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Abstract
Gifts to the Gods: Aparchai, Dekatai and
Related Offerings in Archaic and Classical Greece
Suk Fong (Theodora) Jim, St. Antony’s College, Oxford
Thesis Submitted for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Ancient History
Hilary Term, 2011

This study is about one of the most ubiquitous and yet little studied aspects of
ancient Greek religion, the offering of so-called ‘first-fruits’ (aparchai) and tithes
(dekatai) in Archaic and Classical Greece (¢.700-300 B.C.). A widespread and
traditional custom all over Greece and the Greek Mediterranean, the offering of
“first-fruits’ and tithes entailed using a portion of the proceeds from a diversity of
human activities (such as craft-work, fishing, trade, military expeditions) to present
something to the gods. I look at the different kinds of aparchai and dekatai offered to
the Greek gods by individuals and states under various circumstances, the various
contexts in which the language and practice of making such offerings were used, the
deployment of this religious custom in politics, and the transformation of a voluntary
practice into a religious obligation.

Ultimately, however, my major concern is with questions of religious psychology:
why people should bring aparchai and dekatai to the gods, and what motivations and
expectations they might have had. Because it was such a commonplace practice, the
custom has been taken simply as a given in both ancient and modern scholarship; and
no attempt has been made to explain its religious significance. By drawing on current
anthropological studies of gift-giving, I argue that that aparchai and dekatai do not
merely give to the gods, but give back to the gods some of the benefits granted by the
divinities in the first place, reflecting first and foremost a sense of dependence on the

divine. I suggest that the offering of aparchai and dekatai may be thought of as a

means of settling men’s debts to, and thereby maintaining good relations with, the



gods, who were considered the sources of both goods and evils. I challenge the
emphasis, common in modern scholarship, on material returns as the central motive
behind the act of bringing gifts to the gods. Instead I suggest that the study of
gift-giving between humans and the divine should embrace the possibility that
psychological feelings of dependence on and gratitude to the gods might also have

been involved.
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Introduction

Introduction:
Early Scholarship, Problems, Methods and Sources
An important aspect of Greek religion is ‘votive religion’: in both normal
circumstances and in times of needs, individuals or groups could make a vow to the
gods, promising to make an offering if the favours requested of the gods were

granted.! The English term ‘votive offering’ is derived from the Latin votum, an

equivalent of the Greek evx1). A vow thus established an agreement between humans

and the divine: after a request had been received, it was necessary for individuals to
perform the obligation as vowed. This did not, however, constitute a contractual
relation between humans and the divine: a vow did not bind the gods to grant the
favour; it was only binding on the human actor to reciprocate in the event of a request
being fulfilled, and vow fulfillment could take the form of sacrifices or dedications.

This is normally indicated by the words evxwAn, evxn or evyeocOar in dedicatory

inscriptions.?> Vows, sacrifice and votive offerings were therefore closely related as
means of human interaction with the gods. Nevertheless, prominent though the idea of
‘votive religion’ may be, sacrifices and dedications were not necessarily connected to
a vow. Individuals could make an offering even if no promise had been made
beforehand; indeed, the vast majority of dedications that have come down to us do not
mention a vow, or a vow was involved but was simply not mentioned. Therefore the
majority of what modern historians call ‘votive offerings’ were in fact not
demonstrably ‘vowed’ or ‘votives’; they might have been offered to the gods
spontaneously without any prior promises made. When it came to making a gift to the

gods, the possibilities were many: a gift could take the form of a blood or bloodless

' On ‘votive religion’, see e.g. Burkert (1987), 13-29, Van Straten (1992), Bremer (1998), Parker
(1998), Keesling (2003), 4-6.
2 These formulae are studied in Lazzarini (1976), 98-101.
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sacrifice, or more often people preferred a tangible and durable dedication. These gifts
are variously described: anathema, agalma, doron etc. What interests me here is a
particular kind of gift to the gods, namely aparchai, dekatai and related offerings in

Archaic and Classical Greece.

Offering of dmapxai, usually translated as ‘first-fruits’ in English, was a

pervasive practice in the religious life of the ancient Greeks. The custom is widely

attested in different parts of the Greek world and practised at different levels of

society. Etymologically the word aparche is a combination of a0 (‘from’) and dpyxw

(‘to begin’); so an amapx1n may literally be understood as ‘a preliminary offering

from a greater whole’. It could be dedicated from a wide variety of sources: from
work, military victories, agricultural produce, trade, or any other human enterprise.
An aparche could be a ‘raw’ offering, an existing item normally intended for other

usages (such as some crops or a tool of trade), or a ‘converted’ dedication specially

commissioned for the specific purpose of dedication.® The related word dexdtr, on
the other hand, is literally a tenth. The essential difference between the two lies in
their proportion: an dmapxn is normally a random, unspecified, proportion, whereas
a dexatn is literally a tenth, though we do not know whether every instance of a

Oexatn was necessarily a real tenth. Alongside dmapyn and dexatn, there exist

other synonyms such as dxpoOiviov, anapyuata, and katapyuata, which are

complementary and similar in meaning to ‘first-fruits’ offerings. I have placed
“first-fruits’ in inverted commas because, as will become apparent later on, there is

such a great variety of offerings and circumstances of dedication that the English

3 On ‘raw’ and ‘converted’ offerings, see Snodgrass (1989-90), 291.
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word is potentially misleading because of its agricultural connotation. In what follows

I shall refer to aparchai, dekatai and related offerings collectively as ‘first offerings’.

I. Existing Scholarship

Although the phenomenon of first offerings was touched upon in one way or
another in scholarship in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, there has
been no systematic and up-to-date study of first offerings to my knowledge.
Piecemeal remarks on aparchai, dekatai and the like may be found in two major kinds
of scholarship: a) anthropological studies and b) general historical studies of Greek
religion. Among anthropologists, there are two main lines of thoughts: 1) the
evolutionary approach, adopted by Robertson Smith, Frazer and Harrison, treated the
offering of first-fruits as a ‘magical’ rite practised by the ‘primitive’ people as opposed
to religion, whereas ii) the social-functional approach, adopted by Gluckman and
Forde, focused on the functions of first-fruits ceremonies in affirming social order in
the community concerned. It should be noted that the expression ‘first-fruits’ or first
offerings is applied in anthropological literature to a wide variety of phenomena that
are not necessarily identical with each other or with the ancient Greek practices. This
diversity will emerge in the subsequent discussion. By assembling anthropological
literature on ‘first-fruits’ practices, I am not committing myself to the view that there
exists one global phenomenon or one concept of ‘first-fruits’. Rather the diversity of
materials collected below is intended to suggest possibilities for understanding the
Greek practices. I will revert to questions of the comparability between ‘first-fruits’ in

other cultures and the Greek aparchai and dekatai later.*

4 See p. 16, 22-23 below.
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a) Anthropological Works

i. Evolutionary Approach
William Robertson Smith

Robertson Smith provided one of the earliest theoretical treatments of first
offerings. In his Religion of the Semites (1889), he pointed out that there were two
major types of sacrifice in Semitic religion, namely animal sacrifice and cereal
offerings, following the Hebrew distinction of zebah uminha, or blood and bloodless
oblation. According to this categorization, first-fruits were a kind of minha: ‘there is
no doubt that in ancient times the ordinary source of the minha was the offering of
first-fruits — that is, of a small but choice portion of the annual produce of the ground,
which in fact is the only cereal oblation prescribed in the oldest laws.”> Of the two
types of sacrifice, he considered cereal offerings as having a secondary place in
Semitic ritual compared to animal victims because of the significance he attached to
the sacrificial feast following an animal sacrifice: vegetarian offerings were ‘a tribute
paid by the worshipper to his god’, whereas animal sacrifice was ‘not a mere payment
of tribute but an act of social fellowship between the deity and his worshippers’.°
Through his study of the Semitic ritual of sacrificing and consuming what he
understood to be a totem animal, a sacred animal thought to be a divine ancestor of a
kinship group, he developed a ‘communion theory’ of sacrifice: animal sacrifice was a
communion between men and god as well as between members of the group by joint
participation in the flesh and blood of a sacred victim. His idea of communion
between members of a group was a central tenet of what later emerged as the

sociological approach to religion.

5> Robertson Smith (1889), 222.
¢ Robertson Smith (1889), 205-7, at 207.
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In his lecture entitled ‘First-fruits, tithes, and sacrificial meals’,” he made a
distinction between first-fruits and tithes: both were cereal oblations and ‘tributes’ to
the gods, but the former was a private and free-will offering made by individuals,
whereas the latter was a public payment imposed by royal authorities on the land’s
produce for the maintenance of public religion. This tithe was not necessarily a tenth,
but could be any other fixed portion: ‘in antiquity tithe and tribute are practically
identical, nor is the name of tithe strictly limited to tributes of one-tenth, the term
being used to cover any impost paid in kind upon a fixed scale’.® In Hebrew societies,
therefore, tithes were akin to a regulated political-religious payment exacted by the
authorities, the most important use of which, to Robertson Smith, was the financing of

public sacrifices and sacrificial feasts.

James Frazer

Like Tylor’ and Robertson Smith, James Frazer adopted the well-known
evolutionary framework which saw magic as the earliest stage of development, which
then gave way to religion, and later to science. The original purpose of The Golden
Bough was to explain the obscure custom of the priesthood of Diana at Nemi in the
town of Aricia in Italy, according to which each new successor to the office must slay
the priest after plucking a bough from a sacred oak in the sanctuary; if successful, he
would preside over the sanctuary and bear the title ‘King of the Wood’. This endeavor
to explain the Arician practice led Frazer far afield in his study of primitive customs.
As he said in the preface to the abridged edition, ‘it is no longer possible to regard the

rule of succession to the priesthood of Diana at Aricia as exceptional; it clearly

7 Robertson Smith (1889), 226ff.

8 Robertson Smith (1889), 227.

® E. Tylor’s Primitive Cultures (1871) was not concerned with first offerings specifically and therefore
will not be discussed here; but its central tenets (namely its theory of sacrifice, its evolutionary
approach and the distinction between magic and religion) were adopted by subsequent scholars.
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exemplifies a widespread institution’.!® Drawing on Robertson Smith’s idea of the
ritual sacrifice of the divine totem and the German folklorist Wilhelm Mannhardt’s
vegetation spirits,!! Frazer developed a universal theory. Throughout the world,
Frazer noted, there existed an in-dwelling vegetation spirit in the animal or human
victim in sacrifice; underlying all rituals was an enactment of the death and
resurrection of this spirit or divine figure upon whom the fertility of the land and the
community’s well-being depended. It was to sustain the divine king’s power that the
‘aged” king was killed and supplanted by a new vigorous successor. Frazer
indiscriminately applied his ideas to materials collected from many disparate cultures
and traditions that he thought could exemplify his contention, with the result that The
Golden Bough expanded from two volumes in the first edition to twelve volumes in

the third.'?

First-fruits practices served as an exemplification of Frazer’s grand theory. Three
basic propositions about them may be identified. First, first-fruits were offered to
some god or deity before human consumption of the rest as the produce was thought
to belong to the deity; any failure to do so was believed to incur undesirable
consequences. Once the deity had enjoyed his share, the taboo on food would be lifted
and people would be free to enjoy the rest.'> Second, these offerings were considered
as necessary for the subsistence of the deity; they were offered to enable the deity’s
survival and thereby further his benefactions:!* ‘for how could he expect to reap
wheat and barley and to gather grapes next year if he suffered the spirits of the corn

and of the vine to perish of famine in the meantime? This train of thought may

19 Frazer (1922), vi.

"' Mannhardt (1877). On Mannhardt’s work and influence on Frazer, see Frazer (1911-15), vol. 1,
Xii-Xiii.

12 Frazer (1911-15), vols. 1-12, 3™ ed.

13 E.g. Frazer (1911-15), vol. 3, 5, 102, vol. 4, 101-2, vol. 8, 56-8.

14 E.g. Frazer (1911-15), vol. 7, 232-5, vol. 8, 109.
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possibly explain the widespread custom of offering the first-fruits of the crops to gods
or spirits. Such offerings may have been originally not so much an expression of
gratitude for benefits received as a means of enabling the benefactors to continue their
benefactions in time to come.”'® Third, first-fruits were some kind of sacred food
believed to contain the body of a corn-spirit. By collecting the new corn, making it
into a cake and consuming it, members of a community were ‘partaking in the body of
the corn-spirit’; Frazer called this ‘the sacrament of first-fruits’. !¢ Originally,
according to Frazer, the presentation of first-fruits to some deity was perhaps
combined with the sacramental eating of the corn-spirit’s body; but the latter
gradually lost its importance and the presentation alone came to be considered as a
sufficient preparation for eating the new crop.!” At the same time, what was once
considered as necessary for the divinities’ subsistence came to be regarded as a
symbolic offering from man, who wanted ‘to express his gratitude and homage to his
divine benefactors by returning to them a portion of their bounty’;!® first-fruits thus
became ‘a tribute or a mark of homage rendered by man to the gods for the good gifts
they have bestowed on him’.!® As this quotation shows, although Frazer occasionally
mentioned homage and gratitude in passing,?® he seemed to consider them as a later
development and a secondary motive. Frazer also mentioned offerings of first-fruits to
kings as tributes, to ancestral spirits or the dead, and to the priests as priestly

payments. !

5 Frazer (1911-5), vol. 7, 235.

6 Frazer (1911-15), vol. 8, 48-86.

7 Frazer (1911-15), vol. 8, 85-6.

8 Frazer (1911-15), vol. 8, 86.

® Frazer (1911-15), vol. 8, 109.

20 See also Frazer (1911-15), vol. 5, 27, vol. 7, 46.

2l To kings: Frazer (1911-15), vol. 8, 109, 116, 122; to the dead: vol. 8, 109, 115-6, 111, 121-4; to
priests: vol. 8, 125.
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Jane Harrison

Although The Golden Bough was not primarily concerned with myth and rituals,
Frazer’s theory formed the basis for what is called the ‘myth and ritual school’;*? one
of its most influential members was Jane Harrison. Her two major studies,
Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion (1903) and Themis (1912), attempted to
root the origins of Greek myths and drama in the ancient fertility rites of the dying
and rising god-king described by Frazer. > She began her Prolegomena by
establishing that two kinds of rituals existed among the Greeks, Olympian and
Chthonian, which she characterized by two distinct formulae: do ut des (‘1 give so that
you may give’)?* and do ut abeas (‘1 give that you may go away’). The essential
difference is that the former was the ritual of hope and worship, directed towards the

gods who were beneficent to mankind and received in return worshippers’ ‘cheerful

attendance’ (Ocpameia)), whereas Chthonian rituals were directed towards the

underground powers considered as sources of mischief to avert evil (drtotpon).

It was not Harrison’s concern to provide a coherent explanation of first-fruits, nor
is it always easy to follow her sequence of ideas. Throughout both studies, she seemed
to regard first-fruits offering as a ritual which, under her schema of things, can fall
into both the Olympian and Chthonic framework depending on the context. For
example, she saw the dishes of grain and seeds offered to Hermes Chthonios in the
Athenian festival Anthesteria as first-fruits. It is unclear, however, whether the

supposed first-fruits in the Anthesteria constituted an Olympian or Chthonian ritual

22 On Frazer’s connection to the myth and ritual school, see Ackerman (1975), 115-34. The contentions
of the myth and ritual school are summarized by Versnel (1993), 20-36 and Bell (1997), 5-8; see also
Csapo (2005). On the Cambridge ritualists, see also R. Parker (2007).

23 A useful list of reviews of her works can be found in Arlen (1990), 28-32.

24 The idea of do ut des was already advanced by Tylor (1871) in his ‘gift theory’ and it continued to
influence many subsequent discussions on reciprocity between humans and the divine.
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since they were addressed to the chthonic deities but carried the expectation of do ut
des. In the case of the Thargelia, she regarded the thargelos and eiresione as an

Olympian ritual performed with the idea of do ut des: it is ‘an instance of the service

of tendance (O¢pameia), the primitive sacrifice that embodies the very essence of do

ut des, a gift given to the god to “smooth his face”, a gift that necessarily supposes the
existence of a god with a face to be smoothed’.?® Like Frazer, she also related
first-fruits to taboos on food: a taboo was placed upon the fruits harvested until they
were ripe; such fruits were ‘sacred, forbidden, dangerous’ because primitive man
envisaged an anthropomorphic god who was jealous.?® To Harrison, first-fruits were

thus a means of breaking the taboo and an aversion of evil influence.

First-fruits also featured in Harrison’s ‘gift theory of sacrifice’. She argued that
in the primitive stage sacrifice was not a gift, it involved no god and no giving up.

Instead it was simply about ‘handling, manipulating mana’,*’

an in-dwelling force
which would be passed to the eater when the animal was eaten. And first-fruits were
considered to contain this mana. This idea of mana is a concept imported directly
from Polynesian culture and not supported by evidence in our Greek sources. It was

probably influenced by R.R. Marett and was reminiscent of Frazer’s idea of an

in-dwelling force in non-human objects.?

0~

> Harrison (1903), 82.
Harrison (1903), 83.
Harrison (1912), 136-7.
8 Marett (1914).

[T
[
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Henri Hubert and Marcel Mauss

Hubert and Mauss’ influential work Sacrifice, Its Nature and Function (1964
[1898]) was concerned primarily with sacrifice but it also briefly mentioned the
offering of first-fruits. According to their theory of sacrifice, underlying all forms of
sacrifices were two basic processes: sacralization and desacralization. Sacralization
induced a state of sanctity into a profane object so that it could serve as an
intermediary between the worshipper and the god. By contrast, desacralization
dispelled the state of sanctity and reestablished the distinction between the worlds of
humans and the divine.?’ According to Hubert and Mauss, some objects were in a
state of such great sanctity that they became unusable or dangerous and would need
the ‘sacrifice of desacralization’, and this was especially the case with products of the
earth: ‘each species of fruit, cereal and other products is sacred in its entirety,
forbidden, so long as a rite, often of a sacrificial nature, has not rid it of the
prohibition which protects it. To effect this there is concentrated in one portion of the
species of the fruit all the power contained in the others. Then this part is sacrificed,
and by virtue of this alone, the others are released’.>’ In other words, Hubert and
Mauss saw in the offering of first-fruits an exemplification of the desacralization
function of sacrifice. They were clearly building on Frazer’s notion of taboo,?' but
only differed by developing a theory of the mechanism which the first-fruits
underwent and the function it served. It is disappointing that the French
anthropologists failed to provide significantly new insights different from their
English contemporaries. As is acknowledged in the introduction to the 1964 edition,

Hubert and Mauss owed many of their ideas to Tylor, Robertson Smith and Frazer.3?

2 Hubert and Mauss (1964 [1898]), 50-60.

30 Hubert and Mauss (1964 [1898]), 57; see also 66-7 on agrarian sacrifice.

31" Hubert and Mauss (1964 [1898]), 57 n. 347, acknowledged Frazer’s influence.
32 Hubert and Mauss (1964 [1898]), 1-5.

10
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ii. Sociological Approach
Max Gluckman, Hilda Kuper

In the twentieth century, under the influence of Emile Durkheim,?® some
anthropologists shifted their attention from origins and evolution to study instead the
basic functions religion served in human societies. The first anthropologist to adopt a
sociological approach in the study of first-fruits ceremonies was perhaps Max

Gluckman.

Gluckman examined first-fruits ceremonies in South-eastern Africa in two
studies.* His first study, in 1938, made use of first-fruits ceremonies in Bantu to
demonstrate how agricultural festivals served to affirm the social status quo by
channeling conflicts and reinforcing the social bond between the participants. He
argued that people were prone to conflicts on occasions of dearth and harvest, when
different families’ crops ripened at different times. Hence prohibitions on eating
before the successful performance of the relevant rites in the ceremony could ensure
that people consumed the new crop at the same time and thereby avoided quarrels and
socially disruptive forces. The hospitality of the chief in providing meat, and the
prescribed order in which the fruits and meat could be taken, all had the effect of
reinforcing the hierarchical roles of different social groups while at the same time

integrating them.

However, Gluckman’s work went beyond a simple social solidarity model. He
criticized Durkheim for over-emphasizing the degree of social solidarity and ignoring
the elements of conflict and individual variations; and he changed the way ceremonies

were analyzed by introducing the notion of ‘ritual of rebellion’, according to which

3 Durkheim (2001 [1912]).
3 Gluckman (1938), Gluckman (1963 [1954]).

11
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authority and social order were reinforced through the temporary and controlled
release of tension during festivals.*> He owed this idea to Kuper’s notion of ‘drama of
kingship’.?® Kuper argued that the Incwala ceremony (a first-fruits ceremony among
the Swazi) was first and foremost geared towards the strengthening of kingship: it
symbolized the rejuvenation of the king, which was in turn closely linked to the
well-being of the people. It also served as an ‘economic weapon’ of kingship by
means of which the king could put a curb on eating the new food and make manifest
the economic dependence of the people upon the ruler.’’” Gluckman developed this
interpretation of the Incwala into his idea of ‘ritual of rebellion’, which formed his
main line of argument in his second study of African first-fruits festivals. He drew
attention to elements of rivalry, most notably the chanting of songs which expressed
hatred and rejection of the king.>® This hostility towards the king was also acted out
in other rites during the ceremony, while at the same time there were other rites which
reaffirmed the king’s authority. The expression of tension, to Gluckman, ultimately

reaffirmed social unity and the status quo remained unchallenged.

Significantly, therefore, Gluckman’s work shifted the perspective of enquiry
away from that traditionally adopted since Frazer. Nevertheless, this sociological
approach reduced a vast and complex ceremonial to a major social function, namely
that of maintaining social and political unity, and led to the neglect, if not exclusion,
of other aspects of the phenomenon. It is unclear what precisely the role of first-fruits
was in his studies; and there seems to be nothing intrinsic in first-fruits to make them

an agent for social solidarity. First-fruits ceremonies were probably included in his

35 A good summary of Gluckman’s theory can be found in Bell (1997), 38-40, 52-55.

3¢ The influence of Kuper (1947) is explicitly acknowledged in the introduction to Gluckman (1963
[1954]), 18.

37 Kuper (1947). See also Kuper (1952), 45-7.

38 Gluckman (1963), 120-2.
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study of rituals of rebellion only incidentally because of the pseudo-rebellious
elements he identified in them. Yet the idea of ‘rituals of rebellion’ is not applicable to
all first-fruits ceremonies; on the other hand, it can be applied to many festivals that
do not involve first-fruits. His theory also raises the question of the relation between

first-fruits and restrictions on consumption, to which I will return below.

Daryll Forde

Forde’s study of first-fruits ceremonies in the African tribe Yako likewise focuses
on their functions of reinforcing communal values and social relations.** According
to Forde, the Yako people had a highly complicated social structure consisting of
numerous but overlapping corporations of diviners and cult personnel. By assigning
different duties and rituals to different religious officials, Forde argues, first-fruits
festivals had the effect of integrating these groups while at the same time reinforcing
their different roles. Like Gluckman’s studies, it is unclear what the role of first-fruits
was in Forde’s analysis. As Forde himself admitted, several other agricultural festivals

(not involving first-fruits) in the Yako community also served similar social functions.

iii. More Recent Anthropological Treatments

The second half of the twentieth century saw further anthropological studies of
first-fruits rituals in different cultures. Instead of Frazer’s breaking of taboo and
Gluckman’s social integration, scholars shifted their attention to other aspects of the
festivals, including the political, economic and military. It is impossible to give an
exhaustive treatment of all the works to date; I shall here mention the major studies

known to me.

% Forde (1949).

13



Introduction

Hammond-Tooke’s article on the annual first-fruits ceremonies in the African
tribe Baca emphasized their military significance.®* He argued that although the
original function of the rituals might have been agricultural, this was overshadowed
by political and military functions over time. He saw in the rituals a primary concern
with strengthening the army. For example, he interpreted the ritual killing of the bull
as an enactment of military combats with the tribe’s enemies. He explained the
unequal restrictions (stricter for men but more lax for women and children) on
consumption of agricultural produce before the ceremony in terms of its implications
for the army: the society’s military strength would be at stake if the taboo was broken

by male members of the community. !

Before Hammond-Tooke, the military
significance of first-fruits ceremonies in the African communities of the Bantu and the

Swazi respectively had been mentioned by Wilson and Marwick, albeit only briefly.*?

Savary studies the first-fruits festivals of yam in several western African tribes
and envisages a diversity of reasons for their performance. They are aimed at ensuring
agricultural success by propitiating the natural or supernatural forces upon which men
depend. They are motivated in part by the risks and anxieties faced by farmers in their
everyday experience, reflecting a need to propitiate the divine powers: ‘lorsque les
premiers fruits de leurs efforts apparaissent, les hommes s’empressent-ils de les offrir
aux divinités pour qu’elles ne puissent logiquement pas se les approprier et donc
ruiner Dattente des cultivateurs’.** Agricultural concerns aside, he also considers
other dimensions of the festivals, such as their role in providing a rare opportunity for
entertainment and relaxation in the otherwise monotonous village life, in enhancing

social solidarity, and in protecting the yam by prohibiting the harvest and

40 Hammond-Tooke (1953).

41" Yet Hammond-Tooke did not explain why breaking the taboo would affect the army.
42 Wilson (1936), 404-6, Marwick (1940a), 192.

4 Savary (1991-2), 141-2.
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consumption of premature crops.**

More recently Snedegar analyzes the astronomical elements in the eshwama
(first-fruits celebrations among the Nguni peoples) in southeastern Africa. He notes
that the performance of certain rites coincided with the cycle of the moon. The king
embodied the lunar mystery for his people and ensured the proper growth of crops in
his land.*> During the festival he spat at the sun, a ritual for assuring people’s good
fortune and a share of ‘solar potency’. However, first-fruits festivals are not
necessarily associated with celestial phenomena. Snedegar seems to be primarily
concerned with African ethnoastronomy and his interest in first-fruits is only

incidental.

Apart from Africa, Polynesian societies have also been the subject of several
anthropological studies involving first-fruits. According to Firth, although yam was
not as economically important as other crops in Tikopia, it was given the greatest
ritual attention and formed the focus of first-fruits rituals because of its religious
significance: yam was considered by the indigenous people as a sacred food
representing the body of the principal deity; the partaking of yam in first-fruits
festivals was considered as an act of communion with the god in commemoration of
the god’s work. In Tikopia the first-fruits rituals of yam formed part of the ritual cycle
which Firth called ‘the Work of Gods’, which constituted a traditional means of
maintaining contact with the deities and securing their favours.*® It is along similar
lines that the first-fruits rituals of yam in Fuji are interpreted by Turner: first-fruits of
yam are presented to ancestral deities incarnate in the person of the chief as an act of

thanksgiving and propitiation of the ancestral deities, who are thought to be

4 Savary (1991-2), 142-4.
45 Snedegar (1998).
4 Firth (1967), ch. 4.
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responsible for agricultural fertility and the health and well-being of the community.
After the presentation, people also eat the yams. Turner compares the first-fruits
ceremonies in Fuji and in Tikopia, and thinks that although in Fuji there is not the
identification between the yam and the deity’s flesh that there is in Tikopia, the eating
of the yam is also a form of communion.*’ Several other anthropologists also mention
first-fruits festivals in Polynesian societies, emphasizing in particular their
manipulation by the Polynesian chiefs as an instrument of political and economic

power.*8

In the last few decades, therefore, some useful advances in anthropological
studies of first-fruits have been made. Instead of Frazer’s breaking of taboo, some
anthropologists emphasize the effect of first-fruits rituals on social relations between
members of the community, others on the relations between the ruling class and the
subjects, and some others on human-divine relations. The economic and military
significance of the customs have also been explored. There seem to be various kinds
of crops offered as ‘first-fruits’ and various first-fruits festivals in different parts of
Africa and Polynesia; therefore there was no single object of study in the
anthropological literature surveyed above. The fact that various festivals involving
“first-fruits’ in a given culture can be interpreted so differently by anthropologists
seems to suggest that there is no single or overarching explanation for the phenomena,
and that the practices are multi-faceted enough for everyone to find in them their own
satisfaction.*’ It also points to the important fact that the efic point of view may differ
from the emic one: it is unclear to what extent some modern interpretations of the

customs represent the participants’ point of view.

47 Turner (1984), esp. 141. But it is not clear if his interpretation represents the emic point of view.

% Goode (1951), esp. 108-9, Goldman (1970), esp. 485, 509-11, Kirk (1984), 161ff, 230ff. See
Chapter Seven.

4 1 borrow the words of Veyne (2000), 22.
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b) Historical Studies in Greek Religion
Although dedicatory practices have been investigated by historians of Greek
religion, there has been no systematic study of first offerings since the early twentieth

century. The only detailed study of aparchai and related offerings in ancient Greece is

the unpublished German dissertation Amapxn und verwandte Ausdriicke in

griechischen Weihinschriften by Beer in 1914. Despite being a systemic linguistic
analysis of the different terminologies (aparche, dekate, euche, charisterion) and their
application in dedicatory inscriptions, this study is now out of date and occasionally
inaccurate. Like Frazer, Beer was preoccupied with the origin and the evolutionary
development of the practice: he saw first-fruits as originating from agricultural
practices and later coming to be applied to other human activities; and he took the
divine recipient as having evolved from in-dwelling vegetation spirits to external
anthropomorphic gods.>® The most misleading claim of all is that first offerings were
primarily a magical means of maintaining the fertility of the fields by preserving the
corn spirit (dwelling in the last stalks) and taking it into the fields in the following
sowing season.’! Beer made little attempt to differentiate between the different kinds
of first offerings and the circumstances in which they were made; nor did he go
beyond mere descriptions to seek to understand the motivations (apart from
agricultural concern) and ideology underlying the phenomenon. In short, Beer’s study
reiterated many of Frazer’s ideas and made no substantial contribution to our

understanding of the religious practice.

The only major Anglophone treatment of first offerings is by Rouse in 1902.%2

0 Beer (1914), 28.
ST Beer (1914), esp. 25-7.
32 Rouse (1902).

17



Introduction

Unlike Beer, Rouse was not concerned with the practice’s origin or development, but
with the form and iconography of offerings and the groups of people who offered
them. He collected miscellaneous materials on ‘first-fruits’ and related offerings
without any attempt to differentiate between them, nor did he tackle the questions of
intents and motivations. A condensed version of more or less the same analysis is
given by Rouse in his entries on ‘First-fruits (Greek)’ and ‘Tithes (Greek)’ in the

Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (1908-26).°°

Nilsson’s interpretations of first offerings reflect a strong influence of Frazer and
Harrison. He saw magic as some primitive and ‘pre-deistic’ rites practised before men
learnt to pray to the gods but which nevertheless continued to exist alongside religious
cults.> The offering of first-fruits, to Nilsson, was one such magical practice which
survived in Greek religion: it was one of the agricultural rites which belonged to ‘an
old religious stratum and which have a magical character’.”>> ‘First fruits,” he wrote,
‘are commonly considered as a thank offering to the gods... but like most of the rites
and customs discussed here, the offering of first fruits is pre-deistic and older than the
cult of the gods. Its origin is to be found in magic’.’® His discussion of agricultural
first-fruits in 4 History of Greek Religion (1925) reiterated many notions of Frazer
and Harrison, contributing little or no new insight. To summarize his ideas briefly, he
too interpreted the offering of first-fruits as a ritual for lifting the taboo on eating and
for transferring the in-dwelling ‘power’ within the new crop to the people who ate it
and to the land; it was a medium through which men entered into communication or

communion with the supernatural powers. The idea of ‘votive offerings’ to the gods as

o

means of expressing gratitude or winning favour was considered by Nilsson as a

w

3 Rouse (1908-26a), (1908-26b).
4 Nilsson (1925), 88-9.

> Nilsson (1940), 24.

¢ Nilsson (1940), 28-9.

[V
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later development.>’ His position about agricultural first-fruits was largely the same

in his Greek Popular Religion (1940).

In his unpublished dissertation Offerings at Meals. Its Place in Greek Sacrifice
(1949), Jameson studied the practice of offering some basic foodstuffs to the gods at
the beginning of daily meals in ancient Greek households. This is the only available
discussion of this little-known type of first offering to my knowledge. Nevertheless,
its primary objective was to contrast the nature of offerings at meals with offerings at
a thusia in order to illuminate what Jameson considered as the ‘real nature’ of
sacrifice: a thusia offered the whole animal to the gods, whereas meal offerings were

‘part offerings’.>® Jameson’s concern was not with first offerings in general.

In most general studies of Greek religion, first offerings are subsumed within the
framework of ‘votive offerings’ or ‘dedications’. Van Straten’s chapter ‘Gifts for the
Gods’ provides a careful analysis of dedications in general.’® However, the breadth of
his subject precludes systematic treatment of individual types of offerings, with the
result that first offerings are assigned no more than two pages, grouped misguidedly
under the subheading ‘work’ as if they were specifically a work-related phenomenon.
Van Straten’s other article ‘votive and votaries’ focuses primarily on the form and
iconography of votive offerings as well as the gender and social status of the
dedicators; the subject of first offerings is passed over with no comment.®® Neither

Burkert’s nor Rudhardt’s general studies devote more than a few pages to aparchai.®!

Burkert’s Creation of the Sacred (1996) has a chapter ‘Escape and Offering’ on

3

7 Nilsson (1925), 92-7.

8 Jameson (1949).

® Van Straten (1981).

0 Van Straten (1992).

! Burkert (1979), 52-4, Burkert (1985), 66-8, Rudhardt (1992), 219-22.

w w»
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the offering of ‘part for the whole’ in the natural world, a phenomenon akin to making
first offerings though not termed as such. It is a natural instinct, Burkert observes, in
humans and animals to avert danger by giving up some of what seems to be the most
precious in order to save the rest.®? Thus a lizard will cut off its tail to escape when
pursued by predators. In some societies worshippers might cut off one of their fingers
to procure recovery of their health; in myths a community might sacrifice one of its
members for the salvation of all when catastrophes strike. Burkert’s theory implies
that it was primarily for the sake of saving the rest from danger that a manageable loss
was made. His idea is useful in understanding the apotropaic aspect of first offerings.
Yet there is no reason to suppose that every first offering was motivated by imminent

danger.

More recently Keesling’s introductory chapter to The Votive Statues of the
Athenian Acropolis (2003) has a short but useful section on ‘aparche and dekate’.
Keesling is perhaps the first to tackle the question of the possible difference between
the two terms; yet the scope of her study necessarily means that material from outside
Athens is left out and consequently her discussion is far from exhaustive.%® Parker, in
Thesaurus Cultus et Rituum Antiquorum (2004), provides a useful introduction to the
subject accompanied by a collection of some of the material.®* Kearns’ recent
sourcebook on Greek religion discusses ‘first-fruits’ and tithes briefly in the context of
dedications.®® Nevertheless, despite these occasional discussions of first offerings,
many questions remain unanswered and many aspects of the phenomenon have yet to

be examined.

62 Burkert (1996a).

& Keesling (2003), 6-10.

64 Parker (2004a), 275-9.

6 Kearns (2010), 265, 267-8.
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¢) Problems of Existing Scholarship

The contentions and methodology of many of the early discussions of first-fruits
surveyed above are now considered problematic and out-dated. In the first half of the
twentieth century, many scholars were caught up in the quest for the historical origin
of religion. Their interest in what they called ‘primitive’ cultures was accompanied by
the assumption that studies of the ‘primitive’ peoples could provide a means of
explaining a wide spectrum of phenomena in other cultures across time. The works of
Frazer and Harrison in particular were essentially an agglomeration of data collected
from different traditions to support their preconceived ideas. This indiscriminate
application of the comparative method has long been discredited as inappropriate: it is
a misguided attempt to seek to bring the multiplicity of comparable practices within
the unity of one universal explanation when there is no single explanation or simple
origin of religion. Their tendency to find in different cultures what they were looking
for also raises the question of whether the participants themselves ever had such a

view or whether it was projected onto the situation by the outsider.

With the exception of Rouse and Beer, early scholars’ interest in first-fruits was
only peripheral. Frazer, Harrison and Nilsson were interested in first-fruits only
insofar as they seemed to embody some ‘primitive’ beliefs and rites concerning
fertility of the earth, which they were arguing for in their studies. Despite their
varying emphases, they all shared the basic assumption that the offering of first-fruits
was but some ‘primitive’ rite of the ‘savages’ concerned with human survival and
practical needs. Few early studies (except Rouse and Beer) discuss first-fruits in the
context of ‘votive’ offerings and dedications, as if these were conceptions appropriate
only for ‘higher’ modes of religion and therefore irrelevant to the ‘primitive’ people.

More generally, the relation between ritual, sacrifice, offering and dedication
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remained elusive and ill-defined, with the result that first-fruits sometimes shift

imperceptibly from one to another.

To return to the question raised earlier about the compatibility of ‘first-fruits’ in
ancient Greece and elsewhere, there are several important differences between the
‘first-fruits’ practices in other cultures and in ancient Greece. In all the
anthropological studies in African and Polynesian societies surveyed above, the
offering of first-fruits was essentially an agricultural phenomenon: the kinds of crops
involved might vary; yet almost always we find an agricultural community celebrating
a festival after harvest. By contrast, in ancient Greece, despite having an agricultural
aspect too, ‘first-fruits’ might be dedicated in a variety of contexts and from various

human activities: fishing, craft-work, seafaring, athletic victory, trade and so on.

A second crucial difference concerns taboos on food. The vast majority of
anthropological studies (such as that of Frazer, Harrison, Gluckman, Hammond-Tooke,
and Savary) mention restrictions on the consumption of new crops before the
first-fruits were symbolically offered to the divinities and/or their earthly
representatives (the king or the chiefs); and it was considered dangerous in one way or
another to break the taboos. While taboos on consumption may apply to some

cultures,®¢

as far as ancient Greece is concerned there is no evidence for prohibitions
on eating before agricultural first-fruits were offered.®’ Yet similar notions continue

to be expressed in recent works on Greek religion,® though scholars now take care to

avoid using the word ‘taboo’.

Almost all the anthropological literature surveyed above, from Robertson Smith

% See e.g. Lang (1901), ch. 14, Webster (1942), esp. 342-3, Steiner (1956).

7 Though there might have been possible restrictions on drinking new wine before the ritualized
wine-opening on the Pithoigia (see Chapter Three).

%8 E.g. Rudhardt (1992), 222, Jameson (1994), 38, Zaidman (2005b), 38.
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through Gluckman to Savary, studies the offering of first-fruits as a communal rather
than a private practice. This emphasis on the social aspect risks reducing first-fruits
ceremonies to a fundamentally social institution; it also neglects the diversity of
attitudes that might exist among participants on the same occasion. While a communal
dimension to the offering of ‘first-fruits’ certainly exists in ancient Greece, this was a
pervasive practice in individuals’ religious life too. Yet the role of first offerings in the
religious life of the individual worshipper, both in Greece and in other cultures, has
not received sufficient attention. Where individual concerns are mentioned, early
scholarship tends to focus on the worshippers’ practical concerns, such as protection
from disaster and productivity of the fields. This emphasis on utilitarian motives
renders the ‘primitive’ men incapable of less pragmatic sentiments such as gratitude
and thanksgiving, which according to the well-known evolutionary paradigm of Tylor

and Frazer seem to be the preserve of more ‘advanced’ developments.

As far as historical studies of Greek religion are concerned, there exists no
comprehensive and up-to-date study of first offerings in ancient Greece; existing
discussions tend to focus narrowly on a particular kind of first offerings without
discussing other aspects of the practice. Thus Nilsson was interested in agricultural
first-fruits, Jameson focused on first offerings at meals, and other historians make
brief mention of first offerings as ‘votive’ dedications. No attempt has ever been made
to study systematically the different kinds of first offerings, the various contexts in
which they appeared, and how they relate to each other. In short, the piecemeal study
of a single aspect of the practice in isolation fails to significantly enhance our

understanding of the religious phenomenon.
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II. Methods and Sources

This study concerns the offering of aparchai, dekatai and related offerings in
Archaic and Classical Greece; where it seems helpful I will also draw on materials
outside this period. For an object to be identified as a first offering, we rely on the
survival or restoration of the whole or part of the word aparche or its synonyms in
inscriptions, or their descriptions as such by ancient authors in literary sources. This is
admittedly not entirely satisfactory as smaller objects that were not inscribed, or were
inscribed and yet the word has not survived, but were nevertheless intended as first
offerings, will inevitably escape our attention. Nevertheless, since ancient and modern
understandings of what ‘first-fruits’ offerings were may differ, in order to avoid
imposing our conception of first offerings onto the ancients or neglecting what the
ancients regarded as first offerings and yet do not appear to us as such, it is more
reliable to base our identification on the ancient usage of the words aparche, dekate
and the like in the epigraphic and literary sources. There probably existed no single
definition and consensus among the ancient worshippers of what constituted first
offerings either: some of them might have regarded some offerings as such, whereas
others might not. To complicate things further, some individuals might have used the
word aparche or dekate loosely to signify an ‘offering’ or anathema, especially when
there is no specification of the source of the aparche or dekate by a qualifying
genitive. On the other hand, it is also possible that some anathemata might have been
intended as first offerings but were not explicitly described as such. Therefore we
have to accept that we do not possess complete knowledge of which offerings were
first offerings. What were considered by some ancients as first offerings but have not
survived under that description in our sources will unfortunately but unavoidably

elude us. In view of this, I will also take into account offerings which appear to
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contain the idea of first offering although they are not specified as such. Identification
will be based on the presence of the two essential characteristics of first offerings: a
portion of a greater whole, and a preliminary offering expressing the priority of the
gods. For example, a lex sacra from Thebes at Mycale in the mid-fourth century
requires goatherds to offer a kid from each herd, and shepherds a lamb if there were
five new-born, as koureia (‘shearing offerings’) to Hermes.®® The term aparchai is
not used, but the young animals may be considered as such since they represented

both a portion of the herds and a preliminary offering for the gods at shearing time.

It is impossible and unimportant to trace when and where the custom of making
first offerings came from; what is certain is that it was a long-standing practice
performed according to tradition by individuals and communities. Some of the first
offerings, especially those collectively dedicated, appear to have been socially
prescribed: it was customary for agricultural communities to offer some of their
seasonal produce to the gods in agricultural festivals at regular times of the year; it
also appears to be an established practice for states to set aside for the gods a portion
(usually a tithe) of the spoils acquired in military victories. In animal sacrifices, it was
customary to cut some of the sacrificial animal’s hair (and sometimes bits of flesh) as
a first offering to the gods by the act of aparchesthai. In the vast majority of cases,
however, the offering of aparchai or dekatai was a personal religious act left to the
worshipper or worshipping community to decide. With the exception of some special
cases,’’ there were no regulations stipulating the making of first offerings, the

amount to be offered, or when to offer them. Instead, everyone who felt moved to do

so could bring a portion of what they had to the gods as they saw fit. Unlike in other

% Inscr. Prien. 362 = LSAM 39.

" E.g. a/eparchai in cult finance (see Chapter Eight), the aparche (1/60™) of allied tribute to Athena,
Eleusinian first-fruits (ML 73), aparchai from certain Milesian colonies (Milet 1.3, no. 141), all of
which are anomalies vis-a-vis the usual practice.
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religions such as Judaism and Christianity where the offering of “first-fruits’ and tithes
was laid down in the Scriptures as a religious duty,’' in ancient Greece this was a
matter of personal choice and no provisions were made to instruct or regulate its

performance.

I mentioned earlier the possible discrepancies between ancient and modern
conceptions of what first offerings are. The ‘first-fruits’ most familiar to us are
perhaps the portions of agricultural produce presented to the gods at harvest time, as
well as the fruits of other kinds of human labour. Nevertheless, if we adhere to the
principle established above that the identification of first offerings is to be based on
the ancient usages of the terms, we will find that the Greek vocabulary of ‘first
offerings’ was applied to practices that we may not consider as such. Three different
types of first offerings may be identified in ancient Greece, namely 1) dedications, ii)
sacrificial offerings, and iii) certain cult payments. While dedications constitute the

most common first offerings, the act of amapyeoOar could also apply to animal

sacrifice, but with rather different forces. As we shall see in Chapter One, in sacrifice
the word aparchesthai refers to the sacrificial rite of taking some of the animal’s hair
or flesh as a preliminary portion for the gods.”> These preliminary portions of hair
and flesh anticipate and symbolize the offering of the whole animal to the gods. This
is markedly different from dedicatory practices, where aparchesthai expresses the
gods’ portion and this preliminary portion had no effect on the whole, with the rest
being retained for human utilization. And yet in both contexts the acts were regarded

as ‘making first offerings’ by the Greeks, and both acts express the precedence

"l The Old Testament has plenty of references to the obligatory offerings of first-fruits (bikkurim in
Hebrew) and tithes (ma ‘ser in Hebrew) and their ritual prescriptions, e.g. Ex. 23.16, Lev. 2.14, 23.10-11,
23.15-17,27.30-33, Nu. 18.12-13, 28.26, Dt. 14.22-29, 26.5-10, 26.13-15, Pr. 3.9.

2 E.g. Hom. Od. 3 446, 14.422, Hdt. 4.188, LSAM 50.23-5.
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accorded to the gods over men. Both sacrificial and dedicatory practices will be
discussed in this study; but because of the over-concentration of evidence on

dedications, the latter will inevitably be given greater prominence.

The third context in which the vocabulary of first offerings appears is cult
finance. In the Classical and Hellenistic periods, some religious contributions required
of individuals or groups were termed aparchai or eparchai, such as cult fees payable
for sacrificing and healing, and obligatory contributions imposed on shipowners and
office-holders etc. Unlike the vast majority of first offerings which were voluntary
gifts to the gods, these a/eparchai were obligatory contributions imposed like a fee or
tax as a means of increasing sacred revenue. Since these a/eparchai are rather
different in nature from the traditional cult practice and since they form only a small
proportion of all evidence for aparchai, they will be held back to the last chapter. In
this study my major concern is with first offerings in sacrificial and dedicatory

contexts.

There is yet another context in which first offerings feature: in foundation myths
of several Greek colonies” is the motif of some citizens being dedicated as first
offerings to Apollo in Delphi, from where they were sent out on colonizing
expeditions on oracular advice. However, since they belong to the realm of the
legendary and since their nature is markedly different from the traditional and

historical first offerings, mythical human first offerings will not be discussed.’

I mentioned earlier the two essential characteristics of first offerings: a part

offering and a preliminary offering for the gods. While the connotation of ‘a portion’

73 Rhegium, Asine, Colophon, the Macedonian Bottiacans, Magnesia on the Maeander, Tanagra, and
possibly Cyrene.
7 See Malkin (1987), 31-42, 60-9, Mari (1999).
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is easily comprehensible, the sense of the ‘first’ in ‘first offerings’ is more elusive and
may vary from context to context. In the majority of cases it denotes the precedence
accorded to the gods over men, sometimes it also carries a qualitative sense of ‘the
choicest, the best’, and in some cases both. Thus the bits of food and drink offered at
the beginning of a meal are examples of the ‘first” expressing a temporal priority: the
gods are given precedence before human consumption of the rest.”” However, as for
the aparchai and dekatai made at retirement using the remaining of a lifetime’s
earnings, there was nothing that prevented the individuals from using the money
before rendering a part to the gods; these appear to be simply ‘part offerings’ with a
weakened sense of the preliminary. Military first offerings of spoils, usually termed
akrothinia or dekatai, are examples where the ‘first’ expresses both the priority
enjoyed by the divine as well as the best portion, since etymologically the word

akrothinia is derived from dxpoc (‘topmost’) and Oic (‘heap’), indicating a

choice-offering from the top of a heap. However, first offerings were not necessarily
choice offerings. Thus the first offerings of a sacrificial animal, comprised of some of
its hair and sometimes bits of flesh, are just ‘preliminary portions’ but not the finest or
best portions. In other words, the quality of being the ‘choicest’ or ‘finest’ is a
supplementary but not necessary characteristic of first offerings. In some cases,
however, the notions of the ‘first’ and the ‘portion’ are absent altogether: the
above-mentioned cult payments are simply ‘offerings’ rather than ‘first part offerings’.
Despite the varying emphasis of the ‘first’, what is certain is that the ‘first” does not
denote ‘once’ only: there is evidence to suggest that an individual could make
repeated dedications of first offerings in his/her lifetime.”® The diversity of first

offerings and how their values and connotations overlap with or diverge from one

5 See Chapter Four.
6 E.g. IG I3 699, 926-932 (see Chapter Five).
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another will emerge in the subsequent chapters.

This study is about the ubiquitous and customary practice all over Greece and the
Greek Mediterranean of offering aparchai, dekatai and the like to the gods. It
examines the different kinds of first offerings offered to the Greek gods under various
circumstances, the role of first offerings in the Greeks’ religious life and everyday
experience, and their place in human-divine relationships. My main focus is on the
religious attitudes of the ancient Greeks in bringing first offerings; in other words,
why worshippers should feel the need to bring such offerings, and what expectations
and concerns they might have had. Contrary to the tendency of the vast majority of
studies of Greek religion in the last century to give primacy to ritual over the
participants’ state of mind,”” it is the worshippers’ thoughts and attitudes which
interest me here. It has become almost a cliché that Greek religion is about doing
rather than believing, but the fact remains that rituals cannot be entirely divorced from
thoughts. First offerings demonstrate the many opportunities for individuals to
exercise active choice in the Greek religious system: worshippers and worshipping
communities could decide whether to bring a first offering, and if so, when and where
to bring it, of what proportion, in what form, and what to inscribe on it. But because
this was such a commonplace practice, the custom has been taken simply as a given in
both ancient and modern scholarship, with the result that its significance in the
religious life of the Greeks is left unexplained. Yet this lack of conscious statements or
reflections by the Greeks themselves need not deter us; instead it presents one of the
greatest interests and challenges to a study of this kind to explain the self-evident.

It is not the aim of this study to provide a single explanation for the custom of

7 E.g. Deubner (1932), Nilsson (1948), Burkert (1985), Bremmer (1994), Kowalzig (2007). This
tendency has also been observed by Versnel (1993), 26-7, Harrison (2000), 18.

29



Introduction

making first offerings. Instead, it investigates the range of different motivations
underlying the practice, and whether any general trends and tenets of religious
ideology may be identified. By situating the Greek practice in a comparative religious
context and in current anthropological studies of gift-giving, I will argue that first
offerings (as compared to other offerings in general) do not merely give to the gods,
but give back to the gods some of the benefits granted by the divinities in the first
place. As such, first offerings are akin to thank-offerings, and may be thought of as a
means of settling men’s debts to, and thereby maintaining good relations with, the
divine. They reflect first and foremost a sense of dependence on the gods, who were
considered the sources of both goods and evils amid the uncertainties of everyday life.

Ultimately, therefore, this study bears on the important issue of the nature of
gift-giving between humans and the divine. It raises questions about the nature of the
charis relations that exist between men and gods, and the extent to which first
offerings might be considered as an economic exchange between humans and the
divine. It will be demonstrated that traditional interpretations of gift-giving in
human-divine relations in terms of do ut des and and da ut dem, while certainly
relevant, cannot sufficiently account for first offerings or encapsulate the

human-divine charis relations.

Sources

Our knowledge of aparchai, dekatai and the like comes from a combination of
epigraphic, literary and archaeological evidence. As far as epigraphical sources are
concerned, surviving material is most abundant in the fifth century, dwindles in the
fourth century and continues into the Hellenistic period and later. I have gathered for
this study some 330 private and public dedicatory inscriptions of the Archaic and

Classical periods from different parts of the Greek world. A large proportion of
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epigraphic material on aparchai comes from the Athenian acropolis and a small
cluster from Rhodes. By contrast, dekatai are more frequently attested and more
widely diffused. First offerings’ geographical distribution is closely related to their
nature: those publically dedicated by cities were predominantly though not
exclusively found in the Panhellenic sanctuaries of Olympia and Delphi; by contrast,
most first offerings from private individuals were dedicated in local shrines. Our
knowledge of dedicators and their dedications depends largely on information
preserved in dedicatory inscriptions. Most dedicatory formulae are a combination of
one or more of the following components: the dedicator’s name, the recipient divinity
or divinities, the verb of dedication, the kind of dedication (aparche/dekate), the
object dedicated, the sculptor, and occasionally the reason for dedication.’®
Sometimes they may also mention a vow previously made and/or pray for divine
favours. Unfortunately, however, most dedicatory inscriptions are unhelpfully brief
and fragmentary: rarely do they give all the above elements; instead, they tend to give
the minimum information, as if alluding to a frequent practice immediately familiar to
the ancients and their gods. They seldom make explicit the dedicator’s intents and
motivations. Most dedicators, apart from giving their names, revealed nothing about
themselves and the circumstances of dedications. Our understanding of the materials
is further hampered by the fact that few of the objects accompanying the inscription
have survived; thus many first offerings are divorced from their material context.
There is also an over-representation of inscriptions on statue bases of marble or, less
often, bronze monuments, whereas more humble non-monumental objects not
inscribed or inscribed on perishable materials that have not survived will inevitably

escape our attention. Therefore we do not have a full spectrum of evidence pertaining

8 On the formulae and components in dedicatory inscriptions, see Lazzarini (1976), Jacquemin (1995),
141-57, Parker (2004a), 274-5, Keesling (2003), 22-35.
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to what were offered as first offerings The surviving evidence represents only a small
fraction; in reality the practice of dedicating first offerings must have been far more

widespread than is presented here.

Dedicatory inscriptions pertaining to first offerings may be supplemented by
epigrams. The so-called Anthologia Palatina, a fifteen-book anthology produced in
the tenth century A.D., is a collection of epigrams comprising the earlier works
compiled by several epigram anthologists of different dates.” Book six of the Anth.
Pal., on dedicatory epigrams (anathematica), contains genuine inscriptions copied
from stones along with literary imitations of them, some of which are first offerings.’
They tend to be more informative regarding the dedicators’ background and the
contexts of dedication. Yet their dates and authorship are not always clear: scholars
have attempted to attribute them to their original authors,®' but the ascription and
provenance of many of them remain uncertain. Most of these epigrams are literary
exercises not accompanying any actual dedications; and it is often impossible (for
both ancient and modern readers) to distinguish between literary imitations and
genuine inscriptions.®? Since poetic exercise and real dedications could mutually
influence each other and since their mixture is sometimes almost inseparable, I have

included them in the present study without trying to distinguish between the two.

" Namely the Garland (Ztépavoc) of Meleager in ¢. 100 B.C., the Garland of Philip in c. 40 A.D.,
the Cycle (KvkAdg) of Agathias in the mid-sixth century A.D. On epigrams, see e.g. Cameron (1993),
Bing and Bruss (2007), Livingstone and Nisbet (2010).

80 E.g. Anth. Pal. 6.196, 225, 238, 285, 288, 343,

81 E.g. Gow-Page, HE, assemble epigrams between 323 B.C. and ¢.100 B.C. collected in Meleager’s
Garland, whereas Gow-Page, GP, collect epigrams between 100 B.C. and 40 A.D. in Philip’s Garland
and some contemporary epigrams. Page, FGE, contains epigrams down to 50 A.D. from the Anth. Pal.
and other sources. I refer throughout to the author and source identified by Gow-Page, HE and GP
(where they are included) as well as the number in Book six of Anth. Pal.

82 According to Bettenworth (2007), 73-4, a commonly-used criterion for distinguishing between them
is the surplus of information given in the texts: epigrams accompanied by real objects often give a
minimum of details, whereas literary epigrams without a monumental context often include
information about the situation in which they are to be imagined: the objects, their setting, and
circumstances of dedication etc. But he warns us that there are exceptions to this rule. See also
Livingstone and Nisbet (2010), 52: the distinction does not really matter.
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Another kind of epigraphic material is temple inventories.** Temple inventory
lists which mention first offerings are those at Delos, Didyma, and Lindos. The
inscribed temple inventories on Delos, which belong to a period between around 430
and 130 B.C., record the annual rendering of accounts by boards of administrators
turning over the treasury to the succeeding officials. They mention vessels called
phialai dedicated by Greek cities as aparchai.’* Aparchai in the form of phialai are
also recorded in the inventory lists of the temple of Apollo at Didyma in the
Hellenistic period; they came mainly from the Milesian colonies Kios and Kyzikos.
We also have several instances of aparchai, dekatai and akrothinia in the Lindian
Chronicle, inscribed in 99 B.C. to record the dedications that had supposedly once
been in the temple of Athena which was destroyed by fire in 392/1 B.C. It cannot be
regarded as a reliable historical document as it contains elements of invented
tradition.®® These first offerings, real or imagined, are also considered in this study as
they offer valuable glimpses into how societies legitimised certain visions of local
history by means of dedications. Apart from temple inventories, our information
comes from leges sacrae, especially for first offerings in the contexts of sacrifice and

cult finance.

Literary sources that mention first offerings are various. Homer refers to the act
of aparchesthai in the context of animal sacrifice but not dedication.®’ It is not until

Herodotus that the noun aparchai is first used for dedications. Sometimes Herodotus

8 A useful discussion of the Delian temple inventories is provided by Hamilton (2000).

8 E.g. Inscr. Délos nos. 298.A.14, 313.AB. 11, 75, 314.B.83, 320.B.42, 58, 338.C.48 (supplemented),
372.B.22, 379.12, 442.B.114, 443.B.38; IG X1.2 161.B.74, 184.6 (supplemented), 199.B.7, 244.10,
287.B.42.

85 E.g. Didyma nos. 427.6-7, 432.6, 433.7, 444.3, 452.3-4, 453.5-6, 463.17-18, 464.10-11, 468.8-9,
471.8-9, 475.17-18.

8 Lindos 11, no. 2. A full commentary is provided by Higbie (2003). The element of invention in the
Chronicle is discussed in Higbie (2001) and (2003).

8 E.g. Hom. 1l. 19.254, Ody. 3.446, 14.422, 14.426.
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mentions acts of aparchesthai in other societies by way of comparing religious
customs in Greek and other cultures;®® he also makes occasional references to
aparchai and dekatai from well-known figures. ° First offerings appear in
Thucydides only three times in the context of inter-state relations.”® Comedies and
tragedies also have occasional references to aparchai and dekatai. Post-Classical
authors such as Plutarch, Pausanias, Diodorus Siculus and others also mention first
offerings. Although some of these late references are also included in this study, we
need to be aware that their vocabulary may not reflect Classical usage of the words.
The post-Classical source with the most abundant references to first offerings is
Pausanias, who describes some of the monuments, including aparchai and dekatai,
which he saw on his travels in Greece. These literary sources are complementary to
epigraphical and archaeological evidence: various objects have been identified and
their inscriptions restored based on the testimonies of Herodotus and Pausanias
(especially Books five, six and ten), who report some of the monuments they saw in
their time with or without recording the inscriptions they read. Unfortunately,
however, Herodotus, Pausanias and other ancient historians tend to focus attention on
publicly dedicated first offerings, mostly of spoils, or those from well-known figures.
They rarely record dedications from ordinary individuals; for these, we depend on the

surviving dedicatory inscriptions accompanying the objects dedicated.

By contrast, ancient texts that illustrate or comment on dedicatory practices in
general — not necessarily first offerings specifically — are piecemeal and uncommon.

Gift-giving between humans and the divine appears to be taken for granted and few

8 E.g. Hdt. 3.24 (Ethiopian rituals for the dead), 4.61.2 (Scythian sacrificial rites), 4.188 (Libyan
sacrifice).

8 E.g. Hdt. 1.92 (Croesus), 2.135 (the Thracian courtesan Rhodopis), 4.88 (the Samian architect
Mandrocles).

% Thuc. 1.25.4,3.58.4, 6.20.4.
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would pause to reflect on the phenomenon. Where ancient comments do exist, they
mainly belong to philosophical discussions, such as Theophrastus and Plato, which
may or may not be representative of the ordinary Greeks’ opinion. More conventional
than philosophers’ views is perhaps that of Xenophon, whose work is particularly
valuable for popular religious views in the Classical period: his narratives are
permeated with frequent references to the gods and religious practices. Most relevant
to first offerings i1s Xenophon’s idea that ‘the gods come first’, a recurrent idea borne
out more or less consistently in his heroes’ dealings with the gods: in Agesilaus, Cyrus,
Socrates and Xenophon himself. However, Xenophon might have imposed the
religious attitudes that he considered important on his characters, and his attitude may
represent a pious ideal which may or may not be typical of the average Greek.”!' A
further kind of material comes from comedy and tragedy, which often contain
passages pertaining to ritual practices and the nature of the gods. Although they are
not necessarily faithful reflections of reality, their representation of attitudes and
practices must have had some resonance for their audience. The relative freedom of
speech in the theatre also allows sentiments to be played out that are considered
inappropriate in civic contexts or philosophical traditions, and as such they may allow

us to come closer to the popular religious sentiment of the ancient worshippers.®?

This study will also draw on anthropological studies of comparable practices in
other societies. The potential danger of misusing comparative materials is obvious:
historians (such as Frazer and Harrison) sometimes risk projecting ideas from one
society onto another without fully considering their relevance or irrelevance in

another culture. Nevertheless, with such cautions in mind, comparative studies may

1 On the religious dimension in Xenophon’s works, see e.g. Anderson (1974), 34-40, Gera (1993),
50ff, Parker (2004d),

%2 The value of tragedy as a source for understanding the religious practices, perceptions and beliefs in
lived religion has been recognized by Parker (1997) and Sourvinou-Inwood (1997a).
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enhance our understanding of the Greek practice. As was seen above, the custom of
offering ‘first-fruits’ is widespread in many cultures, such as in African, Polynesian,
Egyptian, Jewish and Christian societies. It is impossible and it is not my aim to
survey all ‘first-fruit’ practices in different cultures; but selected anthropological
parallels will be drawn to suggest possibilities for the Greek practice. Apart from
ethnographic material, this study will also draw on anthropological insights on gift
exchange and reciprocities in human societies to shed light on gift-giving between

men and gods.”?

In what follows I examine in Chapter One the various religious applications of
the words aparchai, aparchesthai and other related terms in the contexts of animal
sacrifice, bringing dedications, and cult finance, and how the value(s) attached to
these terms overlap with or diverge from each other in different usages. After a
semantic survey of the vocabularies, in Chapter Two I tackle questions of religious
mentality and ideologies, the possible concerns and expectations underlying the
religious practice.

Each of the subsequent four chapters discusses a different type of first offerings.
Chapter Three looks at agricultural first-fruits variously termed thargelos, eiresione,
and thalusia presented to the gods during agricultural festivals at certain times of the
year. Other first-fruits brought by farmers outside festivals will also be discussed.
Closely related to agricultural first-fruits are first offerings of simple (and mainly
vegetarian) foodstuffs offered to the gods at the beginning of daily meals in private
households, which will be the subject of Chapter Four. Chapter Five moves on to first

offerings made using the proceeds from a diversity of human activities by individuals

% E.g. Mauss (1990[1925]), Sahlins (1974), Godelier (1999).
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in Attica and elsewhere, focusing particularly on dedicators’ social background,
reasons for dedication, and objects dedicated. Chapter Six examines first offerings of
spoils dedicated collectively by Greek cities after military campaigns and on a much
larger scale than private dedications: they could be worth dozens of talents and
presented the dedicating cities with much room for ostentatious display and inter-state
competition.

After considering first offerings deposited in local shrines by individuals as well
as those set up by cities predominantly in the Panhellenic sanctuaries, in Chapter
Seven I turn to the wider network of theoric activities criss-crossing the Greek world,
by which first offerings were dispatched to distant sanctuaries through official
delegations known as theoroi. It explores how the bringing of first offerings,
traditionally a form of human-divine interaction, was exploited as a way of
maintaining inter-state, most notably metropolis-colonies, relations. The final Chapter
considers the third and last context in which the language of first offerings is used,
namely the sphere of cult finance, where some cult fees, taxes and contributions are

termed a/eparchai, and how they relate to or differ from the traditional first offerings.
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Chapter I

The Various Religious Applications
of Aparche, Aparchesthai, and Related Terms

This chapter aims to give a semantic analysis of the words aparche, aparchesthai
and etymologically related terms in Archaic and Classical Greece.’* Alongside
aparchai, there are offerings termed dekatai and akrothinia, which are similar to
aparchai in their usage. I am here interested in the various religious applications of
these words in different contexts, namely in animal sacrifice, dedications, and sacred
finance, and the ways in which their usages coincide with or diverge from each other.
Since some of the Homeric uses of the terms differ from later ones, Homeric and
post-Homeric usages will be treated separately. Secular and metaphoric applications
of the words will not be discussed;” and post-Classical usages may be mentioned
where it seems fit. Words applied to agricultural first offerings, namely thargelos,

eiresione, and thalusia will be treated in Chapter Three.

I. Homeric Usages

The term aparche does not appear in Homer. Homer uses the verbs aparchesthai,
katarchesthai, and the noun argmata. All of them appear in sacrificial rather than

dedicatory contexts.

a) anapxeoOai
The word aparchesthai is first attested in Homeric sacrifices to refer to the

opening sacrificial rite of cutting some of the sacrificial animal’s hair as a first

offering to be burnt in the fire to a god. It appears twice in Homer in the sacrifices by

%4 Part of this chapter (Part I, Part II (a) — (d), (i), Part IV) has been accepted for publication in Kernos
24 (forthcoming 2011).

% E.g. Bur. Andr. 149-50 (00 t0v AxiAAéwe ovdé TInAéwe amo douwv anapyac), Pl. Prt. 343b
(dnapx1 oopiac), Diod. Sic. 9.10.1 (drtapyal tnc idiac ovvéoewc).
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Nestor and Eumaeus respectively.”® When Nestor realizes that it was Athena who
accompanied Telemachus, he propitiates the goddess by sacrificing a heifer. Nestor
begins the opening rites of hand-washing and sprinkling barley grains on the victim’s

head. He prays to Athena, cuts some hair from the victim’s head and casts it into the
fire, and this act is described by the participle dnapxouevoc (yépwv 6" inmnAdata
Néotwp xépvipa 1’ ovAoxvtac te wkatnpxeto, moAda O AOnvn edxet’
dmapxouevos, kepane tpixac év mvpi BaAdwv).’” T will return to the other
verb katarchesthai in this passage later. Similar rituals, described in more or less the

same formula, are found in Eumaeus’ sacrifice. A five-year old boar is brought in to

honour his guest (Odysseus in disguise); Eumaeus brings it to the hearth, cuts off
some of its hair, and casts it into the fire (AAA" 6 y” dmapyouevoc kepaAnc tpixac
&v opl BaAdev apyrodovtoc 00¢), praying to all the gods for the safe return of his

master.”® In both passages aparchesthai refers to the preliminary ritual of cutting
some of the animal’s hair, to be cast in the fire, before it is slaughtered. Again in Book

19 of the Iliad, when Agamemnon swears to Zeus that he never laid hand on the girl

Briseis, he cuts some of the sacrificial boar’s hair as a first offering (xkampov damo

tpixac @p&apevoc).” Here we find the verb archesthai modified by apo used

adverbially. There is no mention of the hair’s treatment, and we do not know whether
it is cast in the fire or distributed to the participants as has been suggested by some

scholars. %0

% Hom. Od. 3.446, 14.422.

7 Hom. Od. 3.443-65.

%8 Hom. Od. 14.414-24.

* Hom. II. 19.252-5.

100 Cf. Hom. /I. 3.273-4, an oath sacrifice where the hair was portioned out to the participants but not
burnt; here the practice of cutting the hair of the animal is still attested although the term aparchesthai
is not used. Kirk (1985-93), vol. 5, 265, suggests that the hair in Hom. /1. 19.252ff might have been
treated in the same way as in Hom. //. 3.273-4. On Hom. /. 3.273-4, see commentary in Leaf (1900-02),
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In one instance Homer uses the word archesthai without apo in the same
religious sense as aparchesthai. It applies to the cutting of bits of raw flesh (instead of
hair) from the sacrificial animal as first offerings to the gods. To continue with
Eumaeus’ sacrifice, after casting the boar’s hair into the fire and saying a prayer,
Eumaeus slaughters and quarters the animal with the help of the others. Then he takes

bits of raw meat from all the limbs and lays them in rich fat (60 6" @wupoOeteito
ovPWTNG, TAVTWYV GPXOUEVOC UeEAéwy, é¢ miova Onuov), sprinkles them with
barley-meal and casts them into the fire (kai ta uéev év mvpl parlde, nadvvac

dAgitov dxtn).'°" Archesthai here expresses the act of ‘offering part of a whole (the

limbs)’, whereas omothetein is used of laying the raw pieces resulting from this
archesthai on rich fat.!> This passage shows that first offerings can also be taken
from the animal’s flesh in Homeric sacrifices. Whether the act applies to the animal’s
hair or flesh, in both usages the word (ap-)archesthai carries the same idea of offering

‘part of the whole’ to the gods.

b) dpypuata
It is important to note that the victim’s hair and portions of its flesh for the gods

were never expressed by the noun aparche/ai in Homer. In one passage where the

vol. 1, 139, Kirk (1985-93), vol.1, 303-4. But Kirk goes on to say that ‘if there is a fire, then burning
the ritual hairs is an obvious means of disposing of them, and that might sometime have been regarded
as an additional symbolic offering to the gods’. On how oath sacrifices differ from ordinary sacrifices,
see Burkert (1985 [1977]), 250-4, Parker (2011), 156-8.

101 Hom. Od. 14.427-9.

12 On the word omothetein, see LSJ s.v. @uoBetéw, Lupu (2003), 74. Etymologically it is derived
from @uoc (raw) and tiOnue; but Eust. 134.35 says that some derived the word from @poc (shoulder).
In other Homeric sacrifices (e.g. Hom. 7I. 1.461, 2.424, Od. 3.458, 12.361) it expresses the act of laying
the pieces of raw meat that have been cut off from the victim’s limbs on thigh bones wrapped in fat, but
here the thigh bones are not mentioned. On the absence of thigh bones, an important anomaly which
marks Eumaeus’ ritual actions as unusual in Homeric and later sacrifices, see Meuli (1975), vol. 2, 937,
n. 3, who suggested that pigs probably received special treatments different from those of other victims.
Meuli’s view is now supported by osteological evidence studied by Ekroth (2009), esp. 137-8, 143-6.
On the similarity between the Homeric omothetein and the placing of maschalismata in SEG XXXV
113.15-17 (=SEG XXXVI1206.15-17, NGSL 3.15-17), see Parker (1984), Van Straten (1995), 127.
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preliminary offerings of the meat are referred to, Homer uses a different but related
word dpyuata. This is a cognate noun of dpxw and a synonym of apargmata and

aparchai in later Greek; and lexicographers are more or less consistent in equating
argmata with aparchai.'®® However, in Homer the word appears only once in
Eumaeus’ sacrifice and the reference is uncertain: after bits of raw meat are taken
from the limbs and burnt in the fire, the rest of the meat is sliced up, roasted on spits,

and divided into seven portions, one portion being set aside for the Nymphs and

Hermes with a prayer and the rest is distributed to each person (tnv uév iav
Noupnot kai Epun, Mawadoc viel, Onkev émevéauevog, ' tac & dAlag
velpev éxaotw).'® In distributing the cooked portions to everyone, Eumaeus
honours Odysseus with the chine of the boar; then he sacrifices dpyuata to the
everlasting gods and makes libations: xai apyuata Ovoe Ocolo” aieryevetnol,
oneioag 6" alBoma oivov Odvooni ntoAmopOw év xeipeoow EOniev. Much

controversy centers on the word dpyuata in line 446: it is uncertain whether they

refer to the preliminary portions of flesh from the limbs burnt in the fire (line 428) or

the share for the Nymphs and Hermes (lines 435-6) or something else.!% It seems to

183 Hesh. s.v. dpyuarta: anapxai; Etym. Magn. s.v. dpyua: H anapxn. Iapa 10 dpxw, dpyua,
w¢ mapa 10 nppat, dpua (‘The aparche. From dpxw comes dpyua, just as from npuar comes
dpua’); Etym. Magn. s.v. dnapyuata: ai peyadar anapyat tov Ovolov tov tedeiwv. Iapd 1o
dpyw andpxw, dpyua xai anapyua (‘the great aparchai of perfect sacrifices (?). From dpyw
comes dntdpxw, dpyua and dnapyua). LSJ s.v. dpyua: dpypata = andpyuata.

194 Some manuscripts read énapéauevoc instead of émevédpevoc in line 436: e.g. Bérard (1946);
and this is adopted by Stengel (1894), 2667. Cf. Jameson (1949), 127-8: ‘here we cannot be sure’ which
word is right. The word émev&duevoc is more widely accepted here and énapEdauevoc is unlikely to
be used in this context as the word eparchesthai in Home always refers to a specific drink ritual (see
below) and is never a variant of aparchesthai as in post-Homeric usage.

15 Hom. Od. 14.435-6. I understand Onkev (tiOnut) as ‘set aside” as most commentators do. But note
that Petropoulou (1987), 141-3, argues at length against the translation of Onxev as ‘set aside’,

suggesting instead ‘serve before’ or ‘serve up’ (mapatiOnue).

106 Monro (1901), vol. 2, 40, Dawe (1993), think that they refer to the flesh of the limbs in line 428;
but then the acts in 428 and 446 would seem to duplicate each other. Some scholars think that the share
in lines 435-6 is meant: e.g. Stanford (1958-9 [1947-8]), vol. 2, 234, Jameson (1949), 126-9, Casabona
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me, following the natural sequence of the procedures, that the portion in line 435 is

more likely to be meant since the portion in 428 has already been burnt. There is

nothing that prevents the portion deposited (Onxev, line 435) on the table from being

burnt in the fire (dpyuata Ovoe, line 466) subsequently. Whatever they might be,

the word argmata is evidently a synonym of aparchai (not used in Homer), referring

to the first portions of sacrificial flesh for the gods.

It is noteworthy that more than one set of first offerings are made in different
stages of Eumaeus’ actions using different parts of the victim and described in slightly
different terminologies: the first portion of the victim’s hair (aparchesthai), first
portions of raw flesh from all its limbs (archesthai), and first portions (argmata) of
cooked meat. All of them, regardless of the different portions involved, share the

same meaning of a preliminary portion of the whole.

¢) katapxeoOai

From Homer onwards the compound word katapyxeoOar refers to the various

preliminary rituals at the beginning of an animal sacrifice, meaning to ‘begin the
sacrificial ceremonies’.!%” The term appears only once in Homer: in the passage cited
earlier, Nestor begins the opening rites with the lustral water and barley grains for

sprinkling (on the victim’s head); he prays to Athena, while cutting some hair from the

(1966), 70, 122, and Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989), vol. 2, 224-5. See also Gill (1974), 134, who
assumes that the portion in line 435 is placed at the house table at which Eumaeus and his guests are
eating as a form of trapezomata but does not comment on the word argmata. Meuli (1975), vol. 2, 938,
n. 3, suggested that the argmata are the regular offerings cast in to the fire before a meal begins,
disagreeing with Stengel (1894), 2667, who thought that the portion in lines 435-6 is meant. Kadletz
(1984) suggests that the argmata consist not of solid food but first drops of wine poured by Eumaeus as
libation in line 447. Petropoulou (1987), esp. 138-9, argues that neither the share in line 428 or 435 is
meant, but bits of roasted meat taken from the portions already distributed by Eumaeus to his
companions and himself. The B and Q scholia on Hom. Od. 14.446 put it vaguely: dpyuata Ovoe:
TAC dnapxac twv uepidbwv, 1 ta dnopepobévta toic Ocoic (‘he sacrificed argmata: the aparchai
of the sacrificial portions, or the things set aside for the gods’).

07 18T s.v. katdpyxw. 11.2
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victim’s head as a first offering and casting it into the fire.!® Homer seems to
distinguish between katarchesthai and aparchesthai, using the former with respect to
the rites of hand-washing and sprinkling of barley and the latter for cutting the
victim’s hair.!® As will become apparent in the next section, in post-Homeric usages
it is not always clear what procedures are comprised in katarchesthai. However, as far
as the present (and only) Homeric passage is concerned, the term is restricted to the

use of lustral water (yépvi)) and barley grains (ovAoxvTatr or ovAal) but not the

cutting of the lock.

I1. Post-Homeric Usages

a) anapxecOai

After Homer, aparchesthai continued to denote the sacrificial rite of taking some
of the animal’s hair or flesh as first portions for the gods.!!® But it is worth noting that
the act of aparchesthai can also apply to the animal’s entrails.!!'! This is how
Herodotus describes the Scythian sacrificial rites: since there was no wood in Scythia
with which to make a fire, the Scythians strangled and skinned the animal; then they
made a fire by using its bones and they boiled the flesh in the animal’s paunch. When

the meat was cooked, the person who sacrificed took portions of the flesh and entrails

of the animal and threw them in front (0 Ovoac Twv kpewv kal Twv otAdy xvwv

anaplapevoc pinter éc 1o €umpooOe). Here the scene is Scythian but the

terminology is Greek; and the act of aparchesthai applies to both the flesh and the

198 Hom. Od. 3.444-6.
109 See also Stanford (1958-9[1947-8]), vol. 1, 264-5.

10 E.g. LSAM 50.23-5 (&m0 twv aplotepwv anapéapevor), Hdt. 4.188 (tov @wtoc dndaplwvtal
700 kT1veoc), Eur. El. 810-2 (the term aparchesthai is not used but the rite is attested).
11" On the usual treatment of the splanchna in Greek sacrifice, see e.g. Van Straten (1995), 131-3.
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splanchna.''? A fourth-century sacrificial calendar in Cos also has a possible but
uncertain reference to first offerings of entrails. Side D of the stone contains the

following regulations concerning the sacrificial portions for Asia:

[---------- OJvovtL 6& dvO 9<; niotmoavte[c]

10 [loac twv te kpewv] Kal Twv otAGY xvav, kal tag Ov-
[wvac tiOevti émi Blopov: Omer 6¢ tar Aoiar érutiOev[Ti]
[------e - Ipéauevor kat twv omAdy xvwlv]
[--------------- ] kat Tov AiBov tov év taic éAaliaic]
[&pauevor pvove - - 13
------------- They [sa]crifice when they have made two

[equal] sacrificial portions [of meat] and of entrails, and they
[place] the sacri[ficial portions on the a]ltar. Where they plac[e] to Asia

--------------- [having made fi]rst offerings of the entrails

--------------- they also [touch] the stone in the oli[ves]
[as they take the oath].

Unfortunately the fragmentary nature of the text makes it difficult to ascertain the

construction of lines 11-13 which concern us here. Line 12 is supplemented by
Herzog and the recently published /G XII.4 as émnajplapevor xal T@v
ortAdy xvw[v].""* This is untenable as the words eparchai and eparchesthai never
apply to sacrificial practices in Classical usages on the evidence presently available
(see below). More recently Pirenne-Delforge has suggested xatalpéauevor instead
of énajplauevor; yet the difficulty is that katarchesthai always refers to the
pre-killing stage in animal sacrifices (see below) and therefore cannot apply to
entrails.''> If it is correct to take T@v omAdyyxvw[v] as being governed by the

preceding verb ending in -péauevor, the most likely supplement would be

analpauevor. The Herodotean passage and possibly the Coan calendar demonstrate

112 Hdt. 4.61.2.

3 1§CG 151D.11-13, RO 62.D.11-13, IG XII.4 275.11-13. Some of the supplements in Herzog
(1928) , RO 62 and /G XI1.4 are different; here I follow the supplements given in /G XI1.4, but I have
omitted those in lines 12-13 because of textual uncertainties (adapted from RO’s translation).

114 Herzog (1928), 12-14, adopted in LSCG 151.D.12, RO 62.D.12 and /G XI1.4 275.12.

115 Pirenne-Delforge (1996), 210-1 and n. 103.
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that, despite the difference in the part (hair, flesh, or splanchna) of the victim from
which the first offerings were taken, the act of aparchesthai continued to refer to

offering ‘part of a whole’ in sacrificial rites as it did in Homer.

The offering of hair by humans on various occasions is also referred to by the
term aparchesthai.''® In rituals of mourning, it was customary to cut a lock(s) of hair

and place it upon the corpse or the grave; this act is referred to by the word

aparchesthai. Electra, for example, sheds tears and cuts some hair (ddxpva 7”7 édwra

Kal kounc annp&aunv) at Agamemnon’s tomb in mourning for him."'” The custom

is already attested in the Iliad, but Homer does not use the term.!'® Funeral
hair-cutting aside, the word also applies to hair-offering in rites of maturation: on
attaining manhood or womanhood boys and girls would cut a lock(s) of their hair and
dedicate it to some deity or a river.'!? The offering of hair by humans in both contexts
intersects with the practice of cutting a sacrificial animal’s hair before killing the
victim, as if cutting the hair of humans is an act of aparchesthai of the self. However,
in contrast to animal sacrifice, where the cutting of hair anticipates the slaughter and
the offering of the whole animal, in hair-offering by humans the person is not
sacrificed. The hair offered may be considered as a token offering, symbolizing or

replacing the offering of the whole person.'?°

116 On the custom of human hair-offering see Burkert (1985 [1977]), 70, 374 n. 29, Leitao (2003).

"7 Eur. E/. 91. Similar rituals but not described with the term aparchesthai are found in e.g. Eur. I4
1437, Eur. Supp. 97, Aesch. Cho. 168.

118 E g Hom. //. 23.135-52.

119 E.g. Callim. Hymn 4, 296-9, Plut. Thes. 5.1, Paus. 1.43.4. There is no Classical usage of the word
aparchesthai in adolescent hair-offering to my knowledge; the practice is attested in Classical sources
without using the term, e.g. Hdt. 4.34, Eur. Hipp. 1425ff, Theophr. Char. 21.3.

120 The ritual has been variously interpreted and there is no authoritative explanation: e.g. Pearson
(1909), 190 on Eur. Phoen. 1524-5: ‘an act of symbolism, by which the survivor devoted himself to the
service of the dead. The act is then a substitute for a more primitive self-immolation’; Leaf (1900-02),
vol. 2, 481 on Hom. //. 23.135: ‘a part cut straight from the living body represents the whole man, who
thus offers himself as an escort to the shades’; Jameson (1949), 59: ‘by cutting off a living part of
himself and presenting it to a god or a dead relative, a man in effect dedicates himself’; West (1987),
187 on Eur. Or. 96: a form of self-mutilation.
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It is worth mentioning that Theophrastus’ usage of the word aparchesthai in the
De Pietate, later quoted in Book two of Porphyry’s De Abstinentia, differs from
ordinary Greek usages.!?! In several cases Theophrastus uses aparchesthai to express
the whole act of sacrifice in general without reference to any specific preliminary
sacrificial procedures, so that there is a blurring of meaning between aparchesthai and

thuein.'?? For example, he says that offerings should be made to the gods by reason

of honour, gratitude and for want of good things, so that xai T@v Cowv, €l
anapktéov avta Oeolg, TovTwV Tvog Eveka Ovtéov. Here dmapyeoOar twv

Cowv is essentially the same as Ovev ta Cwa, meaning ‘even with animals, if they
should be offered to the gods, they should be sacrificed for one of these reasons’.!??

When he condemns human sacrifice, he speaks of cpwv adtwv dannplavto Toic

O¢colg, meaning not ‘making first offerings of themselves’ but ‘making sacrifice from

among themselves’.!?* This identification of aparchesthai with thuein is perhaps
deliberate, since Porphyry deplores animal sacrifice as unholy and -elevates

agricultural first-fruits and bloodless offerings above animal sacrifice.

b) amapxn
The earliest literary attestation of the noun aparche is in Herodotus, who uses

aparche/ai three times in dedicatory contexts.!?> Etymologically speaking an aparche

121" Also noted by Jameson (1949), 75.

122 E.g. Theophr. Piet. fr. 12.43-49, 13.15-22, 19.3-7 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.24.1, 27.1, 32.1. These
passages are taken by scholars, e.g. Potscher (1964), Fortenbaugh et al. (1992), as quoted by Porphyry
from Theophrastus and can reasonably safely be regarded as Theophrastus’ use of the word
aparchesthai, though it is unclear whether Porphyry was quoting from Theophrastus verbatim.

123 Theophr. Piet. fr. 12.43-49 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.24.1 (adapted from the translation in
Fortenbaugh et al.).

124 Theophr. Piet. fr. 13.15-22 Potscher = Porph. A4bst. 2.27.1 (adapted from the translation in
Fortenbaugh et al.).

125 Hdt. 1.92, 4.71, 4.88.
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(ap-arche) is related to the verb dpyw, meaning a preliminary offering from a greater

whole. 1?®  Although the word aparchai has often been translated by modern
commentators as ‘first-fruits’ in English,'?” etymologically it has no reference to
agriculture and is more appropriately understood as ‘first offerings’ instead. Aparchai

§ of hunting and (sale of) animals,'? of

might be dedicated of agricultural produces, '?
hair, 3% of booty,!*! of earnings from work,'*? of wealth,'** and of proceeds from
any other enterprises. Its cognate verb aparchesthai, apart from sacrificial usages
discussed above, is also used in dedicatory practices to refer to the act of making first
offerings to the gods using a part of a greater whole. It may be accompanied by a

qualifying genitive expressing the source from which the dedications were made;'*

but the word may also be used absolutely without any indication of the source.'¥

Although aparche is most commonly used for dedications, in isolated instances
the word also applies to sacrifice. In Euripides’ lost play Meleager, whose subject is
the fate of Oeneus’ first wife Althaea and their son Meleager resulting from Oeneus’

failure to offer aparchai of his harvest to Artemis, his action to the gods (save Artemis)

is described as Ovewv anapyac: ‘Oeneus once took an abundant harvest from the
land, and in sacrificing the first fruits...” (Oivevg mot” éx ync moAvuetpov Aapawv

otaxvv Ovwv dnapxac...). In this fragment the offering of aparchai is closely

126 Parker (2004a), 275.

127 E.g. LSJ s.v. dmapxm, 2: “firstlings for sacrifice or offering, first-fruits’.

128 E.g. Eur. Meleager, ft. 516.

129 E.g. IG I’828 (amapxn dypac), Arr. Cyn. 33 (dnapyal t@v dAiokouévwv), Anth. Pal. 6. 196
(drapxn dypac); cf. SEG XLVII 346 (dexdtav aiyav).

130 E.g. Eur. Or. 96 (@mapyxai xounc), Eur. Phoen. 1525 (xaitac dnapyai).

E.g. Soph. Trach. 183 (uaxnc dnapxai), 761 (Aeiag dnapxn).

E.g. IG I 628 (¢pyov amapx1)), 695 (épyov dnapxn).

E.g. IG PP 647 (anapxn xtlealvov), IG 11* 3846 (xprulata] dnapxn), 4904 (xpnulatwv]
anapxn).

B34 E.g. IG P 730 (kteavov uoipav amapoauevoc), I1G 117 4320 ([téxvncl oixéac &pvoc
anap&aulevoc]), 4334 (uoipav dnapéauévn ktedvwv), Hdt. 3.24.4 (ndvtwv dniapxouevor).

135 E.g. Theoph. Char. 10.3; see n. 49.

131
132
133
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related to sacrifice.!*® In Soph. Trach., Heracles offers a literal hecatomb to the gods,

a grand sacrifice of a hundred victims consisting of a mixed herd, of which twelve
bulls are killed first as an amapxr_Aeiac. We are told that ‘he killed first his bulls,

twelve perfect victims, the pick of the booty; then he brought the number to one

hundred, driving a mixed herd to the altar’ (Tavpoxtovel uév dwdex’ évredeic

Exwv Aclac dnapxny Bovc: dtap ta mavO’ ouov EKATOV TPOONYECVUULYT

Booxnuata).'*” The word aparche may be understood in two senses here: the twelve

bulls are the choicest and the first ones to be sacrificed to the gods among the one
hundred animals; they also represent a portion of the revenue derived from Heracles’
military enterprise. In both the Euripidean and Sophoclean passages, the word
aparche refers to the sacrifice offered using part of a greater source of revenue, but
not the part of the victims offered to the gods. There is no Classical example of
aparche expressing the preliminary portion of sacrificial victims offered to the gods.
The only available example in which the word aparche possibly refers to a portion of
sacrificial flesh is a newly published lex sacra from the city of Patara in Lycia in the
Hellenistic period, which requires worshippers who sacrifice to make an aparche from

each animal to the priest: ‘those who sacrifice to Zeus of Labraunda or to any of the

gods in the precinct are to give to the priest an aparche from each victim mAdta
loov’ (tovg Ovovtac | Au Aappavvowt! 1 tov évtepeviov Oewv Tvel d1d0var

Tl lepel anapxnvl ap’ ékactov lepe<i>ov mAata ioov).'’® However, it is

136 Eur. Meleager, fr. 516 (tr. Collard and Cropp). It is unclear from this Euripidean fragment alone
whether a blood or bloodless sacrifice is involved. But Hom. /7. 9.533-6 tells us that all other gods save
Artemis enjoyed a hecatomb, which suggests that Oeneus’ first offerings most probably consisted of
animal sacrifices financed by the proceeds of his harvest.

137 Soph. Trach. 760-2 (tr. Jameson).

138 Engelmann ap. Schuler (2007), 134-5.
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uncertain what the obscure phrase mAdta [0ov means.!* The inscription is post

Classical and its usage of the word aparche is untypical. In any case, the practice in
question is different from the customary practice of taking a preliminary portion of
hair or flesh to the gods denoted by the act of aparchesthai, as this Hellenistic /ex
sacra concerns priestly perquisites rather than the traditional portion for the gods.!'4
The use of the word aparche in relation to cult payments is a different application in
another phenomenon to which I will revert later; meanwhile it should be reiterated
that there is no Classical example of the word aparchai being used to describe the first

portion of sacrificial victims offered to the gods.

In some cases where there is no specification of the origin of an aparche (or its
synonyms) by a qualifying genitive, the idea of a portion is less obvious and the word
may resemble an ‘offering’ or anathemata. A fourth-century aparche dedicated by one

Bacchios for being ‘crowned by the members of his association’ seems to be simply a
dedication: Blaxxtwoc T AOnvlal | tet Opyavne dnapxnv! dvéOniev
otepavw-10eic vmo Twv Olacwtwv (‘Bacchios dedicated an aparche to Athena
Organe having been crowned by the members of his association’ ).!*! There are many
other examples where the word aparche is used without a genitive.!*> However, in
the lack of contextual information (unlike in Bacchios’ case), it is difficult to know

whether the aparche is a first offering or simply an offering without a partial sense;

and we cannot rule out the possibility that a genitive is implied and not made explicit.

139 The suggestion in Engelmann ap. Schuler (2007), 135, ‘die glatte Flache am Unterleib der Tiere’ is
far from certain.

140 See n. 60.

141 JG 112 2939 = 4339; Parker (2004a), 275.

142 B.g IG I’ 526, 531, 547, 559, 566, 680, 696, 702, 731, 740, 834, 848, 872.
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¢) andpypata
While Homer uses argmata, in the Classical period we find apargmata instead of

'8 in the same sense as,

argmata. The word apargmata is used mostly in the plura
but much less frequently than, aparchai. We have seen that Homer uses the word
argmata in sacrifice only, but in Classical usages apargmata can be used in
connection with both sacrificial and dedicatory practices. An example of the former
can be found in the fifth-century lex sacra from Selinus. The inscription stipulates that,
for the pure Tritopatores, a table and a couch are laid on which are placed olive
wreaths, honey mixture in new cups, cakes, and meat. First portions are taken

(presumably from the cakes and meat on the table) and burnt, and anointment is

performed after the cups are placed (kdmaplauevor xataxadvto xal

kataAwvavto tac motepidac évOévtec) (lines 15-6). For Zeus Meilichios,
worshippers are to take out the public hiara,'** set out a table, and burn the thigh, the

apargmata from the table, and the bones of a ram (kat QoAéav xal Tdmo tag

).145

TparéCac : anapyuata kai tootéa kaltaJkaar) (lines 19-20 We have here a

theoxenia where food and drinks are set on a table before images of the divine. The
act of aparchesthai in lines 15-16 and that of taking apargmata in line 19 are very
likely to be related; and both rituals seem to involve taking samplings of the food on
the table!*® and burning them as first offerings to the gods before the rest is

consumed. 4

43 The singular apargma is used in e.g. I. Histriae 101 (see n. 62).

144 On the public hiara, see Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski (1993), 21-23: public sacred objects,
specifically public images; Lupu in NGSL 27, p. 378.

145 JGASMG 17 no. 53bis, SEG XLIII 630, NGSL 27.A. A full commentary is provided by Jameson,
Jordan and Kotanski (1993), Dimartino (2003), Dubois (2003).

146 On trapezomata, see Gill (1974).

147 Here I follow Lupu’s interpretation of the rituals in NGSL 27. On the act of aparchesthai here, see
also Dubois (2003), 116: ‘de ces aliments sera prélevée une partie a titre de prémices qui seront offerts

en holocauste (kdnapéduevor katakadvto)’. Jameson, Jordan and Kotanski (1993) do not comment
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The only appearance of the word in Classical literature is in Aristophanes’ Pax.

After Trygaeus has rescued the goddess Peace and a sacrifice is being prepared, the
chresmologos Hierocles comes uninvited to claim a share: ‘come now separate the

first share and then give it to me’ (Aye vov dnapyov kdta doc tandpyuata).'*®

What the apargmata would have consisted of in this case is a matter of conjecture:
they could have been a portion of the sacrificial flesh by analogy with the argmata in
Eumaeus’ sacrifice seen earlier, or they might have been a portion of the splanchna

and the tongue which Hierocles shows much interest in.'* The scholia on Ar. Pax.
1056 reports that amapy pata are ‘the aparchai which the priests are accustomed to
take’ (tac dnapyxac, dc elwBaow ol lepeic Aaupavew).'® Perhaps influenced by
this view, Sommerstein and Olson explain that apargmata were offered to the gods
and passed on to the priests.'>! However, as far as the Classical period is concerned,
there is no evidence that dntapyal or anapyuata for the gods would be passed on

to the priests or diviners who officiated at the sacrifice. Where priests were allowed

the portions intended for the gods, priestly perquisites were variously termed

lepeovva, Tpanelduata and yépa,'>? but never dndpyuata or dnapyai in

the Classical period. '™ When Hierocles claims a share by saying dye vov

on what actions are involved in aparchesthai (lines 15-6) and taking apargmata (line 19).

148 Ar. Pax. 1056 (tr. Sommerstein).

199 Hom. Od. 14.446; Olson (1998), 270, thinks that the apargmata involve ‘the god’s share of the
splanchna and the tongue, which were dedicated to the divinity and then passed on to his or her
servant’.

150 3VIAr, Pax. 1056.

51 Sommerstein (1985), 183, Olson (1998), 270. See also Van Straten (1995), 122: ‘[Hierokles] shows
a particular interest in those parts of the victim that, at a sacrifice where a priest officiated, would
normally fall to the priest’; but Van Straten does not say whether the apargmata in line 1056 are
supposed to be priestly portions or not.

152 B.g. IG 11? 1356, 1359, 1363, LSAM 24A, IG V.1 1390, IG XI1.7 237, SEG XXXV 113, SEG LIV
214. On priestly prerogatives, see Gill (1974), p. 127-33, Le Guen-Pollet (1991), Van Straten (1995),
154-5.

133 The only available piece of evidence which possibly speaks of first portions of sacrificial victims
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anapyov kata d6oc tadnapyuata, the comic effect is to dramatize his greed: the

chresmologoi were a particular subject for ridicule in Aristophanes. Later in the same
scene Hierocles is shown as trying to beg and then snatch unsuccessfully a portion of
the wine, the splanchna, and the tongue.'>* Therefore the passage cannot be taken as
evidence for a regular practice of giving apargmata or aparchai to religious officials.
It is just another instance where Aristophanes makes a mockery of the greed of
chresmologoi as apargmata were reserved for the gods alone: both aparchesthai and
apargmata in Ar. Pax. 1056 refer to the god’s share which should not go to religious

officials.

There are a few attested instances of the word apargma in dedicatory inscriptions.
A fragmentary roof tile discovered in Histria in Scythia Minor, dedicated to Aphrodite
in the sixth century, is inscribed with the word apargma.'> This is probably the
earliest epigraphical attestation of the word; and it shows that the word is by no means
confined to sacrificial uses. Two Attic vessels found in Ialysos on Rhodes are also
inscribed with the word; and Martellin thinks that this word, rarely used elsewhere,
may denote some local variant of the more common aparche.'>® We also have a

fragmentary fifth-century dedicatory inscription on the Athenian acropolis that has

been supplemented with the word [dplyuata or [anaplypata.'’

given to the priests is the Hellenistic lex sacra in Engelmann ap. Schuler (2007), 134-5; but there are
difficulties in using this text as discussed above.

154 Ar. Pax 1099-1121. See also Ar. Av. 975-6, where another chresmologos desires the splanchna.

155 I Histriae 101, amended by Moretti (1983), 55-7 (=SEG XXXIII 582), SEG L 685, Birzescu (2005),

418, no. G8, Kernos 22 (2009), 217 no. 13. Moretti’s interpretation of apargma as equivalent to €pywv
arapxn, an offering consisting of a part of the artisan’s earnings (‘offerta fatta con parte del guadagno
che un artigiano ricava col suo lavoro’) is problematic; in his footnote he quotes Lazzarini (1976), 88
(on the phrase €pywv dnapxn), but Lazzarini does not give such an explanation of apargma.

156 SEG XXXVIIL, 783d (ABavaiac dnapyua Ieiowoc avéOeke), f (BoAdkpitoc LhOavaiar X
dnapy par); Martellin (1988), 114. Also quoted in Herda (2006), 244, n. 1739.

157 IG P 703, DAA no. 284. Note that /G I* 703 supplements [dp]yuata, whereas DAA no. 284 has
[anaplypata.
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d) xatdpxecOau'>?®

We saw earlier, in Nestor’s sacrifice, that the act of katarchesthai involves

hand-washing and sprinkling barley grains on the animal; the word is used with
xépvi and ovAoxvUtar in the accusative.'” However, in later Greek uses the word

is more often followed by a genitive object,!** meaning ‘to begin a sacrifice’ or more
precisely ‘to begin sacrificing (a particular victim)’. In post-Homeric usages it is not
always clear what ritual procedures are comprised in katarchesthai, especially when
the word is used absolutely without any qualifying objects. For example, Herodotus
notes that the Scythian custom of sacrifice involves no rite of katarchesthai: the
person performing the sacrifice throws the animal down by pulling the end of a rope,
invokes the god, strangles the animal by twisting a rope around its neck; then he skins

it and sets about cooking it. There is ‘no fire nor preliminary rites of sacrifice nor

libation’ (00Te MUp dvakavoag ovTe katap&duevog oUT’ émoneioac).'! Tt is

the absence of ritual beginning (katarchesthai) that Herodotus is remarking on when
he compares Scythian and Greek sacrifices, but it is unclear what preliminary rites
Herodotus has in mind.'®® The same ambiguity is found in other absolute usages of
the word, where we can only tell that it means ‘to begin a sacrifice’ vaguely without

knowing what precisely is involved.!®?

158 The etymologically related word mpokatapyeoOat, attested uniquely in the religious sense in

Thuc. 1.25.4 and of disputed meaning, will not be discussed here.

159 Hom. Od. 3.444-6.

160 E.g. Hdt. 2.45 (avt00 katdpyxeobar), Ar. Av. 959 (un katapén tov Tpayov), Bur. Phoen. 573
(xatapyeocOatr Qvudtwy), Dem. 21.114 (katdpyeocOal Twv iepwv).

161 Hdt. 4.60.

162 Macan (1895-1908), 41, put it vaguely: ‘no beginning with consecration’; How and Wells (1928),
vol. 1, 326: burning of hair; Asheri, Lloyd and Corcella (2007), 626: ‘the sprinkling of lustral water and
scattering of barley-grains to consecrate the victim’.

163 Absolute usages: e.g. Hdt. 4.103 (katapédauevor pondAw naiovat Ty ke@aAny); Asheri, Lloyd
and Corcella (2007) do not comment on this word; Eur. Heracl. 529 (oteuuatovte xali
trkatapyxec’ el doxeit); And. 1.126 (éxédevov xatapEacOar tov KaAldiav); Ath. fr. 1.40-43
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While the above Homeric usage of katarchesthai excludes the cutting of the hair,
in Classical Greek literature there is one instance in which the word is applied
explicitly to hair-offering. When Thanatos is about to take Alcestis to Hades, he thus
explains his actions: ‘I am going to her so as to begin the rites with the sword. The

person is dedicated to the gods below the earth, [anyone] the hair of whose head this

blade hallows’ (oteiyw O’ én’ avtny we xatdplwual Eipel: [€poc yap ovToc

tov kata xOovoc Oewv dtov 160 Eyxoc kpatoc dyvien tpixa).'®* Here

katarchesthai, followed by the instrumental dative Siger, obviously refers to the

opening rite of cutting some hair using the sword.!®> However, in another Euripidean
passage, a different preliminary rite is referred to. The word used for Iphigenia’s
priestly duty in Euripides’ Iphigenia Taurica is katarchesthai: she is to perform the
opening sacrificial rites of the ship-wrecked victims, but others perform the
slaughtering.'%® By inference from her sacrificial role described elsewhere in the play,
we know that katarchesthai involves the sprinkling of lustral water and possibly

barley grains on the victim’s head.'®” This coincides with the Homeric use of the

K.-A.: (katapyoued’ fueic oi udyetpot, Gvouev, omovdac mowovuev); Malay and Ricl (2009), p.
40, no. 1.42-43 (xatapéet/at] éni T00 fwuov).

164 Eur. Alc. 74-6 (tr. L.P.E. Parker).

165 Stengel (1908) denied that there is any question of a sacrifice here at all; Dale (1954), 58, considers
the passage untypical in that the terminology of ordinary sacrificial ceremony is applied to the
ceremony of death, with Thanatos as the officiating priest. L.P.E. Parker (2007), 67, translates line 74:
‘to begin the rites with the sword’. Cf. LSJ s.v. kxatdpyxw, IL.b, who cite this as an example where the
word means ‘sacrifice’ or ‘slay’ (rather than ‘to begin a sacrifice”)

166 The word occurs three times in relation to Iphigenia’s priestly duty: Eur. IT 40, 56, 1154. On
‘beginning the sacrifice’ (katarchesthai) rather than slaughtering as the main function of the officiating
priest, see also SEG LIV 214.32-3, LSS 19.31-32 = RO 37.31-32, MaCabe, Teos Inscriptions, no. 31.13
= Ma (1999), no. 18.13; but in these instances we are not told what preliminary rites precisely are
involved in katarchesthai.

167 Sprinkling of water: Bur. IT 53-4, 622; Platnauer (1938), 64, Cropp (2000), 175. On katarchesthai
referring to the sprinkling of water, see also /G XI1.4 278.32-3 (= LSCG 151.A.31-2, RO 62.A.31-2)
(xlat]apyxovrar OaAAw: kai dapyat): here the opening sacrificial rites involve sprinkling water on
the victim with the olive branch and laurel. Eur. /7 makes no explicit mention of the scattering of
barley grains on the victims’ head; but the two acts (sprinkling water and scattering barley grains) were
customarily performed together in Greek sacrifice: e.g. Hom. Od. 3.444-6, Ar. Pax 948-62, Ar. Av. 850,
Eur. 14 1568-9, Burkert (1985[1977]), 56, Van Straten (1995), 31-40. Note also the noun xatdpyuata

54


http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=stei%2Fxw&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=d%27&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=e%29p%27&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=au%29th%2Fn&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=w%28s&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=kata%2Frcwmai&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=ci%2Ffei&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=i%28ero%2Fs&bytepos=12003&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=ga%2Fr&bytepos=12003&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=ou%28%3Dtos&bytepos=12003&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=tw%3Dn&bytepos=12003&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=kata%2F&bytepos=12003&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=xqono%2Fs&bytepos=12003&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=qew%3Dn&bytepos=12003&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=o%28%2Ftou&bytepos=12084&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=to%2Fd%27&bytepos=12084&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=e%29%2Fgxos&bytepos=12084&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=krato%2Fs&bytepos=12084&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=a%28gni%2Fsh%7C&bytepos=12084&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=tri%2Fxa&bytepos=12084&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087
http://old.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-bin/morphindex?lang=greek&lookup=ci%2Ffei&bytepos=11927&wordcount=1&embed=2&doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0087

Introduction

word discussed earlier.

These different usages have led to scholarly disputes of what the act of
katarchesthai entails precisely.'*® It seems to me that the word katarchesthai involves
no fixed action, and that the preliminary ritual procedure(s) can vary in different
sacrificial contexts. Yet the most important distinction between katarchesthai and
aparchesthai is that aparchesthai (‘taking a portion from a greater whole’) can apply
to any stage of the sacrifice and any portion (whether hair or flesh, raw or cooked) of
the sacrificial victims, whereas katarchesthai applies only to the pre-killing stage of
the sacrifice and therefore never refers to the sacrificial flesh. Nevertheless,
sometimes it is difficult to distinguish between katarchesthai and aparchesthai. When
Aristophanes’ Dicaeopolis tells his daughter to put down the basket so that they may
begin the sacrifice (iv" anaplwueOa), the word used is aparchesthai where we
might expect katarchesthai. ' By contrast, Euripides uses katarchesthai in
connection with the cutting of Alcestis’ hair, where we would expect aparchesthai.'”
Therefore, when used absolutely in sacrificial contexts, sometimes the words

katarchesthai and aparchesthai seem to intersect or coincide.!”! But when followed

in Eur. IT 244: yépvifac 6¢ kal katdpyuata ovk &v @Oavolc dv e0Tpenn molovuévn ‘you cannot
be too soon preparing your lustrations and consecrations’ (tr. Cropp). Here xatdpy uata seem to refer
to barley grain; but this word is otherwise unattested in the Classical period (later in Plut. Thes. 22.5)
and it is not clear what it signifies precisely. LSJ s.v. xatdpyuata, explain it as ‘first offerings’,
whereas the commentary in Cropp (2000), 191 takes into account both barley-grain scattering and
hair-cutting. Etymologically related to xatdpyecOar and katdpyupata is the noun xatapxi,
attested in religious use only in the fragmentary /G I1? 1359 (= LSCG 29), and its meaning remains
obscure. LSJ s.v. katapx7. 111, explain this as ‘the part of the victim first offered’; but the fact that the
word is derived from katarchesthai (a pre-killing rite) makes it unlikely that the victim’s flesh is
involved, unless the hair is meant, which is unlikely in this context as a priestly portion.

18 Hair-cutting: Hsch. s.v. katap&acOat 100 iepeiov: tov TpLyv anoondoat, LSI s.v. katdpxw,
II.2.a; Parker (2005), 97 n. 25. Lustration and scattering of grains only: Stengel (1908). Hair-cutting,
lustration, and scattering of grains: Denniston (1939), 148, Jameson (1949), 56, Dunbar (1995), 541-2,
on Ar. Av. 959.

199 Ar. Ach. 244.

170 Eur. Alc. 74-6.

171 Absolute use: katarchesthai: e.g. Hdt. 4.60, 103, Andoc. 1.126 (see n. 70); aparchesthai: e.g. Ar.
Ach. 244.
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by a genitive object the former usually means to perform an initial act - whatever it
may be in the pre-killing stage - to the sacrificial victim,!’> while the latter means to

offer a preliminary portion of a greater whole.!”?

e) axpoOiviov

The word is not used in Homer; it appears in the Classical period in the singular
axpoOiviov and more frequently in the plural dxpoOivia. Etymologically it is
derived from dxpoc (‘topmost’) and Oic (‘heap’), indicating a choice-offering from
the top of a heap. The singular forms dxpoOic and dxpoOiviov appear to have the
same meaning. The word dxpoOiva is the accusative singular of dxpo0.c; it is also a

variant of dxpoOivia (the neuter plural of dxpoBiviov). '™

Contrary to the scholia on Eur. Phoen. 203, which explain the axpoOivia Noéia
as ‘properly first-fruits of crops, from the heap, which is the heap of the threshing
floor; first offerings of spoils too are wrongly described so’ (dxpoOivia Ao&iq:
Kvplwc al tov kapnov anapxal, mapa tov Ova, 0 0Tl TOV 0wpPoV TIG
dAawvoc kataxpnotikac 6¢ oUtws Aéyovtar kai al drnapyai tne Aeiag),'™

the word dxpoOiviov applies predominately to spoils and rarely to agricultural

produce. It is frequently used for spoils in military contexts, where it may be

understood as “first offerings of wars’ or ‘the best of the spoils’,!’® whereas the less

172 Katarchesthai with a genitive object: see n. 67.
13 Aparchesthai with a genitive object: e.g. Hdt. 4.61, 4.188, Eur. EL 91.

7% AxpoOic: e.g. Pind. Ol 2.4, 10.57; RO no.1.D.47. See also Lazzarini (1976), 93-4; LSJ s.v.
axpoBivia, s.v. dxpo0Oic, Parker (2004a), 275.

175 Schol. Eur. Phoen. 203. Cf. Hsch. s.v. dkpoBiviov, Phot. s.v. dkpoBivia (= Suda s.v. dxpoBivia),
Etym. Magn. s.v. dxpo0ivia, all of which recognize the various applications (agricultural and military)

of the word.
176 E.g. Hdt. 1.86, 1.90, 8.121, 8.122, Thuc. 1.132.
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common verb dxpoOwialouar refers to the act of ‘taking first offerings from the
spoils’.!”” Examples abound of military dxpoOivia: Pindar describes the Olympic
festival as the dxpoOiva toAépov established by Herakles.'”® The Athenian treasury
at Delphi has a base which bears this inscription: AB¢evaiot t[o]t ATtoAAov[L amo
Médlov ax[poO]ivia tec MapaO[oJve u[axec] (‘the Athenians to Apollo [from the
Med]es as first offerings from the battle of Marathon’).!” The captive Phoenician
women describe themselves as dxpoOivia Aociat, chosen by the city as a most

beautiful offering for Loxias. ¥ Although taken predominantly from battles,

akrothinia could also come from other activities. A third-century dedicatory

inscription from Elateia describes the offering as ¢& doiwv Epywv drxpoBiv[iov].'™

Later Diodorus Siculus speaks of the akrothinia of Acteon’s hunt (adxpoOwiwv éx

TV Kovnyiwv).'$

Akrothinia may also take the form of sacrifice. A law of the gentilicial group of

the Labyadai at Delphi in the fifth or fourth century has a reference to an dxpo0ic to

Apollo: ‘these are the sacrifices of the Labyadai: in the month Apellaios to Dionysos,

at the feast of the Boukatia to Zeus Patroos and the first offering to Apollo’ (taide
Ovoiar Aapvadav: tomeAdaiov unvoc tw<t> Awoviowt, Bovkatioc twtr Al

natpatwt kKol TonoAAwve tav dxkpoOiva).'® Here dxkpdOic seems to be used in

the general sense of a preliminary offering without reference to spoils, but it is unclear

177 E.g. Eur. HF 476.

178 Pind. OI. 2.4. cf. Pind. OI. 10.57-8.

17 IG 1?1463 B, ML 19. Cf. Paus. 10.11.5-6.

180 Eur. Phoen. 202-15, at 203.

B JGIX.1 131.

182 Diod. Sic. 4.81.4.

18 RO no. 1.D.43-47 (adapted from RO’s translation, which has ‘first-fruits’ instead). On sacrificial

usage, see also Aes. Eum. 834-6 (tdxpoOivia Ovn).

0

57



Introduction

what it entails. Following Homolle, Rougemont puts it vaguely as ‘les prémices’.!3*

If it refers to agricultural offerings as Lazarrini suggests, '®> it would be an
interesting instance where it means ‘top of a heap (of wheat or barley)’ as Schol. Eur.
Phoen. 203 explains it. The word can also apply to human victims: Croesus is referred
to as the akrothinion which Cyrus intends to sacrifice to some god either to fulfill a
vow or to test if any god would come to Croesus’ rescue.'*® In Euripides’ Iphigenia

Taurica, Orestes and Pylades are referred to as EAAfvwv dxpoOivia, probably

meaning the choicest offerings from the Greeks. ¥’

f) dexatn
A dexdatn is literally a tithe or a tenth part.'®® In its religious applications the

word refers most frequently to a tithe offered voluntarily to the gods; it can also refer
to a payment levied on certain activities (such as sacred land use) paid to the gods.'®’
The word is also used widely in secular taxations, customs duties and other
non-religious payments; but its secular usages do not concern us here.'” Like
akrothinion, it is most frequently used for offerings of a military nature;'®! but
dekatai could also be offered from agricultural produce,'®? (sale of) animals,'®?

(profits of) a voyage,'** work,'”> wealth,!®® and other activities; and they could be in

184 Homolle (1895), 61, Rougemont (1977-), no. 9, p. 82, 85. Homolle thus explained tav axpobuva:
‘de dessus du tas, les prémices, et particulierement la dime des fruits des récoltes, offerts aux dieux’.

185 Lazzarini (1976), 93; see also RO no. 1, which translates the word as ‘first-fruits’.

186 Hdt. 1.86.2.

187 Bur. IT 459.

188 ST s.v. 6éxatoc 11, Lazzarini (1976), 90-3, Parker (2004a), 275.

189 See Chapter Eight.

190 On public finance, see e.g. Boeckh (1828), Andreades (1933), Samons (2000), Bresson (2007-8),
vol. 2, ch. 3, Rhodes et al. (forthcoming).

91 E.g. Hdt. 5.77, 8.27, 9.81, Lys. 20.24, Xen. Ages. 1.34.

192 E.g. IG I 800 (dekdtn xopiow), Xen. An. 5.3.13.

193 E.g. SEG XXV1.451 (dekatn aiywv), IG IV2.1 123.24 ([dexatn] tac éumolac tov ixOvwv).

194 E.g. TAM 11, 1184 (&m0 vavtidiag dexatn).

195 E.g. IG XIV 643 (fépyov dexatn).
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kind or in cash.'”” In dedicatory inscriptions the word usually appears in the
accusative with a qualifying genitive indicating the source from which the tithe was

taken; but in isolated examples we also find dekate expressed in the genitive. A

sixth-century dedication from Thebes reads: MavtikAoc p'avéOexe fexaforot
apyvpotoéoor tac {6}delkartac v 0¢, Doife, Oidor xepifettav duolflav]
(‘Mantiklos dedicated me to the Far-Shooter, the Silver-Bowed one, from his tithe; do
you, Phoibos, give him a gracious return’).!”® The dedicator probably wanted to
express the fact that the object was made from a tithe. The word occurs predominantly
in dedicatory rather than sacrificial contexts. Contrary to Chantraine’s explanation that
the word is ‘employé notamment a I’occasion de sacrifices ou en matiére fiscale’, !’
dekatai is never used to describe sacrificial victims or parts of the victims offered to
the gods, although sacrifices might be performed using a tithe of the proceeds from an

activity. 2%

g) OekaTevEV
The cognate verb dexatevery normally means to offer a tithe from a greater

whole. This act usually applies to goods, revenue, booty or agricultural produce.?’! In

isolated instances this verb also applies to a city, and in a special usage to a person.

Since the application of the word to cities carries different connotations vis-a-vis

196 E.g. IG PP 698 (dexatn tap{viyvpiov), 779 (delxatev Epyov] kal xpeudtov), Hdt. 4.152.4
(bexdtn Ty Emukepdiwv).

197 E.g. Xen. Hell. 4.3.21, Xen. Ages. 1.34: in 394 B.C. Agesilaus offered in Delphi a tithe of his booty,
an offering of not less than 100 talents (dekdTny TV éx Tnc Aciac T Oew dnéBvoey ovk EAdTTw
éxkatov taddviwy). The large sum makes it likely that the offering was in the form of money rather
than a sacrifice. Pritchett (1974-), vol. 1, 96, takes this tithe as a sum of money. Cf. LSJ s.v. dmofvw:
‘offer up as a votive sacrifice’.

198 CEG 326, Lazzarini (1976), no. 795, Parker (2004a), 277, no. 30 (tr. Parker). See also IG VII, 2456
= Lazzarini (1976), no. 684.

199" Chantraine (1968-80), vol. 1, 259 s.v. dekdtn.

200 E o Xen. An. 5.3.13 (bexdtny kataBvew).

201 LST s.v. dexatedw. 1. ‘exact tithe from’; e.g. Hdt. 1.89, Xen. 4n. 5.3.9.
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its usual usages, it deserves some attention here. According to Herodotus, the Greeks
swore an oath before Thermopylae during the Persian Wars, ‘to tithe all the Greeks

who had surrendered to the Persians without compulsion to the god in Delphi after the

successful conclusion of the war’ (6cot Tw I1épon édooav opéac avtovc "EAANVES
E0VTEC, UN AvaykaoOEVTES, KATAOTAVTWY OQL €V TOV TTPNYUATWVY, TOVTOVG

dexatevomt T év Aedpoiat Oew).*** Some commentators understand dekateuein

as the usual practice of dedicating a tenth of the goods or property to the god with no
further penalty exacted.?®> However, normal tithing of property is considered by
others as too mild in this context. By analogy of the treatment of traitors or the
defeated in other historical accounts,?** How and Wells argued that a graver
consequence must have been involved: the total destruction of the cities with the sale
of the population into slavery and the confiscation of all goods and lands, and from all
the proceeds a tenth would be dedicated to the god.?®> On this view, the word still
retains the usual meaning of giving the gods a tenth of a greater whole; yet the act of
tithing implies the total destruction and confiscation - but not total dedication - of the
cities. The difficulties in defining what the ‘tithing’ of a city involves are illustrated
well in a late source: Livy tells us that Camillus vowed to Apollo a tithe of the spoils
in the event of successfully taking the city of Veii. However, not only were the people

reluctant to discharge their obligation, there were also disagreements in the senate as

202 Hdt. 7.132 (adapted from Waterfield’s translation); cf. Lycurg. Leoc. 81.6, Diod. Sic. 11.3, 11.29.
There are uncertainties concerning the time, the terms, and the historicity of this Hellenic oath;
summarized in Walbank (1957-79), vol. 2, 180-2, on Polyb. 9.39.5.

203 Rawlinson (1862), vol. 4, 92: ‘take a tithe of their goods’; Godley (1926-38), vol. 3, 435, put it
vaguely: ‘dedicate to the god of Delphi the possessions of all Greeks’; Waterfield (1998), 448: ‘to have
a tenth of their property made over to the god of Delphi’; LSJ s.v. dekatevw. 1, quoting Hdt. 7.132:
‘make them pay a tithe to Apollo’, but LSJ do not explain what this tithe involves.

204 E.g. Hdt. 1.89 (Cyrus’ capture of Sardis), Xen. Hell. 1.7.10, 20 (Athenian generals after Arginusae),
Liv. 5.21, 23, 25 (Camillus’ capture of Veii).

205 How and Wells (1928), vol. 2, 178. This view was already expressed by Macan (1895-1908):
wholesale destruction and spoliation from which a tenth is given to the god and the nine-tenths are
retained.

60



Introduction

to whether the tithe should be of movables only, or of the captured city and its
territory.?®® Regardless of the precise treatment of the medizing cities in this Hellenic
oath, in both interpretations the word dekateuein still means the taking of a tenth of

whatever profits that were derived while the rest was retained.

That dexatevery might be synonymous with ‘to destroy’ by the fourth century

has been argued at length by Parke. Xenophon twice uses the word dexatevOnvar in
connection with Thebes: in the renewal of the peace in 371B.C., the Athenians hoped

that the Thebans would be subject to dexatevOnvar. Again in 369 B.C., the Spartan

ambassadors suggested that Thebes could dexatevOnvar should Athens and Sparta

collaborate; and the suggestion revived in the Athenian assembly the memory of the
Theban proposal to destroy Athens in 404 B.C.?°" These two passages seem to hint at
some rather savage treatment of the Thebans. Instead of simply ‘taking a tithe from’
Thebes, Parke argues that the city itself would have been treated as a tithe and
‘consecrated’ to the gods in its entirety through its total destruction.?’® Accordingly,
dekateuein would effectively signify ‘to destroy’ or ‘to decimate’ completely without
its usual partial connotation. Parke does not discuss the treatment of the spoils
following the destruction. It is possible that in penal tithing the word has a more
serious connotation of total devastation. The rhetoric of ‘tithing’ a city illustrates how

a religious pretext might be sought for a secular act of vengeance.

There is an interesting extension of the word dexateverv to female rites of
maturation: a fragment of Harpocration adduces a lost speech of Demosthenes Against

Medon (a case which seems to have concerned an heiress) as mentioning ov

206 Tiv. 5.21.1,23.8-12, 25.4-13.
207 Xen. Hell. 6.3.20, 6.5.35, cf. Polyb. 9.39.5.
208 Parke (1948), passim.
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Oexatevoal tavTny ovde uvnoat, literally ‘not to tithe her nor to initiate her’.
Harpocration then cites Didymus as saying that dexatevewv is equivalent to

dpkteve (‘to serve as a bear’).”” The ritual in question is a female rite of passage
at the cult of Artemis at Brauron and Mounichia, in which Attic girls imitated the bear
(dpxteverv) before marriage and were said to be consecrated to Artemis.?!”

Accordingly dekateuein here probably means ‘to consecrate her [to serve as a bear] as
a tithe’. But in what sense may arkteuein be considered as analogous to dekateuesthai?
Hesychius and the Etym. Magn. similarly explain dekateuein as a female ritual related
to Artemis, performed when maidens were about ten years old: ‘they also called

arkteuein dekateuein, since maidens who were around the age of ten performed it’

(éAeyov 0¢ xal To apktevew dexatevely, énel énpacoov avto al mapBévol
nepl Tov dekaetn xpovov ovoar).*'! Yet this association between dekateuein and

dekatos chronos is misleading: there is evidence which suggests that maidens who
underwent this rite came from a wide age-range.?!? In fact the use of the word
dekateuein has no relation to the age of ten. A possible way of seeing arkteuein as
equivalent to dekateuesthai is that both cases involve a chosen portion. Although most
sources imply that no Athenian girl might marry before she had become a bear in
Artemis’ service, it is by now generally agreed that only selected girls could
participate.?!® It is possible that the girls chosen for the arkteia represented all the

maidens. In this special usage, as in its normal applications, the act of dekateuein

29 Didymus ap. Harp. s.v. dekateverv; LS) s.v. dexatevw. 1L ‘= apkrew’; Parker (2005), 233 and
n. 71.

210 On the arkteia, see Cole (1984a), 238ff, Brulé (1987), ch. 2, Faraone (2003), Parker (2005), 228-48.
21 Hsch. s.v. Oekatevew; see similarly Efym. Magn. s.v. dekatevew: Aéyetar 6¢ kal To
dpktevew. émeidn éOepamevov Ty Aptepwv ai mapOévor mepl TOV OéKaTOv X pOvoV
(‘[dekateuein] is also called arkteuein; since maidens served Artemis around the age of ten”).

212 Parker (2005), esp. 234-5.

213 Vidal-Naquet (1986), 146, Sourvinou-Inwood (1988b), 116, Parker (2005), esp. 233-4, Parker
(2011), 204.
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involves a part of a greater whole.

h) 6éxatog

The Cyrene Cathartic Law in the late fourth century has a special usage of the
adjective dekatos. As 1is characteristic of most leges sacrae, it assumes prior
knowledge about the cult practice in question which we do not possess. The law
contains a series of clauses about individuals or property which are dekatoi. There are
recurrent references to purification required of a person or property and of the shrine,
valuation of the person or property, a penalty sacrifice, followed by the sacrifice of the
tithe itself. The adjective dekatos here may be understood as ‘subject to payment of a
tithe’;2!'* yet what the nature of these tithes was and under what circumstance they
were acquired is extremely obscure. These tithes appear to be closely related to
pollution and penalties; but it is uncertain whether a tithe was a consequence of

215 What seems likely

pollution, or whether failure to pay a tithe resulted in pollution.
is that we have here not the normal tithes voluntarily offered to the gods, but

obligations or punishments incurred under particular circumstances.

24 LST s.v. dexaroc, 1, 0v: ‘tithed, i.e. subject to payment of one-tenth of one’s substance’.

25 SEG 1X 72, LSS 115. See commentary and bibliography in Parker (1983), 332-51, RO no. 97.
Recently, by comparison with mythical traditions of marginal groups sent on colonizing expedition by
Delphic Apollo, Robertson (2010), ch. 20, argues that pollution results from intermarriage with
newcomers from Libya, and that pollution is the cause (not result) of being tithed. His position is
tenuous as it does not explain why property could be dekatos and why a boy could be voluntarily or
involuntarily polluted. Nor is it the case that all ‘tithed” people sent to found colonies were social
outcasts.
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i) énapxecOai and émapxn

Homer uses the word eparchesthai in connection with preliminary rituals of

drinking;?'®

after Homer, the word eparchesthai and its cognate verb eparche were
used in another context with very different connotations. In the Classical and
Hellenistic periods, the words eparche and eparchesthai, along with aparche and
aparchesthai, were used in cult finance to signify ‘a religious payment’ (often in cash,
occasionally in kind) and ‘to make a religious payment’ to the gods. In /eges sacrae
the words may be used in connection with cult fees, taxes, and contributions required
of individuals or groups to increase sacred revenue. As we shall see in Chapter Eight,
there were two major types of a/eparchai: first, cult fees payable for the use of cult

utilities and services such as for sacrificing and healing;?!”

and second, obligatory
contributions imposed on certain groups of individuals such as office-holders and
land-holders.?!® It is in the first context, that of cult fees for religious service, that the
word aparche is used in the above-mentioned Hellenistic lex sacra from Patara in
Lycia: apparently it refers to a portion of sacrificial flesh payable by those who

sacrifice to the priest as a payment, but not to the customary preliminary portions set

aside for the gods.?!” As far as cult fees and taxes are concerned, both forms

216 In Homeric drinking rituals, the word énapyeoBatr means ‘to pour the first drops (into the cups)
before a libation’. The word is used seven times in Homer and always appears in the formula
énapyxeoOar demaeooty, an expression not found in later Greek literature. The rituals seem to be that
a wine-pourer would pour the first drops into the cup of each participant (értdpxeo8at), to be poured
out again as a libation (o7tévderv) to the gods before each cup was filled a second time for drinking

(mtivew). A partial sense is present in the Homeric eparchesthai, as it signifies the offering of a first
portion of a greater whole (of wine). See Hom. 7/. 1.471, 9.176, Od. 3.340, 7.183, 18.418, 21.263,
21.272. See also LSJ s.v. énapyecOar 11.1.

217 Sacrifice: e.g. Engelmann ap. Schuler (2007), 134-5 (Hellenistic), LSCG 88 (c. 230?), Parker and
Obbink (2000), no. 1.10-12 (c. 125?) (= SEG L 766), Parker and Obbink (2001), no. 4A (1% century)
(=SEG LI 1066), LSS 72 (1% century). Healing: Petrakos (1997), nos. 276 (= LSS 35), 277 (= RO 27).
218 B.g. SEG XVI 182 (early 4" century, women getting married), Xen. 4n. 5.3.13.(4™ century, tenants
of sacred land), LSCG 134 = IG XII.3 436 (4™ century, possibly tenants of sacred land), /G II* 1215
(early 3™ century, office-holders), Parker and Obbink (2000), no.1 (c.125?, freedmen, fishermen,
shipowners) (= SEG L 766), Parker and Obbink (2001), no. 6.85-88 (early 2™ century, contractors)
(=SEG LI 1062).

219 Engelmann ap. Schuler (2007), 134-5.
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aparche/aparchesthai and eparche/eparchesthai are used; and in some instances both
forms appear concurrently in the same text.??° But it is only in the context of cult
finance, and never in sacrificial or dedicatory practices, that the forms eparchai and
eparchesthai  appear.  The  confusion  between the  similar-sounding
aparchail/aparchesthai and eparchai/eparchesthai may be facilitated by the presence
of the word eparchesthai in Homer, where it is used in connection with a very

different ritual, namely that of drinking, which is not relevant to us here.?*!

I mentioned in the introductory chapter that the words aparche and aparchesthai
carry two connotations: a portion of a greater whole, and a preliminary offering
expressing the priority of the gods. We have seen that the two notions are present in
both sacrificial and dedicatory applications of the words, that is, except in some cases
where aparche is used without a qualifying genitive and has a general sense of
anathema or offering’. It is only in the last usage, in the sphere of sacred finance, that
notions both of the ‘preliminary’ and the ‘portion’ are absent altogether in the words
a/eparche and a/eparchesthai. These a/eparchai and acts of a/eparchesthai are
markedly different from the traditional aparchai and aparchesthai in two respects:
most of them are obligatory payments rather than occasional voluntary gifts to the
gods;??? they are simply ‘offerings’ or ‘cult payments’ rather than “first part offerings’,
with a much weakened connotation of ‘first portion’. There seems to be a diminished
awareness of the partial connotation of the word over time, as reflected in the
replacement of the prefix apo with epi. Nevertheless the word a/eparche still retains

its religious character in cult finance: unlike dekate, which may signify a secular

20 E.g. IG I? 130.7 (aparche), 18 (eparche), IG 11> 1672.182 (eparche), 263 (eparche), 288 (eparche),
297 (aparche).

21 Seen. 123.

222 Not all payments of a/eparchai are compulsory: e.g. the eparchai in CID 11 1, 3, 4 are voluntary
contributions for re-building the temple of Apollo in Delphi (see Chapter Eight).
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payment, the word a/eparche is used invariably with a religious significance.

111. Aparchai and Dekatai

Although I shall refer to both aparchai and dekatai (and related offerings such as
apargmata and akrothinia) as ‘first offerings’ throughout this study, I should point out
several identifiable differences between the two words. While both aparchai and
dekatai are part offerings that may be taken from a variety of sources, dekate is used
predominantly (but not exclusively) of first offerings of spoils, whereas only rarely
does aparche apply to military offerings.?*> Compared to dekate, the word aparche

carries a greater sense of beginning or priority because of its root dpyw. More

importantly, dekate is often used in a purely secular sense, such as in relation to
taxation and other non-religious payments, whereas aparche is used invariably with a
religious significance: not even in the context of sacred finance does it lose its

religious character.

The most important distinction between aparchai and dekatai lies in their
proportion: an aparche is a random proportion not normally specified, whereas a
dekate 1s literally a tenth, though we do not know if every instance of a dekate was
necessarily a real tenth. A joint dedication on the Athenian acropolis in the late sixth
century is illuminating in this respect. The monument consists of two statues of
difference sizes on the same rectangular marble base, representing an aparche and a

dekate dedicated by Lysias and Euarchis respectively. The statue base is thus inscribed:

Avoiac avéOexev AOevaiar | dmapyév. Edapxic dvéOexev | Oexatev

ABevaiar (‘Lysias dedicated to Athena an aparche. Euarchis dedicated a dekate to

22 E.g. Soph. Trach. 183 (uaxnc anapyai), 761 (Aeiac anapxn).
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Athena’).?>* On top of the base are two round cuttings for two marble statues. It is
generally agreed that the under-life-size kore Acr. no. 683 once stood in the larger
cutting on the viewer’s right-hand-side, whereas the cutting on the left, with its
diameter just over half of that of the other cutting, most probably held another much
smaller kore which is now lost.??> Following Keesling, if we view both the
inscription and the statues from left to right, it would seem that the smaller kore on the
left represents the aparche by Lysias, and the bigger one on the right represents the
dekate by Euarchis. The pair of statues appear to have been arranged in a way that
would encourage the viewer to compare their different sizes. Keesling suggests
plausibly that Lysias and Euarchis might have commissioned their offering from the
same source but in different amounts and proportions, with Lysias’ aparche

constituting a smaller sum and percentage than Euarchis’ tithe.

In most cases aparchai denote an unspecified and perhaps random portion; but
there are several examples where an aparche appears to be a tenth. We have a

sixth-century dedication in Didyma, by which a dedicator ‘made a first-offering of a
tenth of the spoil to Ap[ollo]’ ([--Jnc dmnplo}éato Aninc odexatnv ot
Am[oAAwvi]).?*® Here the verb aparchesthai is an equivalent of dekateuein and
refers to the act of offering a tenth. A dedication in Delos in the late third or early

second century is thus inscribed: faciAel Ooeipidr | Ktnoiag Amo<A>Aodwpov |

Trvioc anapxnv | amo tnc épyaciac dexatny (‘to King Osiris Ktesias son of

224 G P 644, DAA no. 292; Payne (1936), pl. 59.1-3, Raubitschek (1939-40), 24-5, Holtzmann (2003),
60, Keesling (2003), 9-10, 106.

225 This would also explain the inverse gesture of the kore Acr. no. 683: it had her right foot stepping
forward instead of her left, the inverse of the normal pose of korai on the Athenian acropolis. It was
most probably a mirror image of the smaller kore to its right, which was probably in the normal pose.
The gesture of Acr. no. 683 is discussed in Holtzmann (2003), 60, Keesling (2003), 106.

226 Tychelt (1970), 56, 117 K 9 bis fig. 24 pl. 14, Jeffery, LSAG?, 473, Lazzarini (1976), no. 692.
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Apollodoros from Tinos (dedicated) an aparche and a dekate from his work’).?*” This
aparche probably happened to be a tenth, hence the phiale was simultaneously
identified as an aparche and a dekate. This also seems to be the case with a (probably
fabricated) phiale which was described in the Lindian Chronicle as both a dekate and

an aparche: [XoAeic] AOavar Awdilal] Odexatav wai damapyav Aaiac

(‘[Soloians] to Athena Lindi[a] a tenth and an aparche of booty’).?*

In some cases at least, there is information that a dekate was a literal tenth. In
Demosthenes’ Against Timocrates, the speaker attacked a law introduced by
Timocrates that sought to protect the Athenian ambassadors who held onto the plunder
of a merchant ship captured off the Egyptian coast. He claimed that this law would
deprive the gods of the dekate due to Athena and the pentekoste (fiftieth) to the other

gods. As the word dekate is used in juxtaposition to pentekoste, it must represent a

real tenth of the value of the plunder.??’

We also have a rare example of an eixootn
(a twentieth) to Apollo Delphinios in ¢. 500 B.C.: a black-glazed kylix in Olbia has the

graffito [AT0AAwve Ae]Apwiawt eixoot).”*® Interestingly enough, in Republican
Rome two individuals dedicated a twentieth part of Apollo: M. Mindios L. fi., |P.

Condetios Va. fi., | aidiles, vicesma parti | Apolones dederi.>*' Nevertheless, where

the word dekate is used in dedicatory inscriptions, we do not know if the offering
necessarily involved a literal tenth in all instances. We cannot rule out the possibility
that some individuals might have used the word dekate to signify a part offering

without entailing a tenth part exactly measured.

27 JG X1.4 1248.

228 Lindos 11, no. 2.C.77 (adapted from Higbie’s translation).

229 Dem. 24.120, 129. See also Justin, Epit. 20.3, where Croton and Locri vowed a (real) tenth and a
ninth of the spoils respectively to Apollo in the event of a military victory (see Chapter Six).

230 Lazzirini (1976), no. 703, Dubois (1996), no. 64, Parker (2004a), 275.

21 JLLRP 51, ILS 3216.
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Finally it is worth mentioning an interesting example, a fragmentary fifth-century

dedicatory inscription on the Athenian acropolis: [-------- 14-------- loc ABevaiat 100’

aniapxév / [edxoapevoc dexaltev nadl Atoc ueyado (‘[-------------- Jos to Athena

this as an aparche, [having vowed a deka]te to the child of Great Zeus’).?** If the
supplement is correct, the individual was dedicating an aparche after having vowed a
tithe to Athena. This might be similar to the dedications at Delo and Didyma
discussed above, where the dedicator used the word aparche/aparchesthai (which
happened to involve a tenth) as an equivalent of dekate/dekateuein. Alternatively, one
wonders whether the dedicator here could not after all afford the tenth part promised
and offered instead a random, and perhaps smaller, portion. If this is the case, it raises
the possibility that not every offering made in fulfillment of a vow to give a dekate
would necessarily be a literal tenth; and in the absence of contextual information, only

the dedicator would have knowledge of whether his dekate was a real tenth or not.

I'V. Sacrificial and Dedicatory Applications of the Terms

This semantic survey of the use of aparchai, aparchesthai and related terms
shows that the vocabularies of ‘first offerings’ could be used in relation to sacrifice,
dedications, hair-offerings from humans, and sacred finance. Particularly interesting
and noteworthy is the fact that the word aparchesthai can apply to both sacrificial and
dedicatory practices to denote two seemingly different acts: the act of offering
sacrificial portions and of bringing first offerings as dedications to the gods. I hope it
has become apparent by now that the two are not as entirely unrelated as they may
appear to be at first sight: both acts set aside a portion as a symbolic offering, both

express the precedence accorded to the gods over men. And yet it is with rather

B2 IG 1P 862.
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different forces that the word aparchesthai is used in these two contexts: in animal
sacrifice the act of aparchesthai, whether applied to the hair or the flesh, anticipates
the offering of the whole victim to the gods. The preliminary portions of hair and flesh
may be seen as symbolizing, but are by no means identical to, the gods’ portion, since
the gods were subsequently presented with the whole sacrificial animal rather than
just locks of hair and bits of meat. By contrast, in dedicatory practices aparchesthai
and aparchai refer to the portions assigned to the gods and the rest is retained for
human utilization. The offering of a part has no effect on the whole in this case. The
claim that the part offered renders the rest of the food or objects ‘holy’, ‘safe’ or
‘permissible’ for human consumption by lifting the ‘taboo’ is a misconception
indiscriminately applied to Greek religion from other cultures by some scholars.?*
However, unlike the hair-offering from a sacrificial animal, the offering of a lock of
hair by humans in funeral rites or rites of maturation had no effect on the rest of the
individual despite the intersection of the two practices. The hair offered may be

considered as a token of the whole person, who is not sacrificed.

It may be argued that, as with dedications, in animal sacrifices the gods received
only the first portions while most of the edible meat was consumed by men;
accordingly, in both sacrifices and dedications, the gods’ share was limited to the
preliminary portion only. The unequal division of the sacrificial animal between gods
and men is explained in the aition told by Hesiod: at Mekone Prometheus offers Zeus

the ox’s white bones wrapped in gleaming fat to make them appear appetizing. Ever

since then men are to burn the dotéa Acvka, generally taken to refer to the thigh

233 On the notion of ‘taboo’ on food, see e.g. Frazer (1911-15), vol. 3, 5, 102, vol. 4, 101-2, vol. 8, 56-8,
Harrison (1903), 83, Nilsson (1940), 28.
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bones, for the gods.?** This convention of animal sacrifice was exploited by comic
poets to criticize men’s meanness to the divine.?3> However, we should distinguish
more clearly between the reality and ideology of sacrifice: although in practice we see
only small portions set aside for the gods, ideologically the gods were presented with
the whole animal. When the Greeks describe a sacrifice, they speak of sacrificing an
animal (the whole), not its thigh-bones or other portions, to the gods. It is precisely
because the preliminary portions represented the whole animal(s) that it was
considered more pleasing to the gods to receive greater numbers of and finer animals
but not a larger share of the same animal(s). Thus Theophrastus’ character suspends
on his front door, not the portion for the god, but the skull of the ox to signify the
magnitude of his offering.23¢ Reliefs and statues of sacrificial animals represent the
entire animals, not portions of them. This nature of the thusia has been argued at
length by Jameson: a thusia offered the whole sacrificial animal(s) to the gods, as
opposed to first portions of food at daily meals (see Chapter Four) (or any other kinds

of first offerings) which were ‘part offerings’ in nature.?’

Yet the question of how the
gods received and enjoyed the whole animal(s) must remain a mystery to us: it can

only be answered by the Greek gods themselves.

I hope to have shown that the vocabularies of ‘first offerings’ relate, intersect

with, and diverge from each other in different contexts. One way of expressing the

234 Hes. Theog. 535-57; cf. Hes. Op. 47-53. On this myth, see also Rudhardt (1970), Vernant (1980),
Vernant (1989). However, in a real sacrifice, the gods often received more than just the inedible
thigh-bones: a portion of the splanchna, possibly bits of flesh (raw or cooked), and sometimes table
offerings might also be offered. Scullion (2000) has collected attestations of the burning of more than
the usual portions of thigh-bone and fat; he also coins the term ‘moirocaust’ for the burning of a
substantial portion; summarized in Scullion (2009), 164-5. On the gods’ portions in Greek sacrifice, see
also Van Straten (1988), Reese (1989), esp. 64, Van Straten (1995), 115ff, Berthiaume (2005), Ekroth
(2009). On table offerings, see Gill (1974).

235 E.g. Pherecrate, Automoloi fr. 28. K.-A., Eubulus, fr. 94 K.-A., Men. Dys. 447-55, Adesp. fr. *142
K.-A.

236 Theophr. Char. 21.7.

237 Jameson (1949), passim. See also Jameson (1988b), esp. 976.
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complex relation between these terms is to see aparchesthai as poised midway
between katarchesthai and aparche: the verb katarchesthai features only in sacrificial
procedures but never dedications, whereas the noun aparchai is used predominantly in
dedications and very rarely with reference to animal sacrifice. On the other hand,
aparchesthai can apply to both sacrificial and dedicatory practices; so too can the
noun apargmata though the latter is used much less frequently. Nevertheless, despite
these general trends, sometimes there is a degree of imprecision in the usage of these
terms. As its various usages overlap and the difference between them is sometimes
elusive, the notion of aparchesthai is sufficiently fluid to allow the Greeks to use the
word with varying emphases in different contexts. Thus Theophrastus uses
aparchesthai interchangeably with thuein, deliberately blurring the distinction
between the two in his attempt to elevate bloodless offerings above animal sacrifice.
The fluidity of the notion of aparchesthai allowed Theophrastus to conflate
aparchesthai with thuein for his purpose. It was its imprecision or malleability which

gave the concept religious potency.

While all first offerings in Homer concern animal sacrifice, in the Archaic and
Classical periods the bulk of the evidence pertaining to first offerings concerns
dedications, and less often sacrifice. In the following chapters, therefore, my main
concern is with first offerings in dedicatory practice and to a lesser extent sacrifice
where evidence is available. Since cult payments of a/eparchai are distinct in
character from the traditional first offerings, and since they form a very small
proportion of our available evidence for aparchai, they will be treated at the end in

Chapter Eight.
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Chapter 11
Religious Mentality in First Offerings

This chapter tackles the questions of religious mentality, the individual and
communal concerns and expectations underlying the offering of aparchai, dekatai and
the like. Contrary to the tendency in the vast majority of studies of Greek religion to
focus on ritual performance rather than the participants’ thoughts or ‘beliefs’,>*® I am
here interested in the ancient worshipper’s state of mind: why people brought first
offerings to the gods, and what intentions and concerns they might have had. In Greek
religion there were no religious doctrines prescribing the observance of this custom,
nor were there any direct testimonies to the intents and motivations of the participants.
Rather the practice was so common that it was taken for granted by the ancient Greeks,
so that they would seldom pause to think about or feel the need to explain why they
did so. This lack of reflection by the Greeks themselves, however, need not deter us. It
presents one of the greatest fascinations and challenges to the historian to explain the
self-evident, a task which is not impossible as long as we recognize that the etic does
not necessarily represent the emic point of view, and that the possible reasons are
highly complex and may vary between individuals.

As first offerings belong to the larger category of offerings, some of the ideas
which follow will inevitably be shared by other offerings in general. I will proceed
from values most specific to first offerings to more general ones relevant to both first
offerings and other gifts to the gods. The motivations behind bringing first offerings
are elusive and difficult to pin down; but if pressed, one may try to separate the
strands as follows.

I. Possible Motivations behind First Offerings

238 See p. 29 n. 77 above. The relevance of the word ‘belief” in Greek religion is discussed in Harrison
(2000), 20-22, Kowalzig and Morgan (forthcoming). On the relation between ritual and belief in Greek
religion, see the recent discussion in Parker (2011), 31-4.
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a) Indebtedness to the Gods

Most ancient reflections on gift-giving between humans and the divine consist of
incidental remarks by Greek philosophers. There fortunately survives one source
which discusses aparchai specifically at considerable length. In the fourth century
B.C., Theophrastus wrote the De Pietate, which contains what was arguably the most
extensive and detailed account of the origin and development of Greek sacrifice. To
defend his thesis that animal sacrifice is inappropriate as a form of religious worship
of the gods, he adduces a historical account of the custom’s development: the earliest
sacrifices were vegetarian in nature, and animals were used only later.** The original
treatise is now lost, but many of his arguments were borrowed by, and provided the
theoretical basis of, Book two of Porphyry’s De Abstinentia in the third century
A.D.?* Although Theophrastus’ work belonged to the intellectual debate about
meat-eating and cannot be taken at face value, it is a valuable and unique source

expounding a theory on the custom of aparchai-offering.

Theophrastus argues that aparchai in the form of agricultural produce were the
earliest and most pleasing form of sacrifice. According to him, primitive men would
sacrifice some grass, tree leaves and fruits gathered from nature to the gods; and when
agriculture was developed, men began to offer grain, wheat and cakes made of
cultivated produce. Liquid offerings of wine, honey and oil were also offered as

aparchai later as they became available for human consumption. However, men’s

239 On Theophrastus’ view of piety, see €.g. Obbink (1988), Zaidman (2001), chs. 10-11, Fortenbaugh
(2003a).

240 Scholars have tried to distinguish between passages in Porphyry’s De Abstinentia which were
extracted from Theophrastus’ De Pietate, and those which were Porphyry’s own composition. I follow
Potscher (1964) and Fontenbaugh et al. (1992) in their identifications of which passages came from
Theophrastus. I refer throughout to the fragment numbers in Pdtscher (1964) and the corresponding
reference in Porphyry’s De Abstinentia. There are occasional slight variations in the Greek texts given
in Potscher (1964) and Fortenbaugh et al. (1992); I shall cite the text in Pdtscher (1964). Unless
otherwise stated, all translations of this text quoted here are that of Fortenbaugh et al. (1992).
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misery began when they departed from the offering of these simple and bloodless
sacrifices. Starvation in times of war and famine led men to eat and sacrifice humans.
Animal sacrifice was at first a substitute for human sacrifice, then a manifestation of
human greed: when men’s appetite could no longer be satisfied by fruits, they ate
animals and gave some of them to the gods also; but these were considered by the
gods as inappropriate. The most ‘holy’ and pleasing offerings to the gods, the

argument goes, were aparchai of agricultural produce.

Whether the earliest aparchai were taken from plants or animals, what emerges
from Theophrastus’ account is that aparchai were customarily returned to the gods
from whatever food it might be that was available to mankind. Underlying these
portions of food and drink is the idea of returning to the gods a token of what they
gave men in the first place. Theophrastus stresses throughout the role of the gods as
providers of human sustenance, and thinks that for this reason men should return
agricultural aparchai. For instance, when he mentions the aparchai in the form of
liquid offerings, he refers to the divine recipients as ‘the gods responsible (for them)’
(@mnpxovto kal TOUVTWY TOLC ALTIOLG 0c0ic).>*! In his criticism of the Thoes in
Thrace who made no aparchai (see below), Theophrastus twice describes it as ‘right’

(1] Oéuic dBavatoiwc) and ‘just’ (kaOamep nv dixkatov) for men to render these

offerings to the immortals, making explicit that gods had a rightful claim to
aparchai.”* He further compares the reciprocal relation between gods and men to

that between human benefactors and beneficiaries:

ETIELT TV EVEPYECLOV TAC AUOLPAC Kal TAC xaprtac dAAolc pev
dAdac amodotéov kata TNV délav Tne evmoiac, Tolc O& €ic T
PEYIOTA NUAC €D METONKOOLV TAC UEYIOTAC Kal &m0 Twv

231 Theophr. Piet. fr. 2.42-3 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.6.4.
242 Theophr. Piet. fr. 3.8-18 Pdtscher = Porph. Abst. 2.8.1-2.
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TIHIWTATOY, Kal padiota el avtol €lev TOVTWV mapoxoL. kdAAoTa
0¢ xal tdTaTe, @v Nuac oi Oeol €0 molovoL, ol Kapmoi did yap
ToUTWV nuac cwlovov kal vouluwc Crv mapéxovoy: wote Ao
T00T@WV AVTOVG TLunTéon.*

‘Next, in the case of kindness one ought to make returns and do favours
differently to different people in accordance with the value of the good deed.
To those who have done us good deeds to a superlative degree, (our returns
should be) the greatest and from the most honourable sources, especially if
they be the providers of these things. The finest and most honorable of the
things with which the gods do us good deeds are fruits. For through these
they preserve us and provide a regulated life. As a result one ought to honor
them with these’

Theophrastus emphasizes that the gods deserve honour in return for their provisions:
because the gods have provided the greatest goods to mankind, men should honour

them with the greatest and most honourable gifts in the form of agricultural aparchai.

In short, Theophrastus summarizes the reasons for offering aparchai to the gods

as follows:

1 yap owa Tiunv 1 Ot xapw 1 dwa xpeiav twv ayabaov. kabatep yap
toic dyaBoic avdpaoty, oDTw kaxeivols 1yovueOa detv otetoOat Tag
anapxac. tipwuey 6& Tovg Beovg 1] Kakwv eV amoTpoTy, ayabwv
o¢ mapaokevny nuiv yevéoOar Cnrovvteg, 1 mponemovOoTec €V, ovX
va toxwpev opeleiag tvog,** 1 kata YAy v e dyabne
avTv EEewe éxtiunow.*®

‘either on account of honour or on account of gratitude or on account of a

want of good things. For just as with good men, so also with these (the gods)
we think that offerings of first-fruits should be made to them. We honour

the gods either because we seek to deflect evils or to acquire goods for

ourselves, or because we have first been treated well or simply to do great
honour to their good character.’

This conception of aparchai-offering, though far from being exhaustive and though it

6

risks reducing complex human motivations to a neat schema,?*® is a rare explicit

243 Theophr. Piet. fr. 7.4-10 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.12.2.

244 Here I cite the Greek text in Pdtscher (1964). But nearly all manuscripts have 7j v Toxwpev
wpeAeiac Tvog (‘or in order that we may obtain some benefit’); this clause is deleted by Reiske and
subsequent editors, and is omitted in the translation by Fortenbaugh et al. (1992).

245 Theophr. Piet. fr. 12.43-48 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.24.1. See also the discussion in Fortenbaugh
(2003a), 186-8.

246 Van Straten (1981), 66-7, criticizes Theophrastus’ explanation as simplistic.
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explanation for offering aparchai. Admittedly we are presented here with a pious ideal
of the ancient philosopher which may or may not represent popular Greek opinion;
nevertheless Theophrastus’ explanation provides a useful way into the problem:
honour, gratitude, hope for further benefits, and aversion of evils are all important
elements underlying first offerings and I will discuss each of them later. For now I
want to focus on Theophrastus’ central idea that from the outset men are indebted to
the divinities for the goods they bestowed on mankind. Men’s debt to the gods, I

believe, is the starting point for understanding aparchai.

Current anthropological studies of gift-giving shed interesting light on men’s
debt to the gods and the circulation of gifts between humans and the divine. Long ago
in his classic work The Gift (1990 [1925]), Mauss argued famously for men’s three
obligations to give, to receive and to reciprocate. Less well-known, however, is the
only mentioned briefly fourth obligation, namely men’s obligation in relation to the
gods and their representatives: Mauss considered it most necessary to exchange, and
most dangerous not to exchange, with the dead and the gods, who are ‘the true owners
of the things and possessions of this world’.?*’ I will return to other contentions in
The Gift later; here it suffices to note that Mauss’ fourth obligation was further
developed by Godelier in The Enigma of the Gift (1999). Godelier argues that in
religious cultures where the gods are believed to provide life and the conditions of
existence, a primordial debt to the gods is created from the outset. Nothing would
seem to be sufficient to settle a debt of this kind and men are therefore laid under a
perpetual debt to the divine powers. In his view, this asymmetrical relation of
gift-giving between humans and the divine - in which men remain debtors despite

their counter-gifts to their divine benefactors - provides a potent paradigm for creating

247 Mauss (1990 [1925]), 14-17.
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and maintaining social hierarchies between the dominant class and the dominated in
some societies. Thus the Pharaoh in Egypt and the chiefs in Polynesian societies,
through whom divine blessings were thought to be channelled to the people, could
present themselves almost as gods and justify the continuous flow of material
resources from their people, who were perpetually in debt to them.?*® Godelier is
interested in the original debt men owe to the gods insofar as it provides a model
exploited by the ruling class for the creation of social differences. Although Godelier
uses this notion of ‘debt’ for an entirely different purpose from ours, it provides useful

insights for understanding first offerings in ancient Greece.

The conceptualization of men as debtors in their relations with the divine is very
common in different religious cultures, such as in Judaism, Christianity and
Hinduism.?* Although it is nowhere described explicitly in such terms in our Greek
sources, the idea of men’s debt to the gods is not entirely unfamiliar to the ancient
Greeks. As was seen above, it is already implied in Theophrastus’ account of
sacrificial practices. Elsewhere the most detailed discussion of men’s original debt to
the gods is found in two passages in Xenophon’s Memorabilia. Some caution is
needed here as they are part of an apologetic agenda intended to attest a certain
religious outlook for Socrates; and it is unclear how representative these views are of
ordinary worshippers. In Xen. Mem. 1.4, Socrates argues with one Aristodemus, who
pays no heed to the gods and thinks that the gods pay no heed to men either. To argue
that the gods exist and care for mankind, Socrates gives as evidence men’s natural

endowments, such as the design of the human body, the intellect, the soul and

248 Godelier (1999), esp. 29-31, 186-7, 193-8. Godelier’s notion of the perpetual debt resembles to a
certain extent Sahlins’ ‘generalized reciprocity’, in which the unbalanced exchange places the recipient
under ‘the shadow of indebtedness’. See Sahlins (1974), esp. 207-8.

249 See Godelier (1999), 194-8.
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life-preserving instincts.?>® In response to the gods’ gracious provisions, Socrates

considers it right that men should honour them: ‘the more splendidly it deigns to serve

ou, the more honour it demands of you’ (0ow ueyadompemnéotepov aéiol o€
y y ,

Oepamevery, Too0vT@ paldov tiuntéov avto).”! Later, in another conversation

with Euthydemus on gods’ services to mankind, Socrates moves the focus to features
of the natural environment: gods furnish men with the succession of day and night, the
cycle of seasons, abundance of food, water and livestock to feed on. In short, he
argues, one must see the gods at work in the world although they are invisible. So

many are the gods’ provisions for men that Euthydemus is perplexed that ‘no man can

ever render due thanks to the gods for their benefits’ (éxetvo 6¢ dOvuw, 6tL pot
dokel tac twv Ocwv evepyeciac ovd” av eic mote avOpwnwy aéiaic xapiow
dueifeaBar).* These two passages provide one of the earliest literary references to,

or forerunner of, the ‘argument from design’ in antiquity, in other words the argument
for the existence of the god(s) based on evidence of the works of nature which are

arranged to suit man’s needs.

This teleological way of thinking is widely present among ancient
philosophers.?>* However, such ideas are by no means confined to the philosophical
traditions; they must have been quite common to average Greeks already in the
Classical period or earlier. Incidental allusions to similar ideas are found in Herodotus,

Euripides, and other authors.?>* And perhaps because of their philanthropia the Greek

230 Xen. Mem. 1.4.2ff. Summarized and discussed in Parker (1992), Sedley (2007), 78-86. In Xen.
Mem. 1.1.19, Xenophon also says that Socrates considered the gods heedful to mankind.

21 Xen. Mem. 1.4.10 (adapted from Marchant’s ranslation).

252 Xen. Mem. 4.3.2ff (tr. Marchant).

253 See Sedley (2007), passim.

254 E.g. Hdt. 3.108, Eur. Supp. 195-215, Eur. fr. 593, 1059, Ar. Thesm. 13-18. These passages are
collected in Parker (1992), 87-8. For other passages, see also Parker (2011), 3-6.
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gods are repeatedly described as ‘givers of good things’ (bwtnpec/dwtop édwv) in
literature.?> It is impossible and unimportant to trace the origins of these ideas;*°
what is significant is that we have here a way of imagining the relations between gods
and men which is useful for understanding aparchai and dekatai. Doubtless first
offerings were induced in part by a sense of indebtedness to and dependence on the
gods, from whom all human provisions came in the first place. In the words of the
Neoplatonist Sallustius, ‘since everything we have comes from the gods, and it is just
to offer to the givers first fruits of what is given, we offer first fruits of our

possessions in the form of votive offerings, of our bodies in the form of hair, of our
life in the form of sacrifices’ (IIpwTov pév éneldn navta mapa Ocwv Exoucyv,
Otxatov 0& Toic OtdovoL twv Obouévwyv anapyeobar xpnuatwv uev o
avaOnuatwv, cwpdtwv 6¢ dta koune, Cwne ¢ i Ovatwv dmapxopeba). >’
Following this interpretation, first offerings might be understood as expressions of
gratitude and indebtedness, intended to honour the gods especially for their role as
givers of all things. This relationship of mankind to their divine benefactors is
analogous to that between men and their parents to a certain extent. As Plato puts it,
‘because it is right for one owing one’s first and greatest debts, the most important of
all debts, to pay them back and to think that whatever he possesses and has all belong
to those who begot and raised him. He is to provide these things in subordinate’s
service to his parents to the utmost of his ability, beginning with property, secondly

the things of the body, and thirdly the things of the soul’ (w¢ O¢uic opeidovta

ATOTIVELY TA TTIPWTA TE KAl UEYIOTA OPEIANUATA, X PEWY TAVTWY TIpECPUTATA,

255 E.g. Hom. Od. 8.325, 335, Hymn. Hom. 18.12, 29.8, Hes. Theog. 46, 111. The word édwv first
appears in Hom. /. 24.528. See also the commentary in Kirk (1985-93) vol. 6, 331 on Hom. /I.
24.527-33.

256 Parker (1992), esp. 94.

257 Sallust. De deis et mundo 16.1 (tr. Nock (1926)).
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vouiCewv 0¢, a xéxktnTar xal €xel, mMAvVTa Elval TV YEVVNOAVTWV Kal
Opepauévwv mpoc 10 mapéxew avta €ic vTnpeciay éxeivols Kata OvVauLy
nacav, ApxYOUEVOV Ao TNG 0volag, OEVTEPR T TOD OCWUATOS, TPITA TA TNG
Yvxnc).*® In both sets of relations, an original and greatest debt was created from

the outset; and charis is owed to the gods and parents in return for the many goods

they provided.

Godelier is concerned mainly with the ‘original debt’. However, we can further
distinguish between two kinds of debt: first, an ‘original debt’ stemming from the fact
that the gods provided all conditions of human existence. For example, first-fruits in
agricultural festivals and the gods’ share of food in meals might have been given with
such an attitude. As these first offerings can never fully settle the debt, they are
‘temporary discharges of a persisting obligation that is reciprocal between gods and
men’.?*” Second, debts occasioned by particular situations: a debt is created and felt
every time an individual comes off well in an enterprise with divine assistance. This
might motivate first offerings made on an ad hoc basis, such as aparchai of
unexpected profits made in a voyage and dekatai of spoils after a successful campaign.
Nevertheless, the distinction thus made between the two kinds of debt can be blurred
or slippery in some cases: first-fruits of agricultural produce may be thought of as
settling an ‘original debt’ to the gods for their provision, while at the same time they
repaid an ‘occasional debt’ incurred when a community reaped a plentiful harvest. As
we shall see later in Chapter Seven, the idea of ‘debt’, both the original and occasional,

was exploited by Athens to justify Panhellenic contributions of Eleusinian aparchai.

238 Pl. Leg. 4.717b6-c3 (tr. Mikalson (2010), 38). On the asymmetrical charis relations between men
and gods/parents, see also Arist. Eth. Nic. 8.1163b13-18.
259 Redfield’s expression in Redfield (1941), 115.
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Among all kinds of first offerings, agricultural first-fruits demonstrate most
clearly the basic idea of returning a portion of what comes from the gods in the first
place. In Theocritus’ Idyll VII, two Coans were holding a harvest festival and giving

first-fruits of their abundance to Demeter, ‘for in full rich measure has the goddess
piled their threshing-floor with barley’ (& 6" 060¢c dde OaAvoiac- 1 yap étaipor /
avépec evnéndw Aauatept daita teAevvte / OAPw amapyouevor uada yap
opLoL Ttiove pétpw / & daipwv evxpibov avemAnpwoev ddwav /)% This is a
rare explicit statement outside philosophical traditions explaining why individuals
brought aparchai to the gods: the two individuals owed their bountiful harvest to
Demeter; and it was in gratitude for the goddess’ gift of barley that they honoured her
with first-fruits of their abundance. That aparchai and dekatai involve ‘giving back’ to

the gods can also be illustrated by an agal/ma on the Athenian acropolis: if Wilhelm’s

plausible supplement is correct, a family jointly dedicated to Athena Ergane a dekate

‘of your [the goddess’] gifts’ ([cwv dexatny d]wpwv) in fulfillment of a vow:

[AOnvaiar Epyalvne [ToAwadt avéOnke

[Aewouévnc? Av?]xivo xal 1 yvvi) kal of matdec.

[owv dexatny dlwpwv, Oca Epyavn, ev[E]auevoc oot
[kaAov Aewoué?vne otnoev dyalua t6de.*®!

Dedicated to Athena Ergane Polias

by [Deinomenes? son of Ly?]kinos, his wife and his children.
Having vowed to you, goddess Ergane, [a tithe of your g]ifts,
[Deinome?]nes set up this [beautiful] agalma.

It is interesting that the dedicators should speak of their possessions as belonging to

the goddess. This is comparable to another dedication, probably from a fisherman,

who speaks of his gift as an aparche of his catch provided by Poseidon: [té]vde

260 Theoc. Idyll 7.31-34 (tr. Gow).
261 JG 117 4318; cf. Hansen’s supplements in CEG 759: [-uu- d]wpwv Oea Epyavn, ev[&lauevic oot
(line 3).
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kopev alvléOexev dmapxév | [Nav(?)Aoxoc dypac DI &v oi movtouédlov

xplvootpialt]v’ érmopev (‘[Nau?]lochos dedicated this kore as an aparche of the

catch which the lord of the sea with the golden trident provided for him’).?%> Both
inscriptions make explicit that the individuals were returning a portion of what the
gods granted them. To sum up using Redfield’s words, first offerings return ‘in part

and in symbol what is essentially the property of the gods’.?%3

b) First Offerings as Thank-Offerings

In the early twentieth century there was a tendency to consider thanksgiving as
irrelevant to the religion of ‘primitive’ peoples. In The Golden Bough, for example,
Frazer saw first-fruits as not so much an expression of gratitude for benefits received
as a means of preserving the worshipper’s own interest. According to Frazer, ‘the
Greek offering of first-fruits [to Demeter] was prompted not so much by gratitude for
past favours as by a shrewd eye to favours to come... the bucolic mind, which is more
apt to be moved by considerations of profit than by sentiment’.?** Likewise Hewitt
considered thank-offerings as a later and more ‘advanced’ development: ‘it need
scarcely be said that the thank-offering is the result of an evolution... Apparently the
thank-offering is far from a primitive form of sacrifice. Nor is gratitude, its emotional
basis, a primitive emotion. It has often been pointed out that savages are to a
remarkable degree lacking in gratitude, and that, in moral development of the race,
gratitude enters only late.” 2% Such generalizing statements are based on the
assumption that values in ‘higher’ religions did not or could not have existed in

‘primitive’ cultures. While few historians now would make similar overstatements, the

262 JG 13 828, DAA 229.

263 Redfield (1941), 116.

264 Frazer (1911-15), vol. 7, 49. The idea that offerings to the gods were appropriate only for ‘higher
religion was already present in the ‘abnegation theory’ of sacrifice in Tylor (1871), vol. 2, 359-61.

265 Hewitt (1914), 77. Similar views are also expressed in Hewitt (1912).

)
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role of first offerings as thank-offerings has not received sufficient attention in

modern scholarship.

In ancient Greek there are various expressions for ‘thank-offerings’, such as
xaplotipla, cwtnpla, edayyédia and vikntipia.?®® Although few first offerings
and their accompanying inscriptions use these terms explicitly, the idea of
‘thank-offerings’ is by no means absent. We have a few first offerings which use
xaptc or related words in their inscriptions.?®” Some of the vessels inscribed with the
name Onesagoras son of Philonios at Kafizin in Cyprus in the late third century B.C.,
which might have been tithes of some sort, were described as yapiotnpia for a
Nymph.?%® No other first offering of those collected in this study was described as a
xapiotnptov, and reasonably so since the word is attested in epigraphic evidence
only from the second half of the third century B.C. onwards.?®® The late appearance
of the word yapiotnpiov/a has led some scholars to think that gratitude is

conspicuously lacking or emerged rather late in the relations of the Greeks with their

gods.?’® However, such claims neglect the possibility that gratitude was implied

266 The terminologies for ‘thanks’ and ‘thank-offerings’ in Greek have been studied in detail by e.g.
Hewitt (1912), (1914), (1927), Quincey (1966), Versnel (1981a), 42-62, Bremer (1998), esp. 128-30.

27 E.g. CEG 326 (xapifettav aupoplav]) (700-650 B.C.), IG I’ 647 (ter 6¢ Oer yapiev) (c.
510-500 B.C.), 711 ([xdlpw dvti[6ido]) (c. 500-480 B.C.), 872 (ool xapw davt[ido1d6oc], tovde
xap[w) (c. 450 B.C.?), IG 11? 4334 (tiuwoa xapiv onv) (after c. 450 B.C.).

268 Mitford (1980), nos. 119, 124 (partially supplemented), 139, 147 (partially supplemented), 193
(partially supplemented), 206 (partially supplemented), 229 (partially supplemented), 253 (partially
supplemented). See also Schol. Ar. Eg. 729, Schol. Ar. Plut. 1054f on the actiology of the Proerosia:

the scholia describe the aparchai of crops sent by the Greeks to the Athenians as yapiotrpia in
gratitude for the Athenian performance of a sacrifice on behalf of all to avert a mythical plague or
famine (xai oUtw¢ @omep xapiotnpiov ol maviaxoOev toic AOnvaioic éEémeumov Twv
KAPTIOV AMAVTWY TAC AMAPpXAC).

28 The words yapiotipiov and yaprotipua are also used in victory dedications of the Attalids: e.g.

OGIS 269, 273, 280, 328. In literary sources, on the other hand, yaptotrnpia appear from Xenophon
onwards. The late appearance of the word in Greek dedicatory inscriptions has been observed by
Hewitt (1912), Beer (1914), 118-31.

20 E.g. Hewitt (1912), Beer (1914), esp. 125, 133, Hewitt (1914).
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rather than expressed.?’! An individual might content himself with making an
offering without specifying that it was a yapiotrptov or the like, as gratitude was
implicit in the act of dedication itself. In the sixth century, for instance, a dekate

dedicated by an Olympic victor in his home city Sybaris is thus inscribed: Ao-
KAeoupotoc 0 Ae&idafo avéOex” OAvvmiar vikdoac fioco(u) paxoc te maxoc
te td0avar aféOAov evEauevoc dexatav (‘Kleomrotos son of Dexilaos, having
won at Olympia, dedicated (this), equal in length and breath, having vowed to Athena
a tithe of his prizes’).?’? This is evidently a vikntijpiov or edayyéAiov even if the

term is not used. The same may be said for the numerous dekatai and akrothinia
dedicated by Greek cities after military victories (see Chapter Six).2”> Therefore,
despite the rarity of the Greek terms for ‘thanks’ and ‘thank-offerings’ in dedicatory
inscriptions in the Archaic and Classical periods, we should not underestimate the

sentiment of gratitude among the ancient worshippers.

A Hellenistic decree illustrates well the relationship between gratitude and first
offerings. In the late third or early second century B.C.,?’* the Ionian city of Teos
issued a decree for the Seleukid king Antiochus III, in which he was granted certain
civic honours. The most striking provision is the offering of aparchai of trees before
the king’s cult statue every year; and the reason given is Antiochus III’s benefactions
to the Teians in bringing peace, alleviating taxes and enhancing agricultural

production:

éneldn) ov povov eipnvny nuiv 0 PactAevc napéoxev, aAda kal [tov]
Bapéwv Kal oKANP@V EK<K>0VQLOLY €IC TO UETA TAVTA TEAWY TApaAv-

271 This has also been suggested by Bremer (1998), esp. 130-3.

272 JGASMG 1V no. 2 (to be discussed in Chapter Five).

273 See Chapter Six.

274 The date is disputed: Ma (1999), 260ff, prefers ¢.203 B.C. to 197 B.C.
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[oac] v ovvtalewy kal Avortedelc tag év tn xwpat uet’ aopalei-

[ac tlemoinkev épyaciac kal Tac kapneiac, TiOévar mpoc 10 dyadua

[To0] paciAéwe antapyac kaO’ EkaoTov ETOC TOVC TPWTOVC €V T1)

[xwplat EvAivovg pavévtag kaprovg 2™

‘Since the king brought us not only peace, but also an alleviation of the

heavy and harsh taxes for the future, by releasing us from the syntaxeis, and

made the working and harvesting in the land profitable and safe, (it seemed

good) to place before the cult-image of the king the first produce from trees

that appear each year in the land, as first-fruit offerings.’
The ruler cult in question was modelled on the traditional practice of
aparchai-offering to the gods. In the Archaic and Classical periods aparchai were
offered primarily to the gods and less commonly the dead, but never a living human.
What is particularly noteworthy here is that the rite was couched in the language of
thanksgiving and reciprocity: the offering of aparchai and several other honours are
expressly said to be given in gratitude for the king’s benefactions; and chari- words
recur throughout the decree.?’® It is also interesting that Antiochos I1I should be given
no other kind of aparchai than the regular offering of agricultural produce, as if to
emphasize the king’s benefactions in agriculture and the permanence of the city’s
gratitude. By making Antiochos III the recipient of divine honours, the Teian decree
demonstrates the close correspondence between the acts of thanksgiving towards

benefactors, human and divine. It makes manifest the sentiment of gratitude which is

otherwise only implied but rarely made explicit in dealings between men and gods.

Gratitude can be seen most clearly in cases where one offered more than the
value vowed, or when a preliminary share was assigned to the gods even if no vow
had been made beforehand. An example of the former is found in Xenophon, who

tells us that ‘Agesilaus judged it wrong not only not to return favours, but also not to

275 MaCabe, Teos Inscriptions, no. 31.50-55, SEG XLI 1003, Herrmann (1965), Ma (1999), 311-17, no.
18 (tr. Ma).

276 E.g. lines 40-1 (xaplitalc @nodloJovar), 42 (xapic), 65 (xlapwv] €xovoar), 68 (evxapiotia),
108 (evxapiotia); see also line 98 (evepyeoia).
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return much greater favours if one had greater means’ (Aynoidaoc o6& ov uovov to
un amodidovar xapitac d&dukov Expvev, dAAa xal to un moAv upeiCove tov
peiCw dvvapevov), and that ‘he sacrificed more when confident than he had vowed

when in doubt’ (kai Oappav mAciova EQvev 1) okvav nixeto).?’”’ Although

Xenophon’s view may be said to represent a religious ideal, in actual practice we do
have a few historical examples where the Greeks gave the gods far more than their
dues.?”® On the other hand, even if no vow was involved, an individual could still

spontaneously return part of the benefits received to the gods. For instance, in Phaselis
two individuals dedicated a dekate from a voyage (dmo vavtidiac dexkatav) to

Athena Polias before the fourth century B.C without mentioning a vow.?” Doubtless
these individuals felt that they owed their safe return and perhaps their profit to divine
assistance. First offerings which were not demonstrably ‘vowed’ or ‘votives’ may be
considered as free-will contributions in which each dedicator gave a variable

proportion as he felt moved to. This brings us back to one of Theophrastus’ three

reasons for offering aparchai to the gods, namely to give thanks to the gods (7] yap

ot Tiunv 1) dud xapuw 1j i xpeiav tav dyabav).*® In Bremer’s words, we must

recognize that ‘these gifts, however small, were monuments of gratitude’.?%!

¢) Honour and Priority of the Divine

Compared with other anathemata, aparchai have a much stronger emphasis on

277 Xen. Ages. 4.2, 11.2.

278 E.g. 1) Hdt. 6.117, Xen. An. 3.2.12: the Athenians continued to sacrifice sheep to Artemis several
hundred years later even when the vow at Marathon must have been fulfilled. But these are not first
offerings. 2) Hdt. 9.80-1, Plut. Vit. Aristid. 20.3, Plut. Mor. 873: after the battle of Plataea, the gods
were given an extra 80 talents in addition to their customary tithe from the spoils (to be discussed in
Chapter Six).

279 TAM I, no. 1184.

280 Theophr. Piet. fr. 12.43-48 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.24.1.

281 Bremer (1998), 133.
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the priority of the divine. Etymologically ap-arche is related to the verb dpyxw (‘to

begin’, ‘to be the first’); underlying the term is therefore the notion of priority —
precedence should be accorded to the gods over men.?®?> The idea that ‘the gods come
first’ is best exemplified in Xenophon’s characters. When asked to give an account of

his principles in life, Ischomachus says that ‘I begin by cultivating the goodwill of the
gods’ (00w 61 éyaw dpxopar pév tovg Beovg Beparnevwv),”™ referring not only
to his estate-management but to all aspects of life. Before beginning his meal Cyrus

would first offer a portion of food (drtap&apevoc) to the gods.?®* Great care was

taken by Cyrus to ‘take out’ (é¢€atpéw) the gods’ portion in the allocation of booty

before the rest was distributed among men.?®> There seems to be a concern, from
activities as trivial as daily meals, to large-scale enterprises like military campaigns,

that the gods be given their share before men enjoyed the rest.

Although all gifts to the gods can be said to confer honour, first offerings,
because of their emphasis on the precedence of the divine recipient, might have
particular potential for establishing the gods’ timai. The motif of divine wrath in the
event of neglected first offerings is best understood in this light. Theophrastus tells us
that when the Thoes offered no aparchai to the gods, they were snatched from the
earth.?%¢ In myths, when king Oeneus sacrificed aparchai of his harvest to all

divinities except Artemis, the goddess took offence and sent a boar to ravage the fields

282 If we accept that aparchai and dekatai were similar in nature except in their proportion, the idea of
priority may also be extended to dekatai.

283 Xen. Oec. 11.8 (tr. Pomeroy).

284 Xen. Cyr. 7.1.1.

85 E.g. Xen. Cyr. 4.1.2,5.3.2,5.3.4,7.3.1, 7.5.35. Only in the last passage is the word akrothinia used
for the god’s portion of spoils; but the other instances may also be considered as such.

286 Theophr. Piet. fr. 3.8-18 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.8.1-2. For other instances of human misfortune
attributed to divine resentment of neglected offerings, see e.g. Hom. /1. 7.446-63, 9.533f, 23.862-5, Od.
4.351-3, Soph. 4j. 176-8, Eur. Hipp. 145-50, Paus. 10.11.2.
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in Calydon.?®” The divinities’ grudge against those who made no aparchai confirms
the point made earlier that the gods had, or were thought to have, a claim to first
offerings of the goods they provided; and it was considered offensive not to render to
the gods their due. We have one interesting example in the fifth century where one

Mikythos dedicated a monument in Olympia possibly as an aparche to ‘all the gods
and goddesses’ ([Oeoic maot]v kat Oeaic taoaig).?®® Although it was rare in the

Classical period to address all the divinities comprehensively,?%° this example
nevertheless hints at an ideal that all the gods deserve honour. Euripides’ Aphrodite
puts it well that ‘there is joy in the heart of a god also when honoured by men’
(Eveatt yap on kav Ocwv yével 10d¢e: Tip@pevoL xaipovay avOpdnwy 0¥mo).2
The goddess is essentially saying, by the use of the word kai, that the same holds true
for gods as well as for men. It is evident from these passages that like mortals, the
Greek gods too took delight, or were thought to take delight, in being thanked and

honoured for their service to mankind.

In comic fantasies the gods are sometimes presented as hungry for mortals’
offerings;°! but any sustenance which men provide to the divine powers is in terms
of honour and prestige for the cult, more than the physical and material well-being of
the gods. The fact that offerings concern their honour rather than their physical
sustenance is not a startling one; but I will reproduce here some passages to stress this

basic truth. Theophrastus and Porphyry argue that the gods need nothing material and

7 Hom. II. 9.534, Eur. Meleager, fr. 516, Ar. Ranae. 1242, Apoll. Biblio. 1.66. See also Bacchyl.
5.97-102: Oeneus tried to redeem his fault with prayer and sacrifice in vain.

288 SEG XXVIII 431; the word aparche is supplemented.

289 Most first offerings collected in this study were addressed to one god. See also Parker (2011), 66,
87, who notes that ‘offerings were made to particular gods, not to the gods as a collectivity’.

20 Eur. Hipp. 7-8 (tr. Grene).

21 Ar. Av. 1515-24. cf. Hom. Hymn. 2.305f%.
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external, but pure thoughts and moderate offerings alone are appropriate sacrifices.??

293

In their view, men’s attitude is far more important than the value of the gifts;=”> and

the small offering of food as an aparche in one’s daily meals confers above all great
honour on the gods.?* The idea of honour recurs many times in Theophrastus as a
reason why first-fruits were offered to the divinities.?>> As Euthyphro explains, what

the gods get from men’s gifts is not so much practical benefits as ‘honour, recognition
and gratitude’ (& map’ Nuwv dwpa toic Oeolc Tiun Te Kal yépa Kal ... xapic).>
This overlaps with Theophrastus’ reasons for making sacrifices to the gods mentioned

earlier: to honour them, to give thanks, or to seek good things (1) yap ot Tiuny 1) dix
xapw 1 o xpeiav tov dyabov).?®’ Gift-giving therefore invokes complex

relations of mutual interdependence between humans and the divine.

d) Reciprocity and Materialism

In Plato’s Euthyphro, one of the definitions given for ‘piety’ (00t0Tnc)**® is a
kind of science of ‘sacrifice and prayer’ (Bvewv te xal eUyxeoBat), which in turn
means giving gifts to the gods and requesting gifts from them (ovxovv 10 Ovewv

dwpetoOai éotL Toic Ocoic, 10 & evyeobal aitety Tovg Oeovc;). Considering that

292 Porph. Abst. 2.34.1, 37.1 (not identified as Theophrastus’ fragments); Theophr. Piet. fr. 8.20-21
Potscher = Porph. 4bst. 2.61.1. Cf. Sallust. De deis et mundo, 14, 15: Sallustius also argues that the
gods are free from needs, but he differs from Theophrastus and Porphyry by suggesting that the
honour paid to gods through gifts and offerings does not benefit the gods but men themselves, namely
that men can gain union with the divine.

23 Theophr. Piet. fr. 7.33-36, 7.45-46, 7.46-54, 8.8-11 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.13.4, 14.3, 15.1-3,

60.1-2; Porph. 4bst. 2.16, 17 (not identified as Theophrastus’ fragments).

294 Theophr. Piet. fr. 9.12-15 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.20.1.

295 Theophr. Piet. fr. 2.7-14, 3.12-18, 12.34-38, 12.43-54 Potscher = Porph. 4bst. 2.5.2, 8.2, 23.1,

24.1-2.

29 Pl. Euthphr. 14E-15A.

27 Theophr. Piet. fr. 12.43-48 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.24.1. Fortenbaugh (2003a), 187, with n. 41,

suggests that Theophrastus seems to imply, by putting honour first among the three reasons, that he

places the highest value on this motive for making offerings.

2% On the meaning and translation of dot0T1c, dotoc and related terms, see e.g. Connor (1988),

Rudhardt (1992), 221f, Mikalson (2010), 6-7, ch. 4.

90


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=qu%2Fein&la=greek&prior=tou=
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=te&la=greek&prior=qu/ein
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&prior=te
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=eu%29%2Fxesqai&la=greek&prior=kai%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ou%29kou%3Dn&la=greek&prior=*swkra/ths
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=to%5C&la=greek&prior=ou)kou=n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=qu%2Fein&la=greek&prior=to%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=dwrei%3Dsqai%2F&la=greek&prior=qu/ein
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29sti&la=greek&prior=dwrei=sqai/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=toi%3Ds&la=greek&prior=e)sti
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=qeoi%3Ds&la=greek&prior=toi=s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=to%5C&la=greek&prior=qeoi=s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=d%27&la=greek&prior=to%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=eu%29%2Fxesqai&la=greek&prior=d'
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ai%29tei%3Dn&la=greek&prior=eu)/xesqai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tou%5Cs&la=greek&prior=ai)tei=n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=qeou%2Fs&la=greek&prior=tou%5Cs

Introduction

man is to ask what he needs from the gods and to present to the gods what they need

from man, Socrates suggests a definition of piety as a skill of trading (éumoptkn

Téxvn) between humans and the divine.””” The idea of mutual gift exchange between
gods and men is illustrative of the fundamental value of reciprocity in Greek religion.
As reciprocity in Greek religion has been much discussed and is not specific to
aparchai and dekatai, 1 do not intend to dwell on it here.’® The central idea is that
gifts could be given to the Greek gods in order to attain, or in return for having
obtained, yapic or a pleasing return. This constituted a cycle of gifts and counter-gifts
between the worshipper or worshipping community and the divine; and it is not
always clear which side initiated the process first. In dedicatory inscriptions we
frequently find explicit statements asking the gods to ‘grant another’. For instance, an
epigram ascribed to Apollonides, probably in the first century A.D., shows a vine
grower Euphron apologizing for the humble gift (perhaps a few grapes or some wine)
he has to offer and asking the divinity to give him more so that the god might in turn

receive first offerings of his plentiful harvest: ei d¢ 6tdoinc mAeiova, kai moAAawv,
oatpov, anap&oueOa (‘but if you gave more, daimon, we shall offer first-fruits from

many’).’*! Like any gifts to the gods, aparchai and dekatai were also concerned with

the cycle of yapic between humans and the divine.

Our sources give an abundance of testimony to the acceptance of the principles

historians of religion usually call do ut des (‘I give so that you may give’) and da ut

299 Pl. Euthphr. 14C; cf. PL. Plt. 290c-d.
39 On reciprocity, see Bremer (1998), Parker (1998). See also Festugiére (1976) on the formula dv6’

v in Hellenistic Greek prayers.

301 Gow-Page, GP, 1.128-9, 11. 149, no. 2, Anth. Pal. 6.238 (adapted from Gow-Page’s translation). The
divine recipient is simply called daimon; some scholars have supplied the name of Hermes: see the
discussion in Gow-Page, GP, 11. 149, no. 2.
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dem (‘give so that I may give’),’*? apparently confirming the suggestion in Plato’s
Euthyphro that gift-giving is a way of making bargains with the gods. This mercantile
sense of human-divine relations is often brought to the fore in comedy. Aristophanes’
Ploutos depicts human-divine interaction as a practical economic arrangement from
the outset. Zeus is said to rule over the gods because he has the most silver; and
people sacrifice to him in the hope of sharing it.?** The allegiance of worshippers, his
priests as well as other gods, is said to depend entirely on Zeus’ wealth. Accordingly
when Ploutos recovers his sight and effects a universal enrichment of everyone, it is
just natural that they are no longer dependent on Zeus and other Olympian gods, who
then come to suffer the same fate as the gods in Birds do: deprivation of their
accustomed offerings and starvation.>** We are presented here with a bleak picture of
human-divine relations based purely on material interests. Menander, in a playful
critique of the meagerness of offerings given in the hope of a substantial return,
depicts a man calculating whether he will receive benefits proportionate to his
spending: he reckons that he may gain an equal return of the ten drachmai spent on
the small sacrificial sheep, but the immense expenses of the feast will far outweigh
this amount.?® The character’s careful calculation of gain and loss brings out rather
crudely the value of reciprocity in Greek religion. That a gift was intertwined with the
hope for an equal or greater return, though it may seem ‘irreligious’ to us using a
modern Christian standard, was not considered problematic by the ancient

worshippers. In fact the nature of Greek religion is precisely that of a ‘practical

392 Do ut des: e.g. Hom. 1l. 10.291-4, Ar. Pax 390-98, Ar. Plut. 133-4; da ut dem: e.g. Hom. 1I. 7.81-3,
IG ¥ 728, Ar. Pax, 392-9, 416-24, Herod. 4.85ff. Such notions are widely accepted in modern
scholarship, whether the formulae are used explicitly or not: e.g. Harrison (1903), Festugicre (1976),
passim, Burkert (1979), 54, Van Straten (1981), 73, Pulleyn (1997), ch. 2, Parker (1998), esp. 107-8,
111-14, Bremer (1998), 130-1, Kearns (2010), 89-90.

303 Ar. Plut. 130ff.

304 Cf. Ar. Av. 1515-24.

305 Men. Methe, fr. 264.
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religion’: it was a major source to which people could turn for all kinds of assistance
in everyday life. °¢ That worshippers should expect a pleasing return only
demonstrates tremendous ‘faith’ — ‘faith’ in the efficacy of the gods to respond
favourably to gifts received. The many dedications on the Athenian acropolis, apart
from being the instruments of display and competition they are often considered to be
(see below), are also testimonies to the efficacy of dedicatory practices visible to all

who visited the sanctuary.

Godelier’s idea of ‘debt’ mentioned earlier yields interesting results when applied
to gift-giving between men and gods. When men bring gifts to the gods, they effect
not a cancellation of a debt but the creation of a new one and therefore a deepening of
the ties between humans and the divine. Any gift given on a particular occasion
(whether by god or man first) has the potential of calling for a counter-gift which is
supposed to pay back this debt but which at the same time creates a new one.
Although in theory - if we follow the ‘original debt’ model - men are indebted to the
gods for everything from the outset, in practice gifts between men and gods create a
state of mutual indebtedness, rendering it not entirely clear who is indebted to whom
in the complex cycle of gift-giving. Thus we often see worshippers claiming divine
help by reminding them of their debt to men created by past offerings.>*” Croesus’
famous complaint on the pyre that Apollo should have been ashamed of the gifts
received makes explicit his expectation that the god was in his debt because of his
valuable gifts.>® As Godelier puts it, ‘the giving of gifts and counter-gifts creates a
state of mutual indebtedness and dependence which presents advantages for all parties.

To give therefore is to share by creating a debt or, which amounts to the same thing, to

306 See Burkert (1987a).
307 E.g. Soph. El. 1376ff, Soph. Trach. 993-4.
308 Hdt. 1.87, 90-91. See also Adkins (1975), 134-5.
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create a debt by sharing’.*%

In the Greek imagination of divine behaviour, there seems to be an ideal that the
gods ought to respond favourably to gifts received. Examples abound in literature that
the Greek gods are thought to take delight in gifts as men do.*'° In Euripides’ Medea,
Medea insists on sending a poisoned robe and diadem to Jason’s new wife, justifying

her gifts as follows: ‘there is a saying that gifts persuade even the gods; and gold is
more powerful with mortals than countless words’ (eiOewv dwpa kat Ocovg Aoyoc:
xXpvoog 6¢ kpeloowy pvpiwv Adywv Bpotoic),®'! which is a variant of the proverb
dwpa Oecovg meiber, dwp’ aidoiove PaciAnac (‘gifts persuade the gods, gifts
(persuade) reverend kings’).?!? In one strand of the Greeks’ perception of their
dealings with the divine, not only should the gods react favourably to gifts, they were
also expected to be persuaded more easily by greater gifts. While many ancient
authors are more or less consistent in stressing that the virtue of offerings lies not in
their value, but in other factors, such as the individual’s moral character and the
sincerity with which the dedication was offered,?!* these statements seem to point
precisely to the reverse tendency in lived religion. Despite much reiteration of kata
dunamin by ancient authors,>!* the need for the poor dedicator to apologize for the

exiguity of his or her gifts shows that a valuable offering is still preferable.>!> Thus

309 Godelier (1999), 48.

310 E.g. Ar. Pax, 192, 418-22, Eur. Hipp. 88-120.

311 Eur. Med. 964-5.

312 Hes. fr. 361, quoted in P1. Rep. 390e.

313 E.g. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1163b15-18, Pl. Leg. 955¢, Alc. 11.148D-149E,150A, Xen. Mem. 1.3.3, 4.3.17,
Isoc. 2.20, 7.29-30, Theophr. Piet. fr. 7.33-36, 7.52-54, 9.1-9, 8.20-21 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.13.4,
15.3, 19.4, 61.1. Cf. Hippoc. Aer. 22, who argues that a Scythian disease cannot be divine because, if it
were, it ought to have attacked the poor in particular as the gods are supposed to take delight in men’s
rich offerings and return the favour.

314 E.g. Hes. Op. 336, Xen. Mem. 1.3.3,4.3.16.

315 E.g. Anth. Pal. 6.25 (attributed to Julianus, Prefect of Egypt), 40 (attributed to Macedonius Consul),
77 (attributed to Eratosthenes Scholasticus). These epigrams are too late to be included in Gow-Page,
HE and GP.
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the farmer Euphron we met earlier apologizes for the small gift he has to offer.'® The
women in Herodas’ fourth mimiambus ask Asclepius to accept their sacrifice of a
cock as they are not well-off.>!” The expectations that gods would respond to gifts,
especially greater gifts, presuppose a considerable degree of anthropomorphism.*'®
Gift-exchange between individuals and between cities was probably so pervasive a
custom in ancient Greek culture that it provided a ready imagery by which the Greeks
imagined their relationship with the gods.*'” The ideology of reciprocity, prominent
in human interactions, was perhaps extended to dealings between humans and the

divine.

This assimilation between human and divine behaviour in relation to gifts is also
found in Mauss’ influential work The Gift already mentioned. Mauss’ theory of
gift-exchange evolves around the obligations to give, to receive and to reciprocate.?
The gift, according to Mauss, is imbued with hau or the personality of the giver and
engages the honour of both parties. Because of the bond between the giver and the gift,
he argued, the act of giving creates social ties with an obligation to reciprocate; any
failure to do so would be detrimental to one’s honour and status. As was discussed
earlier, Mauss also mentioned men’s gifts to the gods and the dead as a fourth
obligation;*?! but these gifts were marginal to his concern: he was essentially using
human-divine gift-giving by way of illustrating his theory of gift-exchange in human
societies. To Mauss, men’s gifts to the gods are capable of compelling their divine

recipients to return greater gifts; and he saw sacrifice as ‘an act of giving that is

316 Gow-Page, GP, 1.128-9, 11. 149, no. 2, Anth. Pal. 6.238.

317 Herod. 4.14-20.

318 On the resemblance between gods and men in Homer, see Griffin (1980), 82ff, 167-70.

319 On parallels drawn between human and divine behaviour, see also Gould (1985), esp. 15-16. On
reciprocity between Greek cities, see e.g. Mitchell (1997), Low (2007), 36-76.

320 On the intellectual context in which it was written, see Douglas’ foreword in Mauss (1990 [1925]),
vii-xviii, Geary (2003).

321 Mauss (1990 [1925]), 14-17.
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necessarily reciprocated’.??> However, The Gift has overstated the magnitude of the
‘binding’ power which a gift can create for its recipients, human or divine. Mauss has
overlooked the important fact that the reciprocal relationship between men and gods is
far more unpredictable than in human gift-exchange. In fact, one of the most salient
features of interaction with the divine is uncertainty; but Mauss’ theory lacks the

capacity sufficiently to account for the elements of the unpredictable and irrational.

The reciprocal relation between god and man is never a straightforward matter of
give-and-take. As Sahlins demonstrated convincingly in an important corrective to
Mauss’ thesis, there exists a spectrum of reciprocities ranging from what he called
‘generalized’, via ‘balanced’, to ‘negative’ reciprocity: exchange may range from
altruistic acts involving no clear expectation of return, to equivalent exchanges
without delay of return, to self-interested acts which hope to get something in return
for nothing.>*®> The Greeks’ dealings with their gods are likely to have involved a
spectrum of reciprocities. While there are examples in which the gods felt compelled
to give favour because of the gifts received, >* there are also plenty of
counter-examples which show that the Greek gods did not necessarily respond
favourably to gifts received and that their workings were most unpredictable.’?
Contrary to philosophical traditions which stress more or less consistently the gods’
benevolent nature, Greek tragedy is full of complaints that the gods are ungrateful. In
Euripides’ Troades, the surviving Trojan women repeatedly lament that the city has

sacrificed to the gods in vain.??¢ In a fragment of Euripides, the speaker complains

about the unfair prosperity of the irreligious at the expense of the pious: it is the

322 Mauss (1990 [1925]), 16.

323 Sahlins (1974).

324 E.g. Hom. II. 4.48-9, 22.169-172, Od. 1.64-7.

325 E.g. Hom. Il. 6.305-311, 21.130-5, Hes. Op. 483-4, Aesch. Ag. 69-71, Eur. Alc. 132-5, Eur. Tro.
1242, Pl. Alc. 11.138B, 148C-149E, 150A, Xen. Cyr. 1.6.46.

326 E.g. Eur. Tro. 1060-80, 1242, 1280-1; discussed in Parker (1997), 154-5.

N
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impious, tyrants and perjurers who are better off than the pious, whereas the later are
subjected to the former despite all their worship of the gods.*?’” These complaints
illustrate the disappointment in lived religion that, despite the expectation of a
reciprocal relationship between men and god, the Greek gods could choose to return
or not and in whatever way and value they liked. Reciprocity therefore represents a
religious ideal; in practice it remains impossible for men fully to discover the
principles (if any) behind divine operation. Yunis describes this reciprocal relation
well: ‘the belief that the gods react to men on the basis of some form of a reciprocal
relationship does not at all exclude the irrational element from the divine, or make the
gods easily intelligible or entirely predictable. It rather excludes the possibility that
the gods are utterly irrational, unintelligible, or unpredictable. The relationship of
reciprocity may be uneven, unequal, or uncertain, but for the worshipper it must
fundamentally exist’.>*® The unpredictable, inconsistent, and often unequal nature of
reciprocity between men and the gods suggests that return could only be hoped for but
not guaranteed. What is striking is not that people should offer gifts in the expectation
of a return, but why people should continue to bring gifts to the gods when requital is

not guaranteed.

Common though the idea of reciprocity may be, the hope for material returns did
not necessarily provide the major motivating factor for every aparche or dekate. A
skillful mother in Athens, who dedicated a marble object late in her life using her
earnings from (perhaps) handicraft work, must have spent a substantial part of her
lifetime’s savings. Her aparche was more likely to be a thank-offering for past

fortunes rather than an investment for further material returns.>*” The same may be

327 Eu. Beller. fr. 286
328 Yunis (1988), 53.
329 G 11?4334,
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said of the dedication of one’s tool of trade at retirement as a dekate.’*® These
retirement offerings are likely to be dedicated without further specific motives (see
Chapter Five). They suggest that the study of Greek piety should go beyond the
currently-accepted formulae of do ut des and da ut dem in modern scholarship, to
embrace the possibility that psychological feelings of dependence on and gratitude to
the gods might also have been involved. As is suggested in the Theophrastean passage

quoted earlier, Theophrastus considers it possible for one to make offerings to the
gods ‘simply to do great honour to their good character’ (xata YiAny v T1¢
dyadne avtov éEewc éxtiunow).**! The qualifier ‘simply’ (kata i)
emphasizes that it is possible to honour the gods without further motives for a

pleasing return.>*?

e) First Offerings as Apotropaic Offerings

It is the very uncertainty of return which makes it inadequate to regard
gift-giving between men and gods as an éumoptkn téxvn, and which points to the

need to understand the phenomenon not simply in terms of material benefits, but more
fundamentally in terms of the psychological needs of the ancient worshippers. 1 have
mentioned at the beginning the kindness of the Greek gods in caring for the wellbeing
of mankind. Nevertheless, the Greek gods had a malignant as well as a benevolent
side. There was a tendency in Greek literature to attribute ill-fortune and the

inexplicable to the gods; and hence we find the idea of ‘god-sent misfortunes’.

Aeschylus twice uses the phrase Ocwv OtdovTwv to qualify the character’s

330 E.g. IGASMG 1V no. 15: a bronze axe dedicated perhaps by a sacrificial butcher as a dekate of his
work.

331 Theophr. Piet. fr. 12.43-48 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.24.1.

332 This is also noted by Fortenbaugh (2003a), 187 with n.40.
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troubles.?*? At the end of the Iliad, Achilles consoles Priam with these words: ‘There
are two urns that stand on the door-sill of Zeus. They are unlike for the gifts they
bestow: an urn of evils, an urn of blessings. If Zeus who delights in thunder mingles

these and bestows them on man, he shifts, and moves now in evil, again in good

fortune’ (6otol yap te mibor katakeiatar év Aoc ovdel dwpwv oia didwot
Kakwv, ETepoc 0¢ édwv: @ pév k' duuiéac dwn Zebe tepmiképavvog, dAdote
Lév te kakw 6 ye xopetar, dAdote 6 é00Aw).?* This view of human life as a

mixture of good and bad fortune that varied at the whim of the gods is a common
motif in comedy and tragedy. Tragedians put in the mouth of their characters
repeatedly the idea that all human affairs are subject to rises and falls, and that the
gods are responsible for allocating success and failure in an arbitrary manner.>*> The
randomness and unpredictability of divine operation is constantly reflected upon by
tragic characters.’® Because of its genre and plots, it is not surprising that Greek
tragedy emphasizes the dark and dangerous side of gods. Comedy and tragedy play
out doubts and skepticism about the gods which are seldom articulated in other
sources: it is hard to imagine the Greeks criticizing the gods in public or expressing
such views in their dedicatory inscriptions, even if it was with mixed feelings of
gratitude, fear and doubt that they set down their offerings. They offer another way of
viewing the nature of the gods in popular Greek thought and imagination, different
from that offered by philosophical traditions, which tend to emphasize the

philanthropic aspect of the divinities.

333 Aesch. Pers. 294, Sept. 719.

334 Hom. II. 24.5271f (tr. Lattimore). The dual aspects of the Greek gods is also reflected in Hymn.
Hom. Ap. 1891t. See also the related imagery of Zeus’ scales symbolizing an individual’s fate, e.g. Hom.
1l. 8.73-4, 19.221-4, 22.208-13. On the randomness of the gods’ actions in Homer, see also Griffin
(1980), 130-1, 162.

335 Tragedy: e.g. Soph. 4j. 383, 1077-80, Eur. Hec. 488-91, 958-60, Phoen. 555f%, Supp. 550ff, Tro.
612-3, Andr. fr. 150, 152, Oedipus fr. 554, Telephus fr. 716. Comedy: e.g. Ar. Thesm. 724-5, Men. Dys.
272-87, 797, Men. Epit. 1091. See also Parker (1997).

336 E.g. Aesch. Supp. 93-5, Aesch. Pers. 373, Eur. HF, 62., Eur. IT, 475-8.
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It was perhaps partly owing to their inability to be in control of human affairs
that the Greeks turned to their gods; and bringing first offerings might have been a
way of propitiating the gods in the uncertainties of their workings. This is suggested
by Xenophon’s Hermogenes who claims that the gods are most well-disposed towards
him, while recognizing their dual aspects: ‘it is likewise manifest that we consider
them able to work us good or ill; at all events, every one prays [to] the gods to avert
evil and grant blessings’ (xail unv 0tt vouiCouév ye dvvaocbat avtolc kal €0 Kal
KAKW@G TIOLELY KAl TODTO OQAQPEC. TAVTEG YOUV alTovvTal Tovg Oeovg ta pev
pavda amotpémew, tayaba o6& 6tbovar). When asked to relate his secret for

keeping the gods friendly, Hermogenes explains that he performs ‘a very economic
service’ to the gods, which involves praising them, always restoring to them part of
what they give him (0v te 0160aotv del av mapéxouat), and avoiding profanity in

speech.??’

Hermogenes’ ‘always restoring to them part of what they give him’ may be
considered as a strategy of maintaining a friendly relationship with the gods and
warding off evils. As we have seen above in the fate of the Thoes and king Oeneus, it
was probably considered dangerous not to make first offerings to the gods who had a
claim to them. In this connection it is worth mentioning a passage in Plato’s Republic:
in the course of a discussion about the usefulness of money, Cephalus tells Socrates

that its greatest use is in settling a debt, so that one need not fear owing any sacrifice

to a god or money to a person and then go to the other world (und” av opeidovta 1)

337 Xen. Symp. 4.47-9 (tr. Todd).
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Ocw Ovoiac Twvac 1 avBponw xpruata éneta éxeloe druévar dedota).*®

This leads Socrates to suggest ‘giving back what one has taken’ as one of the
definitions of justice. The passage brings out the possibility that some first offerings
were probably made in fear of being in debt to some god for certain benefits received,

and that any outstanding debt could not be erased even by death.

Since a debt was created every time an individual came off well in an enterprise,
any failure to discharge it by giving the gods their due honour might trigger divine
vengeance. As every reader of tragedy knows, boastfulness about one’s achievements
and failure to acknowledge divine involvement could arouse divine phthonos and
even punishment.*** Moments of success were therefore very often times of anxiety:
one might fear whether the present fortune would last and whether some higher
powers need to be placated.*® Given the jealous and vengeful nature of the gods,>*!
how human and divine contributions were assigned after any successful human
activity could be a delicate matter. The division of the benefits received between gods
and men, with a preliminary portion set aside for the gods before human consumption
of the rest, recognizes implicitly the role of the divine. Offering first portions to the
gods had the effect of demonstrably putting the gods first as the chief author of human

achievements while at the same time humbly recognizing that the part of the mortals

is secondary.

Human helplessness and insecurity was a permanent feature in agricultural
societies, where farmers’ livelihoods were vulnerable to climatic changes and natural

forces beyond human control (see Chapter Three). In Xenophon’s Oeconomicus, after

338 PI. Resp. 331b. See also Pl. Phd. 118a, according to which Socrates’ last words were to ask Crito to
repay the debt of a cock owed to Asclepius.

%9 E.g Soph. 4j. 127-33, 7581F.

340" Also observed by Burkert (1979), 53, Burkert (1996b), 152-6.

341 On divine envy, see e.g. Walcot (1978), chs. 3-4, esp. 25-6, 46-51.
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Socrates has spoken at length about the importance of agriculture and the human
labour required for it, Critobulus objects that there are unpredictable elements like
hailstorms, frost, droughts and rain which can ruin human schemes and toil however
well-planned men are.>*? Xenophon has Socrates say to Critobulus that just as men in
war try to propitiate the gods with sacrifice before taking military action, in matters of
husbandry it is no less necessary to ask the gods for blessings. He convinces
Critobulus into agreeing that ‘I think you are right when you bid me try to begin every

undertaking with the gods’ help, since the gods control the works of peace no less

than of war’ (kadwc pot doxeic Aéyew xedevwv metpacOar ovv toic Oeolc
dpxeoOar mavtoc €pyov, w¢ TV Oewv KLpIWY OVTWY O0VOEV NTTOV TWV
elpnvika@v 1 T@v modeukav Epywv).>* There are other passages in Xenophon’s

Oeconomicus which similarly illustrate that the Greek gods were considered a source
of hazard as well as bounty in the natural world.>** Giving the gods priority in
agricultural matters, most notably by offering them the first-fruits of seasonal produce,
might have been a means of propitiating the gods for the purpose of warding off
disasters. Agricultural aparchai, therefore, apart from being thank-offerings, might
also have been a rite of aversion with an apotropaic role. The aversion of evil is but
the other side of the coin of propitiating the gods for favours.

Yet agriculture represents only one area in which divine help was felt to be
indispensable. Xenophon’s Ischomachus gives a fairly comprehensive list of those
matters in which one needs divine favour: he prays to acquire good health, physical

strength, distinction in the city, goodwill among friends, survival with honour in war,

342 Xen. Oec. 5.18.
33 Xen. Oec. 5.19-20, 6.1 (tr. Marchant).
34 E.g. Xen. Oec. 16.3,17.2-4.
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and wealth etc.>* In Aristophanes, too, Peisetaerus tells how the birds can provide
men with success in agriculture, safety at sea, wealth, health and a good old age as
gods do.**® Plato also tells us that the gods are essential for success in every human
enterprise, great or small.>*’ The range of requests hoped for shows that the Greek
gods’ influence was seen as pervasive in many aspects of everyday life.>*® Statements
abound in literature that men’s success in any activity depends on a combination of

divine assistance and human effort.>*

Given the ‘ultimate unknowability’ 3>

of divine operations and the lack of
guarantee of requitals, first offerings might have been motivated not so much by the
expectation of further benefits as by the psychological need for a ‘safe anchor’ in
life.3! Returning a portion to the gods might have been a way of coping with the
permanent undercurrent of anxiety and uncertainty. For many of the Greeks, first
offerings might have served as what Victor Turner called an ‘evocative device’, a
ritual means of responding to difficult situations by channelling negative emotions
(such as anxiety and fear) to a higher power.>>? Each of the aparchai and dekatai
dedicated might express the dedicator’s anxiety, hope and fear for the future.’>* In
this respect the psychology of first offerings resembles to a certain extent that of
insurance in the modern world. Like modern insurance, there is no guarantee of

recompense on every occasion, but often one would still prefer to have one’s life or

property insured for the sake of psychological assurance. In the words of Bernstein,

35 Xen. Oec. 11.7-8.

346 Ar. Av. 586fT.

37 PL Ti. 27c.

348 Limitations of human knowledge and dependence on the divine are stressed by e.g. Eur. Thyestes ft.
391, Xen. Mem. 4.3.12-16. On perceived areas of divine intervention, see also Mikalson (1983), 18-26.
349 E.g. Eur. fr. 432, Xen. Oec. 5.20, 11.7-8, Xen. Eq. mag. 5.14, 6.1.

350 Expression of Sourvinou-Inwood (1997a), 173.

351 Expression of Burkert (1987a), 28.

352 Turner (1969), 42-3, argues that ritual symbols are also ‘a set of evocative devices for rousing,
channelling, and domesticating powerful emotions, such as hate, fear, affection, and grief’.

333 See e.g. Burkert (1996a).
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‘we buy insurance because we cannot afford to take the risk of losing our home to
fire — or our life before our time. That is, we prefer a gamble that has 100% odds on a
small loss (the premium we must pay) but a small chance of a large gain (if
catastrophe strikes) to a gamble with a certain small gain (saving the cost of the
insurance premium) but with uncertain but potentially ruinous consequences for us or
our family’.%** By giving up a small part of the benefits received, first offerings were

probably a similar means of managing the risks and uncertainties of everyday life. >

f) Communication with the Gods

In addition to honour, gratitude, want of good things and aversion of evils, first
offerings also provided a means of communication with the gods.**® Every time a
worshipper presents an offering to the gods (whether a first offering or not), he is,
among other things, maintaining his relationship with the divine. Communication
between men and the gods, though intangible in dedicatory inscriptions, is sometimes
made explicit in ‘votive’ reliefs. We have, for example, a fifth-century Athenian
marble relief depicting a dedicator seated behind a table and handing a small gift,
perhaps an aparche,’ to Athena, who has her right hand extended towards him.**®
By depicting the goddess as physically present, it gives us a glimpse of the proximity
with the divine that is thought to be possible for individual worshippers. Gift-giving
might be thought of as a distinct form of interaction with the divinities: by treating the

gods as if they were human guest-friends, the Greeks might be trying to assimilate

354 Bernstein (1996), 203-4.

355 On religious practices as a means of ‘risk management’, see Eidinow (2007).

3% See also the related point made in lambl. Myst. 5.5, 5.9, who stresses that the most important reason
for making offerings to the gods is to create a bond of union (cvvagrn) between humans and the divine.
Yet Tamblichus displays a strong neo-Platonist agenda and cannot be taken as representing the opinion
of the average Greek.

357 Perdizet (1903), 260-1, interpreted it as representing Athena Ergane receiving an aparche from a
craftsman. But in the lack of any accompanying inscription, this interpretation remains uncertain.

3% Acr. no. 577; Dickens (1912-21), vol. 1, 117, no. 577; Mitropoulou (1977), 30-1 and no.29, fig 48.
Note that Brouskare (1974) seems to have put the wrong object under this number.
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human-divine relationship into that between human beings and so bring it within a
comprehensible pattern.>>® Making offerings was a means of gaining access to the
inaccessible by facilitating the transmission of favours and linking the two spheres.
Like sacrifice and other gifts to the gods, first offerings provided a way of creating
religious ties with the divine. Paradoxically, however, the division between the two
spheres of mortals and gods was at once bridged and reinforced, since implicit in the
act of gift-giving is the recognition of the recipient’s higher rank and status. This is
particularly the case with aparchai, which acknowledged that the gods should come

first as they were by definition superior and deserved greater honours than men did.

g) Display and Competition

Like all gifts to the gods, some first offerings, especially expensive monumental
ones, could serve as instruments of display and self-advertisement. One attribute that
gave dedications and their accompanying inscriptions such potential for display is the
primacy of the dedicator’s name in the inscription. Given the typically brief nature of
these texts, the name usually figures prominently to highlight the dedicator’s

identity.*®® Some first offerings make overt mention of the individual’s achievement:

62 363

athletic victory,®®! manumission,*? civic rewards*® and so on (see Chapter Five).
By advertising one’s name and deeds in the inscriptions, such objects could
commemorate the individual’s achievement as well as the god’s benefactions. Seen
thus, the act of offering was not so much giving to the gods as setting up a memorial

for one’s own deeds.’** The general preference for physical objects instead of

3% Parker (1998), esp. 120.

360 The tendency of the dedicator’s name to figure prominently in inscriptions is discussed in Keesling
(2003), 22-35.

361 E.g. IGASMG 1V no. 2.

362 E.g. McCabe, Chios Inscriptions, no. 154.

363 E.g. IG 112 2939 (=4339).

364 Burkert (1987¢), 49
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sacrificial offerings also reflects a desire to leave behind a tangible and durable
memorial. Elements of ostentatious display and competition are most conspicuous in
military first offerings: set up predominantly in Panhellenic sanctuaries, these victory
offerings and their accompanying inscriptions (which often make explicit the defeated
city’s name) were exploited as a medium to publicize one’s victory and to humiliate
one’s enemy (see Chapter Six). However, the Greeks seem to have seen no conflict
between dedication as an expression of piety and as an act of self-advertisement.®®
Pausanias’ distinction between dedications in Olympia for the gods’ honour and for
the athletes’ self-glorification probably represents an exception to the normal Greek
attitude.?®® In first offerings, as in other gifts to the gods, gratitude and piety could go
hand in hand with the more ‘secular’ desire for competitive display.>®” As de Polignac
puts so aptly, ‘offerings to the gods are at the heart of a triangular relation: between
dedicator and deity... ; between dedicator and community, since the offering said
something about his identity, status and role in this community; and between god and
community...”. In other words, material gifts to the gods do not constitute a simple
bilateral relation between humans and the divine; they also involve members of the

community (and other communities) who would see and admire the objects.>®

Nevertheless, the use of offerings for displaying wealth, piety and success should
not be overemphasized. First offerings were not necessarily expensive marble
monuments; they could range from splendid objects like marble statues, to
inexpensive ones like pottery, vessels, personal items (see Chapter Five), agricultural

produce (see Chapter Three), and specimens of food and drink (see Chapter Four). For

3

N

5 Parker (2004a), 270.

366 Paus. 5.21.1, 5.25.1.

367 The impossibility to separate these different elements is also noted by Veyne (1983), 292, 294.

38 The women in Herod. 4.20-38, 57-77, illustrate this well: while making a thank-offering in a temple
of Asclepius, they paused to admire the dedications set up by others.
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example, among the inscribed fragments discovered in the temple of Athena in Ialysos
on Rhodes, we have fragments of ceramic vessels inscribed with the words apargma
or dekate.’® These humble objects offer little scope for competitive display and are
more appropriately seen as token offerings. It is unfortunate that there is an
over-concentration of surviving evidence on expensive marble dedications, whereas
humble offerings made of perishable materials are likely to have been lost and will

therefore inevitably escape our attention.

II. Conclusion

As is the case with any religious practice, there existed among worshippers and
worshipping communities a spectrum of motivations in bringing first offerings to the
gods, some of which are more ‘religious’ and some more ‘secular’. Given the
complexity of psychology behind each act of offering, it is not always easy to pin
down a single reason why a first offering was made, nor can we provide a single
explanation that encompasses the whole religious phenomenon. Individuals and
communities could have several different motivations concurrently in bringing first
offerings to the gods, or they might have no specific motives at all. Attitudes could
vary between individuals and within the same individual in different contexts. Amid
the unlimited possibilities of why first offerings were given to the gods, I have
identified what seem to me to be the most pertinent and yet I do not claim to have
been exhaustive.’”" The various strands of motivations suggested above, though
treated separately for the purpose of discussion, are in fact closely intertwined.

Underlying all of them (with the exception of the last) is a sense of dependence on

369 SEG XXXVIII 783 a-d, f; Martelli (1988), 113-5.

370 Other possible reasons for making first offerings which are not discussed here for lack of space and
for their lack of specificity to first offerings are e.g. social convention and traditionalism, on which see
e.g. the anthropological study of Humphrey and Laidlaw (1994).
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and the need to maintain good relations with the gods, upon whom all human
successes and failures, both past and future, depend. Doubtless first offerings reflect
an attempt to secure the worshipper’s or the worshipping community’s well-being,
which was constantly changing and subject to the whim of the divine powers. Seen
thus, propitiating one’s divine benefactors and averting evil powers are but different

ways of dealing with the same forces beyond human control.

I hope to have drawn attention to the fact that traditional interpretations of gifts
to the gods in terms of material benefits and self-advertisement are not a sufficient
explanation for first offerings. While a mixture of different motivations certainly
exists, the religious practice cannot be reduced to mercantile commerce between men
and gods or competitive displays among men themselves. Instead, first offerings
should be understood at least in part as expressions of the relation of dependence,
indebtedness and gratitude that men perceived between themselves and the divine.
They reflect a fundamental belief in the workings of the gods in this world, who might
be propitiated by restoring to them part of what came from them. Whether the
intention was to give thanks and honour, propitiate the gods, achieve communication,
or avert evil, the act of returning part of something acknowledged implicitly the gods’
involvement in human affairs. Amid the perpetual uncertainties of life, aparchai and
dekatai probably satisfied men’s psychological needs as much as, and perhaps even
more than, their material needs in this life, and to a greater extent than historians used

to think.
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Chapter Three

Chapter II1
Agricultural First Offerings

In a well-known mythical tradition related by Homer and other ancient authors,
King Oeneus offered thalusia or aparchai' of his vineyard to all the gods save
Artemis, who, in her anger, sent a boar to ravage the fields in Calydon.? A related
practice is depicted in Theocritus’ Idyll VII: the narrator sets out with two friends
from the town of Cos to attend a harvest festival, in which thalusia would be offered
to Demeter in return for the goddess’ gift of barley.® These two passages allude to the
customary agricultural practice of offering to the gods some of the land’s produce,
which probably formed the most basic and simple kind of first offerings. Yet the
festival mentioned in Theocritus represents only one of the various occasions on
which first-fruits would be made: in ancient Greece the agricultural year was
accompanied by a series of festivals, each celebrating a different moment in the cycle
of seasons but complementary to each other.* Several of them, namely the Proerosia,
Thargelia and Pyanopsia, involved the communal offering and possibly consumption
of various kinds of festive foods which are associated with aparchai in the sources.
Outside these festivals, individuals might also offer first-fruits as they saw fit.

This Chapter concerns agricultural first-fruits made by individuals and
communities both during and outside festivals. None of the festivals studied here is
explicitly termed a ‘first-fruits festival’ by the ancients. In accordance with the
principle set out in the Introduction, identification of aparchai-related agrarian
festivals is based on the ancient usages of the word aparchai and its synonyms in the

sources, including both Classical sources and ancient lexicographers, though

! The sources vary between thalusia (Hom. 1l. 9.534) and aparchai (Eur. Meleager, fr. 516, Ar. Ran.
1241, Apoll. Biblio. 1.8.2).

2 Hom. II. 9.534, Eur. Meleager, fr. 516, Ar. Ran. 1241, Apoll. Biblio. 1.8.2, Bacchyl. 5.95-102.

3 Theoc. Idyll 7.3, 31-34.

4 See the useful calendar in Foxhall (1995), 98-9, table 6.1.
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admittedly, post-Classical usages of the words may or may not be reliable.’

I. Agricultural Festivals Related to First-Fruits

a) Proerosia

The Proerosia was a pre-ploughing sacrifice or festival attested in five demes of
Attica,® with varying names, dates and divine honorands attested.” We know from
one inscription that the Proerosia in the deme of Eleusis was proclaimed on the fifth
of Pyanopsion in autumn and probably took place on the sixth.® This rite at Eleusis
was the most prestigious and had probably become a polis festival by the last quarter
of the fifth century (see below). One tradition had it that a mythical plague or famine
afflicted all the Greeks (or all mankind), in view of which the Athenians duly
performed a pre-ploughing sacrifice on behalf of all in accordance with oracular
advice. Because of this, aparchai of corn were brought to Athens as thank-offerings
by all the Greeks.” However, another tradition, based on Demeter’s gift of corn,
justifies aparchai to the Athenians in terms of the mission of Triptolemus: it was at
Eleusis that corn first appeared and was distributed by Triptolemus to the rest of

mankind.!® Both traditions stress the benevolence of Athens and the gratitude and

5 On this principle, the Chytroi (the third day of the Anthesteria) and the Eleusinian Mysteries (which
have been associated with cult vessels called kernoi) cannot be justifiably regarded as first-fruits
festivals and therefore will not be discussed here. Early scholarship which has (mis-)taken them as such
are e.g. Harrison (1903), 158-60, 518-35, 549, 559, Xanthoudides (1905-6), Harrison (1912), 292-4,
Persson (1942), 79; doubts have been expressed by e.g. Pollitt (1979), 230-1, Clinton (2009).

® On the Attic demes celebrating this festival, see Mikalson (1975), 68, Parker (1987), 141, Parker
(2005), 196, n. 14.

7 On the Proerosia, see Mikalson (1979), 434, Brumfield (1981), 54-69, Whitehead (1986), 196-7,
Parker (1987), esp. 141, Parker (2005), 196, 330-2, 479.

8 LSCG 7.1-7 (= IG 11* 1363); Dow and Healey (1965), 15-16. Cf. Brumfield (1981), 58-9, Foxhall
(1995), 102, who think that the Proerosia was ‘moveable’: the fact that it had to be announced suggests
that it was not a regular annual festival.

? The myth is related in Lycu. fr. XIV.4-5 Conomis (fr. XIV.4 = Suda 7t 2420 s.v. [Iponpociat), Aristid.

Or. 1. 399, Phot. s.v. Proerosia, Suda. a 18 s.v. ABapic, Schol. Aristid. p. 55.33-56.5 Dindorf, Schol.
Ar. Eq. 729 Diibner, Schol. Ar. Plut. 1054 Diibner; collected in Parker (2005), 330 n. 14. Our sources
differ on the nature of the calamity (plague (Aotuoc) or famine (Atuoc)), the god of the oracle (Apollo
or Zeus) and the date (v)’, ka’ or te¢ OAvumadr’).

10 The tradition is related in e.g. Xen. Hell. 6.3.6, Isoc. Paneg. 28-31, Aristid. Or: 1.36-37, Aristid. Or.
22.3-4. See also Parker (1991), Parker (1996), 143, n. 85, Parker (2005), 331.
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offerings owed to the Athenians by the Greeks.

Two kinds of offerings are therefore associated with the Proerosia, namely a
pre-ploughing sacrifice and aparchai of crops. Photius refers to the proerosia as ‘the

sacrifice performed by the Athenians for the crops in obedience to the oracle at Elis’
(N vmep twv xapnwv Ovoia yryouévn vmo AOnvaiowv kata pavteiav v
"HAd1);!! and the Suda explains it more fully as ‘sacrifices taking place before
ploughing for the future crops, that they may be brought to maturity; performed by the
Athenians on behalf of all the Greeks in the 56 Olympiad’ (i 7tpo 00 dpdTpov
ywouevar  Quolar  mept  twv  peAAovtwv  EoecOar kapmwv, @oTE
tedeopopeioOarr éyiveto 6& Dmo AOnvaiwv vmep maviwv EAApveov ted
OAvuruade).' It was in gratitude for this sacrifice performed on behalf of all that

aparchai of crops were sent to the Athenians by all the Greeks. The scholia to two
Aristophanic passages thus explain the tradition with similar wordings: ‘and so as

thank-offerings the Greeks from all directions sent aparchai of all crops to the
Athenians’ (kal o0twe womep xapiotnpov ol maviaxoBev toic AOnvaiolc
¢EETEUTIOV TV KAPTIOV ATAvTwV TAc drtapxdc).” According to the scholia,

the aparchai were primarily yapiotnpia to the Athenians rather than to the gods.

While the two kinds of offerings are certainly related in myth, in practice it is
less clear whether there would necessarily be aparchai of crops whenever the

Proerosia was celebrated. In other words, in historic times it is unclear if the offering

I Phot. s.v. Proerosia. The phrase év "HA 1Ot seems to refer to an oracle of Zeus in Olympia; this is the
sole source attributing the oracle to Zeus, whereas other sources refer to Delphic Apollo (see n. 9).

12 Lycu. fr. XIV.4 Conomis (= Suda 7t 2420 s.v. [Iponpoaia).

13 Schol. Ar. Eq. 729 Jones and Wilson; see similarly Schol. Ar. Plut. 1054f Chantry.
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of aparchai was a regular custom associated with the Proerosia. It is possible that a
pre-ploughing sacrifice was performed without aparchai being involved: epigraphic
evidence (admittedly all piecemeal) only attests to sacrifices in various Attic demes
without any explicit reference to aparchai.'* However, a mid-fifth century decree of

the deme Paiania has an ambiguous reference to ‘pre-ploughing barley’
(mpepootadec kptBai).'® If it is correct to think that this barley is aparchai,

worshippers probably brought aparchai of agricultural produce to the local Proerosia.
But even so, what we have here seems to concern a communal custom within Attica to
bring aparchai; there is no evidence for Panhellenic contributions of aparchai to
Athens or Eleusis during the Proerosia, that is, unless we assume that the aparchai
requested in the famous Eleusinian first-fruits decree in the fifth century were
dispatched to Eleusis on the occasion of the Proerosia.'® As we shall see in greater
details in Chapter Seven, the decree required the Athenians and their allies, and
invited the other Greeks at large, to send aparchai of wheat and barley to the two
goddesses at Eleusis on an unidentified occasion. At this point I am concerned only
with the decree’s similarities to, and possible links with, the Proerosia: ideologically
it shares the same myth (of Triptolemus’ mission) with the Proerosia; and in rituals it
too involves a sacrifice financed by the aparchai of wheat and barley sent from other

Greek cities.

According to the Eleusinian first-fruits decree, the practice was kata Ta

niaTpla kal TEv pavteiav tév €y AeA@ov, implying that it had been a practice of

4 Sacrifices are attested in four Attic demes: IG I® 250 (=LSS 18) (Paiania), SEG XXXIII 147
(Thorikos), IG 11?1183 (= RO 63) (Myrrhinus or Hagnous), /G 111363 (= LSCG 7) (Eleusis). A fifth
deme, Piraeus, is also known to have celebrated the Proerosia, but its inscription /G 11> 1177 does not
mention a sacrifice.

151G 13250 A22, B4; Parker (2005), 331.

16 IGI378.
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old to dispatch aparchai to Eleusis.!” It is not made explicit what the ‘ancestral
customs’ are exactly. Might the decree be drawing on the pre-ploughing Proerosia,
originally celebrated locally in various Attic demes but which probably later became a
polis festival bound up with Eleusis? The beginning of Euripides’ Supplices shows

Theseus’ mother ‘making preliminary sacrifice for the ploughing of the land’
(tvyxavw & dmep xBovoc apotov mpoOvovc’) at the sanctuary at Eleusis where

the first corn appeared.'® The occasion is generally agreed to be the Proerosia; and
the scene suggests the possibility that by the 420s, when the play was produced, the
Eleusinian Proerosia might have acquired the status of a state festival. Some scholars
have postulated that the Eleusinian first-fruits decree probably took up an existing
association between agricultural aparchai and the Eleusinian Proerosia and attempted
to extend it to Greece at large. On this view, an existing practice in Attica was
probably expanded to a Panhellenic religious obligation; and the Proerosia was the
occasion, in reality as well as in myth, for the collection of the aparchai as well as the
performance of the sacrifices funded by their proceeds.!” However, these scholars
have neglected the important fact that the FEleusinian aparchai were only
aetiologically connected to the Proerosia in the sources. There is no evidence for a
Panhellenic dimension to the Proerosia in real practice; and we have no reason to
assume that theoriai from other Greek cities bringing aparchai of harvest certainly
came to Eleusis during the Proerosia. The precise relations between the two remain
elusive and difficult to pin down; what is important for us here is that the decree
provides fifth-century attestations for the offering of agricultural first-fruits as a

traditional and required practice within Attica, and for possible attempts to extend an

17 IG1378.4-5, 25-26, 34.
18 Bur. Supp. 1-41, esp. 28-31; with commentary and bibliography in Morwood (2007), 147.
19 Robertson (1996), 319-25, Parker (1996), 143 with n. 85, Parker (2005), 330-2.
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Attic practice to the other Greeks at large. Yet the actual mechanism by which this
might be achieved remain largely obscure: it is unclear how the decree could be
enforced in Attica and elsewhere; and the occasion(s) for the dispatch of the aparchai

and the sacrifices remain(s) unidentifiable.?’

To return to the Proerosia, its varying dates and names and lack of
‘centralization’ (until perhaps the last quarter of the fifth century) may be due to
variations in the right moment for sowing from one area to another or from year to
year.?! As Xenophon’s Ischomachus tells us, ‘the god does not regulate the year by a
fixed pattern; but in one year it is best to sow early, in another at mid-season, in
another very late’ (xai 0 Ococ, Epnv &yw, 00 TeTay UEVWS TO €TOC dyel, aAAx TO
LEV T Tpwiew kdAAota, 10 6¢ T péow, 10 O¢ Tw dYLUwTAT®).** The aims
and intentions of pre-ploughing ceremonies might be glimpsed from the Suda’s words
quoted earlier: ‘sacrifices taking place before ploughing for the future crops, that they
may be brought to maturity’.?* Performed before sowing, the sacrifices were made to
win the gods’ blessings for the successful growth of the crops in the new season.
Certainly the Proerosia was not the only rite performed to propitiate the gods: after
the Proerosia, there followed other rites performed at different stages of the
agricultural cycle to foster the process of growth and to appeal to divine protection for

the crops.

20 This question has been much disputed and no candidate proposed is entirely satisfactory. The
Eleusinian Mysteries: Smarczyk (1990), 184-216, esp. 196, Larson (2007), 75, cf. Parker (2005), 331, n.
19. The Proerosia: Robertson (1996), esp. 319-30, Parker (2005), 330, n. 16. The Eleusinia: ML 78,
followed by Fornara (1977), no. 140, n. 11, Simms (1975), 272 (based on IG I* 5 (= I. Eleusis 13)), cf.
Clinton (1979), 8, n. 29, Parker (2005), 328, n. 6, Clinton’s commentary on 1. Eleusis 11 13, p. 33. The
Synoikia: McGregor (1938), 161-2, cf. Clinton in I Eleusis 11 45, p.65-66. No specific festival: 1.
Eleusis 11, p. 6-7, Clinton (2010), esp. 4-10.

21" On the suitable time for ploughing and sowing, see Foxhall (2005), 80-1.

22 Xen. Oec. 17.4 (adapted from Marchant’s translation).

2 Lycu. fr. XIV.4 Conomis (= Suda 7t 2420 s.v. [Iponpdciat).
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b) Thargelia

The Thargelia was a festival of Apollo®* celebrated at Athens on the seventh of
Thargelion at the beginning of the summer; it was also celebrated in some Ionian
cities and their colonies.?” It is not entirely clear what the festive food thargelos
(which gave the festival its name) was; but some lexicographers regard it as an

aparche, a vegetarian foodstuff prepared in a pot using the first harvest collected.
Hesychius speaks of ai dnapyal twv @awouévwv and xvtpa dvamdewc
omepuatwv; Photius explains the thargelos as ‘a pot full of seeds for the sacred
boiled meal. They boiled in it aparchai of the crops that had appeared for the god’ (6
TV OTEPUNTWV UECTOS XVTPOG LePOD EYnuatoc. 1ipovy O& v avTn ATapxac
T Ocw tv tepnvotwy kapriwv). While both Hesychius and Photius mention a
pot full of seeds, Athenaeus quotes Krates as saying that the thargelos is the first
bread made from the harvest: Kpatnc 6" év f Attiknc dwaAéxtov Oapyniov
KadeloOar OV €Kk TNG CUYKOULONG TPWTOV Yvouevov dptov.?® Whatever its

form and content, the thargelos was displayed and carried in a procession and was
probably consumed later.?” There are confusions as to whether the eiresione was
carried in this festival; and the most recent view is that it was specific to the

Pyanopsia (see below) and not the Thargelia.’® At Athens the ceremony probably

24 Apollo Pythios or Apollo Delios: see Bremmer (1983), 319, Parker (1996), 96, n. 120, Parker (2005),
203.

2 On the Thargelia and the thargelos, see Ath. 3.114 a, Hesych. 6 104 s.v. BapynAwa, 6 106 s.v.
Oapyniog, Phot. 0 22. s.v. OapynAia (= Suda. 0 49), Etym. Magn. 443.19; Brumfield (1981), 147-55,
Bruit (1990), 168-9, Parker (2005), 185, 203-4, 376 n. 26, 481-3. There survives no mythical
explanation for the offering of thargelos in this festival.

26 Krates, FGrH 362 F 6 ap. Ath. 3.114a.

27 There are doubts about whether the procession at the Thargelia mentioned in Arist. Ath. Pol. 56.5 is
the same as the ‘procession for the Sun and the Seasons’ in Porph. 4bst. 2.7.1; this is discussed in
Parker (2005), 203-4, n. 52-3. On whether the Od@pynAoc was consumed by human participants, see
Parker (2005), 185, cf. Bruit (1990) 168-9.

28 Parker (2005), 204-5.
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also involved a sacrifice to Demeter Chloe.?® The Thargelia is also a festival of
purification involving the ritual expulsion of the pharmakos or scapegoat, but this

aspect does not concern us here.*°

Dedicated at the beginning of the harvest, the thargelos was first-fruits in a
double sense — a preliminary portion of the earliest-grown crops, as if the choicest of
the crops had to be enjoyed by the gods first. The thargelos from the earliest-growing
cereals was perhaps intended, on the one hand, to thank the gods for the earliest crops
just collected, and on the other hand, to propitiate the gods in the hope of a favourable
outcome for the rest of the harvest.>! It was not unusual to offer aparchai before the
entire harvest was collected. Theophrastus notes a comparable practice in Egypt:

although the barley ripened a month earlier in Egypt than that in Greece, only what

was required for the aparche would be gathered at such an early date (00 urnv ovdé

éxel 16 ye mav mAnOog 00Twe, AN doov elc dnapxn).*?

¢) Pyanopsia

In contrast to the Thargelia held at the beginning of the harvest, the Pyanopsia
was a post-harvest festival celebrated at Athens on the seventh of Pyanopsion in
autumn.*®> The honorand was probably Apollo Delphinios.** Like the Proerosia, the
custom is associated aetiologically with an ancient famine, which was remedied in

this case by dedicating a suppliant branch called eiresione to Apollo. Lycurgus speaks

2 Philochorus FGrH 328 F 61, Schol. Soph. OC 1600 de Marco, Parker (2005), 196, n. 15.

30 On the pharmakos rituals, see Den Boer (1979), 129-32, Bremmer (1983), Burkert (1985), 82,
Parker (2005), 203, 482-3.

31 Bruit (1990), 169.

32 Theophr. Hist. pl. 8.2.7.

33 LSCG 7.9-19 (= IG 112 1363). On the Pyanopsia, the main sources are Lycurg. fr. XIV.2a-3 Conomis,
Plut. Thes. 22, Paus. Att. ¢ 17 Erbse (= Suda ¢t 184 s.v. eipeoiwvn). See also Burkert (1979), 134,
Calame (1990), 150-3, 290-324, Parker (2005), 185, 204-6, 480.

3% Apollo Delphinios: Graf, (1979), 13-19, Calame (1990), 229, 319-22, Parker (2005), 203, n. 50, 436,
n. 75.
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of a large olive branch decorated ‘with everything that the seasons produce at that
time’ (kat OaAAov péyav xoounoavrac Amaviwv, @V kat’ EKEWVOVSC TOVG
Kalpovc al wpat pépovoty), intended as “first-fruit offerings of all the products of
the earth, because the suppliant branch placed with Apollo ended the famine of our
land’ (dnapxac momoauévove Twv yryvouévwv maviwy €k Tnc ync, 0TL TNV
agoplav Nuwv TNe xwpac iketnpia 1 napa 1w AnoAAwve tebcioa émavoey).
It is unclear what ‘everything’ entails, but Lycurgus seems to refer to raw natural
produce only.*

However, Plutarch links the practice to the myth of Theseus:¢ after their safe
return from Crete, the youths cooked the remainder of their provisions in a pot to
make what is sometimes called the panspermia (literally ‘all-seed’).>” This was
probably similar in content to the thargelos in the Thargelia; and it was feasted upon
by the participants. In their procession the youths carried the eiresione, a suppliant
olive branch hung with wool and all sorts of first-fruits (the word used by Plutarch is
katapypata’®) to signify the end of scarcity. According to their song, quoted by
Plutarch, the eiresione brought figs, rich loaves, honey and oil. An eiresione was

publicly dedicated in front of the temple of Apollo.*® There were also private

eiresionai attached to the door of individual households, where they probably

35 Lycurg. fr. XIV.2a-3 Conomis (tr. Parker (2005), 205). Cf. Menekles of Barka, FGrH 270 F 8
(cakes), Schol. Ar. Eq. 729a Diibner (akrodrua), Eymn. Magn. 303.18-20 (akrodrua); Parker (2005),
205, n. 59.

36 In addition to these two traditions, there is a third aition: Plut. Thes. 22 reports that some people
connect the rites with the hospitality accorded by the Athenians to the Heracleidae.

37 Lexicographers explain mavomepuia as nayxapria (literally ‘all-fruits’) but not aparchai: e.g.
Hesych. © 18 s.v. nayxapmia, Phot. s.v. mavomepuia, Suda 216 s.v. mavomepuia. Note that the
panspermia was not exclusive to the Pyanopsia, but also appeared in funeral rites and other contexts.

3% On the word xatapyuata, see Chapter One, n. 74.

3% In the Roman period the person who carried this official eiresione was called eipeotawvnc. Several
suviving decrees honouring these people are collected in Follet (1974), 30-2.
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remained until they were replaced the following year.*

Whatever the contents of the eiresione, the emphasis is on the diversity of
produce symbolic of abundance and basic to human nourishment. If the pre-ploughing
Proerosia looks forward to the next season, the Pyanopsia probably looks back over
the old season and gives thanks and honour to the gods for all the crops successfully

collected over the summer.

d) Thalusia

So far we have seen agricultural first-fruits practices in Attica; similar practices
are also attested in other parts of Greece. The thalusia mentioned at the very
beginning of this chapter were first offerings of harvest attested outside Attica and
were not specific to any divinities. Two scholia speak of the Thalusia as a festival;*!
but other sources refer to offerings from the produce harvested. Homer tells us that
Artemis took offence at Oeneus’ lack of thalusia for her whereas the other gods
enjoyed a hecatomb.*> The reference to a hecatomb suggests that the thalusia here
consist of animal sacrifices funded by the proceeds of the harvest collected. This is
supported by a scholion which speaks of the thalusia as ‘thusiai given for the

blooming and fertility of the crops after their gathering, to Demeter and other gods’
(tac vmép evOaldeiac kal evpoplac Twv kapniwv ddouévac Ovoiac, ueta Tty
OUYKOULONY TV KapTi@v, Toic Te dAMoi kat T Afuntpt).* In Theocritus’ Idyll
VII, the narrator sets out to the farms of Phrasidamus and Antigenes; the reason given

is that ‘Phrasidamus and Antigenes were making harvest-offerings to Demeter’ (T

40 Eiresionai placed at the door: Lycurg. fr. XIV.2a Conomis, Ar. Eq. 729, Plut. 1054, Vesp. 399.

41 Schol. Hom. 1. 9.534b Erbse: éoptr, €v 1] 1ac¢ dnapxac toic Ogoic émbvoval tav kapnav (a
festival in which they sacrifice the aparchai of the crops to the gods); Schol. Theoc. Idyll 7.3 ¢ Wendel:
Anuntpoc éoptn peta v ovAdoyny twv kapnav (a festival of Demeter after the collection of the
crops).

2 Hom. 1. 9.533-6.

# Schol. Hom. /. 9.534 Dindorf (= Etym. Magn. 442.13)
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Anot yap étevée Badvawa kai Ppacidauoc kavtryévne).** The thalusia here

seem to consist of sheaves of corn and poppies (Opayuata xai paxwvec) dedicated

at the image of Demeter by the threshing floor of Phrasidamus and Antigenes (see

below).* However, the Athenaeus passage mentioned earlier identifies thalusios with
thargelos: *...tov Oapyndov, v twvec kadovot Badvoiov’.#® In these passages

thalusia refer to the offerings but not a festival. It is likely that some scholia might

have attributed the name of the offering to the festival in which they were made.

What is reasonably certain is that thalusia are harvest offerings, used as a

synonym of aparchai of crops. Hesychius refers to thalusia as ai tov kapnwv

anapyxai.*” While Homer uses the word thalusia, Aristophanes, Euripides and
Apollodorus use aparchai for Oeneus’ offering in myth,*® which suggests that the
two terms are interchangeable or regarded as the same by some classical authors. In
Theocritus, the act of offering thalusia is expressed by the verb aparchesthai when
the narrator explains that his comrades are holding a feast for Demeter to offer
first-fruits of their abundance, since the goddess has richly piled their threshing-floor
with barley (& 6" 060c dde OaAvoidc 1 yap étaipor | dvépec evménAw

Aapatept datta tedevvt / OAPw dnapxouevor uada yap opiot miovt LeTpw /

“ Theoc. Idyll 7.3 (adapted from Gow’s translation). The verb Tevyw seems to go less well with the
name of a festival than an offering.

4 Theoc. Idyll 7.157.

4 Ath. 3.114a.

47 Hesych. 0 65 s.v. BaAvoia. The association between Thalusia (taken as a festival) and aparchai is
also made in Schol. Hom. //. 9.534 Erbse (see n. 41 above). See also a late source Eust. 7/. 9.534 p. 791
Van der Valk, which describes thalusia as ‘first offerings, that is, those given to the god after the
collection of the crops to ensure that the fields flourish in future too. Some orators call them “bringing
together” offerings’ (OaAvoia 6¢ ai drapyai, wc mpo dAiywy elpntatl, 1jyovy ai petd cvAloyny
TV Kaprov dbouevar Oew vmep Tov kal eic énerta OaAdew tac dpovpac. Tveg d¢ Twv
pnTopwv kal ovykoutoTnpla Tavta kaAovow) (tr. Parker (2011), 198).

# Seen. 1.
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& daiuwy evkptOov avemAnpwoev dAwav /).* The aparchai or thalusia here,

offered in gratitude for the goddess’ gifts, must therefore follow a rich harvest of
barley, though precisely when the celebration in question took place is difficult to pin

down.>?

e) Pithoigia

The Anthesteria was a three-day festival (11-13 Anthesterion) at Athens in
honour of Dionysus.>! The major elements involved rites of wine-opening on the first
day, called the Pithoigia (literally ‘Jar-Opening’), followed by a drinking competition
on the second. On the third and last day, called the Chytroi (or ‘Pots’), grains of all
kinds were boiled together in a pot with honey.’> What concerns us here is the first
day. On the day of the Pithoigia, pithoi of the previous summer’s vintage were taken
to the sanctuary of Dionysus where they were opened, offered to the gods and
sampled. Apparently participants did not partake of the wine until the god had been

given his share: Phanodemus says that the Athenians would ‘mix it for the god, then
sample it themselves’ (tw Ocw xipvavai, eit’ avtoic mpoopépeoOat); likewise
Plutarch mentions that ‘in the past, it seems, they used to pour a libation before tasting
the wine’ (kat madar Y’ «@c Eowkev eDyovto, TOU olvov TPV 1) TUELY
arnoomévdovtec).>® When describing the Pithoigia at Athens, Plutarch uses the word
katarchesthai: ‘they make first offerings from the new wine at Athens on the eleventh

299

of the month Anthesterion, calling the day “Pot-opening”” (to0 véov oivov ABnvnot

4 Theoc. Idyll 7.31-34.

0 Gow (1950), vol. 2, 127, 164, postulated July or August, the months for the stripping of the vines.
Dover (1971) and Hunter (1999) do not comment on this.

5! The main source is Theopompus FGrH 115 F 347 (a) and (b). On the Anthesteria, see Parker (2005),
ch. 14, esp. 291-3 on the Pythoigia.

52 The association between the Chytroi and first-fruits is problematic (see n. 5) and will not be
discussed here.

53 Phanodemus FGrH 325 F 12 ap. Ath. 465a; Plut. Quaest. conv. 3.7.1, 655¢ (tr. Parker (2005),
291-2).
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pev évdexatn unvoc AvOeotnpiwvoc katapxovtatl, ITiboiywax trv nuépav
kadovvtec), though admittedly his usage of the word is not typical of Classical

usages.>* Based on these passages, it is tempting to think that the ritualized
wine-opening on the Pithoigia might have involved making first offerings of wine.
Just as a portion of the seasonal produce of the fields would be offered to the gods in
agricultural festivals, a portion of the new wine was very likely poured for the gods

before participants tasted it.

In the Thargelia, Pyanopsia and Thalusia, first-fruits variously termed thargelos,
eiresione and thalusia were presented to the gods on a communal or domestic basis
using a random portion of the seasonal produce. They were probably a specimen of
different kinds of raw natural produce available and accessible to every household.
The Pithoigia, on the other hand, probably involved a preliminary offering of the new
wine. The pre-ploughing sacrifice in the Proerosia was not, strictly speaking, an
agricultural first offering in itself: it was connected to aparchai in myth; but in real
practice we do not know if aparchai were necessarily offered whenever the Proerosia
was celebrated. On none of the above occasions was a fixed portion specified as
first-fruits; a fixed proportion of agricultural produce was stipulated only in two
contexts: first, the aparchai of wheat and barley in the Eleusinian first-fruits decree
(see Chapter Seven); and second, payment of land rent, which might be a dekate of

the land’s produce or the proceeds from its sale (see Chapter Eight).

% Plut. Quaest. conv. 3.7.1, 655¢ (adapted from the translation in Parker (2005), 291); see also
Fuhrmann’s translation: ‘Les Athéniens offrent les prémices du vin nouveau...’. In Classical literature
the word katarchesthai normally refers to opening sacrificial rituals (see Chapter One).
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II. Farmers’ First Offerings Outside Festivals

In the festivals discussed above, first-fruits were dedicated more or less regularly
at certain points in the agricultural year. Outside these festivals, individuals might also
make agricultural first offerings to the gods as they saw fit. Regarding these, a
distinction may be made between ‘raw’ and ‘converted’ offerings: vegetarian offerings
in their original form, and more durable dedication specially commissioned for

dedication using the proceeds from the land’s produce.>”

Perishable vegetarian offerings have left few traces in archaeological and
epigraphical evidence; but dedicatory epigrams provide us with a few valuable
examples (perhaps literary imitations) of them. A third-century epigram attributed to
Nicaenetus shows one Philetis dedicating sheaves and garlands of straws as the dekate

of his/her threshing:

Hpwooatr Atpvwv 0pog adxpitov aite véueobe
alyidt xat otpentoic Cwoauevar Qvoavolg,
téxva Ocwv, 6éEacOe DiANTIOOC lepa Tav T
opayuata kat xAwpovg ék KaAdunc otepavovg,
d&oo” ano Aikuntov dekatevetar dAAa kat 00TwC
Hpwooar Mipvwv xaipete deomotidec.d
‘Libyan Heroines, you who dwell in this continuous mountain-range,
girded with goatskin with tangled tufts,
daughters of the gods, accept from Philetis®’ these sacred
sheaves and fresh garlands of straw,

offered as a tithe of his/her winnowing; yet even so
Heroines and mistresses of the Libyans, take delight.’

It was probably common for individuals to dedicate a few sheaves (Opayuata) as

first-fruits, though the few sheaves and straws are unlikely to represent a real tenth of

a farmer’s threshing. Dragmata also feature in Theocritus’ Idyll VII: it concludes with

55 Snodgrass (1989-90).

56 Gow-Page, HE, 1, 145-6, 11, 418-9, no. 1, Anth. Pal. 6.225.

57 Philetis (in Paton’s translation in the Loeb edition) is a rare name recorded only once in LGPN.
Gow-Page, HE, 11, 418, notes that Philetis can be a male or a female name depending on where it is
accented.
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the narrator expressing the wish to repeat the ritual: ‘on her [Demeter’s] heap may I

plant again the great winnowing-shovel while she smiles on us with sheaves and
poppies in either hand’ (d¢ émi owpw / avtic éyw malaiut uéya nrvov, & O&
yedaooar | dpayuata kal pakwvac év aupotépatoty éxotoa /). By the

threshing-floor of Phrasidamus and Antigenes (who were holding the festival) must

have been a statue or figure of Demeter, into whose hands the participants would put
sheaves and poppies. The planting of the uéya mtvov, on the other hand, apparently

refers to the placing of the winnowing-shovel in the heap of the winnowed corn to

mark the end of the winnowing.>®

Also of interest is an epigram by Apollonides (probably late first century B.C. to
early first century A.D.): a grower of vines makes a humble offering (perhaps some
grapes, grape juice or wine) from his vineyard and asks the divinity to grant him more
so that he can offer aparchai more generously in return. The epigram ends with these

words: ‘may there be a small return from small possessions; but if you gave more,
daimon, we shall offer first-fruits from many’ (¢in 6" &€ oAiywv OAlyn xapic: €l 6é
owdoing | mAgiova, kai moAdwv, daiuov, anap&oucba).® Another planter of

vines is the subject of an epigram by Leonidas of Tarentum in the third century B.C.:
one Heronax offers to the Satyrs and Bacchus three casks filled with fresh wine, one

from each of his three vineyards, as first-fruits:

I'Aevkomotalc Zatvpoiot katl aumeAopvtopt Bakyw
Hpawva& npwtne dpayuata pvtading

TPLOOWY 0IVOTLEOWY TPLOGOVS LEPWOATO TOVOOE
éunAnoac olvov mpwToxvTOLO KAOOVC:

wv Nueic oneloavteg, 6oov Ouig, oivortt Baxxw

58 Theoc. Idyll 7.155-7 (tr. Gow).
3 Gow (1950), vol. 2, 169, Hunter (1999), 199.
% Gow-Page, GP, 1, 129, 11, 149, no. 2, Anth. Pal. 6.238 (adapted from Gow-Page’s translation).
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kal Zatvpois, Zatvpwv nAciova mopeOa. 5!
‘To the Satyrs the drinkers of new wine and to Bacchus the wine-planter,
Heronax, as first-fruits of his first vine,
from his three vineyards offered these three
casks after filling them with first-flowing wine;
having poured a libation from them, as much as is right, to ruddy-faced
Bacchus and the Satyrs, we will drink more than the Satyrs.’

Probably then, he has recently planted three vineyards and is offering the first produce

(oivoc pwToxvTOC, literally ‘first-flowing wine’) collected from them to the gods.

The word dpdyuata here does not denote ‘sheaves’, but is probably used as an

equivalent of aparchai.®*> We have here aparchai proportional to one’s number of
fields - one from each field — when normally agricultural aparchai appear to be a

random portion. The fact that the gods’ share is smaller than that retained for human
consumption is expressed playfully by the phrase Xatvpwv mAciova mopeOa.

There are further epigrams showing farmers dedicating produce of their fields to the

gods; but they are not referred to as aparchai, dekatai or the like.?

These ‘raw’ offerings of natural produce, in such forms as a few sheaves or some
wine, were probably placed on the household altar (or an image of the god if available)
at the end of a day’s labour. Such first-fruits were readily available to the farmers and
within an average farmer’s capacity to make. ‘Converted’ offerings such as expensive
marble dedications, on the other hand, were made on very different scales. We have
several marble dedications possibly made by farmers. A fifth-century inscription on a

marble pillar from the Athenian acropolis concerns a dekate (of the produce) of land

(0exatn xopdow) for Athena: tdOnvaiar | dexatnvl xopiow!l AOuovéOevl

! Gow-Page, HE, 1, 137, 11, 391-2, no. 94, Anth. Pal. 6.44.

62 Such is the explanation of Suda 6 1490 s.v dpdyuata: dnapxai (quoting this epigram) and
Gow-Page, HE, 11, 391-2, no. 94.

63 E.g. Nicarchus no. 4 in Gow-Page, HE, Apollonides no. 3, and Philip no. 9 in Gow-Page, GP; Anth.
Pal. 6.31, 36, 239.
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Xatpedéuo OiAéa. Its dedicator(s), from the deme Athmon, might have been farmers
or tenants; and the offering was probably funded by the sale of agricultural produce.*
Another fifth-century Athenian inscription on a marble pillar has been restored as
follows: [AtJo<p>avec p’ avéOexev ABevaialt t0d” dyaiual / [xolpio dexatev
10 Tékvo evxloauévo] (‘[DiJophanes dedicated me, this agalma, to Athena, as a tithe
(of the produce) of [lajnd’, his child having made a vow’). If Raubitschek’s
supplement [xolpio dexatev is correct, this may be another dekate of the produce of
land.%> A mid-fourth century fragmentary verse inscription of a dekate mentions
[ot]vwvov 6¢ mo[vewv] and [Anuntploc kapmo@o[pov]; it may also be an offering

from farmers.%°

It is important to realize the actual number of first-offerings from farmers must
have been much greater than can be identified here. Many more farmers’ first
offerings must have escaped our attention because of the lack of information in the

dedicatory inscriptions. In none of the first-offerings inscriptions collected in this

study does the dedicator call himself/herself yewpyoc; and only in a few instances

can we infer from expressions like dexatn yoptow that the individuals might be

farmers. Considering that the population of Attica consisted largely of farmers, a lot
more inscriptions without such identifications might also have been made by farmers:
it was probably considered unnecessary to identify themselves as such since most

people worked the land in agrarian societies.

¢ IG 1800, DAA no. 191. Raubitschek noted that it is unclear if Xatpedépuo OiAéa should read as
two dedicants or one dedicant with his patronymic given. LGPN II s.v.QiAeia (2) takes Qidea as the

daughter of Xatpédnuoc.
6 JG 13735, DAA no. 283. Yet Raubitschek’s supplement does not appear in /G I® 735.
% JG 114587, CEG 752.
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II1. Risks and Hazards in Agricultural Societies

In the early twentieth century, a notion widely shared by many historians was
that preliminary portions of harvest or of food in general were offered to the gods to
break taboos on eating: the Greeks had to seek the gods’ permission for the
consumption of the land’s produce; failure to do so was thought to incur undesirable
consequences.®” Although historians now take care to avoid the word ‘taboo’, similar
notions continue to be expressed in more modern scholarship. Rudhardt considered
that ‘apres ce sacrifice, il peut consommer le reste de ses richesses ou I’employer a

son gré: ’dnapx1) les a affranchies’. In a similar vein, Jameson suggested that ‘a

portion of the food to be eaten by men was given to the gods and thereby made the
rest of the food usable or safe’. More recently, according to Zaidman, ‘prémices...
autorisent la consommation, en désacralisant les nourritures dont une part symbolique
a 6t¢ abandonnée aux dieux’.®® There is, in ancient Greece, no evidence for
prohibitions on eating before first-fruits were offered. The notion that the gods must
receive their share first is wrongly applied to Greece from other cultures.®® The only
possible restriction on consumption before offering the gods’ share perhaps applies to
new wine before the ritualized wine-opening on the Pithoigia; but even here the
evidence for restriction is not explicit. Another view explains the need for first-fruits
in terms of the maintenance of natural equilibrium: aparchai returned to nature a

portion of natural produce as if to conserve and compensate for what was taken away

for human consumption. In Rudhardt’s view, ‘I’dmapx1) restitue au monde 1’énergie

7 E.g. Rouse (1902), 41, Frazer (1911-15), vol. 3, 5, 102, vol. 4, 101-2, vol. 8, 56-8, Harrison (1912),
291ff, Nilsson (1940), 28.

8 Rudhardt (1992), 222, Jameson (1994), 38, Zaidman (2005b), 38.

% On taboos in other cultures, see Webster (1942), Steiner (1956). On dietary choices in antiquity, see
the recent study by Beer (2009); but none of what Beer calls ‘taboos’ constitutes any restriction on
eating before first-fruits were offered.
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qu’ils vont consommer et leur permet d’esperer de nouvelles récoltes’.’® Yet this is

not supported by evidence either.

It is difficult to pin down a single reason or immediately perceived goal behind
the offering of first-fruits; and the farmers would seldom reflect on the significance of
this traditional practice. But if pressed, an important factor underlying the offering of
first-fruits is perhaps the great uncertainties involved in agriculture. I have already
briefly touched upon farmers’ anxiety and psychology in Chapter Two; here I will cite
some further passages to reinforce this basic truth. In Xenophon’s Oeconomicus,
Socrates says that all farmers look anxiously to the gods and wait to see when they
will send rain on the earth; and there are no fixed laws by which the gods regulate the
years.”! A passage in Aristotle attests to the high variability in climate from one area
to the next and from one year to another.”> These views are confirmed by Osborne’s
study, which demonstrates a high level of inter-annual climatic variability on the
Greek mainland, with rainfall varying by more than 60 per cent from year to year.”’
Hanson, himself a raisin farmer in modern California, gives a vivid description of the
uncertainties in cultivation practices and the constant apprehensions inherent in
farming.”* Menander’s Dyscolus shows a life of hard agricultural labour on rocky
hillsides; this is perhaps closer to reality than the fantasy of utopian abundance and
effortless provision of food in old comedy.”” Under such conditions there were
frequent associations between the success (or failure) of agriculture and divine action
in Greek imagination; and the gods’ role in creating and averting risks in agriculture

was recognized as paramount. Offering the first-fruits of the fields to the gods was

70 Rudhardt (1992), 219-22.

" Xen. Oec. 17.2-4.

2" Arist. Mete. 360b4-12.

3 Osborne (1987), 33.

74 Hanson (1995), ch. 4, esp. 135-67.

Men. Dys. See the comic passages collected and discussed in Wilkins (2001), 107-15.
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probably a way to express thanks for the produce available on the one hand, and to
propitiate the gods for further blessings on the other. It is perhaps both in gratitude to,
and in fear of, the gods that the Greeks brought the first-fruits of their fields to the
divinities. The custom puts into practice Xenophon’s advice that men should
propitiate the gods in matters of agriculture no less than in other matters, and that

sensible men would cultivate the gods ‘for the good of their fruits and crops and cattle

and horses and sheep and indeed for all their possessions’ (0l cwppoves kal VTEP

Vypav kal ENpwv Kapmwv Kal fowv kal (Mnwv kal Tpopatwv kal OmeEp

TavTwV ye 81 TV kTnuatwv 100 Oeovs Oepanevovary).’

Men’s dependence on the gods in agriculture can further be illustrated by
oracular consultations. Many of the oracular questions private individuals put to the

gods at Dodona were closely related to farming. We have a question which simply
reads ‘concerning the fruits of the land’ (II¢p xapmov talcl] yeiac;). Similarly
another one reads ‘concerning the fruits (of the land) of Demeter and Dionysus’
(ITepi Aapatpio kai Aovvoio kapr[w]).” A fragmentary enquiry containing the
word avika<p>[rtiac(?)] was possibly made by a farmer concerning his fields (I1¢p
tac navka<p>[niac(?)---] ¢ KAEOI ENAI[---]).”® Another consultation, also made

by one who worked the land, unfortunately does not preserve the divine favour he was

asking for: ‘Zeus Naios and Dione and the gods in the same temple, [I ask y]ou with

good fortune to give me who works the land and...’ (Zev Naie xat Awwovn xai

ovvvalol, altw Oluac dyabet toxer dovvar é[uol tav] yav épyalouévol xal

76 Xen. Oec. 5.19-20. (tr. Pomeroy).
7 Lhote (2006), 169-72, nos. 77-78.
8 Lhéte (2006), 172, no. 79 a.
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EN ......... EIA).” In the fourth century the Corcyreans and Oricians enquired of the

gods as follows: ‘God. The Corcyreans and the Oricians enquire of Zeus Naios and
Dione, by sacrificing and praying to which of the gods or heroes may they best govern

their city and most securely, and have a good and abundant harvest, as well as profit

of all their good harvest’ ([@]eoc. émuxovwvtar Tol Kopkvpatot kal tol Qpiktot
Tt A 1ot Naiwt kal tar Atwvar tive ka Oewv 1) npowv Ovovtee Kol
evyouevor Tav oA ka@AAoTa oikevEY Kal aopaléoTata Kal evkapmia oPLy
kal moAvkapmia teAéBor kal katovaoic mavtog T@yabov kaprov).*® That

individuals and states should seek oracular advice about farm-work and harvest
suggests that agriculture was a matter of great concern. Eidinow has argued that
oracular consultation was a means by which individuals managed uncertainty and
risks in everyday life.®! It is tempting to see agricultural first-fruits as having similar
potentials: in an attempt to minimize risks and seek help, farmers turned to the gods

with first-fruits in the hope of divine favour and protection.

I'V. First-Fruits Festivals and Social Functions

First-fruits festivals held in honour of the gods were also occasions for social
gatherings. They provided not only leisure and entertainment to break the mundane
routine of agrarian life, but also an opportunity to interact with other members of the
community. Harvest celebrations in particular were occasions for both religious
worship and collective relaxation. Their dual role is recognized in a passage in

Aristotle, according to which sacrifices and gatherings were held to ‘pay honor to the

gods and to provide relaxation with pleasure for themselves’ (Ovoiac te TotovvTeg

7 Lhéte (2006), 168, no. 76.
80 Lhote (2006), 31-3, no. 2.
81 Eidinow (2007), 4.
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Kal mepl tavtac ovvodove, TIUAC <Te> amovéuovtes tolc Oeolc, xal avTolc
avanavoelc mopiCovrec ued’ nodovnc). Aristotle further explains that ‘sacrifices
and gatherings of old appear to take place after the harvest of crops as a kind of
first-fruits, because this was the time when people had the most leisure’ (ai yap
apxaiar Quvoiar xal ovvodor @aivovtar yiveobalr peta TaC TWV KAPTIWV
ovykouldac oiov amapxai- pddwota yap év tovtoic éoxoAalov Toig
katpoic).¥ That the offering of first-fruits and festivity often went hand in hand is
also reflected in Socrates’ comment about agriculture: ‘what other art yields more
seemly first-fruits for the gods, or gives occasion for more ample festivals?’ (ti¢ O¢
dAAn BOeolc anmapxac mpemwdeoTEPAC TAPEXEL 1] €0pTAC TIANPEOTEPAC

dmodexvoer;)®

We can imagine that such occasions made possible the enjoyment of food and
wine; it also provided an opportunity for members of the community to demonstrate
their generosity and hospitality to the group by holding a banquet or sharing the
produce of their fields. Thus in Theocritus, two Coans of noble lineage were holding a
feast for Demeter, to which the narrator and his friends were being invited.?* Unlike
occasions of luxurious eating, in these communal celebrations what was consumed
was probably simple festival food accessible to anyone.®> By turning the individual
consumption of the newly available crops into a collective activity, such gatherings

had the effect of maintaining social relations and fostering social harmony.

The fact that first-fruits festivals could enhance social cohesion is not unique to

82 Arist. Eth. Nic. 1160a (adapted from Irwin’s translation). See also Ath. 8.363d.
8 Xen. Oec. 5. 10 (adapted from Marchant’s translation).

8 Theoc. Idyll. 7.31-33.

8 Parker (2005), 186.
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ancient Greece: similar festivals in other cultures have been shown to serve
comparable functions. As was seen in Chapter One, Gluckman identified in first-fruits
ceremonies among the Bantu the functions of channeling dissension among
participants and affirmations of the status quo. He argued that people were likely to
have conflicts in times of dearth and harvest; and by imposing prohibitions on eating
before the performance of the relevant rites in the ceremony, people would consume
the new crop together and therefore avoid quarrels.®® Nevertheless, Gluckman’s
model has limited explanatory value for agricultural first-fruits in ancient Greece,
where there is no evidence for restriction on eating before agricultural aparchai were
offered. As noted earlier, even at the communal new wine opening on the Pithoigia,

the evidence for prohibition is only inferred rather than made explicit in the sources.

Social elements should not undermine the religious significance of first-fruits
festivals, since any religious festival may be said to be an occasion for social
gathering and feasting. A primary concern of first-fruits festivals was certainly to
cultivate the gods’ favour in matters of agriculture. It was a traditional practice in
agrarian societies, the well-being of which hinged on fertility and productivity of the
fields. No important phase of the agricultural cycle - from ploughing, the beginning of
harvest, to after the harvest - would go without invoking divine protection with
first-fruits of some sort. Among all kinds of first offerings, agricultural first-fruits
demonstrate most clearly the basic idea of returning a portion of what came from the
gods in the first place. A related practice with similar concerns is the offering of some
food and drink to the gods at the start of a meal in individual households, which will

be the subject of the next Chapter.

8 Gluckman (1938).
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Chapter IV
First Offerings at Meals
In his treatise De Pietate, to defend his thesis that the gods take delight in simple
vegetarian offerings rather than expensive animal sacrifice, Theophrastus adduces the
following argument: ‘that god is not delighted with the large bulk of sacrifices but
with what is ordinary, is evident from the fact that before enjoying one’s daily food,

whatever it may be that is served, everyone makes a small offering from it as
first-fruits, but by this small (offering) there is above all (shown) a great honour’ (67t
0¢ 0V tw eVOYKw xaipet 0 Ococ Twv Ovolwy, AAda T TvxovTL, OnAov ék TOD
e kal’ nuépav Tpopnc, kav omolia Tic ovv avTn mapatedn, TavTNC TTPO TWV
anolavocwv mavtac anapyxeoOal uikpov Pwév, aAAda Tw PIKpw TOUTE TAVTOG
paAdov ueyain tic éotte Tiun).! What Theophrastus is alluding to this passage is a
common and yet little studied preliminary meal ritual: it was a customary domestic
practice to offer some food and/or drink to the gods before the Greeks partook of their

meals; and both the concept and vocabulary of aparchai and aparchesthai are applied

to this practice in our sources.

Apart from the various kinds of festival food presented to the gods as first-fruits
in agricultural festivals seen in the last Chapter, there existed in Greek religion a full
range of foodstuffs offered to the gods in different forms and in different contexts,
ranging from the most conspicuous burning of raw (primarily inedible) parts of
sacrificial animals on an altar, the serving of a meal on tables set for the gods in what

is called theoxenia, the simple deposition of unburnt meat or vegetarian offerings on

! Theophr. Piet. fr. 9.12-15 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.20.1.
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cult tables, to the humble offering of some food at meals in individual households.?
What interests me in this chapter is the offering of (mainly vegetarian) foodstuffs to
the gods at the beginning of meals in ordinary Greek households, though meals in
semi-formal settings such as banquets will also be mentioned. Because of its simple,
informal and private character, this ritual rarely features in epigraphic and literary
records, and perhaps for this reason has been accorded little attention by historians.?
Nevertheless, this neglected aspect of Greek religion is particularly worthy of our
attention: it is perhaps the most regular act of making first offerings, a ritual
performed in every household and whose regularity and simplicity is almost

unparalleled in Greek religion.

I. Offerings of Food and Drink: the Sources

The earliest available literary references to the practice of making first offerings
at meals are found in Homer, though Homer does not use the terms aparche or
aparchesthai specifically. In Book nine of the /liad, Odysseus and Aias are sent as
representatives to Achilles’ quarters to reconcile him with Agamemnon and are
received with hospitality. Achilles orders Patrocles to prepare wine and he himself
cuts the meat of parts of a sheep, a goat and a hog, roasts it and serves it to his guests.

When the food and drink are prepared and all are ready to eat, Achilles tells Patroclus

to offer sacrifice to the gods; Patroclus casts thuelai into the fire (Ocotot 6¢ Ovoat

dvaryet [latpoxAov 6v étaipov- 6 O’ év mupi BaAde OunAdac).* Only then do they

2 The diversity of food offerings and the different methods of offering them to the gods are discussed
in Jameson (1994), 37-9, Zaidman (2005b).

3 The only detailed account to my knowledge is the unpublished dissertation by M.H. Jameson,
Offerings at Meals. Its Place in Greek Sacrifice (1949). Beyond this there are only passing remarks in
general studies of Greek religion, e.g. Nilsson (1940), 71-3, Jameson (1988b), 966, Rudhardt (1992),
219, Jameson (1994), 38, Parker (2005), 13. Recent studies of Greek domestic religious practices e.g.
Bodel and Olyan (2008), Boedeker (2008), Faraone (2008), Morgan (2010), ch. 6, do not discuss this
custom.

4 Hom. 1. 9.219-20.
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set their hands on the food. The term thuelai, etymologically related to thuein and
usually used in the plural, refers to the part of a sacrificial animal offered in a burnt
sacrifice.” Here they consist of the roasted meat about to be consumed by Achilles
and his company. The word thuelai is considered by some lexicographers and scholia
as an equivalent of aparchai;® the A and bT scholia further equate the verb thuein
with aparchesthai.”

However, there are difficulties in using this passage for our purpose. Since the
ordinary Greek diet was primarily vegetarian in nature,® the meat-involving meal
prepared by Achilles cannot be taken as typical of everyday meals in ancient Greece.
A further complication is the degree of ambiguity as to whether thuelai are sacrificial
offerings or first offerings at meals: in sacrificial rituals the distinction between ‘the
god’s sacrificial portion’ and ‘the first portion of food’ is difficult to draw. This can
be said of the above passage and other passages involving the gods’ portions in
animal sacrifices.” Jameson, who made extensive use of sacrificial scenes in Homer
in his study of meal offerings, resolved this problem by seeing meal-preparation as a
separate and second stage after the sacrifice, and by regarding meal ritual as a minor

sacrifice, and sacrifice as a major meal ritual. !

A scene in Book nine of the Odyssey resembles more closely, albeit not exactly,

the offering of simple vegetarian foodstuffs in ordinary meals. Having entered the

3 LSJ, s.v. OunAn. Casabona (1966), 121-2, sees OvnAai as closely associated with 00w, explaining
them as offerings to the gods by means by fire, in other words ‘the burnt portions’ or the ‘portions
which one Bver’.

6 Hesych. 0 837 s.v. OunAdc: anapxdc; Etym. Magn. 457.32-36 s.v. Ounlai: dnapyai tov Ovoiov;
Schol. Hom. /. 9.219 b Erbse: tac émbvouévac anapydc. Jameson (1949), 139, followed
Hesychius’ explanation but pointed out that BunAai was a neutral term which could refer to both flesh
and vegetable offerings. Kirk et al. (1985-93) comment on neither the word nor the practice here.

7 Schol. Hom. 77. 9.219 ¢, d Erbse.

8 On the centrality of wheat and barley in ancient Greek diet, see Foxhall and Forbes (1982), Sallares
(1991), Garnsey (1999), ch.1, Beer (2009), 17-27.

° E.g. Home. Od. 14.414ff (Eumaeus’ sacrifice, discussed in Chapter One).

10" Jameson (1949), 167-8.
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Cyclops’ cave while he is herding his flocks and taken his cheeses, Odysseus and his
companions light a fire to make offerings, presumably of the cheeses, before they take

them for themselves (¢évOa O¢ mop knavtec éOvoauev 16¢ Kal avTol TVPWV

atvouevor payouev).!! The phrase kal avtol (‘ourselves also [ate]’) suggests that

the gods are thought to partake of the burnt cheeses as they themselves do.'? The
insistence that the gods be given their share first despite their desperate situation
shows that it was customary for the Greeks to make first offerings to the gods before

eating. Such is the explanation of the T scholia on this passage: ‘when about to eat we
first made offerings’ (uéAAovtec éo00icwv mpotepov é0voaey), and also of the H
scholia: ‘we made offerings from the cheeses, for making an offering from aparchai

was a custom of old’ (¢0voauev ano Twv Tvpwv. Taiawov yap €6oc to T@WV
anapxwv Qvew).!3 Nevertheless, it is unclear how realistic Homer’s description is:

one wonders whether it was typical for the Greeks to light a fire to offer some cheese
to the gods every time they partook of some themselves. The word thuein in line 231,
used most commonly (but not exclusively) for burnt offerings of meat, may suggest
that the burning of cheeses is an adaptation of the meat-offering ritual often depicted

in Homer.

These two Homeric passages are cited by Athenaeus in the Deipnosophistae to
illustrate one of the proprieties of dining, namely offering aparchai of food to the
gods. He regards Homer as the authority prescribing this practice: ‘moreover Homer

teaches us what we ought to do before we feast, which is to offer the gods first fruits

of the food’ (xai mpo Tov OowacOar d¢ & Oet morety nuac ddaokel maAALy

I Hom. Od. 9.231-2.
12 Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989), vol. 2, 27, Dawe (1993), 369.
13 Schol. Hom. Od. 9.231 Dindorf.
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Ounpoc, anapxac twv Bpwudtwyv véuewy toic Beoic);'* yet the usage of the
term aparchai is post-Homeric and wrongly ascribed to Homer.'> It is probable that
anapyal Tov ppwudtwv were still made at banquets in Athenaeus’ days; and the
neglect of such rites was seen as unseemly, hence his criticism of the lack of libation

and aparchai in Epicurus (mapa 6’ Emukovpw 00 a1tovdn, ovk anapyn Ocoig).'®

In Classical literature, Xenophon provides us with two references to this
preliminary meal ritual. At the beginning of Book seven of the Cyropaedia, Cyrus and
his staff are engaged in a sacrifice before battle when their attendants set food and

drink before them. Cyrus remains standing and offers a share to the gods before he
partakes of the meal (0 6¢ Kvpoc @aomep eixev éotnkwe anapéapevoc fpiota).l’
In the conversation between Hiero and Simonides on the advantages enjoyed by

private citizens over the rulers, Xenophon makes Hiero say that tyrants have so little

trust in others that, for fear of being poisoned, they have their servants taste their food

and drink (ottia kal motd) before making first offerings to the gods (mpiv

anapxeoBar toic Ocoic), which implies that the tyrant performs the rite of

aparchesthai every time he eats or drinks. As these two passages demonstrate, the

connection between meals and offerings to the gods is held by Xenophon to be

habitual.!®

That liquid as well as solid food could be set aside as first offerings is made
explicit by Theophrastus, who tells us that when mankind discovered for their use

divine drops of wine, honey and oil, they offered first-fruits also of these — in addition

4 Ath. 5.179b-c (tr. Olson).

See Chapter One.

Epicurus p.115 Usener, Ath. 5.179d.
Xen. Cyr. 7.1.1 (tr. Miller).

18 Xen. Hier. 4.2.

[N =N Y
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to first offerings of ground meal, cakes and other things he mentions'® — to the gods

who made them available (Ociac étépac otayovac oivov kat uéAitoc étt O
Edaiov Taic xpelalc avevpiokovtes AmMNpxovto Kal TOUTWV TOLC altiolg
Ocoic).”® Nevertheless, although the concept of offering ‘part of a greater whole’ is

certainly present in libations (of wine, milk, honey, oil, water etc.), libations are most

commonly referred to as omtovorn, Ao, xon (or by their cognate verbs), but rarely

dmapxn or dnapyeoOar?' Libation is a vast subject which requires an independent

study of its own.?? Following Rudhardt, I shall consider libations as ‘un cas
particulier de la consécration des prémices’? and I shall confine myself as far as
possible to the few cases of libation where the vocabulary of first offerings is used,
though drink offerings before ordinary eating and/or drinking without the vocabulary

of first offerings will also be mentioned.

The close relation between liquid and solid food offering at meals, seen already
in Xenophon’s passages earlier, can be further illustrated by another source. Plutarch
tells us that Gaius Marius was honoured like a god after a major military triumph: the

Romans made first offerings of food and drink (probably wine) to Marius and to the

gods alike when they celebrated in their households (e0Ovuovuevoi te peta

naidwy kal yvvaikov ékaotol kat’ oikov dua toic Ocoic kal Mapiw deimtvov

19 Theophr. Piet. fr. 2.29-36 Pétscher = Porph. Abst. 2.6.2.
20 Theophr. Piet. fr. 2.39-43 Potscher = Porph. Abst. 2.6.4.
2l The isolated examples are Theophr. Char. 10.3 (aparchesthai), Theophr. Piet. fr. 2.39-43 Pdtscher =
Porph. Abst. 2.6.4 (aparchesthai), Plut. Mar. 27.5 (aparchesthai), Plut. Quaest. conv. 3.7.1, 655¢
(katarchesthai, discussed in Chapter Three on the Pithoigia). We have already seen the Homeric
formula éndpyeoOar demdeootv in Chapter One, by which is meant the pouring of a few drops of

wine into each participant’s cup so that each could pour them out to make his own libations (o7tévderv),
before the cup was filled again for drinking (Hom. 7I. 1.471, 9.176, Od. 3.340, 7.183, 18.418, 21.263,
21.272). Yet this phrase applies specifically to wine-drinking in Homeric banquets and does not relate
to ordinary meal rituals in everyday meals.

22 On libations, see Tolles (1943), Burkert (1985), 70-3, Lissarrague (1990), 209-21, Rudhardt (1992),
240-5, Patton (2009), 27-56.

23 Rudhardt (1992), 243.
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kal Aowfnc annpxovto).?* Here the act of aparchesthai evidently applies to both

oetmov and Aoifn). However, in some cases it is hard to tell whether a libation formed

part of the first offering at meals, or whether it was a different but related preliminary

meal ritual. As mentioned earlier, Athenaeus criticizes Epicurus for neglecting
orovdn and amapxn Oecoic (mapa 6 Emuxovpw o0 oTovdrn), ovk Amapxn
Oeoic).” When Athenaeus describes banquets as a compromise between human
pleasure and piety, he says that the gods are imagined as coming &7l tac anapxac

Kal tac omovdac.*® That anmapxn and otovdn should be mentioned together using

two different terms in these two passages may imply that the two were customarily
made together (or on the same occasion), and that the two were considered (at least by

Athenaeus) as related but different offerings.

First offerings of drink could accompany offerings of food in daily meals but
could also be autonomous rituals of their own. Theophrastus’ character Mikrologias is
said to count how many cups each has drunk when sharing a dinner; and among his

companions he makes the smallest first offering, presumably of wine,?’ to Artemis,
(kal ovoottwv aptOuelv tac kvAikac, mooac ékaotoc TMENMWKE, anapxecOat
EAaxiotov 1 Aptépdl twv ovvdetmvovvtwv).?® In Book 10 of the lliad, after

defeating Rhesus and his company, Odysseus and Diomedes bath themselves, sit
down to eat and pour a libation of wine to Athena: ‘after they had bathed and anointed

themselves with olive oil they sat down to dine, and from the full mixing-bowl

2 Plut. Mar. 27.5.

% Ath. 5.179d.

26 Ath. 8.363d; but the contexts here are public banquets rather than daily meals.

27 Steinmetz (1960-2), 133, and Cunningham, Knox and Rusten (1993), 91, note d, think that a libation
of wine is meant. But we cannot rule out the possibility that food offerings might also have been
involved here.

28 Theophr. Char. 10.3. Ussher (1960), 105, thinks that a huntsman’s banquet for Artemis is depicted
here; but he does not comment on the religious practice.
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drawing the honey-sweet wine poured out an offering to Athena’ (tw 0¢&
Aoeooauévw kal alepauévo Ain’ éAaiow Ocimveo  épilavétny, damo O
kpntnpoc AOnvn mAeiov dpuacouevor Aetfov peAmdéa oivov).?’ Apparently
the offering here consists of some wine only. It is perhaps to give thanks to Athena for
their success and safe return, as it was to the goddess that they appealed for help

earlier.’® Athenaeus quotes Pyrgio as saying of the Cretans in their common messes:

‘after they pour a libation to the gods in silence, they give everyone a share of the

food that has been served’ (uet” evpnuiac omeioavtec toic Ocoic uepiCovot Twv

napatifepévor dnact).’! Although the last two passages do not describe the
libation as a first offering, they demonstrate that a meal could be preceded by a drink
offering alone, without solid food: in some cases a drink offering could replace the
first offering of food and was probably considered by some Greeks as a sufficient

offering to the gods.

I1. Regularity and Practicalities

Unlike ritual acts and behaviour in festivals and other public contexts which
might be prescribed by leges sacrae, what took place at meals in the private domain
must have been fairly flexible and varied from household to household. The
practicalities of what specimens of food and drink to offer, the regularity of offering,
how they were offered and by whom, were likely to vary according to, among other
factors, the circumstances, means, and dispositions of individual worshippers. As far
as the kinds of offerings are concerned, they must have been predominantly

vegetarian offerings, and rarely meat (raw or cooked), or they could be a

2 Hom. II. 10. 578-60 (adapted from Lattimore’s translation).
30 See Hom. 1I. 10. 460ff; Kirk (1985-93), vol. 3, 210.
31 Pyrgio FGrH 467 F 1, Ath. 4.143 e-f (tr. Olson).
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representative offering of all that was on the table. If wine or other kinds of drink
were available, they might accompany and sometimes replace first portions of food.
The ancients must have been free to choose whatever food and/or drink and portions
they felt appropriate for the gods; and the value of the offering probably did not
matter so much as the performance of the ritual itself. Yet meager offerings were not
desirable in all contexts, hence Theophrastus’ earlier mockery of his character
Mikrologias, who displays the same stinginess towards the gods and towards his

companions at meals.3?

We are rarely told how first portions of food and/or drink were offered in practice,
yet we may envisage several methods of offering: the gods’ portion might have been
burnt in the fire in the hearth®® or on household altars, or deposited unburnt on
household altars or on the tables at which the Greeks themselves ate, while a few
drops of drink might have been simply be poured on the ground or on household
altars.’* Where the first offerings were made by deposition, we do not know whether
the gods’ portions would be consumed by individuals later, or whether they were
discarded or subsequently burnt, and when they would be replaced. That two modes
of offering aparchai were available can be illustrated by a passage in Porphyry, who

tells us that Clearchus was careful to offer aparchai of all the seasonal produce to the

gods, offering some by deposition, and others by burning: orrovdalerv uévror amno
TIAVTWV TV TEPLYLYVOUEVWY KAPTIWY Kal TV wpalwv & &Kk TNne yne

Aaupavetat, toic Oeolc TAC AmMapxac anoveuewy: kal ta Uev napatiféval, ta

32 Theophr. Char. 10.3.

33 On the religious importance of household hearths, see Nilsson (1940), 72, Parker (2005), 13-15;
however, the rarity of the household hearth in archaeological evidence of Greek houses in the Classical
period was stressed by Jameson (1990a), 98, 105, Jameson (1990b), 193, Morgan (2010), 149-52.

3% Jameson (1990a), 105.
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0¢ kaBayiCewv avtoic.’® Although this passage does not concern a meal, the two

modalities can also apply to offerings at meals. There are frequent literary references
to altars in households.?® Archaeological evidence has further shown that some
full-sized altars in houses were suitable for serving an actual sacrifice, while smaller
ones, categorized as arulae, might have been used for taking token offerings and
libations without burning.?” Where a house altar was not available or was not used,
one might deposit the first offerings simply on a table as a form of trapezomata.’®

This simple act must have been performed by members of the household themselves.

Although we cannot prove that every meal was necessarily accompanied by the
offering of some food and drink to the gods, from what we know of this preliminary
meal ritual in the passages discussed above, the practice seems to have been fairly
common. It is owing to its domestic and routine nature that it was taken for granted by
ancient historians and literary authors and therefore seldom features in our sources.

One piece of Hesiod’s advice seems to concern the regularity of its performance:

Kkad dSvvauw 6" Epdewv iép” abavatoiot Oeotory

ayvag xal kaOapwc, énL 0" dyAaa unpia kaiew:

dAdote 6¢ omovdnoL Oveool te iAaokeoOat,

njpey 6t edvaln kai 6T’ dv pdog Lepov EAON.Y

‘According to your capability, make holy sacrifice to the immortal gods
in a hallowed and pure manner, and burn splendid thigh-pieces; at other
times, seek propitiation with libations and burnt-offerings, both when
you go to bed and when the holy light comes.’

The meaning of the word Ovoc¢ in line 338 is uncertain.*® If it is correct to think that

35 Porph. Abst. 2.16.4 (this is not identified as Theophrastus’ fragment).

3¢ E.g. Ar. Pax. 938, Xen. Mem. 1.1.2, Pl. Leg 10.909d-910d, Isoc. 5.117. See Mare (1962), 59-64,
86-9, 141-51.

37 Yavis (1949), esp. 171-2, 175-6. See also Morgan (2010), 153-7, at 155, she notes that some
miniature domestic altars in Classical Olynthus had burnt areas, while others had shallow depressions
that might have held pots or liquid offerings.

3% On trapezomata, see Gill (1974).

39 Hes. Op. 336-9 (adapted from Most’s translation)

40 Jameson (1949), 158-9, considered Ovoc as some form of breadstuff, Casabona (1966), 111,
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by the words Ovoc and omtovon Hesiod is referring to offerings of food and drink at

daily meals, what is recommended here is that one should make offerings at meals
both in the mornings and evenings.*! Jameson used this passage to demonstrate the
possible routine nature of this practice, arguing that dawn and sunset were appropriate
times when the Greeks normally had their meals.** Nevertheless, what Hesiod
recommends as a twice-daily ritual here probably represents more an ideal than reality.
While the practice seems to have been sufficiently common, how frequently and
invariably the rite was performed by individuals is difficult to know. Its actual
observance might have depended on many factors, such as the disposition of the
individual, the circumstances in which he found himself, his need to communicate
with the gods, and in whose company he was eating.** For example, on a particular
day when an individual had a particular need to appeal to the gods, he might have
been more motivated to remember the gods’ share at his meals or might have given

the gods a bigger portion than usual.

To offer some food and drink to the gods, and to suppose that the gods would
partake of them (as implied in Hom. Od. 9. 231-2), involves a considerable degree of
anthropomorphism. Certainly it is impossible, and irrelevant to us, to trace the
‘origins’ of this preliminary meal ritual. Yet it is attractive to think that the traditional

value attached to xenia or ritualized friendship in Greek societies might have provided

understands the action in line 338 as throwing into the fire ‘quelques gouttes de liquide et quelques
grains de parfum’ (his italics)’ rather than vegetarian offerings. West (1978), 241, understands it as
‘minor burnt-offerings like cakes and incense’; Rudhardt (1992), 244, n. 10, thought that the word
designates vegetable offerings here since the Greeks were not rich enough to make an animal sacrifice
every day; LSJ supp. s.v. Bvog: 1. 1. ‘a substance producing a fragrant smell when burnt, incense, or
sim.’, 2. = OQvuiapata, 11: a cake.

41 Such is the interpretation of Jameson (1949), 151-62. West (1978), 241, does not express a view on
what custom is referred to here; but he cites Greek and non-Greek practices of making prostrations,
prayers and burning incense at the rising and setting of the sun.

42 Jameson (1949), 151-62.

4 The question of frequency is also discussed in Jameson (1949), 124.
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a framework for imagining the relationship between humans and the divine. The
sharing of food is the simplest act of sharing among human beings and the most basic
expression of hospitality; and hence probably why food, among other things, was
offered to the gods. But unlike in theoxenia where the gods’ presence was made
manifest by images and tables expressly set, we do not know if the Greeks would
imagine the gods’ presence in their daily meals. Nor do we know what ancient
worshippers had in mind when they offered some of their food to the gods. Some
individuals might have performed the rite as a habitual action more or less without
thought. For some others, it might have been a gesture of respect, and for some people
a mere formality. In fact it is unclear if the ancients necessarily understood or ever

reflected upon the religious significance of this ritual any more than we do.

Some of the modern interpretations of rituals related to agricultural produce,
especially the misconceived notion that first-fruits were offered to break taboos on
food, has already been discussed in the last chapter and will not be repeated here. The
‘breaking of taboo’ aside, it is sometimes thought that the part offered to the gods
could render the rest of the food and drink ‘holy’. Nilsson described the offering at
meals as in some way sacralizing the whole meal; likewise, Rudhardt thought that the
whole drink might be ‘consecrated’ by the part of the liquid poured in a libation.**
Yet the evidence for ‘sacralization of the whole’ is lacking for offerings at meals,

apart from a fragment in Plutarch:

Ouoiav tavTny 0 ITAovtapyoc mpoxeipov kal kaOnuepwny einev
0pOwc,® ap’ v uéAdouev éoBiey iepa mavta mooVVTAC Ol TOD

# Nilsson (1967-74), vol. 1, 135, Rudhardt (1992), 245.
4 At Hes. Op. 748-9, one piece of advice is ‘do not take from undedicated cauldrons to eat or wash

yourself, since upon these things too there is punishment’ (tr. Most) (und’ amo xvtpomodwv
avemuppéxtwy dvedovta EoOewv undé AdecOat, émel kai toic €vi mowvn). Plutarch is here
equating the rite éruppéCewv yvtpomodt in Hesiod with the daily ritual of offering aparchai of food
before meals, an association which is made also in Plut. Quaest conv. 703 D and followed by Jameson
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anapéacOal. kal yap ai tov lepaov TpaneChoelc o010 ElxOV:

anap&apevor yap an’ avtwv daivuvto.*®

‘Plutarch rightly calls this an easy and daily sacrifice, making holy all

that we are going to eat through the offering of first-fruits from it. For the

setting of offerings upon the table had this function; since they ate from

them after having made first offerings.’
It is suggested here that by setting aside first offerings from the food one was going to
eat, the whole substance would be rendered hieron. Yet it is doubtful if this view can
be taken as reliable or representative of the view of ordinary Greeks. As Jameson
argued at length, this effect of a part consecrating the whole only applied to animal
sacrifice but not first offerings at meals or any other kinds of first offerings.*” This

notion, reminiscent of the ‘sacralization’ and ‘desacralization’ of Hubert and Mauss,*

might have been extended by some scholars from sacrifice to meal offerings.

It seems to me that first offerings at meals express the same general sentiments
as other kinds of first offerings. Theophrastus’ account of the development of sacrifice,
already discussed in Chapter Two, presents to us an evolutionary process by which
men’s diet changed, thereby changing the nature of the food offered as aparchai to the
gods.* What we can see is a close relationship between human provisions and food
offerings to the gods. The relationship between food for men and food offerings to the
gods is also alluded to in a passage in Plutarch’s Moralia, where Cleodorus defends
the custom of eating against Solon’s claim that the greatest good is to require no food
at all. In the course of his arguments, he points out that without food and agriculture,

there will be nothing to be thankful for and nothing to offer as sacrifice or libation,

(1949), 143-50, esp. 150, 177 n.2. Yet Plutarch and Jameson can hardly be right in equating what are
essentially two different rites. What is probably meant in Hes. Op. 748-9 is that there should be a
sacrifice for purification before a new pot was used; this is the interpretation or translation preferred by
most commentators e.g. Mazon (1928), 113, Sinclair (1932), 77, Casabona (1966), 63-4, West (1978),
341, West (1988), 59, Most (2006-7), vol. 1. 147.

46 Plut. fr. 95 Sandbach.

47 Jameson (1949), esp. 63-4.

“ Hubert and Mauss (1964 [1898]), passim.

4 Esp. Theophr. Piet. fr. 2.26-43 Potscher = Porph. 4bst. 2.6.1-4.
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hence no honour will be paid to the gods:

ouppiow 6¢ Aul kat mponpooia Anuntpt kai vtaduio Iooedwvi

Tov Pwpoc éotl, mov d¢ Ovoia; mwe d¢ xaprdbotne o Awovvoog, el

denooueBOa undevoc v didwat; Ti 6& Bvoouev 1 omeioopev; Tivos O’

anap&opeOo;™

‘Where will there be an altar or where a sacrifice offered to Zeus who

sends the rain, or to Demeter who initiates the ploughing, or to Poseidon

who watches over the tender crops? How shall Dionysus be the giver of

delights, if we shall require none of the gifts which he gives? What shall

we offer as a sacrifice or libation, and what shall we dedicate as

first-fruits?’
Although the emphasis is on the table fellowship made possible by men’s need for
food, the implication seems to be that food offerings to the gods were motivated by,
and depended primarily on, divine provision of all the conditions that made food
available for human sustenance in the first place, a point discussed earlier in Chapter
Two. It would therefore seem legitimate that a portion of daily food was returned to
the gods in acknowledgement of the role of the divine. As is the case with agricultural
first offerings such as the thalusia, thargelos and eiresione seen in the last chapter,

instead of any prohibition on eating, it is the favour of the gods and the dependence of

the worshippers on the divine which should be stressed.

If anything is unusual or unparalleled about these offerings, it is the simplicity
and regularity with which they were made. They provide one of the few examples in
the study of aparchai or indeed in the whole of Greek religion where, outside
communal festivals, outside any personal need to ask for or return a divine favour, an
individual would offer something to the gods.>! The humble and unpretentious nature
of food offerings means that they were more readily available to ordinary individuals
in average households than other forms of religious expression such as animal

sacrifice and monumental dedications: everyone was able to offer something to the

30 Plut. Conv. Sept. sap. 158 C-F (tr. Babbitt).
1" Also noted in Jameson (1949), 151-2.
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gods from whatever was available for their meals. This preliminary meal ritual is
reminiscent of the Christian practice of saying Grace: both start off a meal, both serve
as a gesture of respect for and acknowledgement of the divine powers responsible for
the food. But while Christian piety is expressed mainly in words and prayers, the piety

of the ancient Greeks found expression in non-verbal performance.
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Chapter V
Private Dedications
In Isaeus 5.42, the witnesses claim that their ancestors, among other services for

the city, adorned the acropolis with many bronze and marble statues as aparchai of

their private wealth: &1t 0" év dkpomoder dnapyxac twv oviwv dvabévtec
nioAAoic, ¢ amo dlag kTnocws, ayaiuaot yadxoic xal AOivolc kKeKOoUnKaot
10 lepov.! Aparchai-dedication is cited here as the expression of the rich of their

wealth, social status and benevolence to the city and its gods. In reality, however,
aparchai and dekatai were not limited to bronze and marble monuments, nor were
they the preserve of members of the upper classes; a range of objects could be
dedicated as first offerings by individuals of different social standings for a variety of
reasons. It is the lack of any direct correlation between the nature of the dedication

and the dedicator’s background that we shall see in what follows.

This chapter concerns first offerings made by private individuals using the
proceeds from a variety of human activities. By ‘private dedications’ I refer to
offerings made by ordinary individuals or groups, irrespective of their number and
social status, as opposed to those dedicated collectively by Greek cities or by
monarchs on behalf of their people (see Chapter Six). About 280 privately dedicated

first offerings,?> dated between c. 700-300 B.C., have been collected for this study

! Isae. 5.42.

2 These include 93 aparchai, 180 dekatai, 4 apargmata, and 3 akrothinia. This is based on the survival
of part or the whole of the words in the inscriptions or the supplements provided in the corpuses. For
the sole purpose of statistics, I have accepted supplemented texts on the ground that the supplements
may often be right; but in the actual text of this chapter, I do not include supplements without
discussion. Where a joint dedication designates both an aparche and a dekate (IG I® 644), or two
aparchai (IG P 695), it is counted as two instances of first offerings. However, where the words
aparche and dekate appear alongside each other in an inscription to express that the aparche was of the
value of a tenth (or vice versa), it is considered as one first offering: e.g. /G I° 862, Lindos II 41, 44, IG
X1.4 1248, Tuchelt (1970), 56, 117 K 9 bis.
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from epigraphic evidence in Attica and elsewhere;® and these are supplemented by a
few examples in epigrams.* Attica alone amounts to about half (142 instances) of all
the materials.’ Outside Attica, first offerings are also widely attested in different parts
of the Greek world: they are most abundant in Cyrene® and Rhodes,” and isolated
instances are scattered in Delphi and Epidaurus in mainland Greece, Delos and other
islands in the Aegean, Asia Minor to the east, and Italy and Sicily to the west. The
vast majority of them were found in local sanctuaries rather than Panhellenic shrines.

8 and rarely akrothinia’

They were predominantly referred to as aparchai and dekatai,
and apargmata.'’

Since it is impossible to give an exhaustive treatment of all the examples I have
gathered for this study, and since few private dedicatory inscriptions offer more
information about the dedicators other than their names, I shall discuss the more

revealing ones only, paying particular attention to 1) the dedicators’ background and ii)

the reason or occasion for dedication where information is available. The materials in

3 Outside the chronological and geographical limits of this study, similar practices are also attested but
will not be discussed. E.g. in southern Gaul, a dossier of fourteen inscriptions in Gallo-Greek dated to
the second to the first centuries B.C. contains the formula AEAEBPATOYAEKANTEN (or similar);
this is translated loosely as ‘X dedicated a tithe in gratitude/on account of favour’. See RIG 1 G-27, 28,
64, 65, 66, 148, 183, 184, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 214; collected in Mullen (2008), 251-4, Mullen
(forthcoming). In Roman religion, a dozen Latin inscriptions attest to privately dedicated decumae to
Hercules (and rarely Apollo) in different parts of Italy. See AnnEpigr (2000), no. 283, 289, CIL 12632,
1482, 1531, 1698, 1805, 2645, 3284, VI 29, IX 4071a, X 3956. Both practices are strikingly similar to,
and are likely to have been influenced by, the Greek practice.

4 E.g. Anth. Pal. 6. 196, 225, 238, 285, 288 (a few of these concern farmers’ first offerings which were
already discussed in Chapter Three).

5 Attica: 77 aparchai, 63 dekatai, and one apargma. These first offerings make up about 34 per cent of
all the surviving private dedications inscribed on stone in Attica up to 403 B.C. (some 422 of them in
1G 13 526-947).

¢ Some 43 first offerings are attested in Cyrene, all of which are dekatai: SEG IX 76, 78, 80, 84, 87, 88,
100, 303-4, 307, 309-12 and A4S4A4 n.s. 23-4 (1961-2), 219-375, nos. 35-41, 49, 132-5, 137-42, 151-2,
248-52, SEG XXXVIII no. 1870, and SEG XLIV 1541, nos. 6, 7, 8; most of these are collected in
Parker (1983), 341.

7 Rhodes provides 38 surviving first offerings, including 11 aparchai, 25 dekatai, and 2 apargmata.
Only published materials are included here. Unfortunately, the vast majority of the some 200 inscribed
pottery fragments discovered in the temple of Athena at Ialysos on Rhodes remain unpublished; among
them may be more dekatai and apargmata than we presently have knowledge of.

8 The cognate verb aparchesthai is also used: IG I* 730, IG 11> 1388.69, 4320, 4334; but the verb
dekateuein does not appear in the any private dedicatory inscription.

® Akrothinia: IG IX.1 131, Daux (1939), 145-6.

10 Apargmata: 1. Histriae 101, IG I3 703, SEG XXXVIII 783, d, f.
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Attica will be treated separately from those found elsewhere in order to compare the
dedicatory practices between Attica and other parts of Greece. After examining the
evidence, I shall discuss the question of the relationship between the background of

dedicators and their dedications at the end.

I. ‘Occupational’ Designations''

a) Attica
In Attica, at least three craftsmen, a craftswoman, a washerwoman, two farmers,
a fisherman, and two fullers can be more or less securely identified by the information

in their dedicatory inscriptions and by prosopography.

Craftsmen

Four dedications on the Athenian acropolis preserve part or the whole of the
word kepaueve (‘potter’),'? of which three were first offerings.'® These were

dedicated by Nearchos, Peikon and Euphronios respectively. I shall discuss them one

by one.

The most frequently disputed first offering from potters is Nearchos’ aparche in

" T use the terms ‘occupation’ and ‘occupational designation’ here for want of better words but with
reservations, as these modern categories do not correspond exactly to ancient conceptions of work. On
the differences between ancient and modern notions of ‘work’, see Vernant (1983c); on mdvog, see
Loraux (1982).

12 Vickers (1985), 124-5, Gill and Vickers (1990), 7-8, argue that the word kepapevc designates the
demotic and not trade. In his view these are dedications not by potters but by people from the deme of
Kerameis. His proposition cannot be sustained for the following reasons: 1) the use of demotics was
only officially encouraged after Kleisthenes’ reform in 508 B.C., and before the end of the sixth century
deme names were slow to gain popularity; 2) it would be a striking coincidence if a considerable
number of people from only one Attic deme identified themselves by their demotic; 3) the
correspondences between the names of some dedicators e.g. Nearchos, Euphronios, Mnesiades, and
Andokides (see the following note) and known potters increase the likelihood that the word xepauevg
designates ‘occupation’. Johnston (1987), 135-6, Wagner (2000), have also argued against Vickers’
interpretation.

13 These are IG IP 628 (Nearchos), 633 (Peikon), 824 (Euphronios). There is a fourth acropolis
dedication /G T 620 (not a first offering) inscribed with the word kepauevc ([M]veaiadec kepaueve

pe xai Avooxidec dvéOexev); the word orders seems to suggest that only Mnesiades is a potter,
whereas his joint dedicator Andokides has been identified as a potter in the late sixth century (4RV?,
1-6) by prosopographic links. On potter’s dedications in general, see Beazley (1944), esp. 21-5.
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the late sixth century. On the capital of a marble pillar is the inscription Néapxoc
avéBexev [0 kepaue]lvc Epyov dnapxév tablevaial]. | Avtévop énfoicoev] | 0
Evuapoc t[o dyaAual (‘Nearchos [the pott]er dedicated an aparche of his works to

Ath[ena]. Antenor son of Eumares ma[de the agalma]’).'* It is generally agreed that
the over-life-size kore Acr. no. 681 bearing the signature Antenor belongs to this
inscribed base.!> Antenor son of Eumares is the celebrated sculptor to whom the
pedimental sculptures of the Temple of Apollo in Delphi and the statues of the
tyrannicides have been attributed, which suggests that Nearchos must have been
sufficiently prosperous to be able to commission him. This dedication is normally
assigned the date c. 525-510 B.C. based on the inscription’s letter forms and the style
of Acr. no. 681; and Raubitschek identified the dedicator with the known Attic black
figure potter/painter of the same name in the sixth century.'® Nevertheless, this
identification presents a chronological problem: the vases signed by the Attic black
figure potter/painter Nearchos are dated to the second quarter of the six century (c.
570-555 B.C.),"7 thus leaving a gap of about 30 to 45 years between the potter’s
career and the earliest stylistic date normally considered for Nearchos’ dedication.
Raubitschek reconciled this discrepancy in dates by suggesting that the potter

Nearchos lived long and offered his statue after retirement. But others suppose that

4 IG P 628. The restoration [0 kepapue]vc, accepted in /G IP, was considered almost certain by
Beazley (1944), 21, and Raubitschek (1949); but Johnston (1987), 135, suggests [Tov deiva hv]vc.

Keesling (2003), 58, considers the restoration [kepape]vc plausible but recognizes that alternative
restorations would also fit the space available.

15 The kore: Acr. no. 681; Dickins et al. (1912-21), vol. 1, 228, Payne and Young (1936), vol. 2, pl.
51-3, 124, Holtzmann (2003), 62. The association between the kore and the base is accepted by most
scholars: Richter (1937), 162, Raubitschek (1939), 711, and Keesling (2003), 56-9, 213; cf. Payne and
Young (1936), vol. 1, 31-2.

16 DAA no. 197, p. 233. But some scholars have doubts about this identification, e.g. Beazley (1944),
21, Johnston (1987), 135, Gill and Vickers (1990), 7.

17 On the works of the potter/painter Nearchos, see ABV?, 82-3, Boardman (1974), 35, Immerwahr
(1990), 26-8.
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the dedicator was a homonymous son or grandson of the potter Nearchos.'® In light
of the fact that Nearchos was a rare name in Archaic and Classical Athens, our
dedicator Nearchos and the known potter/painter of the same name could well be the

9

same person;'® and if so, Raubitschek’s suggestion that the aparche was made late in

the potter’s life is a plausible explanation.

Interestingly enough, the dekate of the second xepapevc Euphronios presents
similar chronological problems.?’ The marble pillar upon which a statue probably

once stood bears the fragmentary inscription [EJ0oppovioc [ :avéOQexelv [ i---c.7--]|

kepaueve [tdOevai]ar 6e[xatev] (‘[E]uphronios the potter [dedicated] a ti[the to

Athen]a’).?! Boardman dated the work of the red figure potter/painter Euphronios

between c. 520 and c. 505 B.C.,?? whereas Raubitschek dated the acropolis

dedication to shortly after 480 B.C. based on inscription’s letter forms and its

find-spot,* thus leaving a 25 to 40 year gap if the two Euphronios were the same
24

person. To explain the discrepancy, Raubitschek again suggested that

potters/painters tended to make their acropolis dedications at the end of their career.?’
The last line of Euphronios’ inscription (/G I* 824 B) contains the word [h]vyicia[v],

indicating perhaps a prayer for the health of the dedicator and/or that of his pots.

18 E.g. Beazley (1944), 21, Webster (1972), 10, Keesling (2003), 58.

9 LGPN 11 s.v. Néapyoc records only two individuals with this name in the sixth century; and the
editors think that Nearchos (1) (potter/painter) and Nearchos (2) (the dedicator in /G I* 628) might or
might not be the same person.

20 |G 1824, DAA no. 225.

2l IGI>824 A. 824 B is too fragmentary to be quoted.

22 On the works of the potter/painter Euphronios, see ARV?, 13-19, with addenda in Beazley (1989),
404, Boardman (1975b), 32-3, Pasquier and Denoyelle (1990), Denoyelle (1992), Robertson (1992),
43-50.

23 DAA no. 225, p. 258.

2% LGPN 11 s.v. Evppovioc (2) identifies the dedicator in /G I* 824 with the known potter/painter in
ARV?,13-19.

2 DAA no. 225, p. 258; followed by Wagner (2000), 384.
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Based on the fact that Euphronios’ changed his career from being a painter to a potter,
Maxmin postulates that this change was necessitated by his deteriorating vision: in her
view, the dedication was made to appeal for divine treatment of his failing health.?®
Williams, on the other hand, prefers to see the offering as ‘I’expression de la gratitude
d’un vieil homme pour une vie prospére et pour une bonne santé’.?’ If it is correct to
identify the dedicator Euphronios with the potter/painter of the same name active in
the last quarter of the sixth century, the suggestion of a retirement offering is the most
plausible, and is corroborated by other first offerings possibly made at the end of the

dedicator’s career which we shall see below.

Little is known about the dedication and career of the third xepauevc Peikon.
His dekate was made in fulfillment of a vow (Ileikov evyod/pevoc kepalueve

oexatevl avéBexev/ taBevaiat) and consisted of a marble column that might have

held a small seated statue.?® The potter Peikon is otherwise unknown.

In addition to the above three individuals who explicitly called themselves
Kepapeve in their inscriptions, Onesimos son of Smikythos has also been identified

as a potter/painter. He alone accounts for seven basins (perirrhanteria) of island
marble, each carrying the word aparche (some by supplements), to Athena between
485 and 480 B.C.% He also dedicated a pillar monument as an aparche jointly with
his son Theodoros in more or less the same period (c. 500-480 B.C.).>* Raubitschek

associated this Onesimos with the red-figure vase painter of the same name whose

26 Maxmin (1974), 178-80; cf. Williams (1990), 34, who notes that the dedication was made well after
Euphronios’ change of career.

27 Williams (1990), 36.

B IGI?633, DAA no. 44. LGPN 11, s.v. [Teixawv (1).

2 IGI3926, 927,928, 929, 930, 931, 932. The word aparche is supplemented in some cases.

30 JG 1P 699, DAA no. 217. Keesling (2005), 401-3, suggests that Theodoros’ inscription and object
were added later to his father’s original dedication.
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career dated from the late sixth century to c. 480 B.C.,>' conjecturing that his son
Theodoros might likewise have been a potter/painter. Nevertheless, since the vase
painter Onesimos’ patronymic is not preserved, and Onesimos was a common name
among citizens and foreign residents in Attica,*? the two persons cannot be securely
taken as identical. Based on name matches (often without patronymics or demotics)
and other problematic criteria, Raubitschek identified many other dedicators also as
potters or artisans.>> Many of his identifications have already been questioned or
rejected;®* 1 list in the footnote below only those concerned with first offerings and

insecurely associated with potters.>?

Finally, it is worth mentioning two reliefs probably dedicated by potters. A slab
of pentelic marble from the Athenian acropolis, dated to the end of the sixth century,
bears a relief depicting a potter seated on a diphros and holding two kylikes in his left
hand. The inscription along its margin is incomplete; but the dedicator’s name appears

to end in —aioc, and the words dvéOexev and dexdtev are preserved.*® This is

generally thought to be a representation of the dedicating potter, or perhaps a
metal-worker,?” holding two pieces of his own wares (‘Acrocups’); and this is

sometimes known as the ‘Potter relief’. The relief was not fashioned by the dedicating

31 On the vase painter Onesimos, see LGPN 11, s.v. Ovijotpoc (3); Robertson (1992), 43-50, 117-18.
Raubitschek’s identification is accepted by Keesling (2005), 401-2; but LGPN 1I does not identify the
dedicator Ovrjotpoc (2) with the vase painter Ovrjotpoc (3).

32 LGPN 1I s.v. Ovnjotpoc records 157 instances in Attica in all periods; LGPN IIA online (updated

April 2007) (http://www.lgpn.ox.ac.uk/publications/vol2a/topm_u.html) lists Ovrjotpoc as one of the
most frequently attested male Greek names. Osborne and Byrne (1996) records 15 foreign residents at
Athens with this name.

33 DAA, p. 457-8, 465.

34 E.g. Keesling (2003), 72-3, Keesling (2005), 4151f.

35 These are IG I 631 (=DAA no. 48), 647 (=DAA no. 290), 695 (=DAA no. 210), 696 (=DAA no. 291),
766 (=DAA no. 224), 779 (=DAA no. 184).

36 JG ¥ 764, DAA no. 70, Athens, AM 1332; Dickins et al. (1912-21), vol.1, 272, Payne and Young
(1950), pl.129-30.

37 Wagner (2000), 385, Keesling (2003), 73 (with bibliography), suggests that perhaps a metal-worker
rather than a potter is depicted.
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potter or metal-worker himself, but was probably a work by the artisan Endoios.*
Another relief in c. 460 B.C. shows Athena standing on the left with her right hand
extended towards a man, who sits on a chair with his right arm extended towards
Athena as if offering her a small object.’® This has been taken by some scholars as
representing Athena Ergane receiving an aparche from a craftsman of some kind.*’
However, in the absence of any accompanying inscription, there is no sufficient
evidence to suggest that the relief and/or the gift depicted in it was an aparche or that

the dedicator was a potter.

Apart from the monumental dedications from a few potters or painters, some
craftsmen might have dedicated less expensive objects as first offerings but the
surviving evidence is scant and uncertain.*! A sixth-century black-figure hydria was
presented as an aparche to Athena by a dedicator whose name is lost. It was incised

with ANEOEKE]N: AIIAPXEN: and HIIEPAE[IM]I: TEXA®E[NAIAZX]. There is

no indication from the fragmentary inscription that the dedicator was himself a potter,
though some scholars have taken him as such.*? Simliar identification problems also
arose in relation to another dedicator: in the sixth or fifth century one Sosimos, a
potter according to Luschey and Beazley, dedicated a phiale as an aparche to Demeter

at Eleusis and perhaps also a cup at Athens as an aparche. The two vessels were

38 Raubitschek (1942), restored the artist’s signature as "Ev[dotoc émoicolev; accepted in IG 13 764
but disputed by Viviers (1992), 90-6.

39 Acr. no. 577; Dickins et al. (1912-21), vol. 1, 117; Brouskare (1974) has either left this out or got the
number wrong; Mitropoulou (1977), 30-1 and no. 29, fig 48, Van Straten (1981), 93, fig. 32.

40 Perdrizet (1903), 260-1, Van Straten (1993), 250.

4 Some of the smaller dedications (not specifically first offerings) by potters are collected and
discussed in Webster (1972), 4.

42 Acr. no. 601, Graef and Langlot et al. (1925-33), vol.1, 67, no. 601a, pl. 28, ABV?, 80 no.1. Beazley
(1927), 226: ‘The name of the dedicator has perished; but he uses the expression ergon aparchen, and
that he was a potter or vase-painter is quite possible’. Following Beazley, Webster (1972), 4, says that
this Aydria is dedicated by a potter or painter as ‘the first-fruits of his works’. However, the word ergon
is not attested. Even if the word ergon was inscribed, it does not constitute sufficient prove that the
dedicator was a potter. Williams (1995), 141, Wagner (1997), 90, and Wagner (2000), 385, all assume
that the hydria was dedicated by the painter himself as a peice of his own work.
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incised respectively with [X]JOXIM[OXY ANE®EKEN] TEI AEMIETPI

AIIAP]XEN, and ...]OX ANE®EKEN AIIAPXEN. Again no information in the

inscription indicates craftsmanship; and Beazley thought that ‘he does not say that he
was the potter, but it almost follows from the wording of the inscription’.** Neither of
Beazley’s identifications of the two (or three?) dedicators as potters or painters is
certain. In all three cases he seems to have been led by ‘the wording of the inscription’,
the word aparche, to think that a potter was dedicating a masterpiece of his own
works. Yet it is equally plausible that the vessels were dedicated by someone else:
there was nothing that prevented an individual from buying a vessel for dedication
and having his own name inscribed on it without mentioning the fabricating
potter/painter. Although there are isolated instances of first offerings dedicated
probably by artisans using a piece of their own craft-work,* and although we cannot
rule out the possibility that more craftsmen might have done so than is attested
epigraphically, the fact remains that Beazley’s identification of the above two (or

three?) dedicators as potters/painters is not supported by the evidence available.

3 ABV?, 350, Luschey (1939), 109, n. 616. Based on the simiar techniques used in the two vessels,
Luschey attributed the cup at Athens (Acr. ii no. 1078) to Sosimos and restored [ZOXIM]OX
ANEG®EKEN AITAPXEN; but this identification seems uncertain to me. LGPN II s.v. Zootpoc (1),
perhaps following Beazley, indicate that this Sosimos was a potter.

“ The only possible example in Attica to my knowledge is /G I* 766, DAA no. 224: a fifth-century
pillar monument made of island marble on the Athenian acropolis is inscribed with this verse

inscription [é00Aov] toiot copoiot colpliCeaOlar klat[a téxvev] | [hoc yapl kxer téxvev

Adtfolv” kéxler Biotov]. [—c4a-57—]e ABevaiat dexat[ev — — —] ([It is good] for the wise to
devise skilfully accord[ing to their skill], [for he who] has a skill has a better [life] .....a tithe to Athena).
The dedicator dwelled on his co@ia and TéxVvn; he was probably a craftsman dedicating a piece of his
own work as a dekate. For an isolated example outside Attica, see SEG XXV 463, Lazzarini §19: in
fifth-century Olympia was a bronze strigil dedicated to Zeus and made by the dedicator himself, who
was perhaps a metal worker, as ‘a gift from [his work]’. Although this is described as a doron and not

an aparche or a dekate, the partial sense expressed by dmo makes it very similar to a first offering

([tévide Aixov Aul dopov ar’ [épyacilac dvéOexkev | avtoc moiéfolag, . . . . . . e.eL oopiav) (see
below).*
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Craftswoman

A fourth-century rectangular marble base is thus inscribed:

xepolite kai téx[vlac Epywv By her hands and skill in her work
TOApaLC TE Otkalals and honest courage
Opepauévn tékvov yevlealy having nursed her generation of children

AvéOnice MENvva Melinna dedicated
‘ 77 ) o, ) this memorial of her labour to you, goddess Ergane,
ool trvde uvnunv, Oea Epyavn,

: / offering a portion of her possessions as an aparche,
WV ETLOVIOEV honouring your favour.
potpav anapEapevn KTedvwy,
Ti@oa xapw oy,

What strikes the reader is the inscription’s emphasis on the dedicator’s skills and
labour, with which she brought up her children, an achievement which she evidently

prided herself on. The recipient goddess Athena Ergane presided over crafts including

weaving and pottery.*® We can therefore infer from Athena’s epithet and the
expression xepoi te kal téx[viaic épywv that Melinna most probably brought up

her children by some handicraft work.*” Might Melinna be like the widow in
Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazusae, who lost her husband in Cyprus and had to

948

support her five children by selling wreaths in the market?*® The aorist participle

Opepauévn may suggest that the aparche was made after her children had grown up.

Probably then, what we have here is a thank-offering dedicated late in her life with
her savings when she looked retrospectively to the past. The motif of retirement
offering is sometimes made explicit in literary sources and in dedicatory epigrams in
Book six of the Anthologia Palatina;* but in epigraphic evidence we can only infer

that retirement was the occasion for dedication.

4 IG 117 4334.

46 There are three first offerings dedicated to Athena Ergane: IG 11> 2939 (=4339), 4318, 4334, but only
1G 117 4334 has some indication of the dedicator’s connection to craft.

47 Vernant (1983c¢), 248-53, suggested that the Greek word 7éxvn presupposes specialized knowledge
and apprenticeship including craft-work but excluding agriculture.

4 Ar. Thesm. 443-58. On the labour of women in Classical Athens, see Brock (1994).

4 E.g. Bur. Erectheus fr. 369, Anth. Pal. 6. 4, 25-30, 90, 95, 104, 289 (these are not first offerings). On
retirement offerings, see also Veyne (1983), 293.
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Washerwoman

In perhaps the early fifth century, a washerwoman (mAvvtpi) Smikythe
dedicated a fully preserved pedestal base on which a marble basin would have rested.
The dekate of her income, from washing clothes, presumably paid for the
dedication.’® This seems to be extraordinary expenditure for a washerwoman, a
theme to which I will return later. The name Smikythe also appears in another
dedication /G I’ 700 (not a first offering); but in the lack of the patronymic we do not

know if this is the same Smikythe.""

Farmers and Fishermen

We have already come across in Chapter Three two private dedications bearing
part or the whole of the expression dexatn xopiow, dedicated most probably by

farmers.>? Apart from farmers, at least one fisherman also features in our sources: in

the fifth century an individual dedicated an aparche (of the proceeds) of a catch

(dypa) to Poseidon. The marble pillar, probably once supporting the statue of a kore,

is inscribed with this verse inscription: [Té]Jvde wkopev alv]éOexev amapyev
[Nav(?)lAoxoc dypac X/ &v ol moviouédlov xpluootpialtlv’ Emopev

(‘[Nau?]lochos dedicated this kore as an aparche of the catch which the lord of the sea

with the golden trident provided for him’). The dedicator did not indicate his

0 JG P 794, DAA no. 380 and p. 465; Ridgway (1987), 402, Kron (1996), 162-3, 165, Kaltsas and
Shapiro (2008), 51, no. 10. On other dedications (not specifically first offerings) by washerwomen, see
e.g. IG 1I? 2934, McClees (1920), 16-17, Kron (1996), 162-3. Two other women (of unkonwn
‘occupation’) also dedicated marble basins as aparchai: IG I* 921, 934; both were made of expensive
island marble.

3! LGPN 11 s.v. Zpuxv0n records 7 individuals in Attica in the Classical period who had this name.
Dillon (2001), 15, entertains the posibility that they might be the same person; but LGPN II does not
identify them as such.

52 JG 1P 800, DAA no. 191, and possibly IG I3 735, DAA no. 283.
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‘profession’ but was mostly likely a fisherman.>?

Fullers

In the late sixth century two fullers (kva@evc) dedicated an island marble
column and an island marble basin as a dekate and an aparche respectively.>* Their

inscriptions explicitly identify them as fullers: Zipov ‘av[éOexe — —] Ao kvapeie

[ vacat? ] dexatev (‘Simon the fuller de[dicated] a tithe’) (IG I° 616); [ToAv xoevog
b Mvécovog 1o [kvalpéoc LdvéO[exev] Mnalplxév [tdOevaiai] (Polyxenos

son of Mneson, the [ful]ler, dedi[cated] an apa[r]che [to Athena]) (/G I> 905).

Upper-Class ‘Occupations’

While some individuals openly advertised their trade as craftsmen and fullers,
few members of the upper classes can be identified from the available dedicatory
inscriptions. It is only by prosopography that (perhaps) an Athenian treasurer has been
tentatively identified: it has been proposed to identify Menandros son of Demetrios
from the deme Aigilia, the dedicator of an aparche (a marble pillar monument
inscribed with a verse inscription) in the mid-fifth century, with the Athenian treasurer
of the same name who was in office in 440/39 B.C.; yet the identification is uncertain
in the absence of the latter’s patronymic or demotic.>> Another dedicator of an
aparche (a marble statue base), Hermolykos son of Dietrephes, was by

name-matching probably a relative of the known fifth- or fourth-century strategos; but

3 IG 1P 828, DAA no. 229, ThesCRA, vol. 1, 277-8, no. 42. Cf. Paus. 10.9.4: Corcyra dedicated a
bronze bull in Delphi as a thank-offering for a large catch of tunnies. Cf. also Gow—Page, GP, I, 422, 11,
452, no. 2, Anth. Pal. 6. 196: an epigram attributed to Statilius Flaccus records a crab dedicated by a
fisherman to Pan as drtapx1 dypac; but this is likely to be a literary exercise.

3% IG 12616, 905, DAA nos. 49b, 342.

55 IG P 872, DAA no. 218, ThesCRA, vol.1, 278, no. 44; cf. IG I* 458a.11. Raubitschek did not give the
source for this suggestion; he endorsed this view on the tenuous ground that the dedicator ‘appears to
have been comparatively wealthy’. LGPN II take them as two different persons Menandros (4) and
Menandros (30).
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his ‘profession’, if any, remains unknown.>® There might also be a victorious athlete
(see below) among the dedicators of first offerings, who might be a member of the

upper class.>’

No other elite ‘occupation’ has been identified as far as known dedicators of first
offerings are concerned. This is not to say that members of the upper classes did not
make first offerings, but that they rarely stated their ‘occupation’ (if any). We should
remember that, in ancient societies, the leisured class did not work for a living; thus it
was natural that the upper classes did not state their ‘occupation’ when they had none.
Harris’ survey on ‘occupational’ designations in Classical and early Hellenistic Athens
has demonstrated that work-oriented classifications did not apply to the affluent strata
of Athenian society: the vast majority of the ‘occupations’ collected in his study

belonged to the lower working classes (see below).®

b) Outside Attica
In other parts of Greece, dedicatory inscriptions of first offerings rarely give

details about their dedicators. I shall list all the different ‘occupations’ identified here
before singling out a few for discussion. We have a butcher (dptapuoc) in Calabria,
a merchant (¢umopoc) in Halikarnassos,® and a Thracian courtesan.®' In the
mid-fourth century in the town of Old Epidauros, a certain Timainetos dedicated a

small limestone altar as a dekate ‘of goats’ to the Anakes (Tipaivetoc avéOnke

6 ]G 1> 883, DAA no. 132. There are difficult chronological problems in associating this inscribed base
with the statue of Dieitrephes described in Paus. 1.23.3; the precise relation between this dedicator and
the known strategos remains uncertain. The problems are treated in detail in Keesling (2003), 195, n.
88 (with bibliography), and will not be discussed here.

57 ]G IP 542. Athletes’ social status in ancient Greece is disputed, see €.g. Isoc. 16.32-4, Young (1984),
cf. Kyle (1993).

58 Harris (2001).

39 IGASMG 1V no. 15.

60 McCabe, Halikarnassos Inscriptions, no.121.

61 Hdt. 2.135.
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Avaxowv dexdtav alyav); he was probably a farmer or goat-keeper. @ A

fish-carrier’s dekate to Asclepius is mentioned in an inscription set up at the
Asclepieum at Epidaurus; but this is unlikely to have been genuine.®> Two Hellenistic

64 and several weavers

epigrams record first offerings from a fisherman
respectively;®® but these appear to be literary exercises rather than genuine offerings.
Artisans also feature but less prominently than they do at Athens. A dekate at Lindos

was from a copper-smith.®® The Lindian Chronicle also records an interesting

instance of a xkpoooc (Rhodian dialect for xpwoooc, a water-pail or pitcher) offered

by the Telchines, who were legendary craftsmen, as a 6exatn Twv épywv to Athena
Polias and Zeus. This illustrates the idea of craftsmen’s dekate although it is
undoubtedly imaginary.®” We also have at least one dekate of spoils (dexatn) Aning)

in Didyma in the six century dedicated perhaps by a soldier after military service.®

First offering of booty from individuals will be discussed in the next chapter.

Merchant
In the fourth or third century in Halikarnassos an individual called Phaeinos
dedicated an aparche to Aphrodite Cypria in gratitude for his wealth as a merchant.

The marble statue base bears this inscription in elegiacs:

Appoditnt

Qacewvoc

Znvodwpov

[Daivolc oot T66e, KUmpt, kaedoy kaAnt eioev dyar[ual

02 SEG XXVI 451, SEG XLVII 346; Jameson, Runnels and van Andel (1994), 604.

0 IG1V2.1,123.21-29, SEG XLII 293.

6 Seen. 53.

8 Gow-Page, HE, 1, 120, 11, 350-2, no. 41, Anth. Pal. 6. 288; Gow-Page, HE, 1, 148, 1I, 426-7, no. 2,
Anth. Pal. 6.285.

% Lindos 11, no. 119 (but this is a rather late example: 225 B.C.)

7 Lindos 11, no. 2.B.9-14; Higbie (2003), 68-70. Cf. Paus.1.27.1: Pausanias reports on a stool
dedicated by Daedalus, who was also a legendary craftsman; but it was not a first offering.

%8 Tuchelt (1970), 56, 117-8 K 9 bis fig. 24 pl. 14, Jeffery, LSAG?, 473 H, Lazzarini (1976), no. 692.
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[mAnpleoy €€ Epywv xepotv anapéapevog,

[1 yapl énei moté viu uéyav Eumopov eic dAa éfnoalc]

[¢]& oiwv botoc daua avvéayev dvnp.®

To Aphrodite, Phaeinos son of Zenodoros, [Phaeino]s set up this beautiful
agalma to you, beautiful Cypria, having made a first offering from his
work with filled hands, since you once sent him as a great merchant to sea,
from pious acts as a pious man he kept together his household.

The word €pya here seems to refer to trading, when it usually refers to something
more concrete, such as pottery and handicraft work. By emphasizing that the

dedicator was ‘a great merchant’ and ‘a pious man’, this aparche demonstrates well

the dual roles of dedications in advertising one’s wealth as well as piety.

Courtesan
According to Herodotus, after the Thracian slave Rhodopis became a

freedwoman, she made a fortune in Egypt as a courtesan and sent a quantity of

ox-sized iron spits to Delphi using a tithe of her earnings (11¢ @v dexatng Twv

xpnpdatawv momoauévn 6felove Bovmopovc).” Herodotus asserts that it was

Rhodopis’ ambition to leave a memorial of herself in Greece by offering what no
other had thought of dedicating; but in fact dedications of iron spits were by no means
unparalleled.”! The historicity of Rhodopis’ dedication appears to be confirmed by

epigraphic and archaeological evidence: a fragmentary inscription on an inscribed

base dated to the mid-sixth century in Delphi was restored by Mastrokostas as [- - -

8 McCabe, Halikarnassos Inscriptions, no. 121, SEG XXVIII 838. On Aphrodite’s association with
the sea, see Parker (2002), 146-52, Demetriou (2010).

70 Hdt. 2.135, Athenaeus, 13.596¢; Asheri, Lloyd and Corcella (2007), 338. Rhodopis’ dedication is
discussed in Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 102-3, 123-4, pl. 12.7, Kurke (1999), 220-4, ThesCRA, vol. 1, 315,
no. 208, Keesling (2006), 61-3. For other examples of dedications (not specifically first offerings) by
prostitutes, see e.g. Anth. Pal. 6. 1, 133, 208.

"' On dedications of iron spits elsewhere, see e.g. Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 123-4, Strom (1992), von
Reden (1997), 173-4.
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dvéOe]xe Podlomic; and the restoration is accepted by Jeffery and Keesling.”> This

is one of the very few examples where individuals with sufficient means chose to set

up their first offerings in Panhellenic sanctuaries rather than local shrines.”

Butcher
A particularly interesting work-related dekate is a bronze axe discovered in
Calabria at S. Agata Dell’Esaro, lying inland some way from Laos and near Sybaris.

Dated to the first quarter of the sixth century,’® the inscription declares the axe as the

FEpyov dexatav dedicated by an dptapoc (‘butcher’ or ‘cook’)” named Kyniskos:
tac hépac hiapoc | eut tac év nedil or. Quviocgolc pe dvébelxe dptapolc
Fépyov| dexdatav (‘I am sacred to Hera, the one in the plain, Kyniskos the butcher

dedicated me as a tithe of his work’).”® We do not know the location of the sanctuary
of ‘Hera in the plain’;”’ the nearest known cult of Hera in this region is the Heraion at
Foce del Sele.”® It is easy to (mis-)interpret this at first glance as an ordinary
butcher’s tool of trade dedicated probably upon his retirement; but its elaborate
decorations suggest that it was not intended for everyday use. Callaway suggested that
the dedicator might have been a professional butcher who dedicated the tool of his
job.” While Guarducci agreed with this interpretation, she pointed out that the object

was not really an axe with which to cut the meat, but a double hammer (‘un martello

2 Mastrokostas (1953), 635-42.

3 Other isolated instances are €.g. Inscr. Délos nos. 17, 54.

4 Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 250, 260, no. 8; cf. Guarducci (1968-9), 49, who dated it to the middle of the
sixth century.

5 Guarducci (1968-9), 51, noted that this is the earliest attestation of the word dptapoc in
inscriptions.

76 IG X1V 643, IGASMG 1V no. 15, SGDI vol. 2, no. 1653, British Museum catalogue no. 252; Robert
(1887-1905), part i, no. 306, Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 253, 260 no. 8, pl. 50, Lazarrini (1976), no. 701,
Pugliese Carratelli (1996), 496, 690 no. 131, ThesCRA, vol. 1, 310, no. 181.

77 Guarducci (1968-9), 49, did not comment on where this sanctuary of ‘Hera in the plain’ was , but
thought that the expression must be intended to distinguish this Hera from another Hera whose
sanctuary was higher up on a hill.

8 On this sanctuary, see e.g. van Keuren (1989), 23-44.

" Callaway (1950), 49-50.
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doppio’) used to strike the sacrificial animal at the beginning of a blood sacrifice.®
Probably then, this was dedicated by the sacrificial slaughterer serving in the cult of
Hera. Unlike Nearchos, Euphronios and Melinna we met earlier, who apparently used
a portion of their savings to commission a monument for the gods at retirement, the
sacrificial slaughter dedicated his tool of trade. The axe seemed to be a token offering
and its value was unlikely to represent a real tenth of his personal earnings. This
dedication is of interest for another reason: it was written in archaic Achaean script
used in various Achaean colonies in Italy, the Achaean colony nearest to the find-spot
being Sybaris.®! This led Johnston to think that it was perhaps dedicated by Achaean

colonists at Sybaris, who might have ‘imported’ the cult of Hera to this region.®?

Fish-carrier

Our information comes from a cure inscription, iama 47, recorded on one of the
four stelai set up in the late fourth century at the Asclepieum at Epidaurus, which
record acts of miraculous healings attributed to Asclepius and Apollo. The story goes
that a fish-carrier called Amphimnastos, while carrying fish to Arcadia, vowed to give
a tenth of the proceeds from his sale of fish to Asclepius;® but he failed to fulfill his
vow. Later while selling fish at Tegea, he was attacked by gnats or fish® suddenly
appearing from everywhere; the spectacle attracted a large crowd and he confessed his

deceit to the god. Upon his entreaties the god relieved him of the attack; and

80" Guarducci (1968-9), 50. Tools used by sacrificial slaughterers are briefly discussed in Robert (1978),
344.

81 On Sybaris as an Achaean colony, see e.g. Arist. Pol. 1303a, Dunbabin (1848), 355fF, Jeffery (1990),
LSAG?, 251-2.

82 A. Johnston’s lecture on epigraphical habits in Archaic Greece on 24 June 2009 in the British School
at Athens.

8 1t is unclear why a fish-carrier should choose Asclepius as the recipient divinity. Dillon (1994), 253,
envisages that he might have incubated in the Asclepium, vowed a dekate, and been cured of a certain
illness but failed to fulfill the vow. Another possibility is that the dekate was vowed to earn favour with
the god of healing (although he had not been treated by Asclepius).

84 ‘Gnats’ according to von Gaetringen’s restoration ééamivac [kwvamia] (accepted in IG IV2.1, 123);

but ‘fish’ according to Peek’s éEamivac oi ixyOvec. Discussed in Dillon (1994), 253, n. 73.
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Amphimnastos dedicated a dekate (presumably using the proceeds from the sale of
the fish) to the god.®® Whether or not the recorded incident was genuine, it is in
keeping with the idea that it was customary for individuals to dedicate a share of their

income to the gods.

Weavers
An epigram attributed to Leonidas of Tarentum in the third century B.C. records

a first offering related to craft-work. Three sisters, who worked as weavers, jointly
dedicated from the tithe of their work (épywv éx dexatac) miscellaneous weaving

tools to Athena: their spindle, the weaving-comb, the loom, the spools, and the
weaving-blade. In return they prayed that the goddess would give them abundance in
their food basket, in other words, prosperity.®® They stressed their poverty by saying
‘as we are poor we offer a small portion of our small possessions as a first offering’
(tTwe 6¢ meviypal € 0Alywv oAtynv poipav anapyoueda), as if apologizing for
the exiguity of their gifts. This epigram apparently shows that individuals could
dedicate humble items associated with their work as first offerings. What is puzzling,
however, is how the dedicators could continue to work without their tools.}” Gow and
Page suggest plausibly that what was dedicated was a representation, such as a
painting or relief, of the objects mentioned rather than the tools themselves. To my
knowledge, this is the only example of individuals dedicating a first offering when
hard-pressed in the hope of a change of fortune, when normally aparchai and dekatai

were made retrospectively in view of some benefits already received.

8 IG1V2.1,123.21-29, SEG XLII 293; Dillon (1994), 253, 260.

8 Gow-Page, HE, 1, 120, 11, 350-2, no. 41, Anth. Pal. 6. 288.

87 Some other dedications (not specifically first offerings) in Book six of Anth. Pal. present similar
problems: e.g. Anth. Pal. 6. 13, 41, 118, 152; Gow (1960), 92. Cf. the female weavers in Anth. Pal. 6.
289, who dedicated their implements when they gave up weaving.
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I1. Reasons or Occasions for Dedication

Epigraphic evidence is mostly uninformative about when and why individuals
brought first offerings to the gods: most dedicators revealed nothing about the
circumstances of their dedications. The discussion which follows is based on the
limited information available; but in reality the occasions and reasons for bringing

them must have been much more diverse and numerous than is presented below.

a) Attica
Vow Fulfillment

First offerings might be dedicated in fulfillment of a vow. Of the 142 first
offerings in Attica that have come down to us, five aparchai (of which two are
supplemented)® and eleven dekatai (including one restoration) mention a vow in
their inscriptions.®® The rest were not demonstrably ‘vowed’ or ‘votives’: they might
have been offered to the gods spontaneously without any prior promises made; yet it

is also possible that a vow was involved but was not made explicit in the inscription.

Wealth and Work

Some individuals indicated the source from which their first offering was made
by the words dpyvpiov, xprpata, xtéavov in the partitive genitive.”® Some
inscriptions refer to €pyov and sometimes ovog and Téxvr, as was common for, but

certainly not exclusive to, artisans.’!

8 Aparchai: IG I 632, 673 (supplemented), 862 (supplemented), 872, IG 112 4599.
8 Dekatai: IG I* 570bis e, 608, 617, 631, 633, 638, 667 (supplemented), 735, 857, 885, IG 11> 4318.

% apyvpiov: IG I 698; xpruata: IG 1P 779, IG 11> 3846, 4904; ktéavov: IG TP 647, 730, IG 11> 4334.
o Epyov: IG 1> 730, TP 608 (supplemented), 628, 695; rovoc: IG 11> 4587; téxvn: IG 1P 766, IG 117
4320 (supplemented).
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Athletic Victory

We have a dekate dated to c. 470-460 in the form of a bronze image of an athlete,

perhaps a disc-thrower. The inscription does not mention athletic activities: &epoc

tec ABevaiac. Oidaiov ¢ dexate (‘sacred to Athena. A tithe from Philaios’); but

the iconography suggests that it might have been dedicated by a victorious athlete.”?
It was a common practice for successful athletes to commemorate their victories by
setting up statues on the Athenian acropolis.”> We know that in the Classical period
Athens granted cash rewards to Athenian victors in the Panhellenic games (in addition
to the honorific garlands they received in the games)® and also victors in various
categories of games at the Panathenaia.’> The dedicator Philaios might have won one

of these games and received a cash reward, a part of which paid for this dedication.

Other Awards of Honour

In the fourth century, an Athenian dedicated a marble base as an aparche to
Athena Ergane for being ‘crowned by the members of his association (thiasotai)’:
Blaxxtoc tnu AOnvlad] | tet Opyavn dnapxnv! avéOnkev otepavw-|0eic vmo
twv Oeowtwv (‘Bacchios dedicated an aparche to Athena Organe having been

crowned by the members of his association’).”® It is unclear why he was crowned,
and whether he received any substantial reward, apart from a symbolic wreath, out of
which the offering was paid for. This is an example where, as was discussed in

Chapter One, the word aparche seems to signify simply a ‘dedication’ rather than a

92 JG 3542, Acr. no. 6614; Borbein (1962-), vol. 3, tab. 21.

% On commemoration of athletic victory, see Hornblower and Morgan (2007), Fisher (2009); on
victory monuments in particular, see Smith (2007).

% Plut. Sol. 23, Diog. Laert. 1.55, Ath. 12.522a-d.

%5 On prizes in the Panathenaic games, see Kyle (1996), Themelis (2007), Fisher (2009), 529.

% JG 11 2939 (=4339). Athena Organe is a variant of Athena Ergane.
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‘part offering’.

Manumission or Legal Victory?

A dossier of 33 inscriptions in the late fourth century, recording silver phialai of
100 drachmai by weight, have traditionally been interpreted as concerning the
manumission of slaves.”’ Recently, however, Meyer has postulated that these
inscriptions were instead inventories recording the dedication of phialai, generated as
a result of the legal victory of metics in a lawsuit called graphe aprostasiou, in which
a metic was charged for failure to pay the metic tax (metoikon) or to have a prostates.
The metic who escaped from conviction, she argues, made a dedication (probably to
Zeus Soter or Eleutherios) paid for by his unsuccessful prosecutor, who would be
fined 1000 drachmai, a tenth of which would be used to dedicate a phiale.”
Although victory commemoration is a familiar motif for first offerings,” there are no
parallels of first offerings dedicated after a legal victory in Attica or elsewhere. It is
also difficult to envisage how in practice the victorious party could dedicate a phiale
paid for by the defeated — an important point not explained by Meyer — since the fine
would presumably go to the state and not the victorious metic as his financial gain.
The nature of the lawsuit and its associated penalties, the dedicator’s identity, the
phiale’s source of funding, and its divine recipient remain largely obscure. In the

absence of further available evidence, Meyer’s arguments must remain hypothetical.

%7 The earlier interpretations are summarized in Meyer (2010), 17-28.
% Meyer (2010), passim.
% E.g. athletic victory, military victory (see Chapter Six).

167



Chapter Five
b) Outside Attica
Vow Fulfillment
Outside Attica no surviving aparche mentions a vow, and only three dekatai

were demonstrably vowed. '

Work

Seven first offerings state that they were made from the earnings of work

(épyov);'®! but none of the inscriptions carries financial designations such as

apyvpiov, xpnuata, ktéavov commonly used at Athens. One could also dedicate a
first offering from the work of another person. In third-century Kalymnos Nicias son
of Thrasymedes dedicated a dekate to Apollo: Nikiac pe avéOnkev AmoAAwvt viog
Opacvunodeoc, Epywv wv o matnp npydcato tnv dexkatny oot (‘Nicias son of
Thrasymedes dedicated me to Apollo, a tithe for you of the work which his father

performed’). Ross thought that Thrasymedes was a sculptor who made a statue at

Epidaurus, whereas Segre argued that he was not.!%? Given the wide applications of

3

the word épydCeoBau to different activities,'” it seems to me more likely that the

phrase épywv v 1jpydcato simply indicates the money his father earned by

working (whatever his work might be) and does not necessarily refer to craftsmanship.
Accordingly this might be a tithe made in fulfillment of his father’s vow or a tithe of
Nicias’ inheritance. Might Thrasymedes have vowed part of his profit when

hard-pressed, and it was fulfilled by his son after his death?

100 fuser. Délos no. 17, IGASMG IV no. 2, IG IV2.1 123.21-29.

01 SEG XXXIV 1189, Lindos 11 no. 2.B.12, McCabe, Miletus Inscriptions, no. 243, McCabe,
Halikarnassos Inscriptions, no. 121, IGASMG 1V no. 15, IG IX.1 131, ASAA4 n.s. 6-7 (1944-5), 146, no.
100.

102° 4844 n.s. 6-7 (1944-45), 146, no. 100. LGPN 1, s.v. @pacoundng (6), s.v. Nixiac (110).
183 1.ST s.v. épyalouat.
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Athletic Victory
In the sixth century an Olympic victor from Sybaris apparently dedicated a

dekate of his prize in his home city in fulfillment of a vow to Athena. A bronze plaque
discovered in Sybaris is thus inscribed: Ao- KAeoupotoc 0 Aelidafo - avéBex’
OAvvriar vikdoac fioo(u) paxoc te mayxos te tabavar aféOAov evéauevoc
oexatav (‘Kleomrotos son of Dexilaos, having won at Olympia, dedicated (this),
equal in length and breadth, having vowed to Athena a tithe of his prizes’).!** The
puzzling phrase ‘equal in length and breadth’ has been variously interpreted and no
solution is entirely satisfactory.!® This dekate is particularly interesting considering
that winners in crown games were only awarded an olive wreath: how would a tithe of
a wreath pay for a dedication? Athens aside, we do not know how many cities in this
period provided cash rewards for their Panhellenic victors.!%® If Kleombrotos had not

received monetary rewards from his home city Sybaris, the dekate would have been

financed by a source different from that mentioned in the inscription.

Seafaring
We have already met a merchant who dedicated a dekate in Harlikarnassos. In

Phaselis in the fourth century, two individuals jointly dedicated a dekate from sailing

(amo vavtidiac dexatn) to Athena Polias. The rectangular marble block bears the
inscription Nikavopoc o Nikiovoc | xai IloAvaivetoc | o INoAvkapteocl|
taBavaiat tat [oAwadt! amo vavtidiag |dexatav avéBexav (‘Nikandros son of

Nikion and Polyainetos son of Polykarteos to Athena Polias dedicated a tithe from a

104 JGASMG 1V no. 2. 1 take d&f¢OAov as a genitive plural; but it can also be an accusative singular. It
is unclear what the initial letters Ao mean: Hornblower (2007), 334, says that ‘they are thought not to
be Homeric dw = dwpa or dwpov = gift, but to refer to a phratry or other kinship group’.

105 Scholars’ interpretations are summarized with bibliography in Young (1984), 131 and Hornblower
(2007), 333-4.

106 On rewards in athletic games, see Young (1984), 115-33, Slater and Suma (2006), 292-8, Fisher
(2009), 529-31.
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voyage’).'"”” The individuals were probably partners in trade, who wanted to thank
Athena for their safe return and perhaps profits made from a commercial voyage.
The Lindian Chronicle records two dekatai related to seafaring but which are of

dubious historicity. Aretos and his children are said to have dedicated a ceramic vessel

(éxwéa, probably some vase) as a dekate from the ship from Crete (bekatn vaog

tac &éx Kpntag).'® Anther entry mentions a wooden cow and calf, dedicated as a
dekate by Amphinomos and his children from Sybaris after their ship had been saved
(Aupivouoc xai matdec an’ evpvyopov Xvpapetoc vaoc cwbOeioac Ttavd’
dvéQev dexatav).'” This entry is likely to have been fabricated out of particular

Lindian interest to assert links with Sybaris as a Rhodian colony.!'® If we were to
take the dedication and inscription at face value, the dedicators were probably
engaged in some commercial activities, and their ship perhaps sailed past or was
saved near Lindos.!!! It is not clear whether the tenth represented a part of the profit
made in the voyage or a part of the value of the cargo that would otherwise have been
lost in a potential disaster. Rhodes’ location on the trade route to the East probably
made the sanctuary of Athena at Lindos a focus of ‘pilgrimage’ for traders passing by.
A parallel can be drawn from Herodotus’ narrative of the Samian merchants, whose

ship was blown off course to the Pillars of Heracles and met with unexpected good
fortune. They used a dekate of their profit (dexatn Twv émikepdiwv), six talents, to

dedicate a bronze crater in the temple of Hera at Samos.!!?

107 TAM 11, no. 1184.

198 Iindos 11, no. 2.B.105-6.

19 Lindos 11, no. 2.C.15-20.

110" A tradition in Strab. 6.1.14 says that Sybaris was colonized by Rhodes; but Sybaris is also said to be
an Achaean colony in Arist. Pol. 1303a, Dunbabin (1948), 355ff, Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 251-2. Higbie
(2003), 107-8, does not comment on this dedication’s authenticity.

I Higbie (2003), 107. On commerce between Rhodes and Sicily, see Dunbabin (1948), 226-40.

12 Hdt. 4.152.
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Manumission
In the late sixth century, a freedman called Philes dedicated a dekate in Chios.

The inscription on the limestone base seems to suggest that it was ‘a tithe of the

possessions of Ariston’ (DiAnc davédnkev odexatny  Ttwv  ApioTwvog
e&elevBe po<;),113 who might have been his former master. It was not uncommon for

a master to free his slave and to adopt him as his heir,''* which may help to explain
the phrase dexatnv twv Apiotwvoc. The dekate might have been a thank-offering to

the gods for being freed as well as a means of publicizing his manumitted status.'!®

Unknown Occasion
A stone stele erected in the Samian Heraion records the offering of a dekate to
Hera. No occasion for dedication is mentioned; I have nevertheless included it here

since it is particularly interesting.

--niskos son of Xen-

I [.vioxoc Elevi- odokos and Demis

[o]60Ko0, Anuilc] son of Pythokles,
[IT]JvBoxAéoc o- Perinthian kinsmen
[ilxnunior? Teplil- (of Samos) (?),
5 vOiwou it Hp- fulﬁlhng their tithe
. dedicated to Hera
ntavébeoav
] ) a gold Gorgon,
deratny €p- a silver Siren,
dovteg yop- a silver phiale,
yvpnv xpvorn- a bronze lampstand,
10 v, geprva dpy- bought all together

for two hundred and
twelve Samian staters
along with the stone.

vpeov, PLaAn-
v apyvpny, Av-
xvinv xaAxkn-

13 Forrest (1963), 54, no. 3, SEG XXII, 509, McCabe, Chios Inscriptions, no. 154. I take tav
Aplotwvog as a partitive genitive qualifying dexd1nv, indicating the source from which the tithe was
taken. Cf. Forrest (1963), 54, no. 3, who thought that ‘strictly speaking twv Apiotwvoc might be
construed with dexdtny, éEedevBepoc or PiArnc’, envisaging all three possibilities of ‘a tithe of the
property of Ariston’, ‘a freedman of the household of Ariston’ (his preferred translation) and ‘Philes
who is a freedman and a member of the unit called oi ApioTwvoc’.

114 Zelnick-Abramovitz (2005), esp. 162-7.

115 On the publication of manumission status, see Zelnick-Abramovitz (2005), 184ff.
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v ovovnuéva
15 ovvnavta 6-

[tInkooiwy dv-

WOEKWY oTAT-

Nnpwv Lapiow-

v ovv Tt AiBw([d]. '
The inscription was dated to c. 600-550 in Klaffenbach’s edito princeps in 1953,
whereas Jeffery dated it to c. 525 based on its Samian lettering.!!” The letters
O.KHIHIOI in lines 3-4, engraved in apposition to [Iep[iJvOior and qualifying the
two individuals’ names, have been variously interpreted. Unable to make sense of the
letters O.KHIHIOI, Klaffenbach suggested that they probably concealed a word for
some form of craftsman, and took the offering to be comparable to craftsmen’s
dedications on the Athenian acropolis.''® Robert assumed dittography by the
stonecutters and proposed reading oixntot, which he understood as referring to the

kinship between the two individuals.''® However, Guarducci argued that the

stonecutter might have mistaken ¢ for 7, so that the otherwise unattested adjective

oixntnior should be read, describing the two individuals as Samian colonists (i.e.

original settlers) who settled in Perinthus on the Propontis and who, returning to their
home-city Samos, offered the dekate whether by goodwill or by obligation.!?® Her

emendation has been rejected by Robert and Graham on the ground that this adjective,
derived from the noun oixnt1c, is unattested.
Graham confirms by autopsy that Klaffenbach rendered the letters on the stone

correctly. He suggests reading o[i[xni{nifor (as Robert did), which in his view refers

116 JG XI1.6 577; McCabe, Samos Inscriptions, no. 218, ThesCRA, vol. 1, 277, no. 31 (modified from
Parker’s translation in ThesCRA).

17 Klaffenbach (1953), 15-20 (= SEG XII 391), Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 365-6; but we do not know
whether the cutter was a Samian or a Perinthian.

118 Klaffenbach (1953), 15-20.

119 Robert (1959), REG 72, 225, no. 320.

120 Guarducci (1956) (= SEG XV 526).
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to kinship between the Perinthian individuals and their mother-city Samos: the
meaning of oixeloc as ‘kin, related’!?! was perhaps extended to colonial relationship;

hence the Perinthian colonists called themselves ‘kinsmen’ (of Samos).'?? In other
words, while both Guarducci and Graham agree that the colonial relationship between
Perinthos and Samos is concerned,'?® Guarducci regarded the dedicators as Samians
who settled in Perinthos and who brought offerings to their home-city, while Graham
thinks that they were Perinthian colonists sending offerings to their mother-city.'**
Although it was common for colonies to send first offerings to their mother-city (see
Chapter Seven), the lack of indication that the two individuals were Perinthian
representatives goes decisively against Graham’s view: we would expect the
dedication to be made in the name of the dedicating city (rather than in the
individuals’ own name) if this was a public dedication.

It seems to me more likely that we have here a private dedication offered at their

own initiatives by two Perinthians who lived on Samos, with the phrase o[i]xni{ni}or
[Iepl[i]vOiot signifying that they were ‘Perinthian kinsmen (of Samos)’. Nevertheless,

the statement of its exact cost is most unusual: nowhere do we find a ‘converted’ first
offering stating explicitly its monetary value in its inscription. The individuals might
have vowed a dekate of certain proceeds (the total value of which would be 2120

staters if the dekate was a literal tenth), and in fulfillment of their vow they

121 1.SJ s.v. oiketog 11.1. The vocabulary and idea of kinship (oiketdtne, ovyyévera) was frequently
invoked in colonial relations and other interstate dealings; see e.g. Curty (1995), Hornblower
(1991-2008), vol.2, 61-80, Jones (1999). Hornblower argues that this was true not only of the
Hellenistic period but also of the Classical period.

122 Graham (1964a), 73-5, Graham (1964b), 162-3. Based on Graham (1964a)’s interpretation, Parker
in ThesCRA, vol. 1,277, no. 31, translates ‘kinsmen (of Samos) from Perinthos’.

123 Perinthus was founded as a Samian colony in c. 602 B.C.: Plut. Mor. 303 F, Shipley (1987), 51 and

n. 18.

124 Cf. Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 365, no. 35 with n. 4, who, while accepting that ofi]xni{ni}ot probably
means colonists rather than ‘the settlers’ (i.e. original colonists from Samos), wonders whether the
word oix7iot may mean ‘Perinthian officials responsible for the gifts stored in a Perinthian oixoc or

Treasury in the Samian Heraion, like the oixot at Delphi and Olympia’.
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scrupulously stated the total value of their offerings so as to indicate that a tenth

exactly measured was duly paid to the goddess.

I1I. First Offerings and their Dedicators: Some Observations

From what we have seen above, there is no substantial difference between
dedicatory practices in Attica and other parts of Greece with regard to making first
offerings. In both regions dedicators came from a variety of ‘occupational’
backgrounds; and the reasons or occasions for dedication were very similar, where
they were indicated in the inscriptions. In both areas are attested first offerings made
in fulfillment of a vow, in gratitude for the profits of work and trade, and in
commemoration of athletic victories and retirement. There is an over-concentration of
marble monuments on the Athenian acropolis; but we must not neglect that other less

expensive objects - vessels (such as hydriai, kalpeis, kylikes, phialai, skyphoi and

6 8 9

vases),'?> personal items,'?° ritual objects,'?’ tools of trade,'?® money'?’ and other

objects!'*®

- were also presented by individuals in different parts of Greece as first
offerings to the gods. Some of these items are presumably rather cheap and humble, 3!

presenting to us a very different world from that of the conspicuous bronze and

marble statues alluded to in Isaecus 5.42 cited at the beginning of this chapter.

125 Hydriai: IG 13 574; kalpis, kylikes, skyphos: SEG XXXVIII 783 a-d, f, Martelli (1988), 113-5;
phialai: IG 1? 559, 561bis, 565, 566, 570bis a, c-f; vases: IG I® 554bis, 583j, I; other ceramic fragments:
SEG XLIV 1541, nos. 6, 7, 8.

126 E.g. IG I* 548bis (bronze mirror handle), /G XIV 644 (small bronze statuette of a kanephoros,
probably a mirror support).

127 E.g. IG 1* 547, Kaltsas and Shapiro (2008), 53, no. 12: a cymbal in the form of a small bronze disc,
probably part of the percussion instrument in cult dance in orgiastic rites and mysteries.

128 EB.g. IG XIV 643, IGASMG 1V no. 15 (bronze axe).

129 B.g. IG 11> 1388.69 (398/7 B.C.): Andron from the Attic deme Elaious dedicating two gold

drachmai, probably in gold coins, as an aparche (Avopwv EAaidotoc annplato yxpvoac : |‘ |'). PAA
I, 129270 (= PA 922), takes him as a goldsmith; but this is not apparent in the text.

130 E.g. I Histriae 101: a sixth-century fragmentary roof tile inscribed with the word apargma.

Bl E.g. a kylix is estimated to cost 1 drachma by Boardman (1988), 372, and a few obols by Stissi
(2002), 194. On the price of pottery in ancient Greece, see the list of prices in Johnston (1979), 33,
Amyx (1985), 277, table 1, with additions in Stissi (2002), 192.
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While first-fruits of harvest and daily meals (Chapters Three and Four) were
presumably offered to the gods on a more or less regular basis, the vast majority of
first offerings in this chapter were apparently ad hoc offerings not governed by
particular times or seasons. Rather they seem to have been motivated by occasions
considered by the individual as worthy of commemoration or thanksgiving, be it a
windfall, an agonistic victory, other awards of honour, a profitable voyage,
manumission or retirement. As was discussed in Chapter Two, every time an
individual came off well in an enterprise, he owed an ‘occasional’ debt to the gods;
offering an aparche or a dekate was a way of settling it in part. Since they were
usually made after certain success or benefits was attained or obtained, first offerings
were akin to ‘thank-offerings’ (yaptotrpta) or ‘good news offerings’ (evayyéAia).
Very rarely do we find an individual making a first offering in a difficult situation in
the hope of a change of fortune: the impoverished weavers in Anth. Pal. 6.288, who
offered a dekate and prayed for prosperity, provide one such rare example.'*?
Nevertheless, the distinction thus made between first offerings made in ‘good’ or ‘bad’
times can be somewhat slippery, as individuals might vow a first offering when

hard-pressed, to be fulfilled subsequently when they had a better fortune. '

Many of
the work-related first offerings were doubtless time-restricted and conditional: one

might vow an aparche or a dekate of his next year’s earnings, for example, should his

trade be prosperous or should it meet a certain return.

It is sometimes suggested that an aparche represents the ‘first earnings’ of a

erson’s work.!3* However, none of the first offerings collected in this study can be
p g y

132 Gow-Page, HE, 1, 120, I1, 350-2, no. 41, Anth. Pal. 6. 288.
133 See e.g. Gow-Page, HE, 1, 148, 11, 426-7, no. 2, Anth. Pal. 6.285.
134 “First earnings’ is the English translation given for aparche in several marble monuments in the new
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shown to have been offered using the dedicator’s ‘first earnings’. It is also unlikely
that an average individual’s first salary, say first monthly income,'* would be
sufficient for commissioning an expensive marble monument worth perhaps several
hundred or even several thousand drachmai (see below). While we cannot rule out the
possibility that some individuals might have expended their first earnings on a first
offering, there is no such information in the evidence available; or some individuals
might have done so but the information has not come down to us. Rather some of the
monuments appear to have been set up rather late in the dedicator’s life (such as
Nearchos, Euphronios, and Melinna whom we met earlier), perhaps using part of
his/her savings after a period of successful working and earning. Retirement offerings
probably served to mark the end of a career on the one hand, and to thank the gods for
the prosperity enjoyed in life on the other. They are part offerings, but not strictly
“first part offerings’: the idea of the ‘preliminary’ is significantly weakened and it is

unclear where their sense of ‘firstness’ is.

The frequency with which first offerings were made probably depended on an
individual’s circumstances, his/her means as well as the nature and cost of the object.
Our evidence suggests the possibility that first offerings could be dedicated more than
once by the same individual in his/her lifetime. The Onesimos we met earlier
dedicated seven marble basins, each was described as an aparche, in his own name,
and a marble pillar as an aparche jointly with his son.!*® Nevertheless, we do not
know if the seven basins were dedicated on one or seven different occasions; and if

the former, they would constitute one aparche. The case of Onesimos is perhaps

Acropolis Museum at Athens (Acr. nos. 681, 6503, 6505+136; IG I° 628, 647, 680).

135 Ordinary individual earned about 1 drachma per day in Classical Athens. On wages of different
workers in Classical Athens, see Loomis (1998).

136 1G 1% 699, 926-932. Cf. the Latin inscription from Capua CIL X 3956 (= ILS 3413), which mentions
a fruit-seller who three times made tithes to Hercules and lived 102 years.
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unusual, as it is unlikely for an ordinary individual to dedicate on the same scale.
Apart from Onesimos, if the woman Glyke who dedicated a bronze mirror handle as a
dekate in c. 480 was the same Glyke who dedicated a bronze base as a dekate in the
same period, this would be a further example of repeated dedications of first
offerings.'*’” Some individuals probably dedicated an aparche (or a dekate) as well as
other unspecified offerings.'*® Most remarkable of all is Onesagoras son of Philonios,
who presented to a Nymph some 270 items of inscribed pottery, on which he is
described as dexatn@opoc (‘tithe-receiving’ or ‘tithe-paying’), in the Nymphaeum at
Kafizin in Cyprus in the last quarter of the third century B.C. Unfortunately it is
unclear whether these were tithes or not, and whether these were his own dedications

or some payment he collected from another party for the Nymph.'*

I said earlier that first offerings tend to be made on certain occasions considered
by the individual concerned as worthy of thanksgiving or commemoration; but we
should be aware that the same occasion could motivate others kinds of offerings than
aparchai and dekatai. For example, on the Athenian acropolis are several dedications
commemorating victories of various kinds; but these are not first offerings.'** Various
retirement offerings are recorded in epigrams, but these are not first offerings
either.'*! In other words, on any given occasion, individuals were free to choose what
kind of offerings to make and what word to use in their dedicatory inscription, be it
aparche, dekate, anathema, mnema, doron, hieron or later charisterion etc.; and it is

completely obscure to us how they decided on this. This lack of direct correlation

371G P 536, 548 bis; LGPN I s.v. [Avkn (1) and (11).

138 E.g. 1) Hippotherides, a demesman of Acharnai who dedicated a dekate in IG 1> 698, is according to
LGPN 11 identical to the dedicator in /G I* 971 (not a first offering). 2) The washerwoman’s name
Smikythe in /G I* 794 also appears in /G I* 700 (not a first offering), but without the patronymic the
two might or might not be the same person (see n. 51).

139 Mitford (1980), Jim (forthcoming b).

140 E.g. IG I’ 597 (victory in the Pentathlon), 757 (athletic victory), 893 (victory in wonder-making).

141 E.g. Anth. Pal. 6. 4, 25-30, 90, 95, 104.
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between the reasons or occasions for dedication and the kind of offering blurs the
distinction between first offerings and some other anathemata. We have, for example,

a fifth-century acropolis dedication described as a ‘memorial of prospering [works]’
(uvnua [Epyolv BaAdovtov); the partitive genitive [€pyolv OaAdvTov makes it very
similar to a first offering.'* Likewise, in a fifth-century inscription at Olympia

already mentioned ([tév]oe Aixov Al 60pov an’ [épyacilac avéOexev | avtoc
notéfolag . .. ... e.eL oopiav),'"” the difference between ddpov dn’ [¢pyacilac
and drapxn an’ [épyaocilac is imperceptible to our eyes. A further example is a

fragmentary verse inscription thus restored: [-uu— dvéBQexev amo klteav[ov] [t6d’

dyaiual, | [kavtd kai yeveag pvep’ émdyiyvoluévoig].'** If the supplement

[arto x]teav[ov] may be relied upon, this is akin to a first offering of one’s

possessions we saw earlier, %

except that the term aparche or dekate is not used.
Here we return to the question already discussed in the introductory chapter: the
identification of first offerings based on the actual appearance of the word aparche,
dekate and the like in the sources is a relatively secure but admittedly not entirely

satisfactory criterion; dedications intended as first offerings but not described

explicitly as such will easily elude us.

The prominence of potters/painters in the evidence collected remains to be
considered. As we have already seen, Raubitschek had a tendency to identify
dedicators with known potters/painters based on often tenuous links, with the result

that as many as 29 potters’ dedications were identified in his collection of acropolis

142 JG 13718; its similarity with an aparche or a dekate is also noted in Friedlinder (1948), no. 116.
83 SEG XXV 463, Lazzarini no. 819, cf. CEG no. 387 (see n. 44).
14 IG3811.

45 E.g IG P 647,730, IG 1124334,
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dedications in 1949.'%6 Yet even if we reject most of his identifications as uncertain,
we are still left with five dedicators who were almost certainly potters, of whom three
set up first offerings on the acropolis.!*” The fact that securely identified potters
outnumber other job descriptions among dedicators of first offerings on the acropolis
is telling enough. The presence of the cult of Athena Ergane, patroness of art and craft,
on the acropolis might have attracted dedications from craftsmen and craftswomen to
the goddess even if few offerings were specifically addressed to Athena with the cult
epithet Ergane.!*® First offerings from potters reflect their attempts to cultivate the
goddess’ favour for protection of their trade. A passage in the Pseudo-Herodotean Vita
Homeri invokes Athena to assist in the firing of pots, while at the same time evoking
demons who could break pots in the kilns should potters be deceitful.!*’ There is also
evidence to suggest that artisans were aware of the potential risks in their trade. Many
clay plaques discovered at the sanctuary of Poseidon and Amphitrite at Penteskoupha,
near potters’ quarters in Corinth, depict potters working in precarious conditions:
potters are shown stoking up the fire or climbing up the kiln to close the vent hole
when it is flaring dangerously during the firing process.'*° Given the risks in pottery
production, it was perhaps no less important to appeal to the gods in pottery than in

other matters such as agriculture. !>!

That more potters/painters can be identified than other ‘occupations’ in the

146 DAA, p. 457-8, 465.

147 See n. 13.

148 Only three first offerings on the Athenian acropolis were addressed specifically to Athena Ergane:
IG 112 2939 (=4339), 4318, 4334. On Athena Ergane, see Paus. 1.24.3, Harrison (1894), Geagan (1996),
esp. 154, Keesling (2003), 75, Parker (2003), 181, n. 76. On the link between Athena Ergane and craft,
see Soph. fr. 844, Parker (2005), 464-5.

149 ps.-Hdt. Vit. Hom. 32.

150 Penteskouphia plaques: e.g. Staatliche Museen, East Berlin, nos. 611, 616, 802B, 827 B 909B;
Noble (1988), 151, figs. 232-6, Boardman (1998), 203, figs. 409.2-3, Boardman (2001), 140, figs.
173.2. On the potential dangers in pottery production, see Noble (1988), 157-61.

131 Cf. Vernant (1983c), 253-4, who argued that agricultural and military matters in the ancient world
presupposed greater dependence on the gods than did artisans’ trade.
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available evidence, however, does not mean that in actual practice more
potters/painters dedicated first offerings than individuals in other trades did. In his
article on the organization of production and its influence on Athenian economy and
society, Harris has collected from epigraphic and literary sources a total of some 170
‘occupations’ at Athens between 500 and 250 B.C. Of the some 280 surviving
instances of first offerings from Attica and elsewhere collected in this study, only
eight instances (or 2.8 per cent) declare the dedicators’ ‘occupation’ explicitly.!?
These eight instances involve five different kinds of work, which represent about
three per cent of the different ‘occupations’ identified by Harris.!** As we have seen

in Chapter Three, remarkably few dedicators identified themselves as a farmer
(yewpyoc) in their dedicatory inscriptions although the population of Attica consisted

largely of farmers. This is supported by Harris, who observes that ‘of the roughly 170
occupations relatively few are in agriculture and animal husbandry’.!'>* Farmers
probably simply did not feel the need to categorize themselves as such in a society
where most people worked the land. We must therefore not be distracted by the few
instances of first offerings which state the individuals’ ‘occupations’. While it may
seem intriguing to find such dedications, it is easy to overestimate their

significance. !>

The prominence of artisans over other kinds of workers on the Athenian
acropolis is an interesting phenomenon for which historians have tried to provide

explanations. It also raises questions of the relationship between dedicator’s

152 They include 3 potters, 2 fullers, 1 washerwoman, a butcher, and a merchant. Other dedicators, e.g.
Onesimos (vase painter?), Melinna (most probably a craftswoman), Menandros (Athenian treasurer?),
whose ‘occupations’ are identified only indirectly by name-matching or by inference from the
information in the inscription are not counted here.

153 Harris (2001), 88-99, appendix 1.

154 Harris (2001), 69.

155 Arafat and Morgan (1989), 312.
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‘occupation’ or social status and the nature of his/her dedication. Raubitschek
interpreted artisans’ dedications (not first offerings specifically) as follows:
‘The many dedications erected by artisans indicate the great importance of

the industry, and especially pottery, at Athens. It is noteworthy that all
these dedications are later than 525 B.C, and most of them can be dated

after 510 B.C. It is, therefore, safe to assume that the Athenian favavool,
who became wealthy in the course of the second half of the sixth century,
gained social standing as well when the democracy was established.’ !%
The whole issue of the social status of artisans and the prosperity of their trade in the
Archaic and Classical periods remains an obscure and complex matter.!>’ While some

t,158 others argue

scholars think that they were socially and economically insignifican
for their increased esteem and importance in Classical Athens.!® All three first
offerings made by the potters/painters (Nearchos, Euphronios, Peikon) we met earlier
consist of marble korai of various sizes, which were undoubtedly expensive
monuments. '®® Several of the potters/painters (Nearchos, Euphronios, Andokides, and
perhaps Onesimos (?)) who set up expensive marble dedications on the acropolis —

that is, if the identification between the dedicator and the potter/painter of the same

name is correct — are said to have been well-known artisans and/or owners of a

136 DAA, p. 465.

157 The most recent and comprehensive study of the socio-economic status of artisans is by Feyel
(2006), who demonstrates the heterogeneity in the civic status and socio-economic grouping of artisans
working in sanctuaries in the Classical and Hellenistic periods. Yet his study is of limited relevance to
our purpose, since he concentrates on one particular type of artisans, builders working in sanctuaries,
but not potters and vase painters.

158 E.g. de Ste. Croix (1981), 274-5, Gill and Vickers (1990), 6-8, Gill and Vickers (1994), 93-6.

159 Raubitschek in DAA, p. 458, 465, Williams (1990), 36, Wagner (2000), 386-7.

160 Tt is uncertain how much an average marble statue would have cost; but from the fourth-century
account of the rebuilding of the temple of Apollo in Delphi, Bousquet (1988), 51-60, at 55, shows that
each of the 24 pedimental statues (in Athenian pentelic marble) cost 5000 Attic drachmai or 3500
Aeginetan drachmai; followed by Rolley (1994), 56. But these splendid statues in Delphi by famous
sculptors, together with the transport cost, must have been significantly more expensive than an
average statue dedicated locally on the Athenian acropolis. As for bronze monuments, Schol. Pind.
Nem.5.1 gives 3000 drachmai as the cost of a bronze statue in Pindar’s day. Yet 3000 drachmai is also
the price given in /G 11> 555 and Diog. Laert. 6.35 for a standard honorific bronze statue in the
Hellenistic period. If it is correct to think that the scholia might have taken this later Hellenistic price as
the price in Pindar’s day, the cost of a bronze statue can be estimated as higher than 3000 drachmai in
the Classical period. Discussed also in Smith (2007), 101-2.
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prosperous workshop; ! yet the argument risks being circular as some scholars seem
to have taken the scale of the dedication as an indication of the scale of prosperity of
the dedicator’s trade.'®> More recently, Stissi has argued that the cost of statue
dedications by potters very likely exceeded even an extremely profitable order or their

best year’s income, '

so that a period of successful working, earning and saving was
probably required before a statue could be dedicated to mark the end of a potter’s
career.'®* However that may be, some of the elaborate dedications from artisans on
the Athenian acropolis suggest that at least some of the artisans had ample resources.
But individual potters’ prosperity was perhaps not typical of the whole artisan trade;
the few elaborate sculptural dedications cannot be taken as a sufficient indicator that
pottery as a trade brought financial or social success to all potters. The marble bases

on the acropolis should not obscure the possibility raised earlier that smaller and less

expensive dedications of pottery might also have been dedicated by craftsmen.

Influenced perhaps by the assumption that members of the lower socio-economic
groups could not have dedicated expensive monuments, some scholars are inclined to
think that their dedicators must have been exceptionally well-off individuals or
members of a prosperous trade. Smikythe’s dekate, a marble basin, seems to involve
such extraordinary expenditure for a washer-woman that Vickers proposes that the
textile industry at Athens was much more prosperous than we tend to think.!6

Another first offering, an aparche of a catch from perhaps a fisherman, is explained

161 See Webster (1972), ch. 1.

162 E.g. Webster (1972), 4: ‘another indication of the scale of a workshop is given by the dedications
made by potters which are described as tithes or first-fruits’; 10: ‘this must have been a prosperous
workshop since... Nearchos... dedicated a large kore in 510 B.C. or a little earlier’.

163 A useful list of prices of pottery can be found in Johnston (1979), 33, Amyx (1958), 277, table 1,
Stissi (2002), 192. However, it is difficult to use the evidence of pottery prices as a basis upon which to
estimate the status of pottery and the profitability of the trade for complex reasons discussed in Stissi
(2002), 190-5.

164 Stissi (2002), esp. 159-160.

165 Washerwoman: IG I* 794; Vickers (1985), 125, n. 162. Discussed on p. 157 above.
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by Raubitschek as follows:
‘the dedicator ([Nau?]lochos) need not necessarily have been a poor
fisherman who was once in his life successful.... It is quite conceivable
that the dedicator, if he was a fisherman at all, was doing business on a
larger scale. The same should be said of most of the dedications of people

who mention their occupation; they must have been very prosperous in

their business to afford a dedication on the acropolis, and they may have

mentioned their business in the inscription as a kind of advertisement’. %

While I do not rule out the possibility of an exceptionally successful washerwoman or
fisherman, Vickers’ and Raubitschek’s contentions originate from attempts to resolve
the apparent incompatibility between an expensive dedication and an ordinary
individual in the lower social classes. It seems to me equally possible, if not more
likely, that this Smikythe was a menial worker of modest means rather than a wealthy

member of the textile trade,'®’

and that [Nau?]lochos was an ordinary fisherman,
since other hanausoi abounded on the Athenian acropolis: besides craftsmen, there are
also dedications set up by a female bread-seller, a workman, a tanner, a fuller, and
several clothes-washers.!%® In view of other job descriptions on the acropolis,
dedicators of expensive first offerings did not have to be exceptionally well-off or
successful individuals. There is nothing that prevented an average individual from
offering an aparche or a dekate if he or she felt moved to and could afford to do so.

Unfortunately, however, little is known about the price of different kinds of marble

monuments in the Classical period based on which to estimate the dedicator’s

166 Fisherman: IG I 828; Raubitschek in DAA no. 229, p. 262. Discussed on p. 157 above.

167 Ridgway (1987), 402, is in favour of the former; Kron (1996), 165 envisages both possibilities.
Phot. and Hesych. s.v. Aovtpidec attest to a sacred office associated with the festival Plynteria, but the
title was plyntrides, which gives as singular plyntris, not plyntria. It seems to me more probable that the
use of the word plyntria in our inscription /G I? 794, together with the presence of other washerwomen
and banausoi on the acropolis (see the following note), points to a washerwoman, not a sacred title.

168 Other banausoi: e.g. IG T* 546 (a female bread-seller, dptonawAic), IG TP 554 (a fuller, xvapeve),
IG TP 606 (a workman/craftsman, téxktwv), IG I® 646 (a tanner, ckvA0deaq- -), IG 11?2934 (a group of
clothes-cleaners, mAvvrc); but these are not first offerings and therefore are not discussed here.
According to Dem. 57.45, if the defendant Euxitheus’ words can be trusted, many citizen women had in
the past been forced by poverty to work as wet-nurses, weavers and fruit-pickers, and that many after
bring poor are now rich (moAAai & éx mevijtwv mtAovoiat vov). Might our washerwoman Smikythe
have become rich and dedicated a first offering?
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resources or the period of earning and saving required for a particular type of
monument to be dedicated.!®® Yet it is reasonable to think that expensive marble
dedications must have involved a substantial part of the savings of ordinary
individuals of little distinction and modest means. What would provide a sufficient
motivation for humble individuals, such as an ordinary washerwoman and an ordinary
fisherman, to expend a large sum on a dedication? Doubtless these individuals set up
first offerings feeling that they had depended on, and owed their livelihoods to, the
gods in one way or another. Yet the question of the extent to which these monuments
were a means of self-display or an expression of piety necessarily remains

unanswerable.

The tendency to draw far-reaching conclusions about the socio-political position
of potters based on a few pieces of evidence is seen not only in Raubitschek. Neer’s
study of the interactions between vase-painting and social or political discourses at
Athens in the late Archaic and early Classical periods, despite being an ambitious
piece of work, is another illustration of this trend. On the basis of eight vase-paintings
in which members of the Pioneer group depicted potters (either other potters or the
maker himself) as participants in symposia or other activities with aristocratic
connotations, Neer identifies a high degree of class consciousness among the
vase-painters and sees vase-paintings as ‘sites of negotiations’ between artisans and

aristocrats.!’”® As the rise of vase-paintings coincided with democratic developments

169 Nolan (1981), 57-9, also cited in Oliver (2000), 76, gives the cost of an uninscribed marble slab for
a public document at between 11 and 23 drachmai (including the cost of quarrying, preparation, and
transporting) in the fourth century. This is similar to Nielsen et al. (1989)’s estimate of the cost of a
funerary monument at between 10 and 20 drachmai in the fourth century. Cf. Lawton (1995), 25:
fourth-century stelai with reliefs cost between 20-50 drachmai.

170 Neer (2002), esp. 87-134. Note the objections in the useful review of G. Hedreen, BMCR
2003.03.20.
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at Athens,!”! he argues that these ‘potter-portraits’ (Neer’s phrase) were exploited by
potters/painters as a medium through which to express their aspiration to aristocratic
lifestyle. Several difficulties with Neer’s argument need to be addressed: among the
eight potter-portraits on which Neer based his arguments, only one (Smikros’ stamnos)
was unquestionably a self-portrait. The other seven ‘potter-portraits’ all depicted other
members of the Pioneer Group rather than the maker himself; and there is insufficient
evidence to show that they were, as Neer suggests, intended as ‘a stand-in’ for the
maker who projected himself into the position of the person depicted. Where another
potter was depicted as a symposiast or aristocrat, it is arguable what the maker’s
intentions were: was it to flatter a fellow potter/painter in the same trade, or was it to
mock another’s ambition, or was it a mere fantasy? In fact it is equally plausible to
interpret potters’/painters’ references to each other on these ‘potter-portraits’ as a
discourse between members in the same trade rather than between artisans and the
elites. These ‘potter-portraits’ form such a tiny proportion of all the surviving
vase-paintings that it is dangerous to generalize about potters’ aspiration to higher
social status during Athenian democratic developments. Neer’s study is another
illustration of the tendency to attribute to the materials socio-political implications

which may not have existed.

Instead of competitions with or emulation of the upper classes, or polemical
expressions of class consciousness by the lower socio-economic groups, dedications
bearing one’s ‘occupation’ in the inscription should be understood in terms of the
individuals’ self-perception of their work and dedication. The ancient Greeks have left

us with little or no direct evidence concerning their attitude to their work. Individuals’

17! Neer dates the beginning of red-figure vase-painting to 520 B.C. and its end to the first quarter of
the fifth century B.C.
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sense of identity with their work, explicit in only a handful of personal statements
(such as the inscriptions of the retired mother and the great merchant seen earlier), is
implicit in the ‘occupational’ designations inscribed on their dedications. In indicating
his name and ‘profession’ in his inscription, an individual must have prided himself
on his fechne and the success of his trade regardless of what others or posterity might
think of the status of his work. We may get the impression from orations in the
Athenian assembly and the law courts that manual labour and ‘banausic occupations’
in general were scorned at Athens. But such rhetoric cannot be taken as a faithful
representation of popular attitudes to these activities.!”> Ancient philosophers’

3 on the other hand, was based on its obstacles to

prejudice against manual labour,!”
the wellbeing of the mind or soul and not so much the character of the work itself.
Attitudes to individuals’ ‘occupations’ seem to take on a somewhat different tone once
we enter the religious sphere: a washerwoman and a fuller could proudly declare their
‘occupation’, almost as if the value of their work was re-defined in a dedicatory
context. In other words, the value of a given ‘occupation’ may differ between ancient
and modern perspectives, and between political and religious contexts. Dedication on
the acropolis provided a useful channel in which individuals, irrespective of their
gender, ‘occupation’, and social standing, could express their piety and ‘occupational’
pride without being frowned upon. It was not social status per se that determined who
would dedicate an object of what kind and value. The salient point about dedication is

precisely that individuals, everyone from the most prominent to the most humble,

could offer something of their own to the gods.

172 E.g. Andoc. 1.146, Dem. 25.38, 57.30-36; Ober (1989), 274-7, 310-11.
173 E.g. Xen. Oec. 4.2-3, Arist. [Oec.] 1343b, Arist. Pol. 1277a-b, 1337b.
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Chapter VI
Military First Offerings
In his account of the battle of Sagra in the sixth century, Justin tells us that the
people of Croton consulted the oracle at Delphi about the war against Locri, and were
told that they would win by vows rather than weapons.! Croton vowed a tenth of the
booty to Apollo if she won the battle, whereupon Locri vowed a ninth to outbid her
enemy and came off successfully.? Despite being a late source, the tradition
demonstrates that it was standard practice to give the gods a tenth of the profits of war,
and that first offerings of spoils provided a way of cultivating the gods’ favour in

military affairs.

This chapter looks at the customary practice, widespread among Greek cities, of
giving part of the fruits of war to the gods as a first offering after a successful military
enterprise.® Individuals might also offer part of what they personally acquired in wars;
but there is very little evidence for private dedications of this kind. Military first
offerings could take various forms, such as captured spoils, conquered territory, or
more commonly a commemorative monument. Compared to the humble first
offerings of agricultural produce or food and drink seen in the preceding chapters,
victory offerings were made on a much larger scale: their value could range from

several to a hundred talents. Since considerable sums of money were involved, they

' On the oracle, see Parke and Wormell (1956), vol. 2, no. 76, Fontenrose (1978), 310, no. 127.
Fontenrose considers it as not genuine.

2 Justin, Epit. 20.3.

3 Almost all first offerings collectively made by a Greek city or cities were military in nature. To my
knowledge, there are only isolated non-military first offerings publically dedicated: 1) Paus. 5.27.9,
10.9.4: Corcyra dedicated a bronze bull in Delphi as a dekate in return for a large catch of tunnies;
another bronze bull not specified as a first offering was set up at Olympia. 2) Hdt. 3.57, Paus. 10.11.2:
the Siphnians built a treasury in Delphi in obedience to Apollo’s oracle using a tithe of the revenue
from their gold and silver mines; they continued to pay the tithe until they neglected the payment and
their mines were flooded. 3) Neapolis’ aparche (perhaps regularly made?) to her Virgin goddess in the
fifth century, alluded to in /G I°* 101, but its nature remains unclear (see Chapter Seven, n. 12). 4)
Aparchai dispatched by state delegations to Eleusis, Delos, Delphi and cities holding new Panhellenic
festivals (these will be discussed in Chapter Seven).
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had a much larger scope for ostentatious display and inter-state competition than other
kinds of first offerings did. The acquisition and distribution of booty probably
constituted the most potent opportunity for property distribution in the ancient world.
In what follows I look at the division of booty between humans and the divine, the
value of some of these offerings (where information is available), and their potential
for expressing inter-state rivalries. Finally, by applying Gluckman’s social
anthropological model, I shall explore the extent to which setting aside the gods’ share
might have been a ritualized means of controlling conflicts between armies in the

division of spoils.

Evidence of military first offerings is concentrated in the few decades following
the Persian wars. The majority of them were dedicated in the Panhellenic sanctuaries
of Olympia and Delphi;* they were also set up in local shrines though the evidence is
less abundant.> Military first offerings were predominately referred to as dekatai,
sometimes akrothinia, and rarely aparchai.® 1 append at the end a catalogue of
military first offerings from Greek cities, selected examples of which are discussed

below.

4 A useful collection of dedicatory monuments (not specifically military first offerings) in Delphi is in
Jacquemin (1999).

5 E.g. Amyklai: catalogue no.1; Athenian acropolis: catalogue nos. 2-4; Lindian acropolis: catalogue
nos. 29-36. Military first offerings (mostly mythical or of doubtful historicity) recorded in the Lindian
Chronicle are listed in catalogue nos. 29-35, some of which (catalogue nos. 31-34) will be discussed
later in Chapter Seven and not in this chapter.

¢ Military aparchai: Soph. Trach. 183, 761, Eur. Phoen. 857, Dem. 12.21, Paus. 9.4.1 (catalogue no. 3),
Paus. 10.18.7 (catalogue no. 6), Lindos 11, no. 2.C.77 (catalogue no. 34), Lindos 11, no. 88 (catalogue no.
36).
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I. Public Dedications

a) Division of Booty and the Gods’ Share

Although there is an abundance of evidence pertaining to military first offerings,
most references are only passing, and few reveal the actual treatment of the spoils.
The only passages which describe the procedures in greater detail are found in
Herodotus’ account of the battles of Salamis and Plataea; for this reason they deserve

some detailed examination.

Herodotus tells us that, as soon as the Greeks returned to Salamis after

devastating Carystus, their first act was to set aside akrothinia for the gods (mpwta

pév vov totot Beotot é€etAov axpobiviar), including three Phoenician triremes sent
to the Isthmus, Sounion and Salamis respectively. Then they divided up the spoils

and sent akrothinia to Delphi (ueta 6¢ tovTo Otedacavto v Aninv xal ta

axpoOivia anémeupav éc AeAdpovg), from which was made a statue (of Apollo?)

of twelve cubits high, with the beak of a ship in its hand (catalogue no. 9).” It was not
uncommon to dedicate captured ships in the event of a naval victory;® the ships were
‘raw’ offerings in the same way as captured arms and armour were. In Delphi a ‘raw’
offering was combined with a ‘converted’ offering in the form of a statue. Here we
have two sets of akrothinia of different natures and values being set aside using
different procedures (see below): a splendid monument was set up in a Panhellenic
sanctuary, whereas less expensive ‘raw’ offerings were set up in local shrines. There is

no mention of a vow before the battle of Salamis in Herodotus. Yet after dispatching

7 Rawlinson (1862), vol. 4, 352, followed by How and Wells (1928), vol. 2, 275, assumed this to be the
statue of Apollo, described in Paus. 10.14.5 as a dedication from the naval spoils of Salamis and
Artemisium; but Bowie (2007), 213, points out that Pausanias does not mention the ship’s prow.

8 E.g. ships were similarly dedicated after the battles of the Corinthian gulf: Thuc. 2.84.4, 2.92.5 (these
are not referred to as first offerings); but it was more common to cut the prows for dedication: e.g. Hdt.
3.59.3; Miller (1997), 33.
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the gift to Delphi, the Greeks jointly inquired of the god if the offerings were enough

and pleasing to him (énelpwtwv tov Oecov kown el Aedapnke mAnpea xal

\ \ by

dpeota T dxpodivia).’ Apollo’s answer is illuminating: he was satisfied with

everyone except the Aeginetans, and demanded from them the dptotnia or prize of
valour they had won earlier at Salamis.! The Aeginetans duly dedicated three stars

fixed on to a bronze mast. It is interesting that Apollo should claim the dptotnia,!!

as if to emphasize that the god was the dptotevoac: excellence was to be attributed

in the first place to the divine and not to men.!? Yet it has also been suggested that the
Aeginetans might have dedicated their prize voluntarily and the tradition was told

later to account for their dedication. '3

After the battle of Plataea, the Spartan regent and general Pausanias proclaimed
that no one was to lay hands on any of the spoils, and ordered the helots to collect

everything of value. When all the valuables were collected from the Persian camp, the
Greek allies set aside a dekate of the spoils for the god at Delphi (cvugpopnoavtec
0¢ ta xpnuata kat dekatny é€edovtec Tw &v Aedgoiol Oew), from which was
made a gold tripod resting on a bronze serpent column (catalogue no. 10).'* The act

of ‘taking out’ (é€atpéw) the god’s portion also applied to Zeus at Olympia and

° Hdt. 8.121-3.

10 See Hdt. 8.93.1: at Salamis, the Aeginetans won the first prize of valour, and after them the
Athenians.

' There were two kinds of aristeiai, awarded to the most distinguished city and individual respectively
in the war. On aristeiai, see Pritchett (1974-), vol. 2, 276-90, Robert (1985), 472-3.

12 Stein (1893-1908), accepted by Macan (1985-1908) and followed by How and Wells (1928),
conjectured that Apollo had given the Aeginetans a propitious sign, such as that given to Lysander at
Aegospotami (Plut. Vit. Lys. 12, Cic. Div. 1.34.75); therefore Apollo claimed the credit for the victory at
Salamis.

13 Bowie (2007), 213.

14 This is referred to in Hdt. 9.81 as a dekate and in Thuc. 1.132.2 as an akrothinion; but neither word
appears in Syll.3 31, ML 27. For the names of cities inscribed on the column, see n. 46 below.
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Poseidon at the Isthmus, who each received a bronze statue of ten cubits!® and seven
cubits high respectively. It is unclear whether a tenth of all the spoils was divided
equally among the three gods (in which case each god would receive 3.3 per cent of
the whole), or each of the three divinities received a full tithe, or only Delphic Apollo
received a full tithe and the other gods received an arbitrary portion of what
remained.'® One wonders on what principle the Greeks decided to which divinities to

assign first offerings and on what scale. Having separated out the gods’ share, they
divided up the rest of the spoils (tavta éEeAovrec ta Aowma Odwaipéovto),
including the Persians’ concubines, gold and silver, other valuables and yoke-animals,

with each contingent receiving its due according to merit (éAafov ékaotor T@wv
d&tor noav).!” Herodotus suggests that prominent individuals who excelled in the

fighting must have received their dues, although it was unclear how much, and that
Pausanias himself received ten of everything of value.

Plutarch adds some important details to Herodotus’ account of Plataea: the
Athenians and Spartans nearly came to blows over the aristeia. Thereupon a Megarian
suggested that it be given to some third city. The suggestion of Plataca was accepted
and therefore a sum of eighty talents was allotted to the Plataeans, who used it to build
a sanctuary of Athena.!® It is interesting to note that Plataea’s aristeia (and the
offering it funded for Athena) involved a much larger sum than Aegina’s aristeia after

Salamis: the value of three stars on a bronze mast for Apollo. The offerings from

5" According to Paus. 5.23.1-3, on the pedestal of this statue of Zeus at Olympia was inscribed the
names of the poleis that fought against Persia.

16 Hdt. 9.80-1; Macan (1895-1908) envisaged all three possibilities; How and Wells (1928), Flower
and Marincola (2002) do not comment on this. The English translations of Grene (1987) and Waterfield
(1998) assume that each god received a full tithe.

17 1t is unclear if &aotor refers to individual soldiers or individual contingents, but Flower and
Marincola (2002), 250, think that context strongly suggests the latter.

18 Plut. Vit. Aristid. 20.3, Plut. Mor. 873. Cf. Paus. 9.4.1, who attributes the temple to Marathon instead
of Plataea. The quarrel is not mentioned by Herodotus and its historicity has been suspected: How and
Wells (1928), vol. 2, 317, rejected this account as not genuine and ‘due to the late and untrustworthy
Idomeneus’.
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Plataca and Aegina, though made on very different scales, demonstrate that individual
cities in an alliance could make their own offering to the gods in addition to the first
offering collectively made in the name of the allied states. They also show that the
gods’ share was not necessarily restricted to the dekate or akrothinion set aside from
the spoils. Depending on the initiative of individual cities, sometimes the gods might

receive offerings in addition to their customary dekate or akrothinion.

These two passages suggest several methods of setting aside the gods’ share. One
way was to make a rough estimate and division of the spoils, from which a ‘raw’

portion was taken out and later converted into money. Herodotus’ statement about the

treatment of spoils at Plataeca (cvu@opnoavtec 6¢ ta xpnuata xai dexatny

eedovteg Tw év Aedpolot Oew), if taken literally, seems to suggest that a tithe was

taken out without having sold the booty at this stage (or at least there is no mention of
its sale).!” Another possibility was to select items of arms of symbolic significance -
in Salamis’ case three Phoenician triremes signifying the naval victory - which do not
necessarily represent any fixed portion of the total spoils collected. I wonder whether
it is their random proportion that led Herodotus to describe the first offerings at
Salamis as akrothinia rather than dekatai. A combination of different methods might
also be used: thus after Salamis, the Phoenician triremes were taken out before the rest
of the spoils were treated further, whereas the statue (of Apollo?) at Delphi must have
been constructed using some of the proceeds from the sale of Apollo’s share of the
spoils, though we are not told at which stage the sale took place. A similar
combination of ‘raw’ and ‘converted’ offerings is seen in another Herodotean passage:

the Phocians dedicated half of the four thousand captured Thessalian shields at Abae

19 Hdt. 9.80-1. Cf. Macan (1908), vol. 1.2, 763, who thought that ‘the spoils must have been valued, or
even sold, before the tithe was actually handed over; unless we suppose that a rough estimate and
division of spoils was made, and the tithes then converted into money’.
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and the other half in Delphi; then they set aside the dexatn Tawv xpnuatwv

(apparently a tenth of the other acquired property save the shields) for setting up
statues at Abae and Delphi.? Nowhere does Herodotus make any explicit mention of
the conversion of booty into money and when it took place; but from other ancient
authors we know that armies could sell their plunder to potential purchasers on the
spot or in nearby places.?! Therefore a further possibility was to sell the spoils
collected before the gods’ share was set aside and the monuments commissioned.
More generally, regardless of how the gods’ share was separated, it appears to be a
general practice to set aside the gods’ portion from the common store before any
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further distribution among the armies. shall return to booty division between

participating armies in the final section.

b) Value of Dedications

In neither the battle of Salamis nor Plataea are we told the monetary value of the
gods’ share. The value of military first offerings and the resources from which they
were made can be estimated in some other battles. To commemorate their victory over
Boeotia and Chalcis in 506 B.C., the Athenians dedicated on the Athenian acropolis a
bronze chariot as a tithe (catalogue no. 2), along with fetters used on the enemies.?’
Herodotus tells us that seven hundred Boeotians and an unknown number of
Chalcidians were taken prisoner and later ransomed for 200 drachmai each.?* This

would mean a total of at least 140,000 drachmai (or 23.3 talents). If we assume that

20 Hdt. 8.27. The date of this combat is uncertain; but How and Wells (1928), vol. 2, 242, thought that
it was probably after 510 B.C. For a full discussion of the conflicts between Thessaly and Phocis, see
Macan (1895-1908), vol. 1.2, 393-5.

21 E.g. Xen. An. 7.7.56, Polyb. 4.77.5, 5.24.10; Pritchett (1974-), vol. 5, 416-38.

22 On the mechanism of division of booty, see also Pritchett (1974-), vol. 1, 82-4, vol. 5, 363-438,
Chaniotis (2005), 132-42.

23 IG 13501, ML 15. The monuments’ placement varies in Hdt. 5.77 and Paus. 1.28.2.

24 The sum of 200 drachmai (or 2 mnai) per prisoner may seem very large at first sight, but this was
not unparalleled. E.g. Hdt. 6.79: among the Peloponnesians, the price of ransom was fixed at 2 mnai
per head at the beginning of the fifth century. On ransom of captives, see Bielman (1994), esp. 233-4,
282-91, 300-1, Pritchett (1974-), vol. 1, 77-82, vol. 5, 245-96.
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the dekate was a real tenth here, this bronze monument, with four horses and a chariot,
would have cost at least 14,000 drachmai (or 2.3 talents), and a single statue would
have cost at least 2,800 drachmai on average.” This seems to correspond more or
less to the cost of bronze statues in the Classical period, which can be estimated as

more than 3000 drachmai.?®

However, the bronze statue of Athena Promachos on the Athenian acropolis gives
a very different figure (catalogue no. 3). According to Pausanias, it was made by
Pheidias and was dedicated as a first offering (referred to as a dekate and aparche
interchangeably by Pausanias)?’ of the spoils taken from the battle of Marathon.
Dinsmoor estimated from Attic building accounts that its total cost was 83 talents,
spent over a period of at least nine years.?® It was several decades after the battle of
Marathon (490 B.C.) that the Athenians undertook its construction: its building
accounts have been dated to slightly earlier than the middle of the fifth century based
on letter forms and in particular the three-barred sigma;* but Gill has down-dated
them to a period extending from the 440s to 432, thus further lengthening the time lag
between the battle and the monument’s construction.*® The figure of 83 talents may
seem exceptionally high; but it was by no means unparalleled. Xenophon tells us that

in 394 B.C. the Spartan king Agesilaus dedicated in Delphi a tithe of his booty taken

from his campaigns in Asia Minor, an offering of not less than 100 talents (dexdTnv

25 Or if we assume that an equal number of Chalcidians have been captured and sold, the sum total and
the dekate would be double the figures here.

26 Schol. Pind. Nem.5.1; cf. IG 11> 555, Diog. Laert. 6.35; Smith (2007), 100-1. Discussed in Chapter
Five n. 160.

27 Paus. 1.28.2 (dekate), 9.4.1 (aparche); but neither word appears in the very mutilated inscription /G
3505, DAA no. 172.

28 Dinsmoor (1921), esp. 126.

2 A dating criterion now rejected by Stroud (2006), esp. 34.

39 Dinsmoor (1921), 127, followed by Meritt (1936), 373; cf. Gill (2001), 269-74.
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TV éx TNc Aclag tw Oew dnéBvoey odk EAdTTw éxatov taddvtwv).?! Tt is

unclear, however, what form Agesilaus’ offering took, whether it was a monument, a

great sacrifice, or a sum of money.*?

The battle of Marathon appears to have been commemorated by more than one
monumental first offering.> The Athenian treasury at Delphi (catalogue no. 8) is
supposedly also related to this event. Pausanias tells us that it was built from the

spoils taken at Marathon; this appears to be confirmed by the base in front of its south

wall which bears the inscription AOevaior t[o]lt AmoAdov[t amo Médlov
dx[poOlivia tec MapaO[olve ulaxec] (‘the Athenians to Apollo [from the Med]es

as first offerings from the battle of Marathon’).>* While the French excavators agreed
with Pausanias in thinking that the inscription referred to the treasury, some scholars
argue that Pausanias was mistaken and that the treasury was built between 506 and
490 B.C. before Marathon.®> If the base was added later, it would mean that an
existing monument originally intended for other purposes was converted into a first
offering commemorating this battle. The problem remains controversial and is
unlikely to be satisfactorily resolved. A third first offering associated with Marathon
is a group of thirteen statues on the first lap of the sacred way at Delphi dated to c.
460 B.C., about 30 years after the battle (catalogue no. 14). The monument and

inscription have not survived. Pausanias does not cite the inscription he read at his

31 Xen. Hell. 4.3.21, Xen. Ages. 1.34, Plut. Vit. Ages. 19.

32 The verb dmoOvw refers to a blood sacrifice in Xen. An. 3.2.12, 4.8.25; but 100 talents seem
incredibly large for animal sacrifice. Pritchett (1974-), vol. 1, 96 assumes this to be a sum of money.

33 Of the monuments associated with Marathon, only the Athenian treasury at Delphi (catalogue no. 8)
is described as an akrothinion in its inscription on stone; the other two (statue of Athena Promachos at
Athens, statue group at Delphi; catalogue nos. 3, 14) are described by Pausanias as first offerings. A
temple of Eucleia at Athens is also said to be built from the spoils at Marathon (Paus. 1.14.5), but this is
not described as a first offering.

3% FDIIL.2, no. 1, IG I? 1463 B, ML 19, Paus. 10.11.5.

35 For a summary of the main arguments, see ML 19 with addenda and Rups (1986), 132-7. On the
Athenian treasury, see Partida (2000), 48-70. On its strategic placement in the sanctuary, see Scott
(2010), 77-81.
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time, but reports that according to the inscribed base the statue group was dedicated

‘from a tithe of the spoils of Marathon’ (&m0 6ekatnc Tov0 MapaOwviov Epyov),

reiterating that the group was ‘in truth a tithe of the spoils of the battle’ (xai aAnOet

Adyw dexatn xai ovtoL ¢ paxne eloiv).*®

The monuments associated with Marathon are worthy of our attention as they
raise the questions of whether the Athenians would have acquired enough spoils from
Marathon alone to pay for so many elaborate monuments, and whether some dekatai
and akrothinia might have come from a source different from the spoils resulting from
the campaign they commemorate. Some scholars think that the loot gathered at
Marathon would scarcely have been enough to meet the expenses of these
monuments. >’ Miller suggests plausibly that the spoils from the battle of the
Eurymedon in the early 460s might have helped to defray the expense of monuments
for Marathon;*® this would also explain the time-lag between Marathon and its
associated monuments constructed a few decades later. Probably then, the (nearly)
singled-handed Athenian victory at Marathon was so politically and ideologically
significant to the Athenians that its commemoration was considered worthy of the
expense, even if it far exceeded the profits from the battle. We saw earlier that it was
possible to give more than a tithe to the gods by using some of what remained; here it
is intriguing that the gods’ offerings might have far exceeded the sum total of the

financial gains from the war.

36 Paus. 10.10.1-2 (adapted from Jones’s translation); Bousquet (1942-3), 132-5.
37 E.g. Harrison, (1965), 11 n. 68, Gauer (1980).
38 Miller (1997), 38-9.
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¢) Dedications and their Dedicants

When it came to setting up a first offering by a state or jointly by several states,
the question arose as to in whose name it would be dedicated. Ideally it should
represent the participating state or states collectively; but sometimes prominent
individuals might be entrusted with the task of making the offering on behalf of all
and thereby claim most of the credit. This is best illustrated by a well-known passage
in Xenophon’s Anabasis. From the proceeds of the sale of captives taken by the Ten
Thousand during the long march, a dekate was set aside for Apollo and Artemis and
entrusted to Xenophon and six other generals.>® Faced with a hazardous journey,
Xenophon left his share for Artemis in the hands of the Megabyxos, a priestly official

of Ephesian Artemis,*’

charging him to dedicate, in the event of his death, whatever
offering he thought would please the goddess, but to return the sum to him if he
returned safely. It is noteworthy that Xenophon should instruct the Megabyxos to
return the sum to him upon his safe return, as if he had particular interest in making
the first offering to Artemis in person. From the share of the dekate entrusted to him,
Xenophon dedicated to Apollo an inscribed anathema in the above-mentioned

Athenian treasury at Delphi;*!

and for Ephesian Artemis he later bought an estate at
Scillus as Apollo’s oracle directed. This passage has been studied in detail by Tuplin
and others, and Xenophon’s motives have been variously speculated on.** Here I
shall focus on Xenophon’s prominent role in making the offerings. The anathema for

Apollo in Delphi was inscribed with Xenophon’s own name and that of Proxenus, but

not the Ten Thousand’s. We should like to know how Xenophon decided on the

3 Xen. An. 5.3.4-13. Bielman (1994), esp. 285-6, argues that sale of captives for payment of ransom
was a quick and convenient means of making profits.

40 On the Megabyxos, see Bremmer (2004), Bremmer (2008), 38-42.

41 Treasuries might be regarded as ‘active’ offerings because of their function of housing and
displaying ostentatiously future gifts to the gods from citizens of the state. This aspect of treasuries is
discussed in Rups (1986), 253-6, Neer (2001) and (2004).

42 See Purvis (2003), ch. 4, Parker (2004b), 137-8 and n. 20, Tuplin (2004).
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amount to spend on Apollo and Artemis, what offering to make for each divinity, and
what to inscribe on it. More prominent still is Xenophon’s role in the offering for
Ephesian Artemis. Although the sanctuary for Artemis was built out of public money
and not Xenophon’s own profits, it is evident that Xenophon played an active role and
acquired much fame and honour among the Greeks and posterity for having
established the shrine.** Zaidman expresses well ‘la conjugaison de privé et du
public’ in this undertaking of Xenophon: ‘offrande collective des “soldats de Cyrus” a
Artémis, le sanctuaire et sa gestion sont aussi ’ceuvre de la piété personnelle de
Xénophon qui a choisi (sur le conseil du dieu Apollon), I’emplacement, la nature de

sanctuaire et de la féte’.*

The prestige accorded by dedications to their dedicants can also be illustrated by
the first offering for Delphic Apollo after the battle of Plataea (catalogue no. 10). As
we saw earlier, the Greeks jointly dedicated a gold tripod resting on the so-called
serpent column at Delphi as Apollo’s dekate. According to Thucydides, it was upon
this tripod that Pausanias was suspected of having inscribed the following elegiac

couplet:

EAAvwv apxmnyoc émel otpatov wleoe Mnoéwv,
Mavoaviac @oifw pvnu’ dvédnre t6de.*
Leader of the Greeks, when he had destroyed the Persian army,
Pausanias dedicated this memorial to Phoibos.
The couplet ascribed the monument to Pausanias and underlined his role as leader of

the Greeks in overthrowing the Persians. The Spartans immediately had the couplet

erased and inscribed the monument with the names of all the cities which had joined

43 Bremmer (2008), 39, suggests that the Megabyxos might have been involved in Xenophon’s
founding of this shrine at Scillus and must have contributed to Xenophon’s prestige.

4 Zaidman (2005a), 105-6.

4 Thuc. 1.132. Cf. the couplet in Diod. Sic. 11.33 (generally considered as not genuine). Cf. also Hdt.
1.50.3: Croesus’ gold sprinkling-vessel (perirranterion) in Delphi was reinscribed by a Delphian to say
that it was dedicated by the Lacedaemonians.
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in defeating the Persians and dedicated it.*®

The episode suggests that it would cause
great offence to the other Greeks if the joint war effort was attributed to a single
Spartan; at the same time Pausanias’ act also shows the potential of dedicatory

inscriptions, especially those in Panhellenic shrines, to publicize the name and deeds

of the dedicant.

d) Inter-State Rivalries and/or Obligations to the Gods?

Since large sums were usually involved, military first offerings had particular
potential for displaying a city’s wealth and military success. Monuments and their
accompanying inscriptions were exploited as a medium to publicize one’s victory.*’
The names of the victorious city and the defeated were frequently mentioned; there
seems to have been little restraint in naming the vanquished, whether they were
Greeks or non-Greeks. Reflections on this phenomenon are rare and perhaps unusual.
Plato’s Republic provides one of the few passages that criticize the dedication of
spoils taken from fellow Greeks.*® In a moral treatise in the second century A.D.,
Maximus of Tyre denounces soldiers as less useful than farmers, claiming that

first-fruits of the fields are likely to be more pleasing to the gods than the tithes

offered by Greek commanders Pausanias and Lysander (mpwTtor ¢ twv éx yngc
Kapmwv Toic dedwkoov Oeoic amaplauevor oic €ikoc xaipew tovs Oeobg

paAdov 1 Iavoavia tnv dexatnv danoBvovtt 17 Avoavdpw tnv dexatny

4 The eventual inscription (ML 27), engraved on the coils of the snakes, consists of the names of the
participating states in the war, but not all the names agree with Herodotus’ account, and some were
inscribed after it was dedicated; hence arises the question of whether this was a memorial of the battle
of Plataea or the whole Persian war. This is discussed in ML 27 with addenda, How and Wells (1928),
vol. 2, 321-4.

47 The formulae of military dedicatory inscriptions are studied by Jacquemin (2000), 155ff. On the role
of offerings and dedicatory inscriptions in victory commemoration, see also Lonis (1979), esp. 271-7.
48 PI. Resp. 469e-470a. See similarly Plut. De Pyth, or. 15, 401c-d.
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dvati0évTi).* It has been suggested that there might have been a law in c. 440

banning the dedication of captured arms at Olympia.’® Nevertheless, the use of
offerings and inscriptions for commemorating one’s victory (and another’s defeat)
appears to be taken for granted and was rarely seen as problematic by the Greeks at

large.

In Panhellenic sanctuaries where dedications from a panorama of communities
co-existed, first offerings are likely to have been made in a spirit of competition. The
scale of the offerings and their strategic placement in the sanctuaries®' all argue for
some political motives beyond the simple dedication of thank-offerings to the gods.
Competitive interactions may be illustrated by a few first offerings. In the fifth
century, the Messenians and Naupactians dedicated a spectacular statue of Nike in
Parian marble, mounted on a triangular column decorated with shields, at Olympia as

a result of their victory with Athenian help over the Spartans (catalogue no. 42).%% Its
inscription reads Meooavior kai Navnaxtior avéQev Au OAvumior dexatav
amno tou moAepiwv. (‘The Messenians and Naupactians dedicated to Zeus Olympios

a tithe from their enemy’).>® The shields decorating the column on which the Nike

stood were taken from the unidentified battle in which Sparta was defeated.>* Erected

4 Max. Tyr., Dissertations, 14 (cited by the numeration of Taylor (1994 [1804]). Note that the
Dissertation numbers vary in different editions: this treatise appears as Dissertation 14 in Taylor (1994
[1804]), but Dissertation 28, lines 108-11, in Trapp (1994). Pausanias’ dekate (or rather his attempt to
appropriate the Greeks’ collective dekate as his own offering to the god) is mentioned in Thuc. 1.132;
but I do not know of a dekate made by Lysander: Maximus’ words need not be taken at face value.

30 Scott (2010), 33, n. 24.

51" On the ‘spatial politics’ of Panhellenic shrines, see Scott (2010).

52 On the monument, see the detailed study by K. Hermann (1972) with reconstruction at 254, fig. 14.
See also H.V. Hermann (1972), 159-60, Mallwitz and Herrmann (1980), 189-91, Scott (2010), 195-6.

3 IG V.1 1568, IvO 259, ML 74, Paus. 5.26.1. Scholarship differs on which war was meant and
whether the monument dates to the mid-fifth century or the 420s. Paus. 5.26.1 thinks that it
commemorated the Mesenians’ war with Acarnania and Oiniadai (c. 455), but it was due to fear of the
Spartans that they themselves connected it with their participation in the Athenian exploits at
Sphacteria in 425. Cf. ML 74: Meiggs and Lewis considered it most appropriate to refer to all the
Messenian operations in support of Athens during the whole Archidamian War.

3% A very similar monument appears to have been dedicated as a dekate at Delphi; see the
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directly to the east of the temple of Zeus, the monument with its shields may be seen
as rivalling the gold shield hung by Sparta on the temple’s east pediment in
commemoration of Spartan victory over Athens, Argos and the Ionians in the battle of
Tanagra in c. 457 B.C. (catalogue no. 40), which too was dedicated as a dekate to
Olympian Zeus.> When setting up victory dedications, the Greeks seem to be
concerned with outbidding their enemies and advertising their achievements as much
as giving thanks to the gods. Panhellenic sanctuaries in particular, because of their
prestige and ‘international’ clientéle, provided an arena where rivalries among Greek

cities were played out.

A military first offering could be re-dedicated to revive memories of inter-state
rivalries. Athenian victory over Boeotia and Chalcis in the late sixth century appears
to be commemorated by more than one first offering (catalogue no. 2). Archaeologists
have discovered fragments of two statue bases similarly inscribed but of markedly
different dates.’® Some scholars infer that the original dekate was either destroyed or
lost to the Persians, and a replica was set up later, perhaps to renew memory of the
earlier victory at a time when Athenian superiority over Boeotia and Chalcis became
topical.’” An interesting parallel can be found in Delphi: in the 330s the Athenians
re-dedicated the shields taken from the battle of Plataea in the new temple of Apollo at

Delphi (before its rebuilding was actually finished), the old temple having collapsed

in 373/2. The shields bore the inscription AOnvator aro Mndwv kat Onpaiwv, 6te

reconstruction in Jacquemin and Laroche (1982), 191-204, with fig. 1 (FD II,4 no. 1, SEG XXXII
550).

55 On the Spartan shield, see /vO 253, Paus. 5.10.4, ML 36, Boardman (1985), 33. On the rivalry
between the two dedications, see Scott (2010), 195-6.

% IGI3501A,B, ML 15 A, B. Base A (DAA no. 168) is dated to c. 506 B.C. and base B (DAA4 no. 173)
to c. 455-450B.C.

57 Raubitschek in DAA no. 173, proposed a date after the battle at Oinophyta (c. 457); supported by
Meiggs and Lewis in ML 15 with addenda. Others associate it with the Euboean revolt in 446. On the
role of monuments as ‘mnemonic devices’ to help evoke and solidify memory that is otherwise fluid
and temporary, see Connerton (1989), 1-31, Halbwachs (1992), Alcock (2002).
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tavavtia toic ‘EAAnow éudyovto (‘The Athenians, from the Medes and the

Thebans, when they fought against the Greeks’).’® The statement that the Thebans
joined the Medes in fighting against the Greeks was clearly intended to insult Thebes.
The shields served to revive memories of Theban medism, and are likely to be part of

Athens’ anti-Theban propaganda in the fourth century.>”

Like any gift to the gods, however, display and competitiveness were inseparable
from piety. We should not neglect the presence of other less political motivations
behind victory dedications. Doubtless an important reason for setting up military first
offerings was to render the gods their dues and to acknowledge their role in military
enterprises (as in any other human activities), a theme which I have already discussed
in Chapter Two. There are indications that the allocation of the gods’ share after a
successful military undertaking was considered a matter of serious concern. We may
recall the great care with which Delphic Apollo’s share was treated after Salamis: the
Greeks jointly inquired of the god if the akrothinia were enough and pleasing to
him.®® While duly discharging their debt to the god for the victory just won, they
must have been hoping for continued divine assistance in the successive battles. Any
failure to give the gods their dues, we can imagine, was likely to cause great anxiety
among the army. We do not know whether military first offerings were necessarily
made in fulfillment of a vow: the vast majority of examples collected here were not
explicitly associated with one.®' To return a preliminary portion of spoils to the gods,
whether a vow had been made or not, was a way of settling the ‘occasional’ debt

incurred when a city was delivered from danger or came off well in a battle. It

8 Aesch. In Ctes. 116 (adapted from Darwin’s translation), Paus. 10.19.4; Parke (1939a), 71-8.

9 This is one of the events leading up to the so-called fourth Sacred War: Aeschin. In Ctes. 116,
Bonner and Smith (1943), 3, Roux (1979), 30-3, Scott (2010), 132-3.

60 Hdt. 8.120-1.

1 On military vows, see Pritchett (1974-), vol. 3, 230-9.
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acknowledged duly the gods’ involvement in military affairs. Such is the idea

expressed in a fifth-century inscription at Selinus concerning an unidentified battle:
the text begins with the phrase [0t]a To¢ Ocog T0[0]de vikovTL TOL XeAwov[tiol],

then follow the names of the gods responsible for Selinus’ victory. That the

Selinountians owed their victory to each of the gods listed is made explicit by the

successive use of 6t with the god’s name. The second half of the inscription provides

for the commission of a gold object of 60 talents on which the gods’ names would be
inscribed. This is evidently a thank-offering in return for the gods’ favour in the battle.
One wonders whether it was intended as a dekate or an akrothinion but was not
described as such, and whether the 60 talents represented a tenth of the total profits

acquired.

It should be stressed that as far as booty was concerned, there was no legislation
or written law ordaining the obligatory handing of a tenth to the gods. While the
defeated city might be compelled to hand over its property, it was the voluntary
decision of a city or cities to share the acquired profits with the gods. The practice is
likely to have been socially prescribed by custom rather than by law. A passage in
Demosthenes has been (mis-)taken by Pritchett and others as evidence for Athenian
legislation attributing a tenth of booty to Athena: in the year 352 B.C., Demosthenes
delivered a speech in which he attacked a law introduced by Timocrates that sought to
protect the Athenian ambassadors who held onto the plunder (worth nine and a half
talents) of a merchant ship captured off the Egyptian coast. Demosthenes compared
the ambassadors to temple-robbers, claiming that Timocrates’ law would deprive the

gods of the dekate due to Athena (0.95 talents or 5,700 drachmai) and the pentekoste

2 JG X1V, 268, ML 38 with addenda, SEG XXXIV 970, SEG XLV 1414, Manganaro (1995). It is
disputed whether the 60 talents refer to the value or the weight in gold. Here I follow Meiggs and
Lewis in considering the former as more likely.

203



Chapter Six

or fiftieth (1,140 drachmai) to the other gods. Instead of referring to an existing law,
the speaker is much more likely to be drawing on the usual practice of returning to the
goddess a dekate of loot.%3 Justin’s passage quoted at the beginning of this chapter
shows precisely that a tenth was the gods’ customary portion, and what was unusual
was for Locri to transgress the norm by vowing a ninth.®* While a dekate was the
standard portion, a city could also give a random portion less than a tenth: this is
probably what differentiated a dekate from an akrothinion or an aparche as suggested
in Chapter One. Despite the lack of written laws requiring a tithe for the gods, the
practice seems to be so strongly prescribed by tradition that any failure to bring one
would have appeared unseemly or even offensive to the gods. It was the
quasi-obligatory nature of military first offerings that gave Demosthenes’ argument

force in the law-court.

Much has been said so far about monumental offerings set up in Panhellenic
sanctuaries. Yet some military first offerings were also dedicated in local shrines,

> and doubtless in

most notably on the Athenian acropolis and the Lindian acropolis,®
other local sanctuaries although the surviving evidence is scant.®® Dedicated locally
and viewed mainly by the local inhabitants, these victory offerings had less scope for
ostentatious display and competition when compared to those at shrines with

Panhellenic appeal. We should not think that military first offerings were necessarily

elaborate commemorative monuments. The gods’ share was not always invested in

6 Dem. 24.120, 129. Pritchett (1974-), vol. 1, 93, vol. 3, 241. Likewise Jacquemin (2000), 154, speaks
of a ‘law’ imposed at Athens based on this passage. I am grateful to Prof. Vincent Gabrielsen for
discussing with me this passage; in personal correspondence he expresses similar doubts about
Pritchett’s interpretation.

64 Justin, Epit. 20.3.

85 Athenian acropolis: catalogue nos. 2-4; Lindian acropolis: catalogue nos. 29-36.

6 E.g. Paus. 3.18.7-8, 4.14.2: Pausanias reports seeing in Amyklai three bronze tripods with statues of
three goddesses dedicated by Sparta as a dekate of the Messenian war (catalogue no. 1); but it is
unclear which Messenian war is meant. Their chronological problems are discussed in Frazer (1913),
vol. 3, 351.
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monumental building projects; sometimes it might be channelled back to the
financing and maintenance of the cult concerned. After subduing the Mytilenian
revolt in 428/7 B.C., the Athenians divided the island of Lesbos (save the area of
Methymna) into 3,000 portions of which 300 were set aside for the gods. This is a
real tenth although Thucydides does not use the word dekate here.®’ It appears to
have been a standard Athenian practice to set aside temene in conquered territories to
the gods;®® but only in this Thucydidean passage do we know that the femene
represented a real tenth of the appropriated land. The gods’ femene were usually
leased out and the land rent collected would finance the cult of the gods concerned.®
A related but different practice is the use of some of the profits of war to buy a piece
of land for the gods. For example, as we have seen earlier, Xenophon purchased an
estate in Scillus for Ephesian Artemis using the goddess’ share of the dekate from the
long march. The land was leased out and tenants were required to pay a dekate of the
land’s produce to fund an annual festival held at the sanctuary.’’ Land and produce of

land aside, military first offerings could also take the form of items of arm and

1 2

armour,’! an animal sacrifice,”> and (in myths) captives dedicated alive.”

7 Thue. 3.50.

8 For other evidence of land allotment to the gods by the Athenians, see e.g. Aelian, VH 6.1, Agora
XIX p.171, L2, p.172, L3, collected and discussed in Polinskaya (2009), 250-1. On the practice of
setting apart temene in newly acquired land to the gods, see Meiggs (1972), 295-6, Malkin (1987),
138-41, Isager and Skydsgaard (1992), 182-4, Polinskaya (2009), esp. 249-54.

% On leasing of sacred land, see Osborne (1988), esp. 281-304, Isager and Skydsgaard (1992), ch. 8,
Von Reden (2010), 171-4.

0 Xen. An. 5.3.4-13.

"' E.g. Bur. IT 75, Lazzarini (1976), no. 704 (catalogue no. 37), IvO 254-6 (catalogue no. 41).

2 E.g. Soph. Trach. 760-2.

3 E.g. Diod. Sic. 4.66.5, Eur. Phoen. 202-15, 282. There is no historic example of such human first
offerings to my knowledge: the gods were most probably given a portion of the proceeds from the sale
of captives rather than the captives themselves. Diod. Sic. 11.65.5, on the Argive capture of Mycenae in
486 B.C., mentions a dekate from the Mycenaeans (dexatr) é& avtwv). This involves not a

dvBpwnwv dexatr) as Malkin (1987), 38, thinks, but a tithe of the money from the sale of captives.
The latter interpretation is supported by Ducrey (1968), 132, Ducat (1974), 103, n. 3. On treatment of
captives, see Ducrey (1968), Bielman (1994).
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I1. Private Dedications

Most military first offerings were public dedications made by a Greek city or
jointly by several cities; individuals might also voluntarily offer part of what they
personally acquired in wars, though the evidence is scant and uncertain. In the sixth
century a colossal marble kouros was dedicated as a tithe of spoils to Apollo in

Didyma. This appears to be a private dedication from an individual whose name
ended in —es: [--]nc annpfo}éato Aning dexatny 161 An[oAAwvi] (‘--es made a
first-offering of a tenth of the spoils to Ap[ollo]’).”* Also in Didyma in perhaps the

sixth century, two individuals dedicated a dekate to Apollo dmo Acio. Inscribed
boustrophedon on a bronze astragal is the text tade tayaAuata dmo Aeio
Aptotoroxfoc] [kail Opaowv dvébeoav T[@]moAAwve dexatny: Exele] 6" avta
. otkAnc o Kvoup. v . (‘Aristoloch[os and] Thrason dedicated these agalmata to
Apollo as a tithe dmo Acio (?). [--]sikles son of Kydim[-]n[--] cast’® them’). If it is
correct to think that Acio (= Aniov) derives from Aniov, an equivalent of Acia

according to LSJ (citing this inscription), this would be a dekate of booty from two

private individuals.”® However, it has also been proposed to associate Aeio with
Aniov in the sense of ‘field’; accordingly this might be a tithe of the field’s produce

comparable to the dekdtn xoptow seen in Chapter Three.”” The meaning of the

4 Tuchelt (1970), 56, 117-8 K 9 bis fig. 24 pl. 14, Jeffery, LSAG?, 473 H, Lazzarini (1976), no. 692.
Tuchelt (1970), 118, thinks that this was a private dedication and cites several examples of individuals
whose name ends in —es in Didyma. Cf. Soph. Trach. 761: dnapxn Aciac.

5 If xele] is read, it most probably comes from yéw (‘I pour’) and not &yw. Cf. ThesCRA, vol. 1,
310, no. 184, which translates &ye[e] 6" avta as ‘had them’.

6 I. Didyma 7, Syll.> 3g, McCabe, Didyma Inscriptions, no. 140, Jeffery, LSAG?, 334, 343, ThesCRA,
vol. 1, 310, no. 184, SEG XXX 1290, SEG XLV 1566; c. 550-525 B.C. (?). The last sentence of the
Greek text differs slightly in different editions, here I cite the text in 1. Didyma 7. By analogy with Hdt.
4.152, Bravo (1980), 833-5, interprets this as a tithe from commercial profit made by aristocrats; but

this is pure speculation. LSJ s.v. Anjiov: 3. ‘= Aeia, booty, SIG 3g (Susa, from Didyma, v B.C.)’.
7 Wilamowitz (1906), 639, n. 3, Dittenberger in Syll.* 3g; cf. IG I’ 800: dexatn yxoptow; LST s.v.
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phrase dmo Aeio remains uncertain.

Two private dedications in Delphi in the fourth century are described as an

akrothinion. One was an unknown object dedicated by one Athenaios: [A]Onvaioc
AToAAwv[1] dxpoBiv[iov] (‘Athenaios (dedicated) an akrothinion to Apollo’).”® The
other was a limestone column set up by an Orchomenian; its inscription reads Geog-
toxav dyabav vacat Pidwv Tpitéa Opyxouévioc Apkac AmoAAwvL dvéOnke
axpoOiviov (‘God; Good Fortune Philon son of Triteas, Orchomenian, Arcadian,

dedicated an akrothinion to Apollo’).”” In neither of these two cases is the word
akrothinion qualified by a genitive; therefore we cannot be certain that these were
necessarily military in nature since the word akrothinion was applied predominantly,
but not exclusively, to military first offerings.®" It is possible that some individuals
might have used the word loosely to signify ‘first offerings’ without any connection to

booty.

I11. Ritualization and Social Function

Contrary to Momigliano’s celebrated notion that material self-enrichment was
not the real cause of war in the Greek world,®! it is now generally recognized that the
fruits of war constituted a major, if not exclusive, motivating factor for military
conflicts.®? The figures collected by Pritchett show that the value of the booty

acquired could reach hundreds or even thousands of talents in the Classical and

Anjiov: 2. ‘corn-field’.

8 Daux (1939), 146

7 Daux (1939), 145, fig. 3, IG V.2 p. 69.

80 E.g. IGIX.1 131(¢€ boiwv Epywv axpoBiv[iov]).

81 Momigliano (1966a).

2 E.g. Pritchett (1974-), vol.1, 75-6, Austin (1993), 206-8.

]
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Hellenistic periods.®® Accordingly, as we have already seen, the gods’ share of the
profits of war might involve considerable sums. Apart from a means of cultivating the
gods and advertising victory, I suggest that the act of assigning first portions to the
gods after a successful campaign might also have a practical social function, namely

to preserve the solidarity of the army by avoiding conflicts in the division of spoils.

Our sources show that booty division was potentially divisive of the unity of the
participating forces, easily leading to disagreements and desertion. The classic
example can be found in the opening scenes of the Iliad: Achilles’ conflict with
Agamemnon was provoked, on the one hand, by the latter’s rejection of the
customary procedures in the distribution of booty;** and on the other hand, by his
claim to the lion’s share of the spoils while Achilles did most of the fighting.®> There
are several references to Sparta and her allies disputing their share of the booty from
the Peloponnesian war;%® the most well-known one (if the reference is really to spoils
of war) is the Theban claim to the dekate for Apollo which, according to Xenophon,
contributed to Spartan hostilities against Thebes in 395 B.C.: ‘for they had long been

angry with them (the Thebans) about the claim to the tithe to Apollo at Decelea’
(maAat opyilouevor avtolic e Te avTiAnpews ¢ Tov ATIOAAwvOC dekaTng

v Aexeleia). ¥ Xenophon records another conflict in 395 B.C.: when the

8 Pritchett (1974-), vol. 1, 75-6, vol. 5, 499-504.

8 Agamemnon intended to seize Achilles’ slave-girl Briseis, given to Achilles as a prize, to replace
Chryseis, when all the spoils had already been distributed and it would be wrong to recall them now.

8 Hom. /I. 1.121ff. On the mechanism of distribution in the Homeric world, see Wees (1992),
appendix iv, 299-310, but principles of division in the Homeric world may not apply to later periods.

8 E.g. Xen. 3.5.12, Plut. Lys. 27.2, Justin, Epit. 5.10.12. See also Pritchett (1974-), vol. 5, 373-4.

87 Xen. Hell. 3.5.5 (adapted from Brownson’s translation). Xenophon’s allusion to Decelea is difficult
to understand: neither Justin, Epit. 5.10.12 nor Plut. Lys. 27.2 mentions Decelea or Apollo; Breitenbach
proposes the plausible emendation t7j¢ éx Aciac for év AexeAeia. Parke (1932), 42-6, suggested that
there was a Spartan harmost in Dekelea who was entrusted with the dekate for Apollo but did not
explain what the dispute was. Pritchett (1974-), vol. 5, 374 suggests that the dedication for Apollo was
not made in the name of the Thebans and it was the lack of recognition at Delphi which humiliated
them. Uncertainties remain, however, as to whether the Theban claim concerns their own share of
booty from the war (as in Justin, Epit. 5.10.12), or the dekate to the god, or whether there were two
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Paphlagonians and Spithridates brought in the property they had captured, the Spartan
Herippidas took everything away from them, with the result that they deserted from
the Spartans.®® In 322 B.C., one of Thibron’s leaders called Mnasicles was said to
have quarrelled with him about booty division and deserted to the Cyrenians.
Diodorus Siculus considers this as one of the events which brought about Thibron’s
change of fortune.®® Polybius tells us that after an expedition through Etruria in 299,
the Aetolians fell out with each other about the division of the spoils and succeeded in
destroying the greater part of their own forces and the booty itself.”® Another passage
in Polybius relates how the opponents of Philip V tried to weaken Philip’s forces by
disseminating among the soldiers rumours that they were at risk of losing all their
privileges and that they did not receive in full their customary share of the booty. This
roused the young soldiers to attempt to plunder the tents of the king’s most prominent
friends.”! In short, armies were prone to conflicts over the distribution of booty and

this could have grave consequences. >

As we have seen at the end of Chapter Three, Gluckman identified practical
social functions in first-fruits ceremonies among the Bantu: by forbidding
consumption of the newly available crops before the performance of the relevant rites,
he argued, first-fruits rituals had the potential of channelling conflicts and reinforcing
social cohesion among the participants.”> While Gluckman’s model has only limited
explanatory value for agricultural first-fruits in ancient Greece where evidence for

prohibition on eating is lacking, his idea may apply more appropriately to military

separate claims. The nature of the dispute remains unclear.

8 Xen. Hell. 4.1.26-8.

8 Diod. Sic. 18.20.1.

% Poly. 2.19.2.

%l Poly. 5 25.1-3.

%2 For more examples of dissensions over division of spoils, see e.g. Diod. Sic. 13.62.5, Poly. 5.107.6,
18.27.4; Pritchett (1974-), vol. 5, 373-5.

% Gluckman (1938).
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first offerings. As far as the distribution of booty was concerned, armies appear to be
normally prohibited from claiming their share before the gods’ portion was assigned.
We have already seen that after Plataca, Pausanias forbad anyone from laying hands
on the spoils as the valuables were being collected.” Xenophon’s Cyropaedia
provides many instances where Cyrus asked the magi to separate the gods’ share
before the rest of the booty was distributed to the generals and troops.”® In the actual
process of collection and division, we may envisage, individual soldiers must have
been required to hand over the booty to an authority, who would oversee the ‘taking
out’ of the god’s share using any of the procedures envisaged earlier.”® Then we
would expect the remaining spoils to be divided among the armies according to prior

agreements (if any)”’

or other principles as they saw fit. Known principles of division
include the performance and the size of the contingents.”® It was probably normal
practice to assign aristeiai to the city and individual who most distinguished

itself/himself in a battle,”” and a sizeable reward (different from the aristeiai) to a

victorious general or commander.'® After that, soldiers might also receive a share of

% Hdt. 9.80-81.

% Xen. Cyr.4.5.14,4.5.51,4.6.11,5.3.2,53.4,7.3.1,7.5.35.

% See p. 192-3.

97 Such treaties abounded especially in Hellenistic Crete: e.g. IC I viii 4 (=ML 42B), I xvi 5, I xix 1, III
iii 3A, 3B, 4, IV 180, 182; most of these are discussed with commentary in Chaniotis (1996). Recently
Perlman (2010) has joined two previously unassociated blocks into a new composite Cretan text dated
to the late archaic period; it contains two references to ‘dekaton’ and probably preserves part of the
earliest inter-state agreement between Cretan cities concerning booty division. The word dekaton refers
perhaps to the gods’ share, though we cannot rule out the possibility that a literal tenth to a city is
meant. Other literary and epigraphic examples of treaties containing clauses in this matter are collected
and discussed in Aymard (1957), Garlan (1977), 158-64, Pritchett (1974-), vol. 5, 363-73, Perlman
(2010), 97-8.

% According to merit: e.g. Hdt. 9.81.1 (éAafov éxaotor twv déiol foav), Xen. Cyr. 7.5.35 (1a
Kpdtiota Toic dplotolc); size of contingents: e.g. Diod. Sic. 11.25.1(kata tov dpiBuov twv
ovotpatevodavtwy), 11.33.1(kata tov tov otpatiwtov dptuov). Note that Hdt. 9.81.1 and Diod.
Sic. 11.33.1 differ on how booty was divided after Plataea.

% But this appears to take place at no fixed stage: e.g. after the battle of Salamis, the aristeiai for the
city (Aegina) and individuals were awarded immediately at Salamis (Hdt. 8.93) before the gods’ share
was set aside (Hdt. 8.121-2). But at Plataca, the aristeiai were allocated after the gods’ share was
separated (Hdt. 9.81, Diod. Sic. 11.33). Pritchett (1974-), vol. 2, 276-90, does not explain at which
stage aristeiai were normally awarded.

100 F o Thuc. 3.114, Plut. Vit. Cleom. 19.4. On prizes to generals, see Pritchett (1974-), vol. 2, 126-32.
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the spoils.'®! In addition to this, individual soldiers might also acquire items of booty
through private plunder during the campaigns.'?> According to a passage in
Xenophon, when the Greek army rested in the camp, individuals were allowed to turn
out to plunder privately and keep what they acquired. However, whenever the entire
army set out, anything an individual got by plunder was to be public property.'*
Nevertheless, it should be emphasized that the mechanisms of booty division are
likely to have varied between cities and alliances, and no universal procedures can be

established from the piecemeal evidence available.

For the process of division to be smooth and effective, it is important that
soldiers should willingly hand over the booty captured, and that no one should lay
hands on the common stock. We may expect individuals to have been more inclined to
cooperate if it was considered religiously correct to give the gods their dues first. It is
for this reason that Croesus expected the Persians to hand over the booty willingly to
their king: when the Lydian city was being looted by the Persians, Croesus advised
Cyrus to install guards at the city gates and take the spoils away from anyone trying to
take them out of the city on the pretext that a tenth of the spoils had to be offered to
Zeus. In this way, Croesus supposed, the Persians would appreciate the rightness of
this act and willingly hand over the spoils.'® The act of setting aside the gods’ share
provided divine authority for the handing over of the spoils. It also helped to prevent
dissension by putting a curb on individual appropriation of the valuables at least at the
initial stage of division. Anthropologists have also suggested that by ascribing a ritual

quality and a divine nature to what is otherwise a ‘profane’ matter, religious rituals

101 On soldiers’ share and the question of whether the spoils served as payment for soldiers or rewards

in addition to pay, see Pritchett (1974-), vol. 5, 375-98.
102 E.g. Xen. Hell. 1.2.5 (xata tac idiac Aeiag).

103 Xen. An. 6.6.2.

104 Hdt. 1.89.
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have the potential of promoting acceptance and compliance without the use of
physical force.!® Differentiating and privileging the gods’ share first, followed by
further division of the rest among secular authorities and soldiers, might have been a
strategy of control, exercised indirectly and unconsciously, over the participating

forces.

Another way by which military first offerings might help preserve harmony in
the armies was by demonstrably abandoning a choice portion to a higher authority so
that no one could claim it. This idea relates not to Gluckman’s social anthropological
study but to Burkert’s ethological analysis. Burkert observes that the successful
animal in the quest for food is prone to attacks by other jealous individuals, and that
abandoning the prey is the only way to avoid catastrophe. In his view, demonstrative
abandoning or giving away to a third party (such as the gods) in human societies is a
similar strategy of preventing conflicts, since neither party can lay claim to the
choicest portions.!® He adduces an episode in Arrian to support this idea: when the
army of Alexander the Great was crossing the Gedrosian desert and tormented by
thirst, a party of his light infantry found a little water which they collected in a helmet
and gave to Alexander who then, in full view of his troops, poured the water into the
sand: nobody could drink, and this preserved the solidarity of the army.'” Military
first offerings may also have similar social functions: no one could claim the first

portion to the spoils except the gods.

Nevertheless, the difficulty remains that conflicts could still arise at any stage of
booty collection and division. Thus after Camillus successfully captured Veii, his

attempt to pay the tithe as vowed to Apollo was met with great difficulties: not only

105 On the power of ritualization, see e.g. Bell (1992), chs. 7-9.
196 Burkert (1979), 53-4.
107 Arr. Anab. 6.26.
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were the people reluctant to return the booty to the state, there were also disputes in
the senate as to what the tithe should consist of precisely.!?® After the battle of
Plataca mentioned earlier, despite Pausanias’ proclamation that no one should touch
the spoils of war, the helots, who were ordered to collect the booty, are said to have
stolen a great quantity of valuables and sold them to the Aeginetans, though we do not
hear of any resulting conflict on this occasion.'” The many instances of conflicts
over booty seen above also seem to suggest that dissensions abounded in reality and
that the strategy of control envisaged here was not necessarily effective. Prohibition
on individual appropriation of spoils, and assigning the fruits of the war to the gods,
was therefore a way of enhancing, but not a sufficient guarantee for, cohesion among

the armies.

The military first offerings in this Chapter are remarkable in two respects when
compared to other kinds of first offerings. First, their enormous value: they were made
on a much larger scale than, and have brought us a long way from, the offerings of
foodstuffs, seasonal produce and personal earnings in the preceding chapters. Yet this
willingness to expend huge sums on a first offering should not surprise us. Sharing the
profits of war with the gods was consistent with the customary practice of returning to
the gods a portion of whatever benefits were received. It was a way of discharging a
city’s debt to the gods for its military success and its great wealth acquired in wars.
Second, their quasi-obligatory nature: in contrast to other contexts where it concerned
an individual’s personal decision whether or not to make a first offering and if so,
how much to offer, in the event of a successful campaign, it appears to have been

strongly prescribed by convention for cities to give the gods a portion, usually a tenth.

108 Tiv. 5.21.1, 23.8-12, 25.4-13.
109 Hdt. 9.80.
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Although we cannot prove that each campaign which yielded booty would necessarily
yield a first share for the gods, the available evidence is so abundant that the practice

must have been fairly common.
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Chapter VII
Dispatched First Offerings to Distant Sanctuaries

In the last two chapters we have seen first offerings dedicated by private
individuals in local shrines, as well as military first offerings set up by Greek cities
predominantly (but not exclusively) in the Panhellenic sanctuaries of Olympia and
Delphi. In this chapter we turn to first offerings dispatched to the gods in distant
shrines through official delegations known as theoroi on behalf of the community.'
Part One discusses the aparchai sent by colonies or subjects to their mother-city or a
hegemonic power, whether of the city’s own accord or in fulfillment of some
obligations. Part Two examines the mainly post-Classical evidence for aparchai sent
to the prestigious cult centres of Delos and Delphi, as well as to cities holding the
so-called new Panhellenic festivals in the Hellenistic period. Finally I discuss the
relations of dispatched first offerings to theoria, and how the different first offerings

surveyed here relate to each other and to those seen in the preceding chapters.

I. First Offerings in Imperial and Colonial Relations

In this section I am interested in how the bringing of first offerings, traditionally
a form of human-divine communication, could be exploited as a way of maintaining
power relations in certain inter-state interactions: it is beyond coincidence that we find
subject-colonies dispatching aparchai and dekatai to their mother-city or a hegemonic
power, whether by compulsion or spontaneously. Here I make use of Maurice
Godelier’s idea of ‘debt’, summarized already at some length in Chapter Two, to
explain how some political powers played on the idea of debt to generate a sense of

duty and derive material resources from their subject states by demanding aparchai

' On theoria and theoroi, see Daux (1967a), Dillon (1997), Rutherford (2000), 136-8, Perlman (2002),
Elsner and Rutherford (2005).
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for their gods. Instead of acting as a mere intermediary between the dedicating city
and the divine recipient, it will be argued, the dominant city was almost put on a par
with the gods, so that gifts to the gods and gifts to those in power became nearly
indistinguishable. The Eleusinian first-fruits under the Athenian empire provide the
most elaborate example of, and a useful way of conceptualizing, the phenomenon we
are dealing with here; for this reason they deserve some detailed analysis. After
looking at the two kinds of aparchai (tribute aparchai and Eleusinian aparchai) in the
Athenian empire, I shall examine whether similar mechanisms were also at work in
the relations between Miletus, Syracuse, Lindos and their respective subject-colonies.
Comparable first-fruit practices in other cultures will also be mentioned to offer

possibilities for understanding the Greek phenomenon.

a) Aparchai of Allied Tributes to Athena (and Apollo?)

Epigraphic records show that from 454/3 B.C. onwards, that is, presumably
when the treasury of the Delian League was transferred from Delos to Athens,” an
aparche of one-sixtieth of the tribute (phoros) paid by the Athenian allies was offered
to Athena at Athens. We have no evidence that a monetary aparche was paid by
members of the Delian League between the League’s formation in 478/7 and the
transfer of its treasury in 454/3: in this period some allies paid a monetary
contribution called phoros, whereas others contributed ships; but no mention is made
of an aparche of the phoros.® Recently, Chankowski has argued that it is ‘trés
probable’ that a similar aparche had been paid to Apollo before the transfer of the

league treasury, and that this formed the major source of funds for the maintenance of

2 Pritchett (1969) places the date of the treasury’s transfer in the 460s; this is discussed in Hornblower
(1991-2008), vol. 1, 146. Samos (2000), 101-2 supports the traditional date 454/3. On Athenian
intervention in Delos, see Meiggs (1972), 47-9, Parker (1996), 149-51, Constantakopoulou (2007),
67-75.

3 On the original organization of the Delian League and the first assessment of the phoros, see Thuc.
1.96, Ath. Pol. 23.5, Plut. Arist. 24.
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the sanctuary, not least the construction of the temple of Apollo, a project which was
terminated with the transfer of the treasury (and aparche) to Athena.* If there had
previously been aparche to Delian Apollo as Chankowski suggests, the aparche might
have been initially a collective decision of the Delian League, payable perhaps as an
administration fee for the use of Apollo’s treasury. The transfer of the aparche to
Athena when the tribute came to be placed under her protection would then seem
quite natural;® and Athena’s share of the tribute need not be seen as an Athenian
imperial invention. On the other hand, if aparche did not previously exist for Apollo,
one-sixtieth of the tribute to Athena since 454/3 would most likely concern the
Athenians’ own initiative to share the fruits of the empire with their patron goddess.
This would be in keeping with the customary Athenian practice of sharing with the
goddess the benefits received by the city, whether or not the League money was
entrusted to her protection. It is the implication of this latter possibility, that tribute

aparche was introduced in 454/3, which I shall dwell on here.

If it was Athens’ voluntary decision to give the goddess a share of the tribute, it
was nevertheless presented as a fixed obligation for her allies. Athena’s share was
recorded annually (with one exception) on the so-called Tribute Quota Lists put up on
the Athenian acropolis.® From the prescript restored in the first list in 454/3 B.C., we

know that the aparche was a mna from the talent, in other words, one-sixtieth of the

4 Chankowski (2002), 242-3, Chankowski (2008), esp. 37-43, 311, 317-23. The possibility has already
been envisaged by ML 39, p. 84, Meritt (1972), 416, Meiggs (1972), 237.

5 Here 1 follow the opinion held by most scholars that the league funds were entrusted to Apollo’s
treasury while on Delos, and were transferred to that of Athena at Athens after 454/3. Cf. Samons
(2001), 109-110, 367ff, who argues that payment of 1/60™ to Athena implies that the rest of the tribute
flowed into another treasury.

® On the Athenian tribute lists, see /G I® 259-90, Meritt, Wade-Grey and McGregor (1939-53). The
placement of the surviving fragments of the tribute lists from 421/0 to 415/4 as presented by editors of
ATL is now doubted by Kallet (2004) (= SEG LIV 63-69) on the basis of autopsy.
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tribute.” In several of the subsequent lists we find the formula haide dmédooav

anapxev ter Oeor uvav amno 1o tadavto (‘the following cities paid an aparche to

the goddess, a mna from the talent’).® It is intriguing that the so-called Tribute Lists
should record not the phoros itself but the one-sixtieth of it, as if to emphasize the
sacred nature of the payment and to make it sound less oppressive. The publication of
the aparche received on stone, and the display of the massive monumental stelai on
the acropolis, all present the payments to Athena as a serious religious obligation.
However, what is unusual about this aparche is that, unlike the traditional aparchai
(such as of spoils and harvest) which constitute a portion of a greater source, the rest
of which is retained, here the aparche is a portion (1/60th) payable together with the
rest of the tribute (59/60™). In other words, the allies were obliged to pay an aparche
of the tribute as well as the tribute itself. Despite a notional distinction between
phoros and aparche, one wonders how the difference between the two was perceived
among the allies, and whether they would see any difference at all. From the allies’
point of view, it was perhaps politically and fiscally irrelevant whether the money sent
to Athens was termed phoros or aparche and what proportion went to the goddess; the
two were doubtless treated similarly with an ambivalent feeling because of the

connotation of political subordination attached to both.

The ambiguity between political and religious obligation is seen most clearly in
cases where the phoros was exempted for some allies. The amount of allied tribute
was revised every four years when the Great Panathenaia was celebrated. In a decree

probably associated with the re-assessment in the summer 430, Methone was allowed

7 IG 13259 = ATL 11 1. On the proportion of one-sixtieth as an aparche, cf. LSS 85: a late fifth-century
Lindian decree prescribes that soldiers and mercenaries should pay one-sixtieth of their wages to the
military god Enyalios; but the word aparche is not used here.

8 This formula is attested in three lists: /G I 285, 287, 289 (all partially restored) = ATL 11 33, 34, 39.
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to pay only the aparche to the goddess and to remit the remainder of the tribute.” This
decision is reflected in two tribute lists in the 420s: in lists 25 and 26 (/G I’ 281-282)

Methone is listed together with two Thracian communities Haison and Dikaia under a
special rubric haide T0v moAeov avtev tév dnapyxév anéyayov (‘the following

cities paid the aparche itself’).!° Soon afterwards in 428/7, Aphytis was given the
same privilege as Methone.!! The insistence that Athena’s share should be paid even
when the rest was remitted is open to interpretation: it may be a pious fulfillment of a
religious obligation and a rigorous protection of the goddess’ right. Yet it may also be
a means of maintaining the symbolic dependence of the cities on Athens: it is
tempting to see the aparche to Athena as a signifier of Athens’ dominance over her
subject-allies, so that any remittance would be detrimental to her (or her goddess’?)
honour.!?> What was probably a voluntary gift from the Athenians to their goddess

was hardened into a duty-fulfillment for her allies. We must remember that

® IGI*61, ML 65 = ATL 11 D 3-6. Its date has been disputed: the editors of ATL 111, p. 134-7, preferred
430; followed by ML 65, Samons (2000), 63. But Mattingly (1961), 154-65, (1970), 134-6, places it in
427/6; this was questioned by Meiggs (1972), 534-6. See also Samons (2000), 63, on the possible
Athenian motives of such generous treatment.

101G PP 281.11.331f (=ATL 11 25. 1133, c. 430/29) (plausibly restored), /G I°> 282.11.511f (= ATL 11 26.
IL511f, c. 429/8); see also Meritt (1944), 211-24, esp. 221. The two lists /G I* 281, 282 are generally
agreed to be consecutive, but there have been long disagreements about which one precedes the other
and their dates; the main arguments are summarized in Mattingly (1961), 154-61, Meiggs (1972), 534-6.
Here I follow the dates given in /G.

1 IGB62=ATLII D 21.

12 The second of the two Athenian decrees in honor of Neapolis, /G I* 101 (410/9-407/6 B.C.), has a
reference to Tec anapyxec el [MapOévor Hémep klal téog yiyveto tet [Oelor (‘the aparche to the
Virgin goddess which even until recently was given to the goddess’) (line 57). It ends with the decision
that the Neapolitans should set aside the aparche for their Vigin goddess just as before (lines 63-4). Tod
no. 84, p. 210, took 1 B¢edc in line 57 to mean Athena at Athens and the aparche to mean the aparche
of allied tribute (accepted by Meritt, Wade-Grey and McGregor in ATL 1, p. 525-6), suggesting that
Neapolis was asking that the tribute aparche previously paid to Athena be paid to her Neapolis’ Virgin
goddess instead. However, the idea that the tribute aparche was transferable from Athena to another
divinity is incredible: given its religious and political significance, to deprive Athena of the aparche
would severely undermine the goddess’ and Athens’ honour; it would also damage the goodwill
between the two cities. More plausible is the view of Meritt and Andrewes (1951), 206-7, who thought
that 1) [1apOévoc and 1 Oedc in line 57 were identical, and that Neapolis was asking Athens to agree to
the restoration of her customary offering of aparche to her own Virgin goddess, which might have
lapsed when Neapolis provided financial and military support to Athens against Thasos. Nevertheless,
it is not clear why this matter should require Athenian permission, nor do we know the nature of the
aparche, except that it seems to have been regularly made (as indicated by the imperfect tense
éyltyveto). Cf. Meiggs and Lewis in ML 89, p. 275.
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traditionally an aparche was a portion of the greater whole; but for Methone and other
communities similarly exempted from the larger phoros, the aparche was in fact an
obligatory ‘payment’. In other words, the aparche ceased to be a part of the phoros,
but became somewhat like a phoros itself, albeit a much reduced one. Though
addressed to Athena in name, in practice it is ambiguous whether the allies were
paying to Athena or to Athens. The conflation between political and religious
obligation is a theme which will recur constantly in this chapter. Whether demanded
through genuine piety, political manipulation, or a combination of both, Athena’s
aparche needs to be seen together with other religio-political means of power exertion:
that the City Dionysia should be made the occasion for the presentation of tribute, and
the Panathenaic year for its reassessment and the receipt of a cow and panoply, all
belong to similar attempts to strengthen political ties by enforcing religious

participation. !?

In 413 B.C., Athens replaced the tribute by a five-per-cent tax (eikoste) on all
imports and exports through the ports of her subject-allies, the main motivation being,
according to Thucydides, to raise more money.!* It is reasonable to assume, as Kallet
does,!> that when tributes were no longer collected, aparche was no longer paid to
Athena. Nevertheless, even though aparche of tribute ceased to be paid, another kind
of aparche was implemented in the last quarter of the fifth century, and this time with
even wider participation: not just the allies but other Greeks outside the arche were

also encouraged to send aparchai of wheat and barley to Eleusis.

B IG 1334 (= ML 46), IG I> 46 (=ML 49), IG I* 71 (=ML 69). On the ambiguities between political and
religious obligations, see also Parker (1996), 142-4, Kowalzig (2007), 116-7.

4 Thuc. 7.28.4, Ar. Ran. 363. On the eikoste, see Meiggs (1972), 349, Kallet (2001), 121-6, 195-226,
Figueira (2005), esp. 84-94. Contrary to the earlier view of Meritt (1936), followed by Meiggs (1972),
438ff, that tribute was revived in 410/9, it is now generally agreed that the phoros was not reintroduced
by the Athenians at a later date: see e.g. Kallet (2001), 223, Figueira (2005), 110, Hornblower
(1991-2008), vol. 3, 595-6.

15 Kallet (2001), 196 and n. 47.
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b) The Eleusinian First-fruits Decree (IG I* 78)

In the late fifth century the Athenians issued the well-known Eleusinian first-fruits
decree,'® which required the Athenians and their allies, and invited other Greeks at
large, to send aparchai of harvest to the two goddesses at Eleusis. The aparchai were
to involve no less than one-sixth of a medimnos of barley from each one hundred
medimnoi (1/600™), and no less than one-twelfth of a medimnos of wheat from each
hundred medimnoi (1/1200"). Unlike the aparchai (1/60™) of tribute to Athena which
concerned the Athenian allies only, all other Greeks were encouraged - as opposed to
the allies who were obliged - to send agricultural aparchai, making the decree a
Panhellenic invitation. Apart from wheat and barley, provisions appear to be made
also for aparchai of olive oil; but implementation of this proposal is not attested and

most probably it was not put into effect.!”

The date of the Eleusinian first-fruits decree has long been a subject of dispute:
despite numerous attempts to date the text on various criteria, the decree cannot be
confidently dated. The long history of the scholarship up to 1996 has been
summarized by Cavanaugh and I shall not review the arguments here.'® More
recently Kallet suggests that the Eleusinian aparchai might have been instituted in
413 B.C. as a replacement of the monetary aparche which ceased to be paid when
allied tribute was abolished.!” However, it is unlikely that the decree would have
been issued at a time when Athens was preoccupied with the Sicilian expedition. The
historical context is an important factor that has not been adequately addressed by
historians. It was doubtless at the height of her political hegemony, and in a context of

relative peace, that Athens could make this invitation to the Greek world at large. It is

16 JG 1378, ML 73, I. Eleusis no. 28.

17 Parker (1996), 144.

18 Past scholarship before 1996 is summarized in Cavanaugh (1996), ch. 3.
19 Kallet (2001), 196 and n. 47, 217 and n. 132.
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hard to imagine that this Panhellenic proclamation would appeal to the cities not allied
to Athens, many of which would have been hostile to Athens during the
Peloponnesian War. One possibility would therefore be a date in the 430s, before the
outbreak of the war.?’ Alternatively, might the decree have been complementary to,
or followed shortly, the so-called Peace of Nicias in 422/1 B.C.? This may be
supported by the fact that the seer Lampon, who moved the rider to this decree, was
the first Athenian signatory of the Peace of Nicias and the alliance with Sparta which
followed.?! Guillon suggested long ago that /G I* 78 might have been associated or
more or less contemporary with the Peace of Nicias, and that its goal was to affirm
this treaty in 421 B.C. In Guillon’s words, ‘ce text prend ainsi sa pleine signification
dans I’ensemble des mesures qui, complétant le geste décisif de la paix de Nicias, a
pour object d’assurer a la prospérité, et tout d’abord, grace a la faveur des dieux, sa
subsistance prochaine. Il est I’un des premiers actes d’une politique qui, au sortie de la
guerre de dix ans, fut sans doute celle d’un groupe d’hommes fort divert mais unis
dans I’ épreuve et le souci du bien commun.’??> Since hostilities broke out again in
418, it is probably in conjunction with or shortly after the conclusion of the Peace that

Athens proclaimed the decree all over the Greek world.

The decree claims three times that the practice was xata Td TaTpLIA KAl TEV
pavteiav tév &y Aed@ov.?® What precisely the ‘ancestral customs’ refer to is not

made explicit; but as already discussed in Chapter Three, the decree might have been

20 Cavanaugh (1996) dates the decree to the 430s based on the absence of the board of the Eleusinian
epistatai in the decree; supported by Clinton in /. Eleusis vol. II, no. 28a, p. 52. I am open to the
possibility of a date in the 430s, but not on these grounds: note the objections of Rosivach, BMCR
97.2.22.

2l IGI378.47, ML 73.47, p. 221. Thuc. 5.19.2, 24.1, Ar. Av.521, 988; P4 8996. Lampon’s activities are

known to have extended from at least 443 to 414 B.C.

22 Guillon (1962), 467-75.

B IG 1378.4-5, 25-26, 34. Recently Cole (2008), 57-9, has studied the binding power of the formula

KT TA TATPLA.
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drawing on a pre-existing association between agricultural aparchai and the
Eleusinian Proerosia and extending this to Greece at large.”* As for the Delphic
oracle alluded to, its date, content and historicity are all obscure. The authoritative
studies on Delphic oracles by Parke and Wormell and Fontenrose regard the oracle in
question as historical.?> Parke and Wormell take the Delphic oracle mentioned in /G
I 78 as a subsequent re-pronouncement, in perhaps the sixth century, of the oracle in
myth commanding pre-ploughing sacrifices at the Proerosia. But other scholars think
that they were two distinct oracles.?® However this may be, by emphasizing three
times that the custom was prescribed by oracular instruction and ancestral tradition,
the Athenians probably hoped to enhance the decree’s authority and to promote

acceptance of it.?’

The requirement that aparchai be brought from the Greeks at large has
traditionally been interpreted as a religio-political measure to re-assert Athens’
standing in the Greek world. Mylonas suggested that the cult at Eleusis could be ‘the
instrument for the unification of the Greeks under the hegemony of Athens, whose
prominence in activities of lasting value and of cultural renown would be enhanced by
the undertakings at Eleusis’.?® Meiggs thought that ‘the decree was devised for the
greater glory of Athens’, and that Athens was invoking religion ‘to support her claims
to rule’.?” Hornblower cites this decree as one of several examples where ‘religion

was used by the Athenians as a propaganda device inside their empire and even as an

24 Discussed in Chapter Three, p. 113-4.

25 Parke and Wormell (1956), vol. 1, 326, vol. 2, 72-3, no. 164, Fontenrose (1978), 247, H9. Cf.
Smarczyk (1990), 171, 191-2, who notes that the antiquity of the oracle is unknown. The criteria of
‘authenticity’ adopted by Parke and Wormell (1956) and Fontenrose (1978) have been questioned by
Maurizio (1997), Flower (2005), 216, n.13, 218, Kindt (2006), 46.

26 Fontenrose (1978), 294-5, Q79, Brumfield (1981), 67 n. 29, Smarczyk (1990), 171, 191-2. On the
oracle in myth commanding sacrifice at the Proerosia, see Chapter Three.

27 On the use of oracles to enhance authority in literary and epigraphic sources, see e.g. Kindt (2006),
35, Petrovi¢ and Petrovié¢ (20006).

28 Mylonas (1961), 127.

2 Meiggs (1972), 304-5.
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instrument of oppression and expropriation’.>® Yet I will argue that the significance
of the decree was twofold: not only was the contribution of the grain ideologically

important, but it might also carry real economic significance for the democracy. !

The potential economic benefits that might result from the successful
implementation of the decree are hinted at, first, by the complex arrangements made
for the grain envisaged, and second, by comparison with similar measures in Attica
and elsewhere. According to the decree, at Athens the demarchs were responsible for

collecting the grain deme by deme, whereas allied cities were to choose collectors
(¢yAoyeic) to manage its collection and delivery to Athens. As was discussed in

Chapter Three, the occasion for the dispatch remains unidentified and unidentifiable

by historians.?? It is nowhere stated explicitly when and how the aparchai were to be
sent (line 16: émetdav 6¢ éyAexOel, anomeupoavtov ABévale); but the transport

of crops from other cities to Eleusis would suggest theoria involving state delegations
of some sort.*®> Provisions were made for the construction of three new siroi,>* which
suggests that a large quantity of aparchai was anticipated.’ The hieropoioi*® were
the ones who were to receive the grain, record its weight, and arrange for its storage in
the siroi. From the proceeds of its sale, they were to perform sacrifices and dedicate

anathemata to the two goddesses with the remaining proceeds. These anathemata

would be inscribed with the name of every Greek city that contributed the aparchai

30 Hornblower (1992), 182, 185-6.

31" An issue explored neither by Garnsey (1988) nor Moreno (2007). Moreno (2007) mentions IG I* 71
briefly on one page only.

32 See Chapter Three, n. 20.

33 An Athenian honorific decree (/G 117 992) in the first half of the second century B.C. attests to a
Milesian theoria to Eleusis, showing that there were occasional state missions to Eleusis. Noted by
Parker (2005), 343 with n. 67.

34 On the archaeological evidence for the siroi, see Kourouniotis (1936), 53, Mylonas (1961), 125-7,
Mee and Spawforth (2001), 137-8, fig. 44.

35 Cf. Smarczyk (1990), 185, who thinks that the grain collected must have been consumed soon after
its arrival as no provision for longer storage was made.

3¢ On Eleusinian officials, see Clinton (1974).
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and with the statement that they were dedicated dmo 10 kapmo tec dnapyec. This

practice of dedicating inscribed anathemata was imitated by members of the
Panhellenion in the second century A.D.?” The decree does not specify the procedures
by which the grain was sold; but it is very probable that its sale involved price-fixing
by the assembly, as it did in the fourth century. We learn from /G 11’1672 that in 329/8
B.C. the Eleusinian grain collected was sold (after some was set aside for various
purposes) at prices fixed by the assembly (lines 282-3, 287: 3 drachmai for barley and
6 drachmai for wheat per medimnos) and apparently below the market price.®
Noting that the year 329/8 B.C. was a year of serious food shortage at Athens,*
Jameson postulated that the agricultural aparchai were sold to meet cult expenses in
normal circumstances, but could function in emergency as a communal grain reserve
for Athens. Just as the goddess’ money in the sacred treasury could be borrowed in

exceptional circumstances, *°

so the wheat and barley might have served as a
communal grain reserve in times of food shortage.*! Jameson is the only scholar to
my knowledge to have considered the practical economic benefits of the Eleusinian
first-fruits decree. However, we need not suppose as Jameson did that the grain
provided a communal grain reserve only in crises: even in normal circumstances the

grain received could be sold to the people at a fixed price as in /G 111672, and the

proceeds could then be used to meet cult expenses.

37 Eleusinian inscriptions record dedications by the Panhellenes éx tr¢c tov Anuntpiov kapmov

anapxnc. See IG 112 2956, 2957 = I. Eleusis 504, 532; Oliver (1970), 103-4, nos. 15, 16, Follet (1976),
128 (on the date), Spawforth and Walker (1985), 100, Clinton (1989a), 1520-22, Clinton (1989b), 57,
Bowden (2009), 75.

38 G 11°1672.263-296, I. Eleusis no. 177. Jameson (1983), 10, Garnsey (1988), 158, and Clinton
(2005-8), vol. 2, no. 177 p. 231, think that the prices are below the current market rates. Clinton further
conjectures that they were ‘evidently in response to the grain shortage’.

39 Whether this year’s harvest was normal or not is disputed: see n. 80.

40 E.g. ML 72 (loans from sacred treasuries to Athens in 426/5-423/2), ML 77 (funds in Athena’s
treasury used to finance public purposes, 418-414 B.C.); Thuc. 2.13.3-5 (Pericles considered the sacred
treasuries as financial reserves).

41 Jameson (1983), esp. 10-11; Jameson’s view is accepted by Spawforth and Walker (1985), 100.
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The present decree may be compared to the well-preserved Athenian grain-tax
law of 374/3 B.C. Since the publication of Stroud’s editio princeps and commentary,*?
it is generally agreed that the law converts two pre-existing taxes (a dodekate and a
pentekoste) in cash into the same taxes in kind. It is the former tax which concerns us
here:* the dodekate (one-twelfth or 8.3 %) is most probably a tax on agricultural
produce,** imposed on wheat and barley harvested by the Athenian klerouchoi* on
Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros. The law lays down elaborate provisions for the
tax-farmers (oi mpiapevor) to transport the grain to Athens, weigh it and store it in
the newly renovated Aiakeion (the temenos of Aiakos) in the Athenian Agora. A new
board of ten men was to be elected each year to supervise the grain’s storage,
weighing, quality and public sale at a price set by the assembly, and the proceeds were
to go to the stratiotic fund. These provisions are strikingly similar to those made for
the Eleusinian first-fruits: in both cases a fixed ratio of total grain produce was levied
in kind, collected by state officials, stored in a granary specially built for the purpose,

and sold at a price set by the assembly.*® The aim of the law, as expressed clearly in

lines 5-6, was to have grain publicly available for the people: Ayvppioc einev: 6nwe
v Tt onuwt oiftolc Nu v kowwt, TNy dwdekdTny wAlet]v Ty év Afuvat kal
Tuppwt xai Exvpwlt klal trv mevinkootny oito (‘Agyrrhios proposed: in order

that the people may have grain publicly available, sell the tax of one-twelfth at

42 Stroud (1998), SEG XLVIII 96, RO 26.

43 The nature of the latter, the pentekoste or one-fiftieth, is disputed. Stroud (1998), 37-8: a hitherto
unknown harbour (import-export) tax; supported by Bissa (2009), 189. Cf. Harris (1999), 270-2: a tax
on imports and exports. RO 26, p. 126, envisage the possibilities of a tax on grain and a tax on imports
and exports.

4 Dodekate: Stroud (1998), 31, 109: a tax on wheat and barley grown in the three islands; supported
by Bresson (2000), 207-8, RO 26, p. 124, Bissa (2009), 188-9. Cf. Harris (1999), 270-2: a tax on grains
in transit through the islands.

4 The inhabitants on the three islands were for the most part Athenians: see Stroud (1998), 31-2,
Moreno (2009), 103.

4 The similarities between the two inscriptions are discussed in Stroud (1998), 109-110. Note that
price-fixing is attested in /G 1121672 (lines 282-3, 287) but not in /G I3 78.
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Lemnos, Imbros, and Scyros, and the tax of one-fiftieth, in grain’).*’ Stroud takes this
as ‘the earliest surviving evidence at Athens for direct action taken by the polis to
provide its citizens with a regular annual supply of wheat and barley’, and suggests
that Agyrrhios might have proposed the present law with a view to providing a
constant supply of public grain (6nuootoc oitoc) complementing the private grain in

> b} ~

the market (0 év dyopa oitoc).*® Although the proportion of grain laid down is

much smaller, the Eleusinian decree similarly constitutes a state-imposed produce tax
in kind,* and may be thought of as an antecedent of the fourth-century Athenian

grain-tax law, likewise intended to increase the supply of public grain.

State interventions to make grain publicly available for the people are also
attested epigraphically in different parts of the Greek world, and have been the subject
of several detailed studies.”® Particularly worthy of our attention is the Samian grain
law in the second century B.C.,°! also adduced by Jameson in relation to the
Eleusinian first-fruits decree.>? The Samian text comprises a grain law (side A) and a
long list of citizens and the sums contributed by each (sides B, C) inscribed on three
sides of a rectangular marble block, the upper portion of which is missing.>® The
surviving part of the decree contains detailed regulations for the administration of a
grain fund set up using the contributions by numerous citizens listed on the stone.
Each chiliastys (a sub-unit of the tribe) was to elect a meledonos who would lend out

a share of the fund and collect the principal and interest. The interest received was to

S

7 Stroud (1998), SEG XLVIII 96, RO 26.5-6 (tr. Rhodes and Osborne).

8 Stroud (1998), 116. On the law’s intentions, see also Bissa (2009), 188-9.

49 A possibility envisaged by Stroud (1998), 110.

30" See e.g. Strubbe (1987), Fantasia (1989), Strubbe (1989), Bissa (2009).

SUIG X116 172, Syll.3976. Its generally accepted date is c. 200 B.C, but Tracy (1990) places it in c.
260 B.C. on prosopographical grounds; doubted by Gargola (1992), 13-14, n. 6.

52 Jameson (1983), 10-11.

53 Migeotte (1990), 301, followed by Gargola (1992), 20, thinks that an upper segment of the same size
as the present stone is missing and that the original text was perhaps twice as long.

B
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be turned over to a board of two men in charge of grain (oi émi Tov oitov). These

officials were to buy the goddess’ (presumably Hera’s) grain from the eikoste

(twentieth or five per cent tax) measured out from the territory of Anaia (éxetvor H¢
dyopalétwoay oLTov ToV Amo TNe €iK00TNG AMoUeTPoV[[—-c.5--1Juevov tne €&
Avaiwv), paying to the goddess a price no less than five drachmai and two obols as

previously fixed by the demos (lines 21-26). The land in Anaia refers to sacred land
under Samian control located in Asia Minor to the east of Samos, and the eikoste
appears to be an agricultural produce tax payable to the goddess.’® The grain
purchased would then be distributed to the citizens for free, at the rate of two
measures> a month for each citizen for as many months as the grain would last.
Distribution was to begin in the month of Pelusion, the first of the Samian year, and
was limited to the first ten days of each month (lines 53-57). Detailed provisions were
also made for an occasional additional purchase and distribution of grain. The aim of
the decree, it appears, was to establish a procedure to make grain available to the
Samian citizens for at least part of the year.® The decree also demonstrates that the
portion of grain belonging to the goddess could be utilized as a public grain reserve

for the people.

Might the collection of Eleusinian aparchai be intended as a comparable
measure to increase the amount of grain available to the Athenians? Might it be an
Athenian attempt to bring additional and free grain into Attica from other parts of

Greece? Athens’ claim to the Panhellenic contribution of aparchai to the two

34 Dittenberger in Syl 976, n. 9-10. On Anaia, see Thuc.3.19, Shipley (1987), 27, 34-6, 219, 267.

35 The measure is not made explicit. Foxhall and Forbes (1982), 60, assume that the medimnos is
meant; but Migeotte (1990), followed by Gargola (1992), think that the choinix, a smaller unit than a
medimnos, must be meant, as the amount of grain available was not huge.

% This is generally agreed to be the primary concern of the law, e.g. Tarn and Griffith (1952), 108,
Austin (1981), 198, Jameson (1983), 10-11, Shipley (1987), 221, Garnsey (1988), 16. But the limited
scale of the operation is emphasized by Shipley (1987), 219-20, Migeotte (1990), Gargola (1992).
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goddesses was based ideologically on the mission of Triptolemus. Tradition had it that
it was at Eleusis that Demeter’s gift of corn first appeared, and was distributed by
Triptolemus to the rest of mankind.’” Godelier’s idea of ‘original debt’ provides a
useful perspective with which to conceptualize the Eleusinian first-fruits: by stressing
Triptolemus’ divine mission in mythical times, all the Greeks and not just the allies
were rendered indebted to Athens (and her mythical hero) from the outset. It was
therefore natural that all Greek cities should return a portion of their harvest to Eleusis
in gratitude for Athens’ beneficence. A debt was further created each time a city
reaped a bountiful harvest; every successful harvest provided a cause for rendering
thanks to Athens and the two goddesses. Further benefactions could be hoped for if
one duly observed the cult practice. The decree invoked agricultural blessings for
those who offered aparchai: ‘for those who do this may there be many benefits in

fruitful and abundant harvests, as long as they do not wrong either the Athenians or

the city of the Athenians or the two goddesses’ ([totlg 6¢ Ttavta motdoL TTOAAQ

ayaba evar xal evkapmiav kal moAvkaprialv, foiltives av [ulé @dikdot

ABevaioc pedé tév moAw tév ABevaiov pedé 10 0ed).® Although in name

Athens was collecting the aparchai for the two goddesses, in practice it is ambiguous
whether it was to the two goddesses or to Athens that the agricultural aparchai were
sent. Athens, it may be said, was not a mere intermediary collecting the aparchai on
behalf of the two goddesses, but had taken on the goddesses’ divine role as a

dispenser of wealth and agricultural prosperity. As Aelius Aristides puts it, she is the

57 The myth is related in Xen. Hell. 6.3.6, Isoc. Paneg. 31, Aristid. Or: 1.36-37, 399, Aristid. Or. 22.3-4.
See also Parker (1991), 1-17, Smarczyk (1992), 216-224, Parker (1996), 143, n. 85, Parker (2005), 331.
On the competing claims between Athens and Sicily over who first received the art of agriculture, see
Diod. Sic. 5.2.3ff, 5.4.3-7, Kowalzig (2008).

8 JG 13 78.44-46.
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unTpomodic tav kaprav for all the Greeks.” The salient point about an ‘original

debt’ is that, as Godelier argues, it can never be fully repaid by any counter-gifts;
therefore the Greeks were laid under a perpetual duty to their divine benefactor. This
never-ending obligation provides a mechanism by which to create social relations on a
vertical axis: as her intermediary role was believed to have made grain available to the
whole of mankind, Athens could elevate her status above that of her subject-allies, and
thereby justify political hierarchies and the continuous upward flow of grain from her
subject-allies and other Greeks at large. In Godelier’s words, ‘it is in the context of
gift-giving and the debts created by gifts that the process of caste and class formation
is illuminated and takes on meaning’.°

This assimilation of the ruling power to the divinities finds an interesting parallel
in the Roman period: Emperor Hadrian, who took extraordinary interest in the cult at
Eleusis, was depicted on a series of silver coins holding stalks of wheat in the image
of Ploutos.®' His wife Sabina, on the other hand, was honoured as Néa AnunTnp in
Megara in the second century A.D. She appears to have been addressed also by

Demeter’s title Evepyétic Kapm[opopoc] in a fragmentary second-century decree of

the Panhellenes.®? The imperial couple seems to have been placed on a par with the
Eleusinian deities as dispensers of benefactions. It is tempting to see Classical Athens,
by demanding first-fruits to Eleusis, as similarly elevating her position above that of
the other cities, and almost to that of the goddesses. Paradoxically, however, if the
myth of Triptolemus made manifest other Greeks’ dependence on Athens for the gift

of agriculture, in reality Athens had an overwhelming concern for, and dependence on,

3 Aristid. 1.37, 399.

% Godelier (1999), esp. 29-31, 186-7, 193-8, at 30.

6 Clinton (1989b), esp. 57-8.

2 JG 11> 1088.49, IG VII 73, 74. Dittenberger ap. Graindor (1934), 130, Graindor (1934), 130-1,
Mylonas (1961), 175-81; but doubts are expressed by Clinton (1989a), 1523.
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other cities’ supply of grain.®* The social and political importance of grain for
Classical Athens has been treated in several detailed studies and I shall not elaborate

on this here.

The suggestion presented here that the Eleusinian first-fruits decree might have
an economic dimension to it can be strengthened by comparable practices in other
cultures. As in ancient Greece, Polynesian societies had first-fruits festivals, variously
named,% during which a part of the harvest would be offered to the gods, who were
believed to be the primary source of food. Closest to the gods was the chief, who was
their earthly representative and a mediator through whom divine blessings were
conveyed to the society at large. During first-fruits festivals, it was the chief who
recited the appropriate ritual formulae for securing rain, bountiful harvests, success in
fishing and other blessings. Since it was through the chief that the first-fruits could be
presented to the gods and the latter’s blessings bestowed, he occupied an intermediary
place in the circulation of favours between the people and the deities. In many
Polynesian societies first-fruits were originally voluntary offerings but became

compulsory tributes over time,

serving as a mechanism by which the chief
appropriated food to enhance his economic and political position. Symbolically
presented by the people to the gods through the chief, the gods’ portions were
intercepted by the chief to feed his family and relations who constituted a

non-food-producing class.®” Such obligations, Kirk argues, provided the material

basis for the chiefly class and reinforced its supreme political power over other

8 See e.g. Ath. Pol. 43.4, 51.4, Xen. Poroi, 1.3, Dem. 20.31, Plut. Sol. 24. On Athenian regulations
concerning grain, see also Todd (1993), 320-1.

4 E.g. Osborne (1987), esp. ch. 2, ch. 5, Moreno (2007), Oliver (2007). On the problem of food supply
in the wider Greek world, see also Jameson (1983), Garnsey and Whittaker (1983), Garnsey (1988),
Garnsey and Morris (1989).

5 E.g. the ‘makahiki’ in Hawaii, the ‘inasi’ in Tonga, the ‘matahiti’ in Tahiti.

6 Kirk (1967), 166-7, Goldman (1970), 509.

7 On the religious, economic and political role of the Polynesian chiefs, see Kirk (1984), esp. 37-9,
160-7.
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classes.®® In Tonga, the ‘inasi’ (an annual first-fruits ceremony) was observed with
scrupulous care, as it was believed that any neglect would incur the vengeance of the
gods.®® Gifford imagines that on such occasions many vessels from outlying islands
would come carrying the first-fruits to the Tui Tonga (the chief): ‘on board the vessel
carrying such a cargo was a man who continually blew a conch shell trumpet as the
vessel passed inhabited islands’; and he supposes that individuals in different islands
would be appointed to petty offices responsible for bringing the first-fruits to the
chief,”® perhaps somewhat like the theoroi in ancient Greece. The ‘inasi’ festival,

then, had the potential to reinforce the link between outlying places and the chief.

The Polynesian case provides us with a valuable example where agricultural
first-fruits for the gods were appropriated by those in power. It shows that some
religious obligations of first-fruits cannot be understood separately from their political
and economic contexts. About a century ago the anthropologist Lang had already
recognized the political aspect of first-fruits ceremonies and their accompanying
taboos in Polynesian societies. Some of these rituals and taboos were artificially
imposed and created, he argued, to protect the interest of the ruling class or dominant
power in society.”! Like the Polynesian chiefs, Athens attempted to exploit her
intermediary position between Demeter and Kore and the other Greeks as the agent
through which the goddesses’ blessings were bestowed on all, in order to legitimize
the Panhellenic contribution of grain to Eleusis. As in the Polynesian case, the
goddess’ aparchai might have been utilized, after being symbolically presented to the
goddesses, for Athens’ own benefit. It is tempting to think that the Eleusinian

first-fruits decree might have been a strategy to maximize the prospective amount of

8 Kirk (1984), 230ff.

% Webster (1942), 342-3.
0 Gifford (1929), 103.

"I Lang (1901), ch. 14.
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grain available to Athens. What was originally perhaps a communal custom within
Attica to bring aparchai to Eleusis (see Chapter Three) was being extended to the
other Greeks at large. Similar attempts to ‘internationalize’ an Athenian cult practice
can be seen in the Great Panathenaia: under the empire this festival assumed the status
of an imperial or almost a Panhellenic festival.”? If the so-called Congress decree
preserved in Plutarch, by which Pericles invited all the Greeks to send representatives
to Athens to discuss matters of Panhellenic concern, was genuine,” it would betray
the same kind of claim to Panhellenic leadership seen in the Eleusinian first-fruits
decree. Nevertheless, we do not know the actual mechanism by which the decree
might be implemented: it remains completely obscure how contributions of aparchai
from Athenian allies (if not other Greeks, who were encouraged but not compelled)

could be enforced, and on what occasion the grain was to be dispatched to Athens.

Although the economic returns from the successful implementation of the
Eleusinian first-fruits decree cannot be verified statistically, circumstantial evidence
(the exhortation to all to contribute, the complex management of the grain received,
the importance of grain for Athens) and comparison with other grain measures in
Attica and elsewhere all point to the possibility that the significance of the decree was
not merely symbolic but also real. Unfortunately epigraphic evidence concerning
Eleusinian aparchai is scant and unrevealing in this respect. /G I* 391 records

apyvpLov amo 10 oito Te¢ anapxec towv Oeotv transferred by the hieropoioi to the

epistatai over a four-year period (422/1-419/8). Yet the sums are so meager - where

preserved, only 6 drachmai for 421/20 and 31 drachmai for 420/19 (lines 13 and 20) -

2 See n. 13 above.

3 Plut. Per. 17, with commentary and bibliography in Stadter (1989), 201-7. The decree’s authenticity
is disputed. Authentic: Raubitschek (1966), Meiggs (1972), 512-5, Griffith (1978), Walsh (1981), 59-63,
MacDonald (1982), Cawkwell (1997); inauthentic: Seager (1969), Bosworth (1971), Robertson (1976).
For a different line of interpretation, see Tronson (2000). See also Perlman (1976), 6-17, on the
Panhellenic features of Pericles’ policies.
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that it is unclear what they represent.’*

An equally puzzling sum is recorded in an
inventory account /G I* 386-387, dated to 408/7: among the possessions of the
goddesses deposited on the Athenian acropolis is a sum of 1137 drachmai 3 obols
derived from the aparchai, but the significance of this, too, is largely obscure.” In

the fourth century a fragmentary law concerning the Eleusinian Mysteries (c.

367/6-348/7?) contains a reference to ‘those rendering the first-fruits of grain’ ([t]wv

TV drapxnv o0 oito anayovt[wv]). Yet we do not know what provisions precisely

are made for the aparchai here, nor is the text concerned primarily with Eleusinian

aparchai.’® Another uninformative decree, /G 11> 140 dated to c. 353/2, apparently

amends or renews the practice prescribed in a previous law 7oJv Xatpnuovido

vo[uov tov mept tnlc dnapxnc; but the ‘law of Chairemonides’ does not survive,

nor is it clear what the changes are.”” The already-mentioned /G 11> 1672, an account
of the epistatai of Eleusis and the treasurers of the Two Goddesses, gives a
remarkably well-preserved record of the aparchai from Attica and her possessions in
329/8 under Lycurgus. From the inscription, the total aparche collected amounted to

.78
)

approximately 1134 medimnoi of barley and 122 medimnoi of wheat;’® and their sale

% IG P 391, I Eleusis no. 45. Korte (1896) and Jameson (1972), 479-80, considered it inconceivable
that the meager sums recorded here resulted from the first-fruits decree and argued that this text must
precede IG I® 78. Cavanaugh (1996), 42-3, 68-9, proposes various plausible explanations for the small
figures. Clinton (2005-8), vol. 2, no. 45, p. 65, thinks that they most probably represent income from
the sale of the Eleusinian aparchai before deducing expenses for sacrifices and anathemata, and that
the meagre sums reflect the effect of the Archidamian War. But the amounts seem implausibly small as
the total sum realized from the sale of aparchai.

75 IG I? 386.5-6, I. Eleusis no. 52. See also Cavanaugh (1996), 121-5.

76 I Eleusis no. 138.B.a.13 (= SEG XXX 61, SEG XXXVIII 57), with commentary in vol. 2 p. 122-3,
reiterating his view in Clinton (1980), 286.

7 IG 117 140, I. Eleusis no. 142. Clinton (1980), 272, thinks that the law of Chairemonides referred to
in IG 11> 140 cannot be identified with the law in I. Eleusis no. 138 even if the latter might have
preceded /G 112 140, because Chairemonides’ law was inscribed on a single stele set up in front of the
Metroon (IG 11? 140.34-35) whereas I. Eleusis no. 138 was set up in the city Eleusinion as its find place
indicates.

8 IG 1171672.263-300, 1. Eleusis no. 177. See Garnsey (1988), 98, table 5, for the total amount of Attic
grain production in 329/8 calculated by Garnsey. We must, however, be aware of the limitations of this
inscription in inferring total productivity: Moreno (2007), 13-14, attacks the method used by Garnsey
to extrapolate the total production of grain in Attica from the aparchai figures in IG 111672
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resulted in a sum of 3510 drachmai 5.5 obols (line 288).” The unimpressive quantity
of aparchai collected in 329/8 may be explained by the fact that this was a bad year
for farmers: the 330s and 320s have been taken by some scholars as periods of serious
food shortage.°

The several pieces of inscriptional evidence that have come down to us do not
bear out Isocrates’ claims in the fourth century that aparchai of grain were annually
offered by most cities, and that the Pythia ordered non-conformers to comply with the
custom.®! If fulfillment of religious obligation was directly connected with perception
of political power, then after the dissolution of the Athenian empire aparchai most
probably came only from within Attica. Moreover, as Parker points out, any offering
that might have continued to come from elsewhere might be voluntarily offered as a
tribute less to Athens than to the religious importance of the Eleusinian cult.®> We
should therefore expect fourth-century yields of agricultural aparchai to difter from,
and not necessarily to reflect, the potential yield envisaged at the height of Athenian
imperialism. Little is known about the Eleusinian aparchai after the Classical period.
IG 11 1035.23-24 in the first century B.C. contains a possible and unnoticed reference
to aparchai from the crops to the goddess, most likely Demeter, but in a largely

t.83

undecipherable contex The proper observance of the Eleusinian decree is also

dwelled on by Aelius Aristides; but his speech is purely a literary exercise and does

(multiplying them by the ratios decreed in /G I* 78), on the ground that the proportions might have
changed over the fifth and fourth centuries; Moreno has avoided culling numbers from IG 1121672
altogether. Similar cautions are also articulated by Stroud (1998), 34-6. But the method and figures in
Gernsey (1988) continue to be accepted and followed by some: e.g. RO 26, p. 124, 127.

7 Clinton (2005-8), vol. 2, no. 177, p. 234, notes that the inscribed total in line 288 (3510 drachmai
5.5 obols) does not agree exactly with that derived by adding up the money from barley and grain in
lines 282 and 287-8. He thinks that the total sum of money realized should be 3505 drachmai 4.5 obols,
i.e. 5 drachmai and 1 obol less than the figure given in line 288.

80 E.g. Jameson (1983), 10-11, Garnsey (1988), 154-62, Sallares (1991), 393-4, Clinton (2005-8), vol.
2, no. 177, p. 231. Cf. Stroud (1998), 35-6, RO 26, p.124.

81 Isoc. Paneg. 31.

82 Parker (1996), 222 with n. 16.

8 JG 117 1035.23-24. Culley (1972), 83, thinks that the goddess is Athena; but Demeter must be meant,
as line 22 refers to the sanctuary at Eleusis.
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not prove that the practice continued down to Hadrian’s reign in the second century

A.D.3

The Eleusinian first-fruits provide the most elaborate example of, and a useful
way of conceptualizing, other obligatory aparchai imposed on one’s subject cities. As
we shall see shortly, Syracuse and Miletus similarly required aparchai from their
subjects; but without the same power exertion of imperialism, the degree of intensity

and compulsion with which these aparchai were exacted was rather different.

c) Athens and Priene

Apart from being ‘the mother-city of the crops’, in the fifth century Athens also
presented herself as the mother-city of her empire by requiring allies to send a cow
and panoply to Athens at the Great Panathenaia, an obligation of colonies to
mother-cities.®® In the time of the Second Athenian Confederacy, similar offerings
continued to be sent by some cities voluntarily. Shortly before 326/5 B.C. the people
of Priene decreed that they would dispatch a theoria of two men bringing a panoply

(line 4), aparchai, and sacrifices to Athena Polias at the Great Panathenaia every four
years (lines 10-13: aipeioOar 6¢ tlov dnJuov Oewpolvc] dvo tovc tac dnapxac
anlolif[oovtac kat t]a iepa otmoovtac TN AOnvar Tt [HoAwadt ka0 éxaotnv]
nevtetnpida).*® The decree also renewed the grants of citizenship, equality in taxes

and the privilege of front-seats in contests to all the Athenians (lines 6-9).%” These

provisions need to be understood in their political context: by the last quarter of the

8 Aristid. Or. 1.31-8.

8 IG P34 (= ML 46), IG I3 71.56-58 (= ML 69). On ‘cow and panoply’ as an offering proper to
colonists, see /G I* 46.11-13 (= ML 49) (Brea), Meritt and Wade-Grey (1962), 69-71, Hornblower
(1982), 193, Parker (1996), 142-3, 221 n. 13-14.

8 Inscr. Prien. S.

87 The grants in Inscr. Prien. 5.6-9 are presumably referred to in /G I1? 566.7-8. See also Inscr: Prien. 6
(after 330/29), which grants citizenship to Philaios of Athens.

236



Chapter Seven

fourth century, the Great Panathenaia and the City Dionysia are likely to have lost
much of their prestige and the imperial flavour formerly enjoyed in the heyday of the
Athenian empire. When aparchai of tribute and harvest ceased to be a symbol of
Athens’ domination over her subject-allies, any further aparchai to Athena after 404
B.C. may be understood not so much as a duty fulfillment but as reflecting the desire
to propitiate Athens and her patron goddess. We do not know what the aparchai in
this text were; but they must have been sent of Priene’s own accord. Unfortunately, it
is difficult to uncover the political impetus (if any) that prompted the aparchai.
Hornblower thinks that the existence of religious ties between Priene and Athens does
not constitute sufficient proof of Athenian refoundation of,*® or political interference
in, Priene in the mid-fourth century; yet why Priene should suddenly be motivated to
offer aparchai along with other grants to Athens in the 320s remains to be explained.
The dispatch of aparchai may suggest a desire to reinforce the political ties between

the two cities in this period, whatever the precise stimulus might have been.

More generally, Priene’s offerings must have been an expression of goodwill

(line 17: evvoia) for Athens and Athena. In the Prienians’ own words, they served as
a ‘memorial of kinship and friendship from the beginning’ (line 5: uvnuetov ¢ &€&

apxnc ovyyeveiac xal @iAiac). The Prienians probably saw Athens as their

mother-city although this is not made explicit in the inscription;®

and their offerings
are comparable to those sent voluntarily by Athenian colonies or cities which

acknowledged themselves as such. In the fourth century Paros and Colophon

8 The question of the refoundation of Priene is complicated and controversial, see e.g. van Berchem
(1970), Hornblower (1982), 323-30, Sherwin-White (1985), 88-9, Demand (1990), Rubinstein (2004),
1092.

8 On Ionian cities’ perception of Athens as their mother-city, see e.g. Snodgrass (1971), 376, Meiggs
(1972), 294, Parker (1996), 88, n. 84, 142-3. On Athens’ claims to be the mother-city of Ionia, see
Graham (1964b), 63, Smarczyk (1990), 328ff. On the ideology of kinship in colonial and other
interstate relations, see e.g. Curty (1995), Hornblower (1996), 61-80, Jones (1999).
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spontaneously brought similar offerings (but not aparche specifically) to Athens,
describing themselves as dmoixor of Athens.”® Whether or not Athens’ role in

colonizing these places was a political fiction invented by the Athenians, these
offerings were acknowledgements of the colonial relations that existed between the
sender and the recipient. They indicate a desire to maintain contact with the
mother-city and doubtless reflect a general sense of indebtedness to Athens for her

part in the lonian migration.

d) Syracuse and her Subjects
In a speech delivered in the assembly in 415 B.C. to dissuade the Athenians
from undertaking the expedition to Sicily, Nicias describes the economic strength of

Sicily as follows:

xpnuata ' Exovol ta uev idia, ta O¢ kal €v Toic iepolc é0Ti
XeAwovvtiolg, Zvpakooiolc 6& kal amo fapPapwy TIVOV artapxn
opépetal. @ 6¢ udALoTa MUY POV XOVOLY, IMTMOVE TE TIOAAODC
KEKTNVTAL Kal 0iTw oikelw Kal 0UK EMakTw xpwvtar.’!

‘The Selinountians have money, partly in the hands of private people, and
partly in the temples, and an aparche is paid to the Syracusans from some

barbarians. But the greatest advantage they have over us is the fact that they
have many horses and they use home-grown and not imported corn.’

Some manuscripts (ABCEFM) read dmapxnc ¢épetat, which is hardly
translatable. Others read dnt” dpxnc (manuscript G) ‘from time immemorial’.?? It is

now generally agreed that dmapyr) is far preferable to any other version, and the

sense is that ‘an aparche is paid to the Syracusans by some barbarians’.”> Yet the

% SEG XXXI 67: in 373/2 Paros voluntarily offered to bring a cow and panoply to the Panathenaea
and a cow and phallus to the Dionysia kata ta patria; IG 11> 456: Colophon dispatched a crown and
panoply to Athena upon the liberation of Athens in 307/6. Both the Parians and Colophonians spoke of
themselves as colonists of Athens.

1 Thuc. 6.20.4.

%2 E.g. Haacke (1823), vol.1, 272, Jowett (1881), vol. 1, 424, Smith (1928-35), vol. 3, 222-3.

% Preferred by e.g. Dover (1965), 32, Gomme, Andrews and Dover (1945-81), vol. 4, 256-7;
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nature of the aparche in question has long puzzled commentators. The word
elopépery is commonly used of money contributions required of individuals to a

public fund;** so the aparche here may be a monetary payment. By analogy with the
one-sixtieth of allied tribute paid to Athena in the Athenian empire, Hornblower
suggests that aparche is here used loosely to refer to the whole amount of the tribute,
practically meaning ‘tribute’.”®> In his view, Thucydides is using the word aparche in
a secular sense to signify the whole sum received by Syracuse with no reference to the
gods’ portion.”® That Syracuse probably received tribute from her subject states is

indicated by Diodorus, who tells us that the Syracusans imposed heavier tribute on the
Sicels to help expand their military forces: émeueAnOnoav 6¢ xal tnc melne
ovvauewe, xal XpnuatTwy TaAPAoKEVAG ETOLODVTO, POPOVS XOPOTEPOVC TOLG
vmotetayuévols ikeloic erutifévtec (‘they also developed their infantry forces

and made financial preparations by laying heavier tributes upon the Sicels who were
now subject to them’).”” However, the word used by Diodorus is phoros but not
aparche: should not Nicias have said phoros if this is what he meant? As we saw
earlier, the Athenian empire made a notional distinction between phoros and aparche,
the former referring to the whole sum of tribute and the latter to the goddess’ share. It
is therefore unlikely that Nicias regarded the two as analogous. More importantly,
known applications of the word aparche go decisively against Hornblower’s view: as

we have seen in Chapter One, the word aparche is always used with a religious

Hornblower (1991-2008), vol. 3, 355-6.

% LST s.v. elopépw 1.2; Thuc. 3.19, 8.45.5.

% Hobbes (1723), vol. 2, 508, Dover (1965), 32, also translate the word as ‘tribute’. Bodin and
Romilly (1955), translate: ‘Syracuse méme recoit aussi la quote-part de quelques peuples barbares’.

% The other appearance of the word aparche in Thucydides is Thuc. 3.58.4, where it is used with a
religious significance and refers to offerings made to the Spartan war dead.

7 Diod. Sic. 12.30.1 (tr. Oldfather). The Sicels here, the plain-dwelling subjects of the Syracusans,
need to be distinguished from the Sicels of the interior who sided with the Athenians in Thuc. 6.34.1,
6.88.4. See Hornblower (1991-2008), vol. 3, 402, on Thuc. 6.34.1.
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significance and we have no precedents for any secular application of the term. It
seems to me therefore that a religious (rather than secular) payment must be meant,
regardless of what form this took. If Syracuse levied tribute on some barbarians, we
may perhaps suppose that a share went to the gods as an aparche, whereas the larger
tribute itself was termed a phoros. Nevertheless, this interpretation is not satisfactory:
Nicias should have mentioned the phoros and not the much smaller aparche when he

wanted to emphasize Sicily’s financial strength.

Instead of tribute or a portion of tribute, the aparche probably signifies a
religious payment imposed on some local produce, such as grain mentioned in the
same passage, and payable to the gods in Syracuse. Hornblower also envisages the
possibility of ‘a genuine and formally imposed fraction of agricultural produce’;*® but
he does not explain whether this was some secular taxation or a religious payment.
The payment’s religious character is hinted at also by contextual information: Nicias
has just mentioned the wealth of Selinus, both in private possession and in sacred
treasuries (from which the city could borrow in time of war),” so the aparche
brought in by the barbarians is likely to concern sacred revenue also. We may
envisage that some barbarians were required to send a certain percentage of the local
produce, or a percentage of the proceeds from its sale, to the gods of Syracuce. If the
possibility suggested here is correct, then Syracuse would be reminiscent of imperial
Athens in terms of the kind of (agricultural) aparche required of her subjects, but on a
much smaller scale of operation and perhaps without the same intensity and coercive

power outside the framework of imperialism.

%8 Hornblower (1991-2008), vol. 3, 356. See also Crawley (1874), 421, Warner (1954), 423, Kallet
(2001), 42, who translate aparche here as ‘first-fruits’.

% On the treasures in the Selinountian temples, see /G XIV, 268, ML 38 with addenda, SEG XXXIV
970, SEG XLV 1414, Manganaro (1995).
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e) Miletus and her Colonies: Kios and Kyzikos

In the Hellenistic period Miletus received offerings regularly from some of her
colonies, one of which was Kios, located on the south-eastern coast of the Propontis
in Asia Minor. According to a Milesian inscription in c¢. 228 B.C., discovered in the
Delphinion at Miletus, the Kians were required by traditional custom to send phialai
as aparchai to the god, presumably Apollo.!” The inscription begins by making
explicit Kios’ status as a Milesian colony; then it mentions the request made by two
hieropoioi sent by the Kians, among other requests such as isopoliteia, to be exempted
from the phialai owed to the god on account of the wars and dearth which beset Kian
land. In reply to the Kian request, the Milesians decided that it was impossible for
them to grant remission of the aparchai as the Milesians themselves were also pressed
by war and dearth, and because the existing law prevented it. The Milesians resolved
that the aparchai previously owed to the god should be repaid when it seemsed timely
to the Kians; but from now on aparchai should be paid on time in accordance with

what was agreed on by the forefathers. '°!

The inscription implies that it had been an ancestral custom for Kios to honour
Apollo with aparchai. The insistence that aparchai be sent to the god even when the
city was hard-pressed is strikingly similar to Athens’ rulings for Methone, Aphytis and
some other cities that the aparche of tribute could not be remitted. In both cases, the
aparchelai are likely to have served as a signifier of the city’s symbolic link with her
subject-colony: hence the reluctance to remit it. However, the two cases differ in that
the aparchai probably represented the whole sum Kios had to pay, whereas Athenian

allies normally had to pay both an aparche of tribute to Athena and the rest of the

100 The Milesian origin of the city is confirmed by Aristotle fr. 514 Rose, who says that Kios was
founded first by the Mysians from Chios, then by the Carians, and finally by the Milesians. On Kios,
see Gorman (2001), 247, Avram (2004), 982-3, no. 745.

101 Milet 1.3, no. 141, esp. lines 23-34.
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tribute to Athens. There is no sense of proportionality in the Kian aparchai or phialai:
they appear to denote simply ‘offerings’ or religious ‘payments’ at a fixed value of

100 drachmai (see below).

We have further evidence for Kian phialai in an inventory list of the temple of
Apollo at Didyma in 276/5 B.C., which records the communal dedication of a piaAn
napa Kiavav, 6Akn dpaypai éxatov.'” Though not described explicitly as an
aparche, this Kian phiale is extremely likely to be the same in nature as the phialai
mentioned in the above inscription. Interestingly enough, we know that another
Milesian colony, Kyzikos, located in more or less the same region as Kios on the
southern coast of the Propontis,'® also regularly offered phialai to Apollo Didymeus
in the third century B.C., as indicated by the recurrent phrase KvCixnvawv @uaAn or

similar expressions in numerous inventory lists.!®* The phialai from Kyzikos are
recorded ten times, always weighing a hundred Alexandrian drachmai, but are not
described as aparchai. By analogy with the phialai required of Kios, the phialai from
Kyzikos are very likely to have been aparchai required of this colony also.
Unfortunately the incomplete decree regulating the relations between Miletus and
Kyzikos in the late fourth-century does not contain any references to aparchai or
phialai; but one wonders whether the treaty might have contained provisions for these
which are simply not preserved.!” Given that the sanctuary at Didyma was under

106

Milesian control by the third century B.C. and possibly much earlier, ™ it is highly

192 Didyma no. 427.6-7.

103 On Kyzikos, see Graham (1964b), 107-8, Gorman (2001), 246.

104 Phialai from Kyzikos: Didyma nos. 432.6, 433.7, 444.3, 452.3-4, 453.5-6, 463.17-18, 464.10-11,
468.8-9, 471.8-9, 475.17-18. In most cases the entry reads KvCiknvav @idAn, sometimes pidAat dvo
éx KvCrkov (432.6) and dvaOnua KvCixknvwv (433.7). The phialai offered by Kios and Kyzikos are
mentioned in passing by Graham (1964b), 108 and n. 1, Fontenrose (1988), 67, n. 8.

105 Milet. 1.3 no. 137 (¢.334-323 B.C.); see also Graham (1964b), 107-108, 161.

106 The relation between Miletus and the sanctuary of Apollo at Didyma has been disputed: Hdt. 1.46.2
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likely that the phialai from both Kios and Kyzikos were aparchai required by Miletus

for Apollo Didymeus.

Kios and Kyzikos aside, several other Milesian colonies are also known to have

sent phialai occasionally. A phiale of unknown weight from Naucratis, another

Milesian colony, is attested once.'®” The list of 225/4 B.C. records a - - - -Jov @iaAn

anapxn, 0Axn Aleéav[dpetar éxatov from a city whose name is lost:'%®

might
this be from a Milesian colony as well? Apart from phialai collectively dedicated, an
individual from the Milesian colony Sinope also dedicated a phiale.'” However, it
appears from the inventory lists that not all Milesian colonies dedicated phialai to
Apollo Didymeus in the Hellenistic period, while at the same time other cities which
were not Milesian colonies also dedicated phialai. Miletus herself also dedicated a
phiale; Tasos,''" Salamis (in Cyprus), ambassadors from Amorgos, and other cities
are also known to have sent such dedications.'!! The phiale was the most common
offering to Apollo Didymeus.!'? Especially after the expansion of the Didymeia in the

last quarter of the third century, Apollo Didymeus must have received offerings from a

wider community of Greek cities.

says that Didyma was located in Milesian territory. Tuchelt (1988), 430-3, suggest that the sanctuary
was in fact independent; however, Ehrhardt (1998) argues for an early connection between the
sanctuary and Miletus. It is generally accepted now that Didyma belonged to Miletus early, and
certainly by the third century B.C.

197 Naucratis: Didyma no. 452.9-10 (dAAn{v} praAn Navkpaltitav).

198 Didyma no. 446.7.

199" Didyma no. 447.7, LGPN V.A s.v. O¢wv (35).

110 Tasos: Didyma nos. 427.7-8, 428.5-6, 431.8, 432.9-11, 433.8-10, 444.3-4, 449.6, 464.11-12, 475.19.
lasian phialai appear in inventory lists as many as nine times, almost always weighting 100
Alexandrian drachmai. lasos was an Argive colony located near Didyma. Ehrhardt (1998), 26-27,
warns that the presence of Iasian dedications in Didyma should not be (mis-)taken as an indication that
Iasos was a Milesian colony; the offerings are explained by lasos’ proximity to the sanctuary.

" Didyma nos. 426.5 (Miletus), 446.8-9 (ambassadors from Amorgos), 446.9-11 (Salamis).

112 But other Didymaean deities also received phialai e.g. Didyma no. 427.13-14 (Artemis). On phialai,
see Luschey (1939); on the ubiquity of phialai in temple inventories, see e.g. Harris (1995).
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f) Lindos and her Alleged Colonies

In 392/1 B.C. the temple of Athena at Lindos was destroyed by fire together with
its dedications. The temple was subsequently rebuilt; and in 99 B.C. it was decided
that a monument would be made to record the offerings that had once been in the
original temple; this is the so-called Lindian Chronicle. It is arranged chronologically
so that it moves from the dedications of the mythical period, followed by the archaic
period with many references to colonies and their founders, and then to later centuries
(down to the third century B.C.) in which we find genuine offerings. In recording the
offerings, the Lindians were not interested in the dedications as present in the temple
in 99 B.C., but only in those which were ‘historically’ important to them. Because of
its elements of invented tradition, the Chronicle’s reliability as a historical document

must remain suspect.!!3

Most of the first offerings in what follows come from the
archaic period and cannot be securely taken as authentic pieces of epigraphic evidence.
I have already listed them in the catalogue (nos. 31-34) that accompanies the

preceding chapter since they concern spoils. Here it is not their military nature, but

their dedicator’s purported link with Lindos, which is of interest to us.

The Chronicle records a dekate from the Lindians who are said to have colonized

Cyrene. The inscription given is as follows: "Awdiwv toi ulelta twv Iaykioc

naidwv Kvpavay kticavtec ovv Baltltw(l] ABavaiar kat HpaxAet [O]exaltav

arno] Aaiac av éA[alBov dlmo ...I..E.IJwov” (‘those of the Lindians who with the

children of Pankis founded a colony on Cyrene with Battos to Athena and Herakles a

tenth of the booty which they took from...”).!!* It is not unparalleled for colonists to

13 A full commentary is provided by Higbie (2003). Elements of invention are discussed in Higbie
(2001) and (2003). On the structure and arrangement of the chronicle, see Higbie (2003), 155-203.
114 Lindos 11, no. 2.B.109-117 (tr. Higbie).
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dispatch first-offerings to their home city as a means of maintaining contact with their
homeland,'"> and the dekate dispatched by the Lindian settlers in Cyrene may be
understood as such. What is peculiar about this dekate is that the Lindian dedicators
are said to have colonized Cyrene with the children of Pankis and with Battos, the
legendary founder and king of Cyrene in the seventh century. There is no evidence of
Lindian involvement in the foundation of Cyrene, and this dekate’s historicity must

remain doubtful.''®

The Chronicle also mentions first offerings dispatched from three other cites

17 1 shall examine

(Soloi, Gela and Akragas) to Lindos from their military exploits.
these one by one. A phiale was supposedly dedicated by the Soloians in Cilicia as a

dekate and an aparche of booty: "[XoAeic] ABavar Awdilat] dexatav xal
aniapyav Aaiac, av éAalpolv ueta Auplirdxlov ano METABAYPEQN xai
XIIE..QN" (‘[Soloians] to Athena Lindi[a] a dekate and an aparche of booty which
they took together with Amph[iloch]us from... and...”).!'® Amphilochus is likely to be
the mythological figure (rather than a historical namesake) who is closely connected

to Soloi in some traditions.!!” This entry must have been fabricated to support a

Lindian claim that Soloi was a Lindian colony as some traditions have it,'** and that

115 Cf. Lindos I, no. 2 C 29-35 (a dekate from a Lindian Deinomenes who colonized Gela; see below).
See also /G I’ 514 (= ML 66, DAA no. 306, ThesCRA vol. 1, p. 278, no. 45): Athenians colonists set up
a marble dedication at Athens, 429 B.C. (émoikov éc IToteidatav ‘from the new settlers at Poeidaea’
(tr. Parker)). But this is not a first offering; nor do we know whether it was sent before or after the
Athenian colonists set out to Potidaea.

116 On the foundation of Cyrene, see ML5, Hdt. 4.150-8, Pind. Pyth. 4.60, Fontenrose (1978), 120-2,
Malkin (1987), 60-9, 204-16, Calame (1988), 105-25, Calame (1996), Mari (1999), 269, Austin (2008).
7 Lindos 11, no. 2.C.11-14 (Gela, akrothinion), 56-9 (Akragas, akrothinion), 75-9 (Soloi, dekate and
aparche).

18 Lindos 11, n0.2.C.75-9 (adapted from Higbie’s translation). The supplement [XoA¢ic] appears to be
based on the compiler’s description of the object as ZoAeic graAia in the same entry (line 75).

119 Strab. 14.5.16-17. On traditions related to Amphilochus, see Gantz (1993), 527-8, Higbie (2003),
127.

120" Strab. 14.5.8, Arist. fr. 582R; but Soloi is also said to be founded by Athens in Diog. Laert. 1.51.
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the connection went as far back as mythical times.

Another entry refers to an akrothinion sent by the people of Gela in Sicily:
"TeAwtot taft] ABavaiar tar [atpdiar dxpoOiviov ¢ Apiaitov” (‘Geloians to
Athena Patroia an akrothinion from Ariaitos’).!?! The place Ariaitos is otherwise
unknown and is probably invented, though presumably it refers to a town defeated by
Gela.'? 1t is no mere coincidence that Deinomenes, described explicitly as a Lindian
who had colonized Gela,'?® dedicated a gorgon made of cypress as a dekate from
Sicily (tav éx ZixeAiac [dexdt]av),'?* where Deinomenes’ sons (Gelon, Hieron,
Polyzalos) were tyrants of Syracuse. Gela is generally considered to have been
founded jointly by the Rhodians and the Cretans in 688 B.C.'?> In face of the Cretans’
competing claims for the colony,'?® both the akrothinion from the Geloians and the
dekate from Deinomenes must reflect a Lindian attempt to assert a traditional link

with Gela. Similar motives may underlie the recording of an akrothinion supposedly
sent by the Akragantines in Sicily: "Axpayavt[i]Jvor ta[i] A[Od&lvar [tar Awvdiat
axpo]Oiviov éx Mwvwiac” (‘Akragant[ilnes to Athena [Lindia an akro]thinion from

Minoa’).'?” Akragas’ foundation has been variously attributed to Gela or Rhodes or a

121 Lindos 11, no. 2.C.11-14 (adapted from Higbie’s translation).

122 Dunbabin (1948), 113, thinks that Ariaitos is an unknown place, but he treats the offering as
historical and dates it to the first half of the seventh century, followed by Jeffery (1990), LSAG?, 272.

123 Higbie (2003), 111, thinks that two Deinomenes are being confused or conflated by the complier:
Deinomenes (father of Gelon, Hieron, Thrasyboulos and Polyzalos) is a descendant and later namesake
of an earlier Deinomenes who may be the founder of Gela according to a variant preserved in Etym.
Magn. s.v. I['éAa. But Deinomenes’ role is not attested in Hdt. or Thuc. (see n. 125 below). For a
possible family tree of the Deinomenids, see Dunbabin (1948), 483.

124 Lindos 11, no. 2.C.29-35. See also Graham (1964b), 20 with n. 4, 161-2.

125 Hdt. 7.153.1 (Herodotus leaves out Cretan involvement), Thuc. 6.4.3, Diod. Sic. 8.23.1; Dunbabin
(1948), 20, 64-6, Malkin (1987), 52-4, 180.

126 Malkin (1987), 52-3, suggests that the oracle about Gela’s foundation recorded in Diod. Sic. 8.23.1
was fabricated to assert Cretan status.

127" Lindos 11, no. 2.C.56-9 (adapted from Higbie’s translation). Graham (1964b), 162, takes this as a
historical dedication in the second half of the sixth century.
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joint enterprise of both. 2

In none of the above cases is it certain that the city from which the first offering
was allegedly sent was indeed a Lindian colony. The dekatai and akrothinia were thus
recorded in the Chronicle to assert metropolis-colony relationship between Lindos and
these cities. By emphasizing the involvement of famous mythological figures and by
placing the offerings in the archaic period or earlier, the Lindians could claim that
such cities had long-established colonial ties with Lindos. Although they were not
genuine offerings, these dekatai and akrothinia illustrate the idea we have already
encountered, that there was an expectation (if not obligation here) that colonies should

honour the mother-city with first offerings.

g) Dispatched Aparchai: Political Relations or Relations with the Gods?

The application of ideologies for private relations, such as reciprocity, friendship
and kinship, in interstate relations has been a subject of several studies in modern
scholarship.'?® What we have seen in Part One of this Chapter involves the extension
of another kind of relations, namely human-divine relations, to the interaction
between Greek cities. While it is certainly not uncommon for cities to exchange
charis, what is unusual is the bringing of first offerings and in particular aparchai,
traditionally destined for the gods alone, to another city. It may be objected that the
first offerings were still addressed to the gods; but as we have seen above, in some
political contexts, the first offerings appear to be intended for the recipient city as

much as, if not more than, her divinity.

With the exception of the offerings from Priene and the alleged Lindian colonies,

128 Thuc. 6.4.4, Polyb. 9.27-8, Strab. 6.2.5; Dunbabin (1948), 310-2, Malkin (1987), 180-1.
129 E.g. Curty (1995), Hornblower (1991-2008), vol. 2, 61-80, Mitchell (1997), passim, Jones (1999),
Low (2007), esp. 36-76.
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the first offerings seen above are all obligatory offerings or payments required of
one’s subjects.'*® They involve the formalization of traditional voluntary gifts to the
gods into religio-political obligations of fixed sums or proportions performed at
specified times or with regularity. This conflation between religious and political duty
is intriguing: adopting the language and practice of bringing first offerings in imperial
and colonial interactions leaves ambiguous in whose honour — the city or her patron
divinity — the offering was sent. The two probably amount to more or less the same
thing, as one way of paying homage to another city was to honour her patron deity
with aparchai. From the subject states’ point of view, it is unclear whether they
perceived any difference between the two; the distinction was perhaps politically
irrelevant as the obligation was imposed by the city in the name of the gods. One may
even go further to suggest that the dominant city was almost placed on a par with the
gods: instead of being a mere intermediary receiving the first offerings on behalf of
the divinities, the dominant city elevated her status almost to that of the gods by
demanding aparchai, so that gifts to the gods and gifts to those in power became
almost indistinguishable. One way of conceptualizing the phenomenon is to suppose a
three-tier relationship between the gods, the recipient city, and the subjects: the
imperial or colonial power is poised mid-way between the divine recipient and the
subjects thus obliged, so that the hierarchical relations between the three parties are
made manifest. If traditional first offerings usually concern a more or less'*! bilateral
relation between the worshipper or the worshipping community and the divine, in

these contexts we find a three-tier relation on a vertical axis.'*? The paradigm is

130 Note that the Eleusinian aparchai were required of Athenian subject-allies but invited from other
Greeks.

31T say ‘more or less’ because in some cases a bilateral relation cannot sufficiently encapsulate the
dynamics of human-divine relations. Thus de Polignac (2009), 441, proposes a ‘triangular’ relation
between the deity, the individual dedicator and his community.

132 This idea modifies and develops upon Dignas (2002)’s notion of a triangular relation between the

248



Chapter Seven

illustrated most clearly in the Eleusinian first-fruits decree: by presenting herself as
untpomoAic twv kapniwv, Athens attempted to exploit her intermediary position

between the two goddesses and her subject-allies (and all other Greeks) to justify and
perhaps intercept Panhellenic contributions of agricultural aparchai to the two
goddesses. One is reminded of the birds in Cloudcuckooland, in many ways a replica
of imperial Athens: with their city set up midway in the air, the birds imagine
themselves as ‘new gods’ dispensing blessings to mankind and intercept the offerings
designated for the Olympian gods.!*® The analogy is imperfect as the birds have
competing claims with the Olympian gods, whereas imperial Athens aligned herself
with Demeter and Kore; but it is the image of a city asserting her superiority over her
subjects and justifying the upward flow of aparchai which is relevant to us here. We
may conceive of a similar process — although, I should emphasize, without the same
power exertion of imperialism and with varying degrees of intensity and compulsion —

in the other metropolis-colony relationships studied earlier.

In the power relations between the Greek cities, therefore, first offerings could
serve as a means of maintaining a symbolic dependence of the subjects on the
dominant city. Obligatory payments of aparchai, such as the aparche of tribute to
Athena and the phialai to Apollo Didymeus, constituted an important signifier of the
dedicating city’s link with, and dependence on, the recipient, which explains the
insistence that no exemption could be made even if other concessions might be
granted. So great was their symbolic value for the mother-city that the Lindians

fabricated many such offerings supposedly dedicated by their ‘colonies’ in order to

gods, the king and the city in Hellenistic and Roman Asia Minor: the king did not always side with the
interest of the city as is sometimes supposed, but would often act as a mediator in favour of the god
when sacred matters were at stake.

133 Ar. Av.
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assert Lindos’ connection with these cities. However, it was not simply because of
their symbolic significance that first offerings were demanded by those in power;
there was a financial aspect to the phenomenon as well. Athena’s treasury at Athens
profited substantially from the tribute aparche, which probably constituted a source of
sacred wealth available to the city as loans in emergencies.!** Likewise the gods at

Syracuse appear to have been enriched by the dmapxn dmno pappapwv tivawv, hence

Nicias’ argument about Sicily’s economic strength. '3° The phialai to Apollo
Didymeus, almost invariably weighing 100 Alexandrian drachmai, also provided
income for the sanctuary, though whether they could be melted down to generate
monetary wealth for Miletus we do not know. I have also suggested that the
Eleusinian first-fruits decree, if successfully implemented, could have provided the
democracy with a supplementary source of grain, sold at prices fixed by the assembly.
In the Lindian Chronicle, on the other hand, what was important to the Lindians was
not so much the actual value of the purported first offerings from their ‘colonies’ but

the recognition of metropolis status that is implied in the act of dedication itself.

We have explored in Chapter Two the possible reasons why the gods were
thought to deserve aparchai from mankind. Here it is worth considering the grounds
on which some cities could claim aparchai for themselves (and/or their gods). Only in
the case of Eleusis do we find a ready explanation: the myth of Triptolemus justifies
the Panhellenic contribution of agricultural aparchai in terms of Athens’ benefaction
to mankind in mythical times, rendering the Greeks indebted to Athens for the gift of

agriculture from the outset. The Eleusinian first-fruits decree further claims that the

134 On loans from Athena’s treasury, see e.g. ML 72, ML 77; Thuc. 2.13.3.
135 Thuc. 6.20.
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practice was kaTd T TATPL Kal TEV pavteiav Tév &y Aedpov.'3® A similar

rhetoric was used also by Miletus: in response to Kios’ request to be exempted from

the obligation to deliver phialai, the Milesians present the duty as one ordained by an

existing law (6t o Tov vouov tou mepl Tovtwv Dmapxovta) and an agreement

made by their forefathers (kata ta vmo [t@ly mpoyovwv ovykeipeva).">” The

implication is that the long-standing custom could not be changed. Yet how the
practice came into being in the first place is left unexplained by Miletus: the rhetoric
of ‘ancestral custom’ is perhaps sufficient in itself.!*® What might have been an
artificially imposed duty was nevertheless couched in the language of traditionalism.
This appeal to ancestral traditions played on strong expectations of appropriate
behaviour towards the gods on both sides: since traditional expressions of piety and
traditional rights of the gods could not be neglected, there was an expectation that the
obligation would be met with respect. In the remaining cases — tribute aparche to
Athena, Priene’s free-will aparchai, some barbarians’ aparchai to Syracuse, and
dekatai/akrothinia from Lindian ‘colonies’ — where the first offerings were justified
neither by aetiological myths nor by ‘ancestral customs’, one wonders why the
subject-colonies should send them whether voluntarily or by compulsion. We may
suppose that the subject-colonies felt, or rather were expected to feel, a general sense
of indebtedness to their mother-city!** (and her patron deity) for her role in founding
the colony, assistance in wars, political protection, and other benefits generally

0

available to the subjects (such as grants of politeia in some cases,'*" safer transport at

sea for the Athenian subject-colonies), in return for which first offerings should be

136 G 1°78.4-5, 25-26, 34.

137 Milet. 1.3, no. 141, lines 28, 33-34.

138 Cole (2008), 57-9, has studied the binding power of ‘ancestral customs’.

139 Note that Athens was not, strictly speaking, the mother-city of all her allies, but she presented
herself as such.

1490 B.g. Milet. 1.3, no. 141, line 34.
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made.'! Although it is nowhere explicitly stated in these terms in the sources, the
initial act of foundation had probably created an ‘original debt’ for the colonies, in
return for which certain duties and loyalty could be expected from the subjects. Any
failure to honour the mother-city with first offerings, especially where they were
obligatory, would probably be considered disrespectful and offensive. Like the
divinities, the mother-city might be justifiably angered when she was not given her
dues. In colony-metropolis interactions as in human-divine relations, the sending of
aparchai reflects first and foremost the dedicator’s dependence on and subordination

to the recipient.'*?

Another way of conceptualizing first offerings dispatched to mother-cities is to
conceive of a strong centre dominating a set of subordinate communities whose links
with the centre were constantly reinforced by means of theoria. By requiring subject
states to dispatch aparchai to the dominant power at certain times of the year, the cult
practice had the potential to serve as a ritual cement binding the outlying places to the
central political core. The theoric network thus formed might be particularly useful for
reinforcing ties with the more distant or economically important states. Might Miletus
have felt a particular need to maintain her symbolic link with Kios and Kyzikos, both
of which are located in an economically vital region in the southern Propontis? For
Athens and Miletus, the important sanctuaries under their control lie at the centre of
this network of religious activities. It is currently believed that Eleusis had been part

of Athens from the beginning and was not incorporated later,'* and that Didyma

141 On the benefits enjoyed by the Athenian allies, see e.g. de Ste Croix (1954), Finley (1981), ch.3.

142 On the analogy between human-divine relations and subjects-king relations, see also Mikalson
(2010), 34-5.

143 Osborne (1994), esp.152-3, Sourvinou-Inwood (1997b); cf. older scholarship e.g. Walton (1952),
Richardson (1974).
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belonged to Miletus early and certainly by the third century B.C.'** These sanctuaries
were exploited as places of political power and served as a unifying centre to which
first offerings were sent. If it is correct to think that the aparchai were ceremonially
conveyed by state delegations on particular occasions, the ritual process and the
magnificent sight it created would also provide an opportunity for the ostentatious
display of the power relations between the sender and recipient.!'*> However, a
core-periphery model risks over-simplifying the complexity and diversity of
relationship between the ruling power and the subject as well as the
interconnectedness among the subject cities. Nor can it account sufficiently for
variations within the model:'*® for example, the fact that only Kios and Kyzikos but
not all Milesian colonies can be shown to have been obliged to send phialai to

Didyma would not be explained.

The dispatched first offerings in Part One demonstrate how a traditional religious
practice could be exploited in interstate relations as a means of expressing and
maintaining power relations. We need not suppose, however, that all aparchai-bearing
theoriai were undertaken principally for political reasons. In Part Two I turn to the
conveyance of aparchai by Greek cities to prestigious shrines of Delos, Delphi and
festival-holding cities as a more traditional means of maintaining human-divine

relations, though the practice was not entirely free from political impetus.

144 See n. 106.

145 See e.g. the scene at the matahiti (first-fruits ceremony) in Tahiti envisaged in Moerenhout (1837),
vol. 1, 518-21, Oliver (1974), 261-2.

146 On centre-periphery model, see e.g. Kristiansen et al. (1987), Bilde (1993). For critiques of the
model, see Renfrew and Cherry (1986), Ma (2003).
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I1. First Offerings to Delos, Delphi and New Panhellenic Festivals

In what follows I will first study the aparchai sent to the prestigious cult centres
of Delos and Delphi; then I will turn to the aparchai destined for cities holding the
so-called new Panhellenic festivals in the Hellenistic period. Finally, in light of the
frequent association between theoriai and aparchai seen in this Chapter, I suggest that
the reference to aparche (of disputed meaning) in two inscriptions at Thasos (/G XII.8
273, 274) most likely refers to the traditional first offering sent by Thasian theoroi to
the gods in another sanctuary, possibly the sanctuary of Great Gods at Samothrace.

As far as Delos and Delphi are concerned, the aparchai appear to have been sent
with irregular frequency and may or may not be connected with particular festivals.
That the Greek cities would risk long and dangerous journeys to bring aparchai to
Delian and Pythian Apollo should not surprise us. Delos and Delphi were both sacred
spaces and objects of ‘pilgrimage’: Delos was the birth-place of Apollo and the

‘holiest of islands’ (vnodwv dyiwtdatn),"*” whereas Delphi was the site of Apollo’s

oracle and was considered distinct from, and to have a greater appeal than, any other
local shrine of Apollo, just as Lourdes is considered in some sense more sacred than

neighbouring Catholic churches. 4

a) Delos
The dispatch of aparchai to Delos was perhaps felt to be such an ancient practice
that it could be traced back to mythical times. The Hyperboreans, a legendary race of

) 149
2

Apollo-worshippers living ‘beyond the North Wind’ (hyper boreas are said to

have sent aparchai to Delos each year, which passed down a long chain of

147 Callim. Hymn 4, 2751f.

148 On ‘degrees of sacredness’, see Rigsby (1996), 6-9. I owe the parallel between Delphi and Lourdes
to Rigsby (1996), 6.

199 On the Hyperboreans, see Romm (1992), 60-7. On the Hyperboreans’ offerings to Delos, see
Tréheux (1953), Bruneau (1970), 39-48, Kowalzig (2007), 121-4.
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intermediary Greek cities before eventually reaching Delos. Our information comes

mainly from the accounts of Herodotus, Callimachus, and Pausanias.

According to Callimachus, every year aparchai were dispatched to Delos, and

cities from all four directions in the Greek world would send choruses (d¢AA& ToL
AUPLETELS deKATNPOPOL QLEV ATApX Al TIEUTIOVTAL, TTAoAL O& XOPOVS AVAYovoL
TioAnec). It is interesting that Callimachus qualifies aparchai with the adjective

dekatephoroi, the meaning of which is two-fold here: Apollo was dekatephoros

);'* and the aparchai were to pay a tithe

(“tithe-receiving’, a cult epithet of Apollo
(‘tithe-paying’). The Hyperborean aparchai were passed to Dodona, then to Malis,
Euboa and Delos.'>! The route given by Herodotus is similar to that in Callimachus:
the sacred offerings originating with the Hyperboreans were first sent to Scythia, then
from tribe to tribe westward until they reached the head of the Adriatic, then
southward to Dodona, Malis, Carystus in Euboea, Tenos and Delos.!>> However,
Pausanias’ account is slightly different: the Hyperborean aparchai were given to the
Arimaspi, then the Issedones, and then the Scythians carried them to Sinope. In the
last stage of the journey the aparchai passed through Prasiae in Attica and were
carried by the Athenians to Delos.'*® The special prominence accorded to the
Athenians in the final stage may suggest that Pausanias’ account was influenced by an

Athenian variant of the tradition.!>* I will return to Athens’ involvement (if any) in

the conveyance of the Hyperborean aparchai shortly.

150 E.g. Paus. 1.42.5.

ST Callim. Hymn 4, 2751f; with commentary in Mineur (1984), 223ff.

152 Hdt. 4.33; Asheri, Lloyd and Corcella et al. (2007), 605, suggest that the aparchai were sent out
from Dodona, and that the part of the journey associated with the Hyperboreans and the Scythians was
legendary.

153 Paus. 1.31.2; the route via Prasiae is also discussed in Parker (1996), 225, Parker (2005), 82.

134 Despite possible elements of invention of tradition in Pausanias’ account, both Tréheux (1953),
766-7 with n. 47, 770, and Bruneau (1970), 43, regard the itinerary as real and attempt to pin down the
period when the change in route took place.

255



Chapter Seven

We do not know what these mythical Hyperborean aparchai were:'> Herodotus
describes them as ‘sacred offerings tied up in straw’ (ipa évoedeuéva v xaAaun);
likewise Pausanias says that they were ‘hidden in wheat straw, and they are known to
none’ (tag 6¢ anapyac kekpvpOar pev v kadaun nvpwv, ywwawokeobar o¢ v’
000&évawv).!%% The great care taken to conceal them and to ensure their safe transport

during the long journey all hint at some valuable and non-perishable offerings.
Interestingly enough, two fourth-century Delian inscriptions mention ‘offerings from
the Hyperboreans’, which suggest that they still arrived, or were believed to have
arrived, in the fourth century.'>” Their very appearance in the inventory lists seems to
suggest that objects thus inscribed were brought to the sanctuary; yet who sent them

and what they were remain unknown.

Herodotus recounts an aetiological myth that explains the special manner by
which the Hyperborean aparchai were conveyed. Tradition had it that the first
Hyperborean messengers to bring aparchai, comprising two maidens called
Hyperoche and Laodice escorted by five men, failed to return home from their sacred
mission. To avoid further loss of people, future Hyperborean aparchai were sent to
Delos by a process of relay by neighbouring peoples in succession.!*® Yet Herodotus’
account presents a complication: according to the Delians, he says, the purpose of

Hyperoche’s and Laodice’s visit was ‘to bring Eileithyia tribute they had undertaken

to pay in exchange for a quick and easy labour at childbirth’ (Tavtac uév vov

155 Some modern suggestions are e.g. sacrificial victims, honey from Hyperborean bees, swan eggs,
ears of corn etc. See Tréheux (1953), 764-5 with bibliography in n. 34-38.

156 Hdt. 4.33, Paus. 1.31.2 (tr. Jones).

157 Inscr. Délos no. 100.49 (372/367 B.C.): [t ¢&] YmepPopéwv iepa, Inscr. Délos no. 104(3) A8 =
IG 117 1236 A.8 (c.367 B.C.): ¢ic iepal ta ¢& YnepPoplélwv H:; Bruneau (1970), 39-40, Parker
(1996), 225 n. 30.

158 Hdt. 4.33-34. The names and number of the Hyperborean envoys given in Callim. Hymn 4, 291-9
and Paus. 1.43.3 are different from those in Herodotus.
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EidelOvin amopepovoac Avti TOU @KVTOKOV TOV ETAEAVTO  (QOPOV
dmuxéoOar).'® 1t is disputed whether the adjective @xvTdroc refers to Leto’s

delivery of Apollo and Artemis or the Hyperborean girls’ own child-birth. !¢
Herodotus seems to imply, in his rather confusing account, that the subsequent
Hyperborean aparchai to Delos were a continuation of the practice of bringing phoros
for Eileithyia. However, phoros for Eileithyia is mentioned neither by Callimachus
nor Pausanias,'®" who only speak of Hyperborean aparchai to Delos (without naming
the divine recipient). Or were there different kinds of Hyperborean offerings intended
for different divinities (aparchai for Apollo, different from the phoros for Eileithyia)?
As we shall see shortly, in historic time different Greek cities’ aparchai were

designated to Apollo, not Eilethyia.

Apart from Pausanias’ statement that the Athenians carried the Hyperborean
aparchai, there is no evidence for Athenian delegations conveying aparchai to Delos.
To our knowledge, Athens was involved in at least two major kinds of theoriai
destined for the island. First, Athens sent a quadrennial mission to the Ionian
panegyris called the Delia, which was reinstituted on Delos by the Athenians after the
purification of the whole island in 426/5 B.C. Earlier in the fifth century a festival had
also existed there but on a smaller scale.!®> The most conspicuous Athenian

delegation is perhaps that led by Nicias as described by Plutarch.!®> Nevertheless,

159 Hdt. 4.35 (tr. Waterfield). Eileithyia was the goddess of childbirth who, according to a tradition in
Paus. 1.18.5, came from the Hyperboreans to Delos to help Leto in her birth-pains. On Eileithyia’s cult
in Delos, see Bruneau (1970), 212-19.

160 [ eto’s delivery: Macan (1895-1908), How and Wells (1928), Larson (1995), 120; the Hyperborean
girls’ birth-pains: Rawlinson (1862). If the latter was the case, the phoros brought by Hyperoche and
Laodice would concern a different and possibly private religious practice of the maidens themselves, to
be distinguished from the aparchai sent collectively by the Hyperboreans.

161 This complication is not addressed by Tréheux (1953) or Bruneau (1970).

162 Hom. Hymn Apollo 147ff, Thuc. 3.104. On the Delia, see Parker (1996), 150-1, 222-3, Parker
(2005), 81.

163 Plut. Nic. 3.5-7.
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there is no evidence that Athenian theoroi carried aparchai specifically to the Delia.!®*
Some scholars have conjectured that the Delia and the transport of aparchai to Delos
were linked.!® Yet these conjectures are based on the assumption that both the
Hyperborean aparchai and their conveyance by the Athenian as described by
Pausanias reflect historical reality. Second, an annual mission was dispatched to Delos
perhaps exclusively by Athens. In Plato’s account of Socrates’ trial and death, Phaedo
explains that the Athenians had vowed to send a mission to the island every year in
honour of Apollo if the Twice Seven were saved. Even to his day, therefore, the priest
of Apollo would garland the stern of Theseus’ ship for the voyage and no execution
was allowed until its return.'®® This annual Athenian dispatch of a chorus, in what
was thought to be Theseus’ ship, was a re-enactment of Theseus’ exploit in saving the
Twice Seven. However, there is no mention in our sources of aparchai. The
inscription /G 11 2336, perhaps due to its mention of Delian officials, used to be taken
as an otherwise unattested Pythais sending aparchai from Athens to Delos in the late
second or early first century B.C.;!'%” but Tracy has now demonstrated that it relates to
a Delphic and not a Delian delegation.!®® Based on the evidence available, therefore,
the historical reality of Athenian theoriai carrying aparchai to Delos — be these
Athenian aparchai or Hyperborean aparchai conveyed by the Athenians, as tradition

had it — should remain doubtful.

As for the other Greek cities, it is left obscure by Callimachus whether the cities

164 Athenian delegations bringing offerings (but not aparchai specifically) to the Delia are mentioned
in Thuc. 3.104.6, Plut. Nic. 3.5-7.

165 Nilsson (1906), 147: ‘Es gibt wirklich auch Spuren, wenn auch z. T. nicht ganz unbedenkliche, die
das Ueberbringen der Erstlinge mit dem delischen Feste in Verbindung setzen, vor allem die attische
Version der Hyperboreersage’; Tréheux (1953), 767-9, followed by Bruneau (1970), 43. Parker (2011),
192, n. 76, considers the link between the Hyperborean aparchai and a particular festival ‘highly
plausible, but currently indemonstrable’.

166 P, Phd. 58a-c; see also Xen. Mem. 4.8.2, Parker (2005), 81-2.

167 E.g. Ferguson (1932), 147 n. 1, Daux (1936), 525, n. 1, Bruneau (1970), 128-37.

168 Tracy (1979), Tracy (1982), esp. 147-9.
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which sent choruses to Delos also dispatched their own aparchai, or whether they
were merely intermediaries through which the Hyperborean aparchai were conveyed
as implied in Herodotus’ and Pausanias’ accounts. It seems that all three sources are
recounting the aetiological myth of the aparchai to Delos, with the Hyperborean
offerings being the aition for Delos’ receipt of aparchai from the Greeks in historic
time. What survives in these literary accounts may thus be a mixture of mythical
traditions and contemporary theoric activities. Epigraphic evidence attests to envoys

sent by miscellaneous Greek cities to Delos, !¢’

some of whom carried aparchai. The
Delian inventory lists in the third and second centuries B.C. record numerous
aparchai dedicated to Apollo (not Eileithyia) in the form of phialai from the
Mapsichidians (who belonged to a trittys on Delos)'”? and the Coans.!”! According

to Bruneau’s statistics, at least 25 Coan phialai are recorded in the period of Delian

independence (315/4-167/6 B.C.), and another 35 phialai after 166 B.C.'”> Some of

73 74

these are referred to as aparchai,'” others as anathemata,'’ and some simply as

phialai. In at least one inventory list, a Coan phiale is described simultaneously as an
aparche and an anathema to Apollo (pLaAn kapvwtn ékTvmov éxovoa Cwtdiov,

) 175
b

¢ moAewc tn¢ Kowwv avaOnua, tot AnoAAwve dlapxInv which suggests

that the term aparche might have been used loosely as an equivalent of anathema,

with a weakened partial connotation which the word usually carries. The Coans and

169 Bruneau (1970), 97-114.

170 In which case no theoria was involved. On the Mapsichidians, see Jones (1987), 212.

17l Mapsichidian phialai as aparchai: Inscr. Délos nos. 313.AB.75, 314.B.83, 320.B.42, 58, 338.C.48
(supplemented), 442.B.114, 443.B.38; Coan phialai as aparchai: Inscr. Délos nos. 298.A.14,
313.AB.11, 372.B.22, 379.12 (supplemented), /G XI1.2 161.B.74-75, 184.6 (supplemented), 199.B.7,
244.10 (supplemented), 287.B.42.

172 Bruneau (1970), 97-101, 109-110. A list of inscriptions mentioning Coan theoriai to Delos is
collected in Sherwin-White (1978), 91 n. 50.

173 Seen. 171.

17% Coan phialai as anathemata: e.g. Inscr. Délos nos. 298.A.18, 371.B.17, 396.B.55 (supplemented),
421.59, 62 (supplemented), /G X1.2 161.B.14, 15, 66, 74, 162.B.11, 12, 53, 164.A.3, 199.B.8
(supplemented).

175 ]G X1.2 161.B.74.
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the Mapsichidians aside, other places such as Alexandria, Kalymna, Kasos, Knidos,
Megalopolis, Naxos, Rhodes, Tarentum and Tauromenion also sent phialai to Delos
with varying frequency and on unknown occasions;'’® but none of these is described
in the inventory lists as an aparche and therefore they cannot be securely identified as
such.!”” The phialai dedicated by different cities are perhaps more or less of the same
kind; the difference probably lies in the ways in which the objects were initially

inscribed and accordingly recorded in the inventory.

b) Athenian Pythais to Delphi

Athens also sent theoriai to Delphi with irregular frequency and not tied to any
festival. According to Strabo, the sanctuary of Pythian Apollo southeast of the
Athenian acropolis was the point of departure for the Athenian theoroi to Delphi: the
sacred offering would be dispatched after lightning over Harma was observed from
the altar of Zeus Astrapaios.!’”® The Athenian delegation, also known as the Pythais,
paid homage to Apollo with processions, sacrifices, offerings and games. It presented
aparchai and perhaps a tripod, and brought back a sacred tripod and sacred fire to
Athens.!” While the Athenian theoriai to Delos examined earlier went by sea, this
theoria must have set out by land along the sacred road to Boeotia and through it to

the sanctuary. '%°

176 E.g. IG X1.2 161.B.70, 72, 199 B.14, 226.B.3; Bruneau (1970), 93-114, esp. 109-110.

177" Cf. Bruneau (1970), 111-2, who seems to considers all the offerings dispatched by different Greek
theoroi (regardless of what form these offerings took and how they were described in the inventory) as
aparchai. Following Tréheux (1953), 765, n. 40, 773, Bruneau suggests that the unique function of
these theoriai to Delos was ‘de transporter une offrande a titre d’dmapxn et de la remettre
solennellement au dieu’, and that the aparche ‘conserve le souvenir de I’'dmtapxn) de récoltes, versée
probablement en nature, qu’ a 1’époque archaique les cités groupées dans le primitive confédération
délienne consacraient a Apollon’. The uncertainty of aparchai to Delian Apollo by members of the
Delian League has already been noted above. If indeed there were such aparchai, they are likely to
have been a sum of money rather than crops.

178 Strab. 9.2.11.

179 The most recent discussion of the Pythais is Parker (2005), 83-7.

180 We have a fourth-century horos in the Athenian agora thus inscribed: dpoc iepac 066 o1 n¢

niopevetal 1 [TvOaic é¢ AeApoc ‘boundary of the sacred road through which the Pythais journeys to
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The Classical period has left few attestations of these theoriai. The earliest
Pythais known to us was in 355B.C."8! It was perhaps not until 326/5 B.C., when
Lycurgos revived the institution, that the next mission was sent.!®? Surviving
fourth-century dedications made by the Pythaists, discovered in the Pythion of the
deme Icaria, probably attest to a third, and earlier, celebration in the fourth century.'®3
We know of successive revivals of the custom in the late Hellenistic period from
inscriptions commemorating the participants, engraved on the south wall of the
Athenian treasury at Delphi.'®* At least four such missions took place: in 138/7,
128/7, 106/5, 98/7 B.C. No Pythais is attested between 325 and 138 B.C.; but the
Marathon Tetrapolis dispatched several separate Pythaides of its own and apparently
continued the practice when Athens neglected it.'®® It is unclear why the state
Pythaides to Delphi were sent at such irregular intervals.'®¢ In theory, so Strabo tells
us, the Pythais was dispatched to Delphi on a signal of lighting. But in practice, as
Parker suggests, it is highly probable that a mission was sent when the Athenians

desired;'®” and political impetus has been identified for several missions.'®3

Delphi’ (Agora XIX, H 34) (tr. Parker (2005), 86). Ferguson (1909), 307-9, (1911), 372-3, envisaged
that the journey by land would take three days, and the distance was over one hundred miles.

81 Pythais in 355B.C.: Isae. 7.27; Parke (1939b), 80-3.

182 Lycurgan Pythais: Syll.>296, 297. On its date, see Lewis (1955), esp. 34, Lewis (1968), 377, n. 29.
The Pythaides in the fourth century are discussed in Daux (1936), 528-31.

183 Dedications: IG 11> 2816, 2817; Voutiras (1982). Parker (2005), 86, n. 28, thinks that the Pythais in
which the dedicators of /G 11> 2816 served is likely to be earlier than 355 B.C., whereas IG 11> 2817
may be associated with the Lycurgan Pythais of 326/5 B.C.

184 FD 1I1.2 nos. 2-58 = Syll.* 696-99, 711, 728. See also IG I1* 1136 (=Syll3 711 K), a Delphic
honorific decree for the Athenians and the priestess of Athena who served in the Pythais in 106/5.

185 But aparchai are not mentioned in the theoriai of the Marathon Tetrapolis to Delphi. See
Philochorus FGrH328F75; FD I11.2 nos. 18-22; Parker (2005), 83, 85 n. 24.

1% But in 98/7 there appears to be an attempt to regularize the Pythais to eight-year intervals
(enneeteris): see IG 11> 1136.2, FD 111.2 no. 48.7-8; Colin (1905), 134-9, Tracy (1982), 146-7.

187 Parker (2005), 86.

188 Parke (1939b), 83: the theoria in 355 might have been an Athenian demonstration in favour of the
Phocians who had a good prospect of establishing themselves at Delphi; Parker (1996), 247: the
mission in 326/5 is commonly thought of as part of the Lycurgean attempt to revive Periclean Athens;
Mikalson (1998), 269: the first Hellenistic mission was perhaps connected to Athens’ reestablishment
of the authority of the Amphictiones over Delphi; Tracy (1982), 150-2: the Pythais of 98/7 probably
aimed to renew old traditions and to reassert Athens’ importance in Greek affairs.
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The dispatch of aparchai and the people appointed for the task are explicitly
mentioned in the inscriptions for the years 128/7, 106/5, and 98/7.'%° Although they
do not appear in earlier epigraphic evidence, aparchai are likely to be traditional
offerings already sent by the Pythaides in the earlier period. It is unclear what form
the aparchai took, but in the late Hellenistic period they might have been a sum of
money.'”® From Tracy’s detailed study of /G 11> 2336 (a list of monetary contributions
of aparchai for the Pythais in 98/7, collected between 103/2 and 97/6 B.C.), we learn
that in this later period at least, the aparchai were jointly contributed by selected

Athenian and Delian officials. The inscription’s preamble has been restored to read:

AyaOne toxn e PovAnc «lai to]o Oljuov Tov AOnvaiwv. o
kexetpoto<v>[nuévioc émi tnyv éEamooto-
Anp e [MvBaidoc kal TAC ATAPXAC TN TTPWTNGC
ev[[veetnll? pildoc Aupikplatnc Emwotpatov Ile-
ptOoidnec avéypaylev] tovg dovtac twv dpxovl[twv tac dnapllxac
[tlot Ato[AAwvi] Tt [TvOiwt ka
Ta 10 Yneiopa [6 E¢lvotiuoc éy Muppilvolottng eimev.'”!
With good fortune of the council and the people of the Athenians. The one
elected for the sending of the Pythais and the aparchai of the first enneeteris,
Amphikrates son of Epistratos of Perithoidai recorded the officials who

contributed the aparchai to Apollo Pythios according to
the decree which Xenotimos from Myrrhinoutta proposed.

It appears from the prescript that some officials were required, according to a decree
proposed by [Xe]notimos from Myrrhinoutta, to contribute aparchai for Apollo

Pythios. There follows a list of contributors and contributions arranged

chronologically into year panels, each panel is introduced by the formula o0ide

anédwkav tac anapyac émi tov detva dpyovtoc. Tracy suggests that legislation

was enacted in 103/2 to raise a sum for the aparchai of the Pythais scheduled in 98/7.

The officials obliged to contribute include, for example, Athenian hoplite generals, the

189 Aparchai: FD 111.2 nos. 6.3 (=Syll.> 728 B), 13.19 (=Syil°> 711 D"), 46.1 (=Syil’ 697K), 48.11
(=Syll3 T11L), 54.4.

190 Parker (2005), 84.

191 T give the Greek text in Tracy (1982), which differs from that in /G 11> 2336.
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herald of the Areopagus, archons, lesser Athenian officials, the epimeletai of Delos,
priests and lesser officials on Delos. The requirement that chosen officials should
contribute to the aparchai for Apollo on behalf of the city is representative of the
Hellenistic practice of linking the exercise of public functions with financial
obligations: magistrates had to meet certain public expenses from their own
resources.'*? Yet not all the officials paid regularly every year: Tracy notes serious
disruptions in contributions for the years 100/99 and 99/98; perhaps because of this
the fund-raising effort fell short of the projected goal, so that a supplementary set of
contributions of 2450 drachmai had to be solicited from the officials in 97/6. This was
perhaps too late for the 98/7 Pythais and was probably dispatched to Delphi later but
nevertheless recorded here.'”> From the joint contributions for aparchai made in
seven consecutive years between 103/2 and 97/6, a total sum of about 3 talents was
raised. If Tracy’s interpretation is correct, it is significant that such elaborate
arrangements were made to raise money for the aparchai for Delphic Apollo:
preparation began six years in advance and serious efforts (as in the last-minute
fund-raising in 97/6) were made to ensure that a sum of three talents was met. Might
the Athenians have vowed to Apollo Pythios three talents as an aparche to be paid in
98/7? One wonders how the sum was determined and whether similar fund-raising

mechanisms were in force for the aparchai in other Pythaides.

192 On the link between magistracy and financial obligations in the Hellenistic period, see Veyne
(1976), 214-7, 251-3, 272-6.
193 Tracy (1982), 96.
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¢) Aparchai to New Panhellenic Festivals

In the Hellenistic period many Greek cities established new festivals or expanded
existing festivals to Panhellenic scale.!®* Two types of theoroi were associated with
them: first, the theoroi sent out by the festival-holding city to invite participation and
to request asylia (or inviolability) of the sanctuary from other cities,'”> where they
would be received by officials known as theorodokoi. Second, the theoroi sent by the
invitees to attend the celebration.'”® Our evidence comes predominantly from the
surviving dossier of asylia decrees, which are the invitees’ responses to the
festival-holding city. They mention two types of monetary payments: an a/eparche'®’
and an ekecheiron. The former was a cash gift for the deity whose festival was being
proclaimed, whereas the latter’s meaning is less certain.'”® It is the a/eparche which 1
am interested in here. Since the phenomenon of sending an aparche to the organizer is
similarly attested in different festivals and since the Hellenistic materials are strictly
speaking beyond the chronological scope of this study, I shall only discuss the most
well documented case of Magnesia on the Maeander, and I shall list in a footnote the

sources mentioning aparchai dispatched to other cities holding new Panhellenic

festivals. 1%

194 On new Panhellenic festivals in the Hellenistic period, see Parker (2004c), 9-22.

195 Parker (2004c), 10-11, notes that requests for participation and asylia were not necessarily
connected.

196 On theoroi and theorodokoi, see Perlman (2000), 37-62.

197 The form eparche is used in three texts: Asylia 101.33 (Magnesia on the Maeander), FD II11.2 88
(Delphi), Bizard (1920), 247-9, no. 9 (Akraiphia).

198 18T s.v. éxéxetpov: ‘= éxexéiplov, travelling allowance for Oewpoi who announce a sacred truce’.
Boesch (1908), 74-9, suggested that an ekecheiron was a cash gift for the festival-announcing theoroi
themselves, probably for sacrificial use (but he did not say whether this was a sacrifice on the spot or in
the festival), to be distinguished from an aparche which was an offering given to the theoroi for the god
whose festival they proclaimed. Oulhen (1992), 241-6, thinks that the two terms were synonymous for
money sent to the deity for a sacrifice on the occasion of the festival. Dillon (1997), 19: an honorarium
for the visiting theoroi presumably to help cover their expenses. Perlman (2000), 47-8, 128: ‘although
certainty is not possible, it appears that the aparche was the gift sent to the patron deity of the festival
while the ekecheiron was used for a sacrifice [on the spot] performed to solemnize the invitee’s
acceptance of the sacred truce’.

199" An unidentified festival at Delphi: FD II1.1 318-3-4, FD II1.2 88; the Asclepia at Cos: Asylia 28.10,
29.7, 32.9, Rigsby and Hallof (2001), Chiron 31, no. 2.A.12, B.16, no. 3.a.9; the Didymeia at Miletus:
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In 208 B.C. Magnesia on the Maeander decided to establish a Panhellenic
festival, the Leucophryenia, for Artemis Leucophryene and requested participation
and asylia from other Greek cities. The background is given in Magnesia’s own
account of events: the Delphic oracle ordered that Apollo and Artemis be honoured
and the city and territory of Magnesia be declared sacred and inviolable. 2"
Accordingly the Magnesians sought recognition of asylia and invited participation in
a competition (probably crown games) in 221/0 B.C.;*°! yet the original attempt

failed and the games had to be reestablished in 208 B.C.

In response to Magnesia’s request in 208 (now lost), we have a dossier of some
65 decrees from different Greek cities inscribed along the perimeter walls of the
Magnesian agora.?’? Fourteen replies make provisions for an aparche to be sent.?*
Of the fourteen decrees, most state explicitly that the aparche was for the goddess;
and in at least five cases it was entrusted to the Magnesian theoroi who proclaimed

the festival.?* In one reply from an unknown city, however, it appears that the

aparche was carried by the theoroi of the city invited. The city’s response reads €i¢

Didyma no. 463.13-16; the Hyacinthotrophia at Knidos: FD II.1 308.11; the Pan-Boeotian (not
Panhellenic) Ptoia at Akraiphia in Boeotia: /G VII, 4138, /G VII 4139, Bizard (1920), 247-9, no. 9.1-10;
an unidentifiable festival at Samothrace: McCabe, Insc. lasos, 75 (= Habicht (1994), Chiron 24, 69-74,
SEG XLIII, 715, Dimitrova (2008), 253, appendix 1.3, no. 3).

200 Magnesia’s account of the event: Asylia 66, see also Gehrke (2001). On Magnesia’s possible
political motives, see Rigsby (1996), 174-5,179-184, Thonemann (2007), 159-60.

201 Following Ebert (1982) (npwrtlov dpyvpiltny dyova Osivar oy katorkovvtwv v Aciav
[éngpicaviTo, kTA.) (Asylia, 66.16-17), Rigsby (1996) thinks that the initial attempt in 221 B.C. was
to set up a money contest for those in Asia and in 208 to expand it to crown status. But Slater and
Summa (2006) argue that it was in 221 and not 208 that the Magnesians wished to upgrade their
festival to crown status, supplementing instead pwt[ov otepaviltny (lines 16-17). This view had
been expressed earlier by Kern (1900). However, Thonemann (2007) proposes tpwt[ot otepaviltny

ayova Oeivar twy katorkovviwv Ty Aciav [éynpicavito, xTA. (lines 16-18), according to
which in 221 B.C. the Magnesians were claiming to be ‘the first of those dwelling in Asia to vote in
favour of establishing a stephanitic contest’ (to which all the Greeks were invited).

202 The dating of these inscriptions is discussed in Rigsby (1996), 182.

203 These are Asylia 68.18 (Attalus I and his subjects), 79.21 (Delphi), 80.1 (unknown city), 81.35
(Acarnanian League), 86.19 (Ithaca), 97.26 (Chalcis), 102.40 (Clazomenae), 107.35 (unknown city),
109.a.6 (Laodicea on the Lycus), 110.24 (unknown city), 127.10 (unknown city), 128.12 (Attalid city),
129.22, 27 (Tralles), 131.20 (Attalid city).

204 Asylia 97,102, 127,129, 131.
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[6&] T0 Aotmov a[mootéAdewv Oewplove e kal Ovoiav kal <a>mapx[nv] Tt
Ocar ka0 Exaota? Aevkopplunvd dpaxudc éxatov éxdoltote] (lines 34-6).2%°

Taken literally, in future the participating city was to ‘send out’ theoroi to attend the
festival together with sacrifice and an aparche to the goddess of 100 drachmai on
each occasion. In the remaining cases either no sufficient information survives or it is
left unspecified which set of theoroi was entrusted with the aparche.?®® Only one
reply makes explicit the use to which the cash gift was to be put: the Acarnanians

decided that the treasurer Hipparchon was to give 150 silver drachmai as an aparche

for the goddess for the thusia (douev 6¢ “Immapyov Tov tauiav €ic anapxav Tat
Ocat eic tav Ovoiav dpyvpiow dpaxupac éxatov evtnkovta).’?” In most cases

the aparche is simply designated as ‘for the goddess’ (Tt Ocar) without specifying

its use;?® but analogy with the Acarnanians’ reply suggest that it was likely used for a
sacrifice for the goddess.?” These aparchai were of varying sums in drachmai or
other local measures; the most common value is 100 drachmai.?’® Several sums of

aparchai are said to be ‘specified by law’ (éx Tov vouov), referring perhaps to some

nomos made locally concerning the value of the aparchai.®'' Instead of a traditional
‘part offering’, the aparche in these texts is simply a monetary ‘offering’ or ‘religious

payment’. Two cities indicate in their reply that an aparche would be sent to the

205 Asylia 107.34-6.

206 gsylia 68,79, 80, 81, 86, 109, 110, 128.

207 Asylia 81.34-6.

208 Aparche ‘for the goddess’: e.g. Asylia 81, 86, 107, 109, 127, 128, 129, 131.

209 Boesch (1902), 79 explains an aparche in these inscriptions as ‘eine Geldspende zum Opfer fiir die
Gottheit’; Perlman (2000), 47: ‘the identification of the aparche with the money provided for the
sacrifice to the deity whose festival was being announced seems certain’.

210 Asylia 80 (2 staters), 81(150 silver drachmai), 86 (15 local drachmai), 107 (100 drachmai), 127 (20
Alexandrian drachmai), 129 (100 drachmai), 131(100 drachmai).

211 Eg. Asylia 80.1, 97.27. This phrase ¢k tov vopov is also used in several asylia decrees for the
Coan Asclepieia (4sylia 28.10-11, 29.7, 32.9, but the last two are supplemented) and the Ptoia at
Akraiphia (IG VII 4138).
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goddess on each occasion (éxdoTote) of the festival in the future.?!> But we do not

know whether this is representative of all other cities sending aparchai.?'> Where the
frequency is not stated, one wonders whether an aparche was paid only when a
festival was newly established and first announced, or whether it was a regular
offering at each subsequent celebration of the festival. The lack of epigraphic

evidence for subsequent celebrations of the festivals makes it difficult to know.

Perlman suggests that with the promise to recognize a festival as Panhellenic and
to grant asylia also came the expectation that the invitee would meet several
obligations, two of which (aparche and ekecheira) required a cash gift.>!* However, it
does not appear from the evidence that the invited city was obliged to pay an aparche.
The Magnesian account of the games’ establishment (A4sylia 66) makes no mention of
an aparche or other monetary payments; an aparche was probably not ‘invited’ along
with other Magnesian requests in the first place. Where the oracular response or the
original decree of request has come down to us, only the oracle of Trophonius, in
accordance with which the games of Apollo Ptoius at Akraiphia were declared sacred
and Pan-Boeotian, required that ‘sacred funds’ be collected upon the games’
proclamation: ‘they are both to collect sacred funds, for the common good, in every
land, and proclaim the holy contest’ (00Twc O¢ dyipéuev aupotépwe ta iapa
xXpelpata xovvn E@’ olyin kata macav xwpav, K1 1OV dyova  lapov
KkatayyeAdéuev).?'> But even in the Akraiphian case, the attempt to collect sacred

funds in accordance with the oracle does not necessarily imply an obligation to pay,

nor that the organizer was able to compel payment from those invited. It is difficult to

212 Asylia 102.39-41, 107.34-6.

213 Cf. Haussoullier (1902), 170, who thinks that the aparche was renewed as often as the games were
held and the theoroi visited.

214 Perlman (2000), 46.

215 Ayslia 2 = IG VII, 4136 (tr. Rigsby). On the Ptoia, see Rigsby (1996), 59-62.
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imagine that every city which accepted the new festivals was obliged to pay. In fact
there are far more responses which do not mention an aparche than those which do,
though this may be influenced by the chance survival of the word on stone, and some
aparchai may have been sent but not recorded in the asylia decrees. That aparche is
not ubiquitous, and that its sum varies where it appears, makes it likely that it was up

to the invited city to decide whether to send an aparche and if so, of what value.

Late though the asylia decrees are, the custom of sending an aparche to the cities
holding festivals may date from earlier periods. There is no direct evidence from the
Archaic and Classical periods attesting to aparchai dispatched to the traditional
Panhellenic games; but we learn in Clazomenai’s reply to Magnesia on the Maeander
that ‘the (Magnesian) theoroi who come each time for the proclamation shall be given

aparchai and xenia, in the same way as they are given to those proclaiming the
Pythian games’ (6[i6oc]0at 6¢ kat Toic Ocwlploic Toic éxdoTote TTOPEVOUEVOLC
énl tac [énalyyediac tac dnaplylac kal ta Eévia xaOdmep kal TOIC TA
MOl ElmaryyéAdovow i[dJotan).?'® An aparche to the traditional Pythian

games is also alluded to in another response, probably from Mytilene: ‘the
festival-announcing theoroi from Magnesia shall be given, for the aparche and the

sacrifice at the public hearth and xenia, as much as it is written in the law for those

announcing the Pythian games’ (0idwoOar 0¢ xkal 7Toic émayyeAddvteoot
Ocwpoiot map Mayvinltwv eic te évapxav xai épéotiov klat]l Eévia, [6o]oa

Kol toig Ta IMvbia énayyeAdovitleoatlv év] [viouw yéyparntar).?!’ The word

26 Asylia 102.39-41.

27 Asylia 101.31-35. Other examples abound in the A4sylia dossier where the festival-announcing
theoroi are to be given xenia and/or an ekecheiron (but not an aparche), just like those announcing the
Pythian or Olympian games: e.g. Asylia 26.14-16, 82,47-49, 83, 18-20, 93.30-32, 178.26-27.
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évapyav here, as Rigsby notes, is the stonecutter’s error for émapxrn. A further

example is found in the Geloian response to the Coan invitation to the new Asclepieia:
‘the treasurers shall give them (the Coan theoroi), for the sacrifice and procession for

Asclepius, as much as to those announcing the Olympic games, ten mnai legal tender’

(Otdolvtw 6& avtoic xal ol twAntnpec eic [te tav] Quoliav kall Tau mounay
Tt AokAamwt, 6ocolv klai toic [t]la OAvurua mepiayyeAdovieoot,
aplyvlpiov doxiuov [6é]ka uvac).*'® The ten mnai are most probably an aparche

although the term is not used. The implication seems to be that aparchai had been sent
to the traditional Panhellenic games in the Hellenistic period and perhaps earlier, and
that the practice was not a unique Hellenistic development. As the new Panhellenic
games modelled themselves on many of the characteristics of the traditional
Panhellenic festivals (such as festival announcement and requests for isolympian
Jisopythian/isonemean honours for the victors),?!” it is reasonable to think that
monetary aparche in the Hellenistic documents might also be an extension of the

traditional honour for the god at the four traditional festivals.

d) Thasian Theoroi Carrying Aparchai?

In the ancient agora at Thasos once stood a monumental structure commonly
known as the ‘Passage of the Theoroi’.?*° On the inside of its western wall were
inscriptions listing names of theoroi arranged chronologically in columns. The
inscriptions which concern us here, engraved on the first and fourth blocks of the first

column,??! have been dated to the late sixth century based on prosoprography.’??

218 Asylia 49.30-33.

219 On elements of traditionalism in the new Panhellenic games, see Parker (2004c), Perlman (2000).
220 On the topography of the ancient city, see Daux (1967b), Graham (2000).

221 On the placement of the inscriptions on the wall, see the reconstruction in Salviat (1979), fig. 6. The
lists were inscribed in vertical columns and were not restricted to the space of one wall block, with the
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They contain two references to émi T1¢ mpawtnc anapxnc and émni tnc devltépnlc
anapxmc in the preamble, each followed by a list of twelve names of the individuals

who served as theoroi. Between these two lists is another preamble followed by a list
of names. After these three headings and lists, we find a fourth and final heading of
‘the rule of the 360’ followed by names in groups of three, extending from the bottom
of column one to column nine. In other words, the prescripts and order of the

inscriptions in the first column are as follows:?%3

IGXIL.8273  dyabnu toxnlioide éBedpeolv| émi tne mpwtne dnapxne.

IGXIL8 275A  ému twv dvwdeka dpxoviwy |oide éOeopeov.

IGXIL.8 274A  ¢émi ¢ dev[tépnlc dnapxnc!| olde éOeopeov.

IGXIL.8 276A  vUmo Tov xpovov |6v oi éEnkovta kal | Tpimkdaiol npxovl oide
£Bcopeov.

The meaning of the word aparche and the nature of the theoroi have been
disputed. In the late nineteenth century Jacob argued that the word aparche could not
have had its normal meaning of ‘first-fruits’ or ‘offering’; but must be the equivalent
of apx1 (‘rule’). His view was accepted by the editors of LSJ, who explain the word
as ‘board of officials’.??®> Likewise Salviat interprets the aparche here as a political

term: it was a board of magistrates, a detached or local political power, appointed by

result that the college under é7ti T1¢ TpawTnC dmapxnc consists of 12 names cut across two wall

blocks /G XII.8 273 and 275A.1-3; likewise the college under émti Trj¢ devlTépnlc dmapxnc consists
of 12 names on two blocks /G XI1.8 274A and 276A.1-3.

22 Graham (1982), and (2001a). The building is dated to the beginning of the fifth century (c. 480) by
the style of its sculptured reliefs, while it is generally thought that the list of theoroi began to be
inscribed in perhaps the middle of the fourth century. In other words, if such estimates can be relied
upon, the lists of theoroi in our texts were probably put up about two centuries after the theoriai had
taken place in the sixth century.

223 T have not cited the lists of names following the prescripts here.

224 The block IG XI1.8 273 occupies the top left corner of the western wall. Another block of the same
height (Thasos inv. 1313 = Pouilloux (1954-8), vol. 2, p. 231-3, no. 406) has a nu of the same size and
at exactly the same distance from the top edge as the letters of AyaOnt Toxn[i]. It has been
convincingly placed in the top course and the heading has been restored by Pouilloux to read AyaOnt
Toxnlt oide éBeopeo]v, accepted by Salviat (1979), 108 and Graham (1982), 234.

225 Jacobs (1893); LSJ s.v. dmapxn. 1.6
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the mother-city to supervise affairs in the colony.??¢ His explanation is accepted by
Martin,??” and now appears in the revised supplement of LSJ: ‘app. a board of

officials sent by a city to order the affairs of a colony, /G 12(8), 273, 280. 283, 285
(Thasos, vi BC, v. esp. BCH. 107.185); cf. dniaepxnc.” The theoroi on these lists, on

the other hand, have been interpreted as magistrates or eponymous officials at
Thasos,?*® whose functions remain unexplained. The first scholar to object to these
views is Graham, who argues that aparche does not designate magistracy, but the
traditional first offering, and that the theoroi were irregular boards appointed for
special occasions. He suggests that a college of theoroi was twice appointed to make
an important offering, an aparche, possibly occasioned by the discovery of a new

mine or vein by comparison with the aparche of the Siphnian mines in Hdt. 3.57.2.%%

My understanding of the word aparche is similar to Graham’s, but for different
reasons. >*° First, there are no epigraphic or literary parallels of magistrates or
non-religious functionaries called aparchai, a term used invariably with religious
significance as discussed in Chapter One. Examples of aparche and its cognate verb
aparchesthai in their usual religious meaning are not wanting at Thasos: we have a

sacred law for the cult of Theagenes in the first century B.C. which requires religious

payments from people sacrificing to Theagenes: Tovc Ovovtac Tw Ocoyévne
[Baloliw]t dnapyxecOar eic tov Onoavpov un éAaccov 0poAov: Twt O& un
anapéauévwl kabotL mpoyéypantal évOvuiotov eivar (‘those who sacrifice to

Theagenes at Thasos shall offer no less than an obol into the thesauros; he who fails

226 Salviat (1979), 120-1, reiterated in Salviat (1983).

227 Martin (1980), 1442-3.

28 E.g. LSJ s.v. Ocwpoc 11, Reger (2004), 780 (both citing /G IXI1.8 263, a block on the fifth column
of the wall, where the noun theoroi instead of the verb theorein is used).

229 Graham (1982), 112-6, (2001a), 396-7.

230 Graham’s arguments are based on 1) lexicographical grounds and 2) the connection between theoroi
and aparchai, but he fails to discuss parallels for the latter.
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to make the offering as prescribed shall have scruples’).?*! Here the act of making a
cult payment is expressed by the verb aparchesthai, a usage which we shall see in the
next chapter. Although much later than our list of Thasian theoroi, it shows that the
cognate verb aparchesthai in its religious sense is not unattested at Thasos. Second, it
i1s not uncommon for the names of theoroi (in the sense of religious envoys) visiting
distant sanctuaries to be inscribed on the walls of monumental buildings. For example,
the names of the Athenian Pythaists in four sacred missions to Delphi (138/7, 128/7,
106/5, 98/7) were engraved on the south wall of the Athenian treasury at Delphi as
already mentioned;?*? and at least 18 lists of theoroi at Samothrace were inscribed on
wall blocks of a monumental building in the sanctuary of the Great Gods.?** Third,
the connection we have traced in this chapter between theoria and aparchai in the
Classical and Hellenistic periods lends support to the possibility that the aparche and
the theoroi in the Thasian inscriptions concern the traditional practice of sending first
offerings by sacred envoys to a sanctuary. Thasian ‘pilgrims’ who travelled to another
sanctuary are not unknown. We find individual Thasians recorded in as many as six
Samothracian theoroi lists in the second and first centuries B.C.?** Might Thasian
theoria to her neighbouring city Samothrace be a practice that went back several
centuries earlier? Might the Thasian theoroi in our inscriptions be destined for
Samothrace carrying aparchai, perhaps in attendance of the Samothracian mysteries?
Though the destination and the divine recipient must remain conjectural, it seems to
me that we are dealing with state representatives from Thasos charged with the

religious duty of bringing offerings called aparchai to some divinity in another city.

B1 LSS 72.A-B, Martin (1940-41), 162ff; Chamoux (1979). This example is also noted in Graham
(1982), 248.

22 FD L, 2 nos. 2-58.

233 The identity of the building is disputed: see Conze et al. (1880), 97-101, esp. 101; cf. Lehmann and
Spittle (1982), 17, 19, with n. 45-46, Cole (1984b), 55.

234 Dimitrova (2008), nos. 8 (=IG XIL8, 161), 24 (=IG XI1.8 172), 41 (=IG XII1.8 220), 48, 53, 62.
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III. Conclusion

It emerges from the above that there existed a dense theoric network or networks
criss-crossing the Greek world, conveying various kinds of first offerings to the gods
with different frequency.?*® The dispatched aparchai in Part One are rather different
in nature from those in Part Two: the bringing of aparchai by subject-colonies to the
dominant city involves the extension of a traditional cult practice to (in most cases) a
fixed religio-political obligation for political purposes.?*® As the dominant city stands
in for the divinity as recipient, the aparchai pays homage to the recipient city as much
as, and sometimes even more than, to the divine recipient. By contrast, the aparchai
destined for Delos, Delphi and festival-holding cities are more representative of the
traditional custom of spontaneously bringing gifts to the gods in distant sanctuaries.
Though not free from political impetus and self-interested motivations (such as
display and competition which may be said of all gifts to the gods), the precise
motives underlying such missions are more difficult to pin down. In the cases of
Delos and Delphi, the aparchai do not appear to have been prompted by specific
benefits just received or by immediately perceived goals. They were probably sent in
return for the divine services rendered by Pythian and Delian Apollo, such as the

7 and other

god’s oracular advice, his role in directing colonizing expeditions,?’
benefits generally conferred to the cities. To apply the idea of the two kinds of debts
proposed in Chapter Two, these aparchai were probably not intended to settle an
‘occasional debt’ incurred when a city fared well (such as when she made an

unexpected profit or won a battle), but an ‘original debt’ to the god in his capacity as a

giver of good things. More generally, the aparchai served as a means of maintaining a

235 On theoric networks and network theories, see Rutherford (2009).

236 With the exception of the aparchai from Priene and the dekatai/akrothinion from alleged Lindian
colonies, which were sent voluntarily and not by compulsion.

27 See Malkin (1987), Mari (1999).
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healthy relation, and building up favour, with Apollo. Although the epigraphic
evidence of such aparchai is rather late, the practice is likely to have dated from the

Classical period or earlier.

In the Hellenistic period, the dispatch of aparchai to cities holding new
Panhellenic festivals was probably an imitation of a pre-existing practice of sending
aparchai to the traditional Panhellenic games; but there was the new element of
interacting with and expressing goodwill for the city holding the festival. Such
theoriai may be seen as belonging to part of the broader system of civic interaction in
the Hellenistic world. They created a network of diplomacy among what Ma calls
‘peer polities’, which were ‘structurally homologous, autonomous states of the same
size, linked by networks of concrete and symbolic interaction’ on a horizontal (as
opposed to the traditional ‘core-peripheral’ or vertical) level.>*® If the aparchai sent
to mother-cities in Part One reinforced the hierarchical relations between the recipient
and the sender on a vertical axis, those sent to the festival-holding city in Part Two
linked the cities on a horizontal level. For these cities, what was important was not so
much the actual sum of the aparche but the acceptance and recognition of the games’
status that it implied. At the same time failure or refusal to do so might be a deliberate

statement.>°

It may be no coincidence that the vast majority of the first offerings surveyed in
this chapter (in both Parts One and Two) were aparchai: dekatai and akrothinia
feature only in the Lindian Chronicle as military first offerings from Lindian
‘colonies’. What, then, made aparchai particularly appropriate gifts when a city

visited the gods and those in power? That they should be chosen (instead of dora,

238 Ma (2003), 23. On festival theoroi as a form of peer polity interaction, see Ma (2003), esp. 12, 14.
23 E.g. Dem. 19.128: outraged by the Macedonian treatment of the Phocians, Athens in 346 refused to
send their ancestral theoria to the Pythian games.
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mnema, anathemata etc.) on such occasions may be related to two aspects of aparchai.
First, the implied dependence of the dedicator. In their role as founders or providers of
good things, the mother-city or divinity had a claim to a portion of the goods and
resources enjoyed by the dedicating city. Aparchai best exemplified the dedicator’s
dependence on, and debts to, the recipient: they duly gave back to the mother-city or
deity some of the benefits that originated from them. Second, their emphasis on the
recipient’s precedence and honour. Although all gifts can be said to confer honour in
one way or another, aparchai, because of the priority they gave to the recipient, had
particular potential for emphasizing the timai and prestige of the cult or city in
question. As they implicitly acknowledged the recipient as superior while recognizing
the dedicators as dependent and subordinate, they provided a useful means by which
to express and reinforce the hierarchical relation between the recipient and the sender,
a fact that held true for both human-divine relations and colony-metropolis
relations.?*® Yet such charis relations and symbolic significance were lacking in the
aparchai dispatched to cities holding new Panhellenic festivals. In this context the
word aparche was used with diminished connotations of a ‘preliminary portion’ and
‘priority’: it was a cash gift or a token offering given voluntarily as an expression of
goodwill and cordiality between ‘peer polities’. The varying ways and varying
degrees of intensity by which first offerings tied the recipient and the dedicator

together constitute one of the most interesting observations of this chapter.

240 On religion as a system of rank and hierarchy, see Burkert (1996), ch. 4, 80-101.

275



Table 1: A/eparchai, Dekatai and A/Epargmata in Cult Finance

Source Date Place Cult of People concerned Contributions Use of Contributions Terms used
(@) | IGP130 c.432 Piraeus, Athens Apollo Delios? shipowners 1 dr. building apafrche], eparche
Zeus Soter?
(b) | IGB 136 c.430? Piraeus, Athens Bendis -- -- [sacrifice]? eparche
c.413/2?
(¢) | Petrakos (1997), no. 276 c. 402-387 Oropus Amphiaraus [those who seek cure] > 1 Boeotian dr. - [eparche]
=LSS 35
(d) | SEGXVI 182 early 4" C Athens Aphrodite Ourania maidens getting married 1 dr. -- aparche, proteleia
(e) | Xen.An.53.13 early 4" C Scillus Ephesian Artemis tenants of sacred land in kind? sacrifice (katathuein), dekate
furnishing the temple
) Petrakos (1997), no. 277 = c. 386-374 Oropus Amphiaraus whoever intends to be cured > 1.5 dr. (in any legal - eparche
RO 27 currency)
(g | CID111,3,4 (=RO 45), 10, 360s-330s Delphi Apollo -- (cities and individuals) varies (voluntary) temple building eparchesthai
11, 12, 23, 24; BCH (1938),
349
(h) | LPriene 362 =LSAM 39 mid-4" C Thebes at -- shepherds and goatherds a kid and a lamb sacrifice, banquet, perquisites | koupreion
Mycale of religious officials
(i) | /G11?333.C.17-18 335/4 Athens Athena Itone - - adornment for the goddess aparche
() | LSS46=1GXIL.9 192 c. 308/7 Eretria Dionysos choruses (compulsory or - - eparchesthai
not?)
(k) | IGXIL3436=LSCG 134 4t C Thera Mother of the Gods tenants of sacred land? (not twice-yearly sacrifice in | -- epargmata
explicitly mentioned) kind
I | SEGIV 187-188 = McCabe, | 4%/37C Halikarnassos Demeter Demosia - - - apargmata
Halikarnassos nos. 34, 36 (and ?)
(m) | Ath. Agora 16, no. 160 early 3" C Piraeus, Athens - - - building? eparche, eparchesthai,
epidosis, epididonai
(m) | IGI? 1215 early 31 C unidentified - office-holders - building, anathema eparche, eparchesthai
deme, Athens
(0) LSCG 155 ¢. 300-250 Cos Asclepius -- -- -- ap[archai]}[pelanoi]
(p) | LSCG 88 c. 230? Olbia -- those who sacrifice ? -- aparchesthai
(qQ) | Chiron (2001), no. 6 3" orearly 2 C | Cos Hermes Enagonios contractors -- -- aparchesthai
(r) | Chiron (2000), no. 1 c. 125-100 Cos Aphrodite Pandamos | those who sacrifice, (i)sacrificers: different (i) half for the priestess, half aparche, aparchesthai
and Pontia freedmen, fishermen, for different animals. for constructions and repair of
shipowners (i) shipowners, the sanctuary.
fisherman, freedmen: 5
dr.
(s) | Chiron (2001), no. 4A 1t C Cos Asclepius those who sacrifice same as (t) (i) One-third for the priest, aparche
two-thirds for an anathema
t | LSS72 stC Thasos Theagenes those who sacrifice > 1 obol anathema or kataskeuasma aparchesthai,
eparchesthai
(u) | Schuler (2007), 134. Hellenistic Patara, Lycia -- those who sacrifice in kind? priestly perquisites aparche
(v) | LSCG 86 =IGIX.1 654 late 2" /early Ithaca Artemis tenants of sacred land in kind? sacrifice (katathuein), dekate
34C AD. furnishing the temple

-- indicates that no information is available in the inscriptions; dr. = drachma/ai




Chapter Eight

Chapter VIII
A/eparchai and Dekatai in Cult Finance

The vast majority of the first offerings discussed in this study were dedications,
and sometimes sacrificial offerings, given more or less voluntarily to the gods. In this
chapter I consider the third and final context in which aparchai, dekatai and their
synonyms appeared, namely in cult finance. The question of sacred finance in ancient
Greece is a dark subject which awaits more systematic research on its own.! Here I
shall focus only on various kinds of religious contributions termed a/eparchai, dekatai
and a/epargmata. The word dekate was also used widely in secular taxations and
customs duties; but non-religious payments will not be discussed here.? Two major
types of religious payments may be identified:* i) cult fees payable for the use of cult
utilities and services, and ii) obligatory contributions imposed on certain classes of
individuals like a tax. Cult revenue also came from iii) voluntary donations and iv)
sacred fines on certain offences.

Already in the fifth century we find the word a/eparche used in the sphere of
religious finance, and examples abounded in the fourth century and the Hellenistic
period. I have already treated the semantic aspect of the forms a/eparchai and
a/eparchesthai in Chapter One. Here I shall discuss the actual practices, focusing on
the types of payments, the individuals so obliged, and the cult uses to which the

payments were put, though the semantic aspect will also be touched upon again.

! Existing discussions on cult finances are e.g. Andreades (1933), 190-3, Schlaifer (1940), 233-41,
Sokolowski (1954), Linders (1992), Von Reden (2010), ch. 6. A recent unpublished dissertation by
Pafford (2006), on ‘cult fees and the ritual of money’, has a chapter on aparche, but it explores
primarily the administrative similarities between the Eleusinian aparchai in IG 1* 78 and other sacred
laws (especially /G I* 6) establishing coin fees; Pafford’s section on ‘aparche as cult fee’ is interested
mainly in the ‘ritualized nature’ of the coined aparchai.

2 On tithes as non-religious taxes, see e.g. IG I* 52.A.6-7 (= ML 58.A.6-7), Xen. Hell. 1.1.22, Ath. pol.
16.4, Arist. [Oec.] 2.1346a31-b6, 1346b.31-32, 1351a.10-12, 1352b.28-32, Diog. Laert. I. 53. On
public finance, see e.g. Boeckh (1828), Andreades (1933), Samons (2000), Bresson (2007-8), vol. 2, ch.
3, Rhodes et al. (forthcoming).

3 A categorization following Sokolowski (1954).
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Finally I shall discuss how these a/eparchai, dekatai and a/epargmata relate to, or
differ from, the traditional first offerings. For ease of reference, I collect in a list at the

end the epigraphic sources referred to in Parts One and Two.*

L. Cult Fees
It was a practice widely attested in different parts of the Greek world to charge a
cult fee for certain activities in the sanctuaries, most notably for offering a sacrifice.’

A third-century decree from Olbia (p) mentions a board of seven officials in charge of

a thesauros into which were deposited the fees from those who sacrificed (Totl
Ovovtec);® the act of making such payments was termed aparchesthai (toig
Ovovtac dnapyeoBau [elic Tov Onoavpév).” The text ends with a list of figures
for different animals: for an ox 1200, for an iepeiovs and a goat 300, for [another
animal] 60 (Booc pév xtdiovc Owakooiovg, iepeiov  O0¢  kal alyoc
TpLaxooiovg €[ . . Jovg® 8¢ éEnxovta). These figures are so unusually high that it

is unclear what they refer to.'® To this we may compare a diagrapha regulating the

sale of the priesthood of Aphrodite Pandamos and Pontia on Cos in the late second or

4 See p. 301 Table 1.

5 See also Lupu (2005), 59-60.

¢ On the ambiguity in the application of the word 6ve1v, in that it can be used both of the worshipper
who brought an animal for sacrifice (le sacrifianf) and the officiating priest (le sacrificateur), see
Parker (2009). In the context of the several sacred laws (p, 1, s, t, u) in this chapter, the phrase Tot
Ovovtec refers to individuals who brought victims for sacrifice; I shall refer to them as les sacrifiants
following the useful French distinction made by Hebert and Mauss (1964 [1898]) and used by Parker
(2009).

7 LSCG 88. On the forms and functions of thesauroi, see Rups (1986), Kaminski (1991), 63-181.

8 An iepelov is most probably a sheep: Stengel (1920), 123, Sokolowski in LSCG 88, followed by
Dubois (1996).

? losPE I’ , no. 76, suggests [T]é[pplovc; Sokolowski in LSCG 88 did not provide a supplement but
thought that it concerned the wool of the sheep, for which one had to pay a supplementary sum; Dubois
(1996), no. 88, supplements [0]é[Ap]ovc.

10 Sokolowski (1954), 157, suggested that ‘the charges are so high that they seem to be paid not only
for the service and for the implements, but for the victims themselves’. But the prices are still too high
for the victims on Sokolowski’s view. Cf. Dubois (1996), no. 88, p.140-1: ‘quelle que soit I’'unité, ne
peuvent que représenter le prix de chaque victime qui sera fournie aux sacrifiants par 1’administration
du sanctuaire, laquelle gérait donc un troupeau sacré’; but he does not explain what these sums are.
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early first century B.C. (r): one clause requires that ‘all other people who sacrifice

shall also make an offering into the thesauros for Aphrodite’ (dntapyéoOwv 6¢ kal
tol Aotrol mavteg Tol Bvovtec éc Tov Onoavpov talt] Appodital): for cattle 2

drachmai, for other full-grown victims a drachma, for young animals three obols, for
birds one obol.!'! Based perhaps on this text, the same amounts have been
supplemented as the fees payable by the sacrifiants in another first-century Coan
diagrapha for the cult of Asclepius (s).!? Although the sums of the aparchai vary
according to the type of sacrificial animals, they do not appear to represent an implied
percentage of the victims’ value.'® Unlike the Olbian and Coan cases, in Hellenistic
Thasos the aparchai required was a flat rate: we learn from a first-century lex sacra
for the cult of Theagenes (t), already mentioned in the last chapter, that a minimum
payment of one obol, presumably irrespective of the kind of animal sacrificed, was

required of the people sacrificing to Theagenes. The thesauros was inscribed with this

text: Tovc Ovovtac tw Ocoyévn [Oajoliw]t dndpxecOar eic Tov Onoavpov un
&laooov 0forov Ttwi de un anaplapévwr kabotr mpoyéypantal vOvuLoTOV
eivar (‘those who sacrifice to Theagenes of Thasos shall pay no less than an obol into

the thesauros; he who fails to make the offering as prescribed shall have scruples’). !4

In all the above instances the aparchai required of the sacrifiants took the form

of money deposited into a thesauros.'> But we also have an example where payment

" Parker and Obbink (2000), no. 1.10-12 (tr. Parker and Obbink).

12 Parker and Obbink (2001), no. 4A. The original construction of a thesauros at the Asclepieion and
the collection of aparchai (and pelanoi by supplement) are mentioned in an earlier Coan inscription
LSCG 155 (o) in the second half of the third century.

13 1t is unclear how much animals would cost in the first century B.C., but in fourth century Athens, the
figures given by Rosivach (1994), 95-106, are, for an oxen 40-90 drachmai, an adult sheep 12-15
drachmai, a goat 10-12 drachmai, a swine 20-40 drachmai, a piglet 3 drachmai.

14 LSS 72.A. See also Martin (1940-41), Chamoux (1979).

15 On the effects of the adoption of coinage on religious activities, see Davies (2001b), Von Reden
(2010), ch. 6.

278



Chapter Eight
appears to be made in kind and went directly to the priest: a newly published
Hellenistic lex sacra from the city of Patara in Lycia (u) requires the sacrifiants to

make an aparche from each animal to the priest: Tov¢c Gvovtac | Au Aafpavvéwtl
1 tov évteueviov OGewv twiel ddovar Tl ilepel anmapxnvl de’ éxdotov
iepe<i>ov mAata loov (‘those who sacrifice to Zeus of Labraunda or to any of the
gods in the precinct are to give to the priest an aparche from each victim tAdTa

{oov’).'® What the phrase mAdta [oov refers to remains obscure;!” but the aparche

here appears to be a portion of the sacrificial victim set aside as a priestly perquisite. |
have already emphasized the unusual application of the noun aparche to a portion of
sacrificial flesh, here given to the priest; this is not to be confused with the traditional
preliminary portion (of hair and/or flesh) customarily set aside for the gods by the act

of aparchesthai in an animal sacrifice.'®

Payments of a/eparchai might also be required for healing. Two inscriptions (c, f)
concerning the cult of Amphiaraus at Oropus prescribe a fee for those who came to be
cured by the god.!” The earlier and fragmentary document dated to c. 402-387 B.C.,
supplemented by Petropoulou based on the later text on the same cult, stipulates that

those who sought treatment from the god ‘shall pay an eparche, each one dropping

into the offering box no less than a Boeotian drachma’ ([étapxnv dtdovv éxaotolv

dupairovta eic to[v] [Onoavpov un éAattov dpalxunc Poiwting).*® The later

16 Engelmann ap. Schuler (2007), 134-5.

17 The interpretation of Engelmann ap. Schuler (2007), 135, ‘die glatte Fliche am Unterleib der Tiere’,

is far from certain.

18 Discussed in Chapter One.

19" Petrakos (1997), nos. 276 (= LSS 35), 277 (= RO 27); Petropoulou (1981), nos. 1-2.

20 Petrakos (1997), no. 276 (= LSS 35); Petropoulou (1981), no. 1. Petrakos avoids supplements in line
4; I here cite the Greek text in Petropoulou. The text is non-stoichedon (as Petropoulou notes) and so
it is uncertain how reliably it could be restored, though comparison with the other text (f) makes her

restorations plausible. Cf. Sokolowski’ supplements in LSS 35 without the word eparche: [ - - - - - oV
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text dated to c. 386-374 B.C. provides for an eparche in any legal currency (instead of
Boeotian currency)?! to be paid to the neokoros on the same occasion. It shows signs
of erasure where the amount of the eparche was inscribed, and the sum of nine obols
seems to have replaced one drachma, reflecting probably inflation towards the end of

the fourth century B.C.:

entapxny 0& O1dovv tou péAdovta Oepamevecbal vTo Tov Oeov un
EA<a>tTov [[évvé” dfoAovc dokil]uov apyvpiov kal éupallew eic
TOV ONoavpov TapEOVTOC TOD Vewkopov [[ c.19 117
‘Whoever intends to be cured by the god shall pay an eparche of no less
than nine obols of legal currency and drop it into the offering box in the
presence of the neokoros.’

Unlike the traditional aparche, usually made in retrospect for benefits received, here
the eparche was a payment required preliminary to treatment. This leads Petropoulou
to explain an eparche as ‘an offering made to obtain a god’s favor, as distinct from

dmapx1, one made in thanks for a favor’.?® This view is true of the eparche in the

Oropus texts, where a healing fee was required before treatment, but not of all other
eparchai. As we shall see below, some eparchai were not prompted by any

immediately perceived goals of, or services required by, the individuals.?*

I1. Cult Taxes
Different from cult fees payable on certain cult activities are the a/eparchai and
dekatai levied like taxes on certain groups of individuals. Known classes of people

thus required include brides, traders, shipowners, office-holders, contractors,

éxaototle éupar[AJovta eic to[v] [Onoavpov - - - - un éAattov dpalxunc porwting (lines 4-5).
21 Petrakos (1997), nos. 277 (= RO 27). Petropoulou (1981), no. 2, 58-9, sees the specification of the
Boeotian drachma as an indication of Boeotian influence at Oropus, and the change to any legal
currency a result of the cessation of Boeotian monopoly over coinage with the Boeotian confederacy’s
dissolution. On the oscillation between Theban and Athenian control over Oropus and the political
motives behind Athenian promotion of the cult of Amphiaraus, see Parker (1996), 146-9. On the
sanctuary at Oropus, see Roesch (1984).

22 Petrakos (1997), no. 277.20-24 (= RO 27.20-24). I quote the Greek text in RO 27.
23 Petropoulou (1981), 53, following Colin in £D II1.2 88, p. 100.
24 E.g. voluntary contributions termed eparchai for the temple rebuilding at Delphi (see below).
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freedmen, fishermen, shepherds and goatherds, and land-holders etc. A useful
collection of other classes of individuals obliged to make similar payments (but not
specifically a/eparchai or dekatai) is provided by Parker and Obbink and these will

not be discussed here.?

In classical Athens maidens were expected to make a cult payment before

marriage. A thesauros in the early fourth century discovered not far from the Athenian

acropolis (d) is thus inscribed Onoavpoc dnapxec 6 | Appoditer Ovpaviar |

npotédeta yauo : b (‘offering box for aparche, the one for Aphrodite Ourania: a

pre-marriage offering, one drachma’).*® The term mpotéAei refers to an offering

made before any solemnity, such as before marriage-rites;?’ and here the word
aparche is used as its equivalent, meaning a ‘preliminary payment’. We do not know
if every Athenian bride paid an aparche as a proteleia; but many probably did so to
secure Aphrodite’s blessings for their marriage life. Similar pre-marriage offerings (in
cash or in kind) were also required in some other cities; but these were not termed

aparchai.*®

Very often cult taxes were levied on people in certain ‘occupations’ or status. /G

I 130 dated to c. 432 B.C. (a), concerning a cult at Piracus,?’ requires shipowners

25 See Parker and Obbink (2000), 428-9.

26 SEG XL1, 182; Tsakos (1990-1), Kazamiakes (1990-1), Parker (1996), 196, Dillon (1999), 73.

27 E.g. Aesch. Ag. 227, Eur. I4 718, IG I* 5.2 (supplemented); Burkert (1983), 62-3, n. 20; LSJ s.v.
TPoTéNELa.

2 E.g. LSCG 175.4-5 (fees payable by tai teAevpevar and tai émuvougevouevat, probably those
betrothed and those about to be married, to Demeter at Antimacheia at Cos, 4" century B.C.); LSCG
163.1-2 (sacrifice to Nike required by those who married in the shrine, 2"-century Cos). On customary
pre-marital rituals and sacrifices, see Dillon (1999), 71-4.

2 Schlaifer (1940), 234, suggested Zeus Soter. Lewis (1960) suggested Apollo Delios; followed by
Garland (1991), 110-1. Lewis’ view is questioned by Mattingly (1990), 112-13 (= SEG XL 10), who
proposes t0¢ 6¢ AifBoc] instead of To¢ AeAifloc] in line 19, and who supposes Zeus Soter to be the
god concerned here. However, both t0¢ AcAifoc] and toc 0¢ Ai[Bog] are rejected by Matthaiou
(2000-03) (= SEG LI 31) on the basis of autopsy, who reports that the letter following the lambda is not
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who docked along Phaleron to pay a drachma each from the ship as an aparche or
eparche.’® Shipowners again feature in the above-mentioned Aphrodite diagrapha on
Cos (c. 125-100) (r): shipowners who sailed around the country and fishermen who
fished out of the city were to pay five drachmai as an aparche annually per ship.>!
We have an earlier Coan diagrapha (c. 198 B.C.) requiring traders and shipowners
who sailed out of Cos to make a sacrifice, but the word aparche is not used.’> We
therefore know that the payment, originally in kind, came to be replaced by a cash fee
termed aparche over the course of the second century B.C. The later Coan diagrapha

(r) also requires toi éAevOepovuevor to pay five drachmai, in addition to what was

33 as an aparche in the year in which they were freed.** These aparchai

paid earlier,
required of freedmen were different in character from first offerings made voluntarily
by manumitted slaves in gratitude for and in commemoration of being freed.?*
Another Coan text, regulating the priesthood of Hermes Enagonios (q), refers to an

aparche payable to Hermes from 7tot épywvnoavtec, who were contractors for

sacred or public work; but the text is broken on the edges where the sum would

probably have been stated.>®

At Athens deme officials might also be obliged to contribute a/eparchai: a
third-century decree from an unidentified Attic deme (n) has a reference to an eparche
levied on office-holders: ‘the eparche which the demesmen offer, each of them from

whatever office he obtains by lot, for the building of the temples/sanctuaries and the

an iota, but another lambda, so that line 19 should read to¢ 6" EAA[------------—-- 1.

39 Both words are used interchangeably in this text: /G I 130.7 (aparche), 17-8 (eparche).

! Parker and Obbink (2000), no. 1.27-29.

2 ED 178.21-24.

33 1t is not stated what the earlier payments were.

34 Parker and Obbink (2000), no. 1.25-27. On parallels for religious payments imposed on the
manumitted, see commentary in Parker and Obbink (2000), 441-2, with bibliography on p. 441 n.
104-5.

35 E.g. McCabe, Chios Inscriptions, no. 154 (discussed in Chapter Five).

36 Parker and Obbink (2001), no. 6.85-88.

w W
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dedications’ (tel émapyel fjy émapxovtal ol dOnuotar Ao TNc &pxNc EKATTOS 16
av Adyer eic v olkodouiav v lepav kai tov dvabnudatwv).’” Whitehead
associates this levy with some financial crisis in the deme: it ‘evidently suffered some
calamitous damage to the fabric of its cult center: an extraordinary damage levy
(eparche) was imposed on the deme’s officials’.*® From what we have seen above,

however, the tax on deme officials was perhaps not so ‘extraordinary’: it was a normal

practice of religious fund-raising for the maintenance of cults and shrines.

Instead of monetary payments, we have an example where offerings in kind were
required of members of a pastoral community. A regulation from Thebes at Mycale in
the mid-fourth century (h) requires goatherds (ol tac aiyac Bookovtec) to offer to

9

Hermes a young goat from each of his own herd as a xovpetov,” and shepherds (oi

tac mpopata fookovtec) a lamb from his flock if there were five new-born, along

with offerings of cheeses, cakes and wine required of both.** The term aparchai is
not used of the young animals; but the kid and the lamb, required as shearing
offerings (koureia), may be thought of as aparchai of the proceeds from the wool
collected at shearing time, though the scale on which the latter (the lamb) was made

was unusually high for an aparche: one-fifth or twenty percent.*! The phenomenon is

37 IG 117 1215. Based on the stone’s find-place at Kypseli, Whitehead (1986), 379, postulates that the
deme may be Erikeia.

38 Whithead (1986), 112.

39 Instead of its usual meaning of a sacrifice offered for the induction of boys into the phratry on the
third day of the Apatouria called Koureotis, the word koureion here apparently denotes a shearing
offering (of goats and sheep) in spring: see Labarbe (1953), 366-8 (‘une victim “immolée a I’occasion
de la tonte’), Sokolowski in LSAM 39, p. 111, Parker (2005), 459 with n. 13, LSJ Supplement, s.v.
xovpetov. 1. b.

40 Inscr. Prien. 362 = LSAM 39.

4 Depending on how eidv mévte tékwot (Inscr: Prien. 362.19 = LSCG 39.18) is interpreted — ‘one
out of every five new-born’ or ‘if five (or more) are born’ — the aparche from the lambs would be 20
percent or at most 20 percent respectively. Here I follow Sokolowski in LSAM 39 in understanding the
former: ‘one for every five’. That an aparche was proportional to the amount available is not
unparalleled: /G 1* 78 requires 1/600™ of barley and 1/1200" of wheat as aparchai. On the connection
between the timing of sacrifices and that of the stock-rearing year, see Jameson (1988a), esp. 100-3.
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very similar to what we are dealing with in this chapter: the offering of aparche was
made compulsory and turned into a kind of tax. The element of coercion is possibly
suggested by the reference to oaths sworn to the gods at the beginning of the text. The
oaths’ content is not preserved; but they probably bound the goatherds and shepherds

to make the offerings prescribed here.*?

Apart from pastoralists, tenants of sacred land were also among those required to
make cult payments, using part of the produce.* According to the famous passage in
Xenophon’s Anabasis (e), in the fourth century after establishing a sanctuary of
Ephesian Artemis at Scillus near Olympia using the goddess’ share of the dekate

entrusted to him, Xenophon set up a law specifying that whoever held the land and
enjoyed its fruits should dexatny kataOverv every year, and that any surplus should
be used for furnishing the temple:

iepoc 0 xwpoc tne ApTéutdoc. Tov Exovia Kal KApPTOVUEVOV TIV
pev dexatny xatabvew éxkaotov ETovc. €K 08 TOD MEPLTTOV TOV
vaov émiokevaCew. &v 6¢ tic un rou] tavta 1) Oew peAnoer.™

‘The place is sacred to Artemis. He who holds it and enjoys its fruits must

offer the tithe every year in sacrifice, and from the remainder must keep

the temple in repair. If any one leaves these things undone, the goddess

will look to it’.
Interestingly enough, a small marble plaque of the late second to early third century
A.D., found in Ithaca (v), is inscribed with a lex sacra in exactly the same wording as

the law in Xenophon’s passage.* It is disputed whether this is a later copy of

Xenophon’s inscription or an ancient forgery or a law for another cult foundation.*®

42 Cf. Sokolowski in LSAM 39, p. 111: ‘le serment garantissait que le nombre des tétes du bétail
possédé était juste’.

43 On leasing of sacred land, see Osborne (1988), esp. 281-304, Isager and Skydsgaard (1992), ch. 8,
Von Reden (2010), 171-4.

4 Xen. An. 5.3.13 (tr. Brownson).

4 LSCG 86.

46 Dittenberger in /G IX.1, 654, followed by Zichen, LGS II 83, conjectured that it was a copy made by
an admirer of Xenophon to be placed in a small temple of Artemis in the late second or early third
century A.D., a period of revival of Classical literature. Cf. Michel ap. Cumont (1913), no. 124, p.
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In both texts the word dekate retains its partial sense and most probably denotes a
literal tenth of the proceeds from the sale of the agricultural produce, with which one

was to offer a sacrifice. More generally, the leasing of sacred land was a way of

7

generating sacred revenue;*’ and the land rent required could be in various

proportions and was not necessarily a tenth. Thus in the fourth century, to finance

sacrifices at the Little Panathenaia, sacred land in Nea was leased out for a rent of a

fiftieth (tevnkoot), procuring an income of 41,000 drachmai for the festival.*®

We may be dealing with a similar phenomenon in a fourth-century /ex sacra in
Thera (k): a femenos appears to have been established by an individual called

Archinos for the Mother of the Gods. On a marble stele which marks the boundary of

the precinct is a law requiring the sacrifice of émapyuata twice a year:

ovpoL yag
Ocwv Matpl.
Oeoc ayabat T-
vxat dyaBov -
5 aipovoc. Ovoia
Apxivov: twt €t-
ELTWL TIPATIOT-
wt GvgovtL Bov-
v Kal Tupawv &y
10 uediuvov kai
kptOav &y dvo -
edluvawv kal otvo-
U UETPNTAY Kot dAAa
Emapyuata v al wp-
15 aipépovorv, unvog Apte-
pLotov méumTaL ioTau-
évov xai unvoc Yaxw0io-

143-4, who doubted the inscription’s authenticity on the basis of its letters, which are mixed strangely
with forms from different periods. Graindor (1922). 25-8, considered its authenticity indisputable: it
was not uncommon to use different forms for the same letter in a single inscription in the imperial
period (citing other examples).

47 On the motives of the lessor and lessee of sacred land, see Osborne (1988), 281-304.

% RO 81.7-18.
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v éumtat lotapévov.®
‘Boundaries of the land of the Mother of the gods. God, with good fortune
of good daimon. Sacrifice of Archinos: in the first year they will sacrifice
an ox and of wheat from a medimnos and barley from two medimnoi and a
measure of wine and other epargmata from what the seasons bring, on the
fifth of the month Artemisios and of the month Hyakinthios’.

It is unclear whether the offerings were to include an ox and énapyuata taken from

various kinds of seasonal produce, or whether a sacrificial cake representing an ox

was to be made from the prescribed portions of wheat, barley and other
énapypata.® It is also curious that the text does not make explicit who was so

obliged; but Ziechen and Sokolowski supposed very plausibly that it concerned tenants
of the sacred land. And if so, it would be reminiscent of Xenophon’s lex sacra. Also
noteworthy here is the fact that, like the word aparche, the term apargmata has its
prefix apo replaced by epi when used in sacred finance to signify ‘religious

contributions’ or ‘religious payments’.>!

Religious Usages of A/eparchai, Dekatai and A/epargmata

Religious payments of a/eparche, dekatai and a/epargmata were frequently used
to finance a sacrifice and a banquet. At Mycale (h) the young animals provided by the
shepherds and goatherds were to support a sacrifice and a public banquet. In the above
lex sacra in Thera (k), depending on whether the offerings consisted of an ox and
agricultural epargmata or a cake representing an ox, they would allow an animal
sacrifice or the consumption of simple vegetarian food in the local community twice a
year. In some cases a/eparchai were paid in cash and spent on a sacrifice: when the

law in Xen. An. 5.3.13 (e) requires the tenants of the sacred land of Artemis to

4 IG XI11.3 436, LSCG 134, Ziehen, LGS 11 128.

30 Ziehen, LGS 11 128, thought that a cake was meant, as two cows a year would be too expensive. On
sacrificial cakes representing cows, see e.g. LSCG 25 (épdopot foec), LSS 21, Kearns (1994), esp. 68.
S On apargmata as cult payments, see also SEG IV 187-8: two fragmentary inventory lists in
Halikarnassos in the fourth/third century B.C. record offerings for various divinities dmo T@wv
anapyudatwv (1); these apargmata apparently mean ‘cult fees’.
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dexatny xatabverv, it most probably means a sacrifice supported by a tenth of the

proceeds from the sale of the agricultural produce, performed in an annual festival in

which men and women from the neighbouring places would take part.>?

Sometimes the a/eparchai could go, partially or wholly, to religious officials.
Where the a/eparchai were paid in cash in a thesauros (d, f, o, p, 1, s, t), the money
collected might be used to support various cult activities, including remunerating
religious functionaries. In the Asclepius diagrapha (s) on Cos, the thesauros was to be
opened each year; the priest was to get a third of the aparchai collected from the
sacrifiants; the other two-thirds was to pay for an anathema in the sanctuary.>?
Similarly the Aphrodite diagrapha (r) prescribes that half of the aparchai deposited in
the thesauros by the sacrifiants should go to the priestess, whereas the other half
should go to the public bank for the construction and repair of the sanctuary.* Where
an animal sacrifice was performed, religious officials would often be entitled to
certain sacrificial portions. Thus at Mycale (h) at the public banquet supported by the
young animals contributed as koureia, the eisagontes, probably the priests and their
assistants who led the animals to the altar,”> were to receive specified portions of the
koureia before the rest was distributed among the people. This is representative of the
wider phenomenon that payments in kind were often prescribed in leges sacrae for the

officiating priests (and other religious officials) at a sacrifice. Nevertheless, as was

discussed in Chapter One, priestly prerequisites were normally termed iepewovva,

tpanelduata and yépa, but not d/émapxn.>® The lex sacra in Patara in Lycia (u)

52 Xen. An. 5.3.7-13; the festival is mentioned in 5.3.9. See similarly Plut. Nic. 3.6.

53 Parker and Obbink (2001), no. 4A.13-16. See also Parker and Obbink (2000), 439, who give
examples of the money collected in thesauroi being divided among religious and civic officials.

5% Parker and Obbink (2000), no. 1.16-22.

35 Following Sokolowski’s interpretation in LSAM 39, p. 111.

% E.g. IG 117 1356, 1359, 1363, LSAM 24A, IG V.1 1390, IG XI1.7 237, SEG XXXV 113. On priestly
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is unusual in this respect: apparently the priest was to receive a portion termed
aparche as priestly dues from the sacrifiants. This is the only instance where the
aparche, instead of a traditional ‘first offering’ for the gods or a ‘religious payment’
(for various purposes), went entirely to the priest alone so that the word signifies a

‘priestly portion’.

More frequently the money collected would be used to provide anathemata,’’

38 or build a temple or a shrine.”® For example, the lex sacra for

furnish the temple,
the cult of Theagenes in Thasos (t) stipulates that the aparchai collected from the
sacrifiants were to be given each year to the hieromnemon, who would keep it until
1000 drachmai were accumulated; then the boule and the demos were to decide on
what anathema and kataskeuma the money should be spent.®® A fragmentary

fourth-century decree moved by Lycurgus has a reference to ‘the adornments for

Athena Itone from the aparche from the sacred precincts’ (7]t AOnvar Tt Itwvnlt
T0VG Koo ]uovg éx g dnapxnc e &mo Tav te[uevav) (i).5' At the beginning
of the third century, office-holders in an unidentified deme in Attica (n) were required
to pay an eparche ‘for the building of the temples/sanctuaries and the dedications’
(elg T oikodopiav TV iepav kai t@v dvabnuatwv).®? As we shall see below,
temple re-building in Delphi formed the major occasion for the collection of

contributions, albeit voluntary ones, called eparchai from private individuals and

cities in different parts of the Greek world (g).

prerogatives, see Gill (1974), 127-33, Le guen-Pollet (1991), Van Straten (1995), 154-5.

57 E.g. IG 11 1215 (n), Parker and Obbink (2001), no. 4A (s), LSS 72 A (t).

58 EB.g. Xen. An. 3.5.13 (e), LSS 72A (t), LSCG 8 (v).

9 E.g. IG 1’130 (a), Ath. Agora 16, no. 160 (m), IG 11 1215 (n).

60 1SS 72 A (t).

' IG 112333.C.17-18. The word temenos could be used for the temple-precinct and for revenue-earning
estates, which could be located at a great distance from the temple itself, as noted by Parker (1996),
145.

02 JG1I?1215.

3
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I11. Voluntary Religious Contributions

In 373/2 B.C. the temple of Apollo at Delphi was destroyed by fire and/or
earthquake. This led to a fund-raising campaign, in which both individuals and cities
were encouraged to contribute money for its reconstruction. From the epigraphic
records of the funds for rebuilding administered by the naopoioi or ‘temple builders’

(CID 11, nos. 1-30), we know that there were three sources of contributions: a
compulsory levy of one obol per head (émuképadoc 0foAdc) on the population of
members of the Amphictiony,® voluntary donations (eparchai) of non-Amphictionic
cities and individuals, and a particular contribution imposed on the Delphians.®* The
contributions were listed on a stele, normally with the émuxépadoc ofoAoc recorded
first, followed by a list of cities and individuals paying eparchai under the formula
Tade ToAelc kat idiwtal énaplavto Tavtal tal tvAaiat (‘the cities and private
individuals contributed eparchai as follows in this Pylaia’); and it would end with the
total receipt received.®® Instead of obligatory payments of a fixed sum, these eparchai

were voluntary donations of varying amounts given by cities and individuals,

collected by officials called argyrologoi.®” After the Third Sacred War (356-346 B.C),

however, the émiképatoc 0foAdc was suspended,®® and hence several inscriptions

record eparchai only. ® Thereafter it appears that contributions from both

3 The “first obol’ was collected from spring 366 to spring 361 (the 1% to the 11" Pylaiai), the ‘second
obol’ from spring 361 to autumn 356 (the 11% to the 22" Pylaiai).

% Roux (1979), 73, 159-174, Davies (1998), 5, Sanchez (2001), esp. 125-32.

65 E.g. CID 11, nos. 1, 3, 4, 10 record receipts of both the émtképaroc foAdc and the eparchai.

% Cf. the fragmentary decree Ath. Agora 16, no. 160 (m), which too mentions two kinds of religious
contributions probably intended for some religious rebuilding (as indicated by the words oixodopia

and AiBo¢). The words eparche/eparchesthai and epidosis/epididonai appear together: the epidosis
signifies a voluntary contribution, whereas the eparche most probably refers to an obligatory payment
levied on some demesmen.

7 Argyrologoi: e.g. CID 11, no. 7 A. 1.2-4, 10 A. 1. 9-12, 11 A.3-6, 11 B.4-6, 12 11.12-13, 23.3-4, 24
I.11-14.

% Bousquet in CID II, nos. 11, 12, 23, 24; supported by Sanchez (2001), 131. Cf. Roux (1979), 158,
161 (now dismissed by Sanchez).

% E.g. CID 1 nos. 11, 12.
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Amphictionic and non-Amphictionic cities were listed under the eparchesthai rubric.

The non-Amphictionic states known to have contributed eparchai are, for
example, Stratos and Phoitiai (350 drachmai), Naxos (350 drachmai), Messene (70
drachmai), Naucratis in Egypt (350 drachmai), Phigalia (70 drachmai), Megalopolis
(200 drachmai), Anaia in Ionia (126 Phocian hectes), Heraclea in Italy (100 Italian
nomoi), Lacedaimon (510 Aeginetan drachmai).”® These state delegations are more

or less consistently indicated in the naopoioi accounts by a formula expressing the
name of the city, the amount, the verb rjvixe/rjvikav, and the state representative(s)
who brought the money: an example is Qortieic kai Xtpatior dpaxuac
Tplaxooiac TeEVINKOVTA, Tjvikay 0& To apyvplov Ilvppoitac Xtpatiog,
Apaxwv @ortieve (‘the Phoitiaians and the Stratians 350 drachmai, Pyrroitas of

Stratos (and) Drakon of Phoitiai brought the money’).”! Sometimes state delegates
who brought an eparche on behalf of their city might also make a private donation in

their own name. For example, Nikolochos, who brought an eparche for Megalopolis,

also contributed a drachma himself: Meyadomoditar ¢€ Apkadiac dpaxuac
Owaxooiac: 1ivikev  Nikodoxoc Ilpo&évov. Nikodoxoc Meyalomoditac

Opaxuav (‘Megalopolitans from Arcadia 200 drachmai; Nikolochos son of Proxenos

brought it. Nikolochos a Megalopolitan a drachma’).”

7 CID 1 no. 1 11.16-23 (Stratos and Phoitiai), no. 4 1.16-19 (Naxos), 1.28-29 (Messene), 1.37-39
(Naucratis), 111.45-47 (Phigalia), I11.50-53 (Megalopolis), no. 6 A.1-8 (Anaia), no. 6.B.2-9 (Heraclea in
Italy), no. 24 1. 15-22 (Lacedaimon). To the information collected in Bousquet, CID II, p. 11, I add
Lacedaimon. It is arguable whether the sum of 510 Aeginetan drachmai brought to Delphi as an
eparche by the king Cleomenes in 336 B.C. represented a public or private donation, but the way it is
recorded is in keeping with the formula used for eparchai contributed by cities; therefore a public
donation seems to me to be more probable. The political motives behind the public contributions of
Messene, Megalopolis and Phigalia have been conjectured by Davies (2001a), 219, Rutherford (2004),
110-111.

' CID 11, no. 1 11.16-23.

2 CID 1l no. 4.111.50-57.
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Of particular interest are the eparchai from ordinary individuals. There were both

male and female donors;”?

some of them appear in the list together with their children
or other family members.” The geographical distribution of individual contributors is
fairly widespread. The statistics collected by Davies, concerning the numbers (not
value) of personal contribution in CID II nos. 1-30, indicate an inverse relationship
between the distance from Delphi and the propensity to contribute: there were
altogether 14 private donations from Thessaly, 18 from Central Greece, 104 from
Ionia and the Aegean, 48 from the Peloponnese, and 34 from the outliers.”> The value
of private donations varies: most of them were a few drachmai, and they could be as

little as one obol.”®

We also have two exceptionally large eparchai of 70 drachmai
each from private individuals.”” One of them was made by Theodorus, a famous
Athenian tragic actor at the time; he might have been performing in Delphi and
wanted to express his piety or make an impression by offering an eparche of his
earnings.”® The other 70 drachmai came from Timeas of Apollonia, whose identity

remains unknown.” In 362/1 B.C., it appears that a family group from Karystos,

comprising Klearistos and his three children, offered eparchai. The entry reads:

Aptotic, KAeapiotic, ApiotokAnc oporovc mévite, KAeapiotoc Kapvotiog

Opaxuac 6vo (‘Aristis, Klearistis and Aristokles five obols, Klearistos a Karystian

3 E.g. six individual contributors in the well-preserved CID II no. 4 are women: Eurydika of Larisa, 2
drachmai (4 1.44), Aischylis of Selinous, 2 drachmai (4 1.46-7), Kleino of Phleious, 3 obols (4 1.49-50),
Echenike of Phleious, 1.5 obols (4 1.51-2), Kleonika of Phleious, 1.5 obols (4 1.53-4), Philostratis of
Lacedaimon, 3 obols (4 1.55-6). Davies (2001a), 220 with n. 55.

4 E.g. CID Il no. 1.11.26-30 (father and three sons).

5 Davies (2001a), 220.

6 E.g. CID 11 no. 4.111.13-14 (one obol from a Phocian called Anaxis).

7 CID 1l no. 4.1. 67-69 (Theodorus), 76-77 (Timeas).

78 On Theodorus, see e.g. Dem. 19.246, Arist. Pol. 7.1336 B.27-31, Rhet. 3.1404 B21-3, Plut. Glor.
Ath. 348 E, Paus. 1.37.3, IG 1I? 2325.262; LGPN 11 s.v. O¢0dwpoc (31), PA4 506155.

" CID 11, no. 4 1.76-77. Note that Timeas’ eparche coincided with Apollonia’s gift of grain recorded in
the same inscription (II.1.22). Might he have been some Apollonian official who escorted its transport
to Delphi?

<
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two drachmai’). Klearistos contributed an eparche of 2 drachmai, while his children
paid five obols together. Noting that Klearistos’ father Aristokles, who was Lysander’s
admiral, had a statue in Delphi, some scholars think that Klearistos might have
travelled with his children to Delphi to attend the Pythian games in 362 B.C. and to
show them their grandfather’s statue.®’ Nevertheless, not everyone whose name
appears in the building accounts necessarily visited Delphi in person: we do not know
the actual mechanism by which the donations were collected and reached Delphi. The
status of the other private contributors and how they sent their eparchai are hard to
determine. The eparchai of a few obols or drachmai were simply token offerings
rather than ‘first offerings’, not dissimilar to the random sums one would insert into

an offering box when one goes to church today.

IV. Sacred Fines

A further source of sacred revenue came from fines levied on certain offences.
The available evidence comes mainly from Athens; and here I am only interested in
sacred fines of the value of a dekate. In Classical Athens it appears to be a regular
practice for a tenth of confiscated property to be paid into Athena’s treasury; and this
applied mainly to serious political offences. Shortly after the restoration of the
Athenian democracy in 410/409, Demophantus carried a decree under which a tenth
of the property confiscated from anyone who tried to overthrow the democracy would
be paid to Athena: ‘if anyone overthrows the democracy at Athens, or holds any office
when the democracy has been overthrown, he shall be an enemy of the Athenians and

shall be killed with impunity; and his property shall be confiscated and a tenth part of
it devoted to the goddess’ (éav Tic Onuokpatiav kataAvn Ty AOnvnow, 1 dpxnv

Tva apxn kataleAvuévne tne dnuoxpatiag, moAéutog Eotw? AOnvaiwv kal

80 Paus. 10.9.8, Bousquet in CID II no. 1.11.26-30, p.14, Rutherford (2004), 109.
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virowel tebvatw, kal Ta xpnuata avtov dnuocia €otw, xal tnc Ocov To
érdéxator).8! In the foundation decree of the Second Athenian League in 378/7, it

is stipulated that anyone who proposed contrary to the decree should be dtiuoc, and

his property made public, with a tenth going to Athena.®? Similar provisions were
made as punishments for other offences.®> But where other cities were concerned, the
recipient divinity may or may not have been Athena. Thus in Athens’ settlement
decree with Chalcis in 446/5, any Chalcidian citizens who failed to swear the oath of
loyalty and obedience to Athens would be without rights, his property made public

and Olympian Zeus (presumably in Chalcis) would receive a tithe.®* In all these

instances the word used for the tenth part for the deity was émidéxartoc.

In these cases just cited the offenders had all their property confiscated, of which
a tenth went to the divinity and the rest went to the state. The phenomenon is very
similar to the military practice of setting aside a tenth of the spoils for the gods
discussed in Chapter Six: both cases involve large-scale appropriation of property by
the state; both concern the voluntary decision of the state to share the windfall with
the divinities. It was in keeping with the customary practice of returning to the gods a
share of whatever profit were received that tithes of confiscated property were offered.

A similar division of profits between the gods and the city is seen in offences

81 Andoc. 1.96-98 (tr. MacDowell). This law is (wrongly) said to be a law of Solon in Andoc. 1.95. On
the decree of Demophantus, see Ostwald (1955), Rhodes (1981), 220-2, cf. MacDowell (1962), 135.

82 JG11? 43.51-57 = RO 22.51-57.

8 E.g. IG 11* 125.10-14 = RO 69.10-14 (Athenian penalties for future attacks on Eretria or any other
allied city of Athens or Athens’ allies, 343 B.C.?); Xen. Hell. 1.7.10 (Athenian generals judged guilty
after the battle of Arginusae in 406). Note also Ar. Eq. 300-2: Paphlagon threatens to report the
Sausage-seller to the prytaneis for possessing ‘sacred tripe belonging to the goddess on which no tithe
has been paid’ (tr. Sommerstein) (kal Qav@ o€ TolC TPVTAVESLY AOeKATEVTOVS TV OV lepac
&xovta xotAiag). The nature of the tithe in question is uncertain. Rogers (1910), 44, suggested that
what is referred to is some kind of confiscated estate (represented by the ‘sausages’) for which a tithe
was payable to Athena; cf. Sommerstein (1981), 159, who thinks that a tithe on war booty is meant.
LSJ s.v. adexatevtoc: ‘tithe-free’.

8 JG I’ 40.33-36 = ML 52.33-36.
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concerning olive trees, but no total confiscation is involved in this case: according to
Demosthenes 43.71, anyone who dug up an olive tree except for certain purposes

would be fined 100 drachmai for each tree. The sum would go into the public treasury,

a tenth of which would belong to the goddess (Opeidewv éxatov dpaxuac Tw

dnuociw tnc éAdac éxaotng, To ¢ érudékatov TtovTov T1g Oeov elvar).®

It is worth mentioning that some offences entailed fines of a fixed amount
payable to the gods alone but not to the state.*® On the other hand, there were also
offences which incurred penalties that went completely to the state (and sometimes
shared with the informer) but not the gods.®” The question of how cities determined
how much of the fine - all of it, a portion, or none at all — should belong to the god is
hardly explained, though this is probably related to the nature of the crime and the

amount of the fine.

V. Conclusion

Instead of the traditional ‘first offerings’, the a/eparchai examined in this chapter
are ‘fees’, ‘payments’ or ‘donations’ for religious purposes. Rather than representing a
portion of a greater source, they are usually fixed sums of money as far as cult fees
and payments (but not donations) are concerned. The much diminished sense of a
‘portion’ is reflected in the replacement of the prefix apo- with epi- in the words
eparche and eparchesthai, though the usual forms aparche and aparchesthai are also

used in this context; and sometimes we find both forms used interchangeably in the

8 Dem. 43.71.

8 E.g. Dem. 24.22 (1000 drachmai to Athena from a prytanis who failed to convene the assembly, 40
drachmai from a proedros who failed to deliberate), Dem. 43.54 (1000 drachmai to Hera from an
archon who failed to compel an heiress’ next of kin to marry her himself or to give her in marriage), /G
112 1237.22-26, 38-42 = RO 5.22-26, 38-42 (100 drachmai to Zeus Phratrios from a man introducing a
rejected member to a phratry; 1000 drachmai to Zeus Phratrios from a rejected member of a phratry
after a failed appeal).

87 E.g. IG 11> 43.35-46 = RO 22.35-46 (half went to the informant, half became public), RO 80 (half
went to the informer, half to the state).
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same text.’® We have thus moved a long way from aparchai as traditional first
offerings made (usually) occasionally® using a portion of one’s resources, to
religious obligations of fixed sums performed at specified times or on specified
occasions (with the exception of the donations for Delphi). Nevertheless, despite this
change in meaning, the term a/eparche is used invariably with a religious significance,
whereas dekate can denote payments in both the religious and non-religious spheres.
The dual aspect of the word dekate can be illustrated well in a third/second century
Cretan inscription containing regulations imposed by Gortyn on a dependent island
Gaudos: it requires the people of Gaudos to pay dekatai (taxes) of various products to
Gortyn, and dekatai (offerings) to Apollo Pythios from whatever washed ashore from
the sea. Both the religious and non-religious payments are denoted by the word
dekatai here.”® Unlike a/eparche, the word dekate retains its partial sense when used
in cult finance. The dekate of the land’s produce and the dekate of confiscated
property discussed in this chapter are likely to represent a literal tenth of the total

profits.

The application of the word a/eparche to the sphere of sacred finance is an
interesting phenomenon which deserves attention. In Andreades’ rather dated study of

Greek public finance, he identified the four key terms used for taxes or levies in
Classical Greece as @opoc, ovvtalic, TéAog, and eiopopa, omitting c’t/émtp)(ﬁ.91

Other terms commonly used in cult finance are TpotéAea® and meAavog.”® Thus

8 E.g. IG 1P 130.7 (aparche), 18 (eparche); IG 11> 1672.182 (eparche), 263 (eparche), 288 (eparche),
297 (aparche).

8 But some traditional first offerings, e.g. agricultural first-fruits (Chapter Three) and first offerings at
meals (Chapter Four), were presumably offered regularly.

% JC iv 184 = Chaniotis (1996), 407, no. 69.A. On dekatai in secular taxation, see n. 2 above.

1" Andreades (1933), 80-2; aparche is only mentioned on p.190 in the appendix.

2 See n. 27.

% The word e Aavdc originally signified an edible substance, a cake, offered to the gods usually as an
additional offering to a sacrifice. Since the late fifth-century or possibly earlier the word also denoted a
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the woman in Herodas 4.90-1 inserts a coin into a money-box as a meAavoc.”* Very

often no specific terms are used for cult fees at all. For example, a lex sacra in
Erythrae in the fourth century, and another from Halicarnassus in the third, similarly
require individuals to pay a cash fee on the occasion of offering a sacrifice; in both
inscriptions the amount is simply stated without using any specific Greek terms.” In

the late fifth-century, a Lindian decree requires those embarking on campaigns from
Lindos to pay one-sixtieth of their wages (tav &€alxoot]av [10] utoc6o) to the

military god Enyalios, but this is not referred to as an a/eparche either.”® A
comprehensive semantic analysis of the terms describing religious contributions is
beyond the scope of this study. But the few cases cited here suffice to show that the
word a/eparche is far from being systematically applied to religious payments, and
that there is no general identifiable pattern of expressing cult payments in leges sacrae.
The question therefore arises as to why some religious payments, but not others,
should be called a/eparchai. One possibility is the transformation of previously
voluntary ‘first offerings’ into required ‘cult payments’. It may be observed that the
persons so obliged to pay an a/eparche were very often the ones closely associated
with, and particularly beholden to, the cult in question and hence most likely to make
contributions.’” Thus it might have been customary for Athenian maidens before
marriage to bring an offering to Aphrodite Ourania in her role as a marriage deity.

Traders, shipowners and fishermen might have originally offered part of their profits

money offering, used particularly for payment for oracular consultations and also other cult services.
The word is used in this sense in e.g. RO 37.29-30 (= LSS 19.29-30), CID 19 (= LSS 39), LSCG 155 B
(supplemented) (0). On weAavog, see Sokolowski (1954), 157, Amandry (1950), 86-103, Kaminski
(1991), 71-2, Parker and Obbink (2000), 438, n. 89.

%4 Herod. 4.90-1. See the commentary by Cunningham (1971), 145: the collection-box has an effigy of
the holy serpent on top; she is not offering a cake to the serpent.

% LSAM 24.13-20, LSAM 73.29-32.

% LSS 85. For more examples, see the useful collection of materials in Parker and Obbink (2000),
428-9.

7 1 owe this idea to the acute observation of Parker (1996), 125, Parker and Obbink (2000), 429.
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as an aparche to Aphrodite Pontia, their protecting divinity at sea.”® Shepherds and
goatherds are likely to have traditionally honoured Hermes with offerings in his role
as the protector of the herds.” A practice initially prescribed by custom probably
came to be formalized over time, and the term was nevertheless retained. Seen thus,
the phenomenon was not entirely divorced from the traditional cult practice, though
admittedly we do not know if all of these cult fees and taxes had such a spontaneous
origin, and not all payments examined in this chapter can be thus explained.'?
Ancient Egypt provides us with an interesting parallel of the transformation of a first
offering customarily made in kind into a monetary payment: vine-growers used to
offer a libation using a portion of the first wine obtained from the new grapes to

Dionysus, the god of wine, as first-fruits. Evidence from papyri shows that, by at least

the second century A.D. or earlier, the libation came to be replaced by a wine tax
fixed almost always at eight drachmai; but the phrase omovdn Awovvoov was

nevertheless kept, with sponde meaning a ‘payment’.!”! This is comparable to the
Greek pelanos, originally a vegetarian offering, but later signifying a cult payment.'??
Whether or not a spontaneous origin can be traced for all the Greek a/eparchai, the
extension or borrowing of a term charged with religious significance could emphasize
the sacred character of the payment, and thereby made it more palatable to those
expected or obliged to make it. In other words, the ‘sacredness’ of the word aparche

may create a special aura for those making the contributions. '

% On Aphrodite’s association with the sea, see Parker (2002), 146-52, Demetriou (2010).

9 Inscr. Prien. 362.9 = LSAM 39.8 mentions Epunc Ktnvitne (‘Hermes of Herds’).

100 F o /G 11 1215 (n), which obliged each office-holder to contribute an eparche. Unfortunately the
divine recipient is not preserved, but the requirement seems to relate to the Hellenistic practice of
linking public functions with financial obligations (cf. /G II? 2336), rather than a codification of a
previous close connection between office-holders and a particular deity.

101 Eitrem (1937), Herrmann (1971), 140-2.

102 See n. 93 above.

103 T am grateful to Beate Dignas for this observation.

297



Chapter Eight

Another important feature which marked the a/eparchai and dekatai in this
chapter as different from the traditional first offerings is their obligatory nature. I have
emphasized in this study that, with the exception of a few special cases,'® first
offerings were free-will offerings prescribed by social custom rather than by law:
usually no provisions were made to stipulate their offering, the amount to be offered,
and when to offer them. However, apart from the voluntary eparchai for the temple
rebuilding at Delphi, the a/eparchai and dekatai studied in this chapter were mostly
obligatory payments of a specified amount, required of certain individuals as set out
in the religious regulations. Even in the case of eparchai donated to Delphi, the
donations were at least encouraged or sought in the fund-raising campaign, whereas
normally first offerings were not called for by the gods or religious authorities. It was
the element of compulsion (or appeal in Delphi’s case) which marked these
a/eparchai and dekatai as different. Different again is the nature of compulsion in the
dekatai of sacred fines: while the individual offenders were obliged to pay, it was the

voluntary decision of the city to give a tenth to the gods.

Nevertheless, despite the expectation that certain groups of individuals should
pay, the questions of whether the regulations were necessarily observed and how often
payments were enforceable are difficult to answer. Where an a/eparche was a
necessary precondition for divine service, there would be less room for evasion. At the
Amphiareium at Oropus, the fourth-century regulation seen earlier (f) requires that the
eparche be paid before treatment could be sought. It further ensures payment by
stipulating that the names of the incubant and his city should be recorded by the

neokoros on a register as soon as he paid the money.!% In some cases, a breach of the

104 E.g. Eleusinian first-fruits (ML 73), Kian aparchai to Miletus (Milet 1.3, no. 141), all of which are
anomalies vis-a-vis the usual practice.
105 Petrakos (1997), no. 277.39-43 = RO 27.39-43.

298



Chapter Eight

regulations would incur fines. The Aphrodite diagrapha on Cos (r) mentions penalties
for those who failed to perform what was prescribed; and it was in the power of the

priestess and the lessee (to whom the dues were leased out) to ‘exact payment’
(npdooeaBar) as if in fulfillment of a legal verdict.'®® Instead of fines, sometimes

the consequence of non-payment was a bad conscience: in Theagenes’ cult at Thasos
any sacrifiant who failed to pay was to have an enthumion (t),'"’ whereas in the cult
of Ephesian Artemis at Scillus (e) ‘the goddess will see to it if anyone does not do

these things’ (&v 6¢ Tic un mow Tavte 1] Ocw peAnoer).'® The use of threats, and

9

possibly even oaths,!” in leges sacrae reflect a concern for, and an attempt to guard

against, non-payment. In other cases where no provisions were made to ensure

110

payments, " it remains unclear whether payments could be enforced.

It was for practical reasons that a/eparchai and dekatai were required or
requested: they were intended to meet the financial needs of particular cults, some of
which were newly established (such as that of Bendis (b))!!! and local cults (such as
at the deme Piraeus (a, b, m)) which probably lacked sufficient sources of funds
otherwise. In the case of Delphi, the eparchai were intended to meet the emergency of
a specific project, namely the reconstruction of the temple of Apollo. On Cos, such
payments had the effect of increasing the income of the priests and therefore the value
of the priesthoods.!'> More generally, these payments were necessitated by the need

to generate sacred revenue for the upkeep of cult activities and the sacred

106 parker and Obbink (2000), no. 1.1-2, 13-16, 29-32, with commentary on p. 432-2, 444. For
penalties on failure to pay sacrificial tariffs (not termed a/eparchai), see also ED 62 (= LSCG 161), ED
178 (a) (A) 24-26.

107 18§ 72 (t).

108 Xen. An. 5.3.13 (e); similarly in LSCG 86 (v).

109 Possibly in Inscr: Prien. 362=LSAM 39 (h).

10 B .o SEG XVI 182 (d).

1T JG 12 136; but its date is uncertain. On the introduction of the Thracian cult of Bendis into Athens,
see Garland (1991), 111-4, Parker (1996), 170-5, Archibald (1999).

112 Parker and Obbink (2000), 426, n. 39, 428.
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Chapter Eight

personnel.!'* We are presented here with the dual role of the gods as givers and takers:
to what extent did the Greek gods depend on people’s contributions? Were they
benefactors or beneficiaries when seen in this light? Initially I said in Chapter Two
that the honour conferred on the divinities was more important than the actual value
of the aparchai or dekatai, and that the sustenance of the Greek gods did not depend
on gifts from the mortals. And yet the a/eparchai and dekatai in this chapter evidently
had a practical function in the financing and maintenance of the cults. This apparent
contradiction can be resolved if we consider the religious contributions not as a mere
payment, but as a means of paying back the gods for divine services enjoyed from
their cult. Whereas the gods may appear to be the ones in need of funds in this chapter,
these contributions do not invalidate the gods in their roles as euergetai, who deserved
rewards for the benefactions they granted to individuals and cities. Thus fishermen
and traders enjoyed Aphrodite Pontia’s protection at sea; pastoralists benefitted from
the favours of Hermes Ktenites; average individuals might need to seek cure from
Amphiaraus. It is precisely because of past benefits received, and further benefits
expected (such as blessings after marriage, healing, protection at sea, oracular advice
from Delphic Apollo), from the gods that individuals were willing to contribute to the
upkeep of their cults. Implicit in the payments is their recognition of the goods
generally rendered by the gods, and their need for the continued existence and healthy
functioning of their cults. These a/eparchai and dekatai therefore need not be seen as
completely isolated from the traditional aparchai; they illustrate once again the

relationship of mutual interdependence between the mortals and the divine.

113 Cf. Pafford (2006), 93-4, 200, who argues that the imposition of coin fees deposited in a thesauros
was driven not so much by a sanctuary’s real economic needs, as by a desire to ritualize the otherwise
mundane and impersonal nature of the coin.
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Conclusion:
Gifts and Giving Back to the Gods

First offerings were not merely gifts to the gods; they were ‘back payments’!
which gave back to the gods some of the benefits received from the divinities in the
first place. Whether it was a bountiful harvest, a simple meal in private households,
regular income from one’s labour, or captured spoils worth tens to hundreds of talents,
worshippers and worshipping communities customarily returned a portion of the
things they enjoyed to the gods. Although we cannot prove that each harvest, each
meal, or each military victory was necessarily accompanied by a first offering, the
overriding impression which the available evidence leaves is that it must have been

fairly common.

I have emphasized throughout that with the exception of certain cult payments?
and politically imposed aparchai,’® first offerings were free-will offerings made over
voluntarily to the gods. They were not obligatory in the sense that they were not
regulated or requested by religious authorities or the gods themselves; everyone who
felt moved to do so could offer a voluntary, variable proportion as they saw fit.
Nevertheless, we have also seen that some first offerings display a quasi-obligatory
nature: religious convention or tradition made it more or less a customary practice to
set aside a preliminary portion for the gods in an animal sacrifice and in the division
of spoils after a battle. In the vast majority of cases, however, especially where private

individuals were concerned, the offering of aparchai and dekatai was a self-regulated

! T use the phrase ‘back payment’ here not in the technical sense of ‘payment to cover a past period of
time’ (OED s.v. back I1.3.a) or ‘payment in arrears to make up for past under- or non-payment of
wages.” (Heery and Noon (2008), s.v. back pay), but in the sense of a payment returning part of what
was given.

2 See Chapter Eight.

3 B.g. IG 1378 (Eleusis first-fruits to Athens), Milet 1.3, no. 141 (Kian phialai to Miletus), and possibly
Thuc. 6.20 (aparche to Syracuse).
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obligation in which the role of the individual worshipper was paramount: unlike the
“first-fruits’ and tithes in Judaism and Christianity, which were laid down as a
religious duty in the Scriptures,* for the Greeks the act of returning a portion was a
personal act and the decision to return a part fell first and foremost to the individual
worshipper; each situation was defined and interpreted by the individual himself
regarding whether to make a first offering and, if so, how much to return and in what
form. First offerings therefore illustrate the flexibility of Greek religion and the ample
room it offered for worshippers to make choices and decisions. It is interesting that
private individuals and communities at large engaged in similar practices with regard
to making first offerings, though on very different scales. We do not know whether
public practices influenced those at the private level or vice versa, but that each side

was affected by a certain degree of mutual interaction seems certain.

As already discussed in Chapter Two, there existed a range of attitudes
underlying the act of making first offerings to the gods. At one end of the spectrum, so
to speak, was a feeling of honour for and obligation and gratitude to the gods, who
were mankind’s benefactors. Poised about midway was a ‘neutral’ state of conformity
with social conventions and religious traditions, the safest course being perhaps to
follow without deviation a longstanding custom practised by most people. At the other
end of the spectrum was the fear of offending the divine powers and taking care not to
damage a relationship with the gods, who were considered the sources of both goods
and evils. Individuals and cities might have had several concurrent motives for
making first offerings, or they might have had no specific motivation at all. The
different strands of motivations are too closely intertwined to be separable. As

anthropologists tell us, any distinction between ‘sacred’ and ‘secular’ motives breaks

* E.g. Ex. 23.16-19, Lev. 23.9-11, Nu. 18.12-13, 28.26.
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down as no religious act is purely disinterested or purely manipulative.’ It is not the
aim of this study to provide a single explanation encompassing the whole
phenomenon of making first offerings when there can be none. What I have
endeavoured to show is the spectrum of different motivations, ranging from more
‘religious’ to more ‘secular’, that could be present in the same religious act, and the
general trends or common features identifiable among them. Amid the diversity of
possible reasons for returning a first portion to the gods, a central feature cannot
escape us: first offerings were retrospective in nature, made almost invariably after
some benefits were received. Unlike other gifts to the gods which might be made
whenever the need to beseech the divine arose, aparchai and dekatai were almost
always made in view of some benefits enjoyed recently or in the past. Thus we would
expect a hard-pressed farmer praying for the fertility of his fields to make a sacrifice
or other gifts but not a first offering. It is usually after a harvest that first-fruits would
be presented to the gods. The impoverished weavers in Anth. Pal. 6. 288 who offered
a dekate of their work praying for a change of fortune provide an exception to the

rule.®

As ‘back payments’ to the gods, first offerings bear on the important issue in
Greek religion of the nature of gift-giving between humans and the divine. The charis
relations between men and gods have frequently been interpreted along the lines of do
ut des (‘I give so that you may give’) and da ut dem (‘give so that I may give’) in
modern scholarship.” While these formulae are certainly relevant, they cannot

adequately encapsulate the human-divine charis relations expressed by first offerings.

5 Bell (1997), 109.

¢ Gow-Page, HE, 1, 120, 11, 350-2, no. 41, Anth. Pal. 6. 288. This is attributed to Leonidas of Tarentum
in the third century B.C. and was probably a literary exercise.

7 E.g. Harrison (1903), Festugiére (1976), passim, Burkert (1979), 54, Van Straten (1981), 73, Parker
(1998), esp. 107-8, 111-14, Bremer (1998), 130-1, Satlow (2005), passim, Kearns (2010), 89-90. The
idea is certainly present although some scholars do not use the formulae explicitly.
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As far as ‘do ut des’ is concerned, although many first offerings were doubtless given
in the hope of further benefits, they did not normally initiate the cycle of charis
between men and gods. For an aparche or a dekate to be made, some prior success or
benefit was usually attained or obtained; and the worshipper might then use the
opportunity of the first offering to ask for further favours. In other words, the hope of
a pleasing return was a secondary rather than a primary motivating factor. On the
other hand, the notion of ‘da ut dem’ is not entirely appropriate either: some first
offerings might have been vowed to the gods on the condition of a request being
granted; yet the fact remains that the vast majority of first offerings do not mention a
vow and cannot be demonstrated to have been made in fulfillment of one. Instead,
first offerings embody first and foremost the idea of restoring to the gods part of what
they gave men in the first place, or do quia dedisti. Individuals and communities that
presented aparchai and dekatai to the gods doubtless felt beholden to the gods in one
way or another for some assistance, protection or benefits that the divinities had
bestowed. It was because of their role in providing (and withdrawing) these things
that the gods had a claim to the goods available to mankind. First offerings returned in
part and in symbol what was owed to the gods, and might be thought of as a means of
settling a man’s debt, albeit only partially, to the divine. Whether they were offered to
the gods out of feelings of gratitude and indebtedness, a desire for ostentatious display
and competition, in conformity with tradition, a fear of offending some divine power,
or a mixture of all these, first offerings were almost always given in retrospect and in
view of some benefits granted by the gods, with or without a vow to do so having
been made. Whether great or small, ‘piously’ motivated or otherwise, first offerings
should be understood as tangible proofs of the gods’ benefactions and an act of

recognition of the relationship of dependence on the divine.
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A further notion which first offerings undermine is the definition suggested in
Plato’s Euthyphro that gift-giving constituted an éumopikn Téxvn between men and

gods.® As first offerings returned to the gods only a portion of the goods received
according to one’s means, they were partial payments that could not fully repay the
gods for their benefactions. The unequal value of the gifts circulated between men and

gods is made explicit in a passage in Aristotle:

oUTw 01 Kal Tolc avicolc OutAntéov, xal Tw €l xpnuata
wpelovuévw 1) €ic apetny Tiuny avtanodotéov, AmodldovVTa TA
vdexoueva. to odvvatov yap 1 @iAia érulntel, ov 10 kKat aslav:
ovd¢ yap oty év maotl, kabamep év Talc mpoc Tovs Oeove TipaLC
Kal TOUG Yovelc: ovdelc yap tnv délav ot dv dmodoin, eic dSvvauLy
0¢ 0 Oepamedwy énerknc elvar dokel.’

‘This then is also the way in which we should associate with unequals; one
who receives a benefit in terms of money or virtue must pay back in return
honour, paying back what is possible. Friendship seeks what is possible, not
what is based on value. It is not possible (to return equal value) in all
matters, as, for example, in the honours towards the gods and parents. For
no one might ever pay back their value (the equivalent of what he gets), but
the person serving to the limit of his means seems to be a decent man’.

It is the asymmetry in the charis relation and men’s inability to pay back the gods
sufficiently for the benefits received that renders the worshippers perpetually indebted
to them. The reciprocal relations between humans and the divine involve favours of
different scale and value and cannot be understood as a commercial exchange between
men and gods (which supposes exchanges of equal value).!® While the implicit or
explicit hope of rewards from the divinities is doubtless present in many aparchai and
dekatai, first offerings cannot be understood narrowly as an investment for further
returns or a business deal between humans and the divine. They were more

fundamentally recognitions that the gods were at work in this world, and that they

8 Pl. Euthphr. 14C.
% Arist. Eth. Nic. 8.1163b13-18 (adapted from the translation in Mikalson (2010), 62).
10 Also argued in Mikalson (2010), 39-42.
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were responsible for the fortune of an individual or a community. The study of Greek
piety should go beyond the traditional notions of do ut des and da ut dem to embrace
the possibility that a psychological feeling of dependence and an inner move to give

thanks to the gods might also have been involved.

If the Eleusinian Mysteries and Orphic rites were aimed at securing a better lot in
the afterlife, first offerings may be considered as a means of securing one’s well-being
in this life by always returning something to the gods. Aparchai and dekatai, along
with prayers, animal sacrifice, and oracular consultations, were part and parcel of the
ways in which the Greeks communicated with the gods and cultivated their goodwill,
given the unpredictability of divine operation. Amid the perpetual uncertainties and
insecurities in life, first offerings probably satisfied men’s psychological need for a
safe anchor in life as much as, and perhaps even more than, their material needs for a
pleasing return. Some anxiety, hope, and indebtedness was probably expressed by
each of the aparchai and dekatai offered to the gods. They represent a felt obligation,
an important recourse in the uncertainties of life, a means of thanks-giving, and a way
of maintaining good relations with the gods. The practice has far outlived the ancient

world; it has survived to the present day in many other religious cultures.

Approximate number of words: 100,000
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Catalogue of Military First Offerings
The following list of military first offerings dedicated by Greek cities is not
meant to be exhaustive. Under each sanctuary I list the dedicating city, object
dedicated, its date, the sources, following by the dedicatory inscription (where
available). Where the inscription does not survive or does not use the word aparche,
dekate or akrothinion, | cite the literary passage which describes the object as such.

Amyklai

1. Sparta, bronze tripods with statues of three goddesses, date uncertain:

Paus. 3.18.7-8, 4.14.2.

TOVTOV TE O0VV 0TIV elkwv Kal Tpimodec xadxolr Tovc 0¢ dpxatotépove
dexatny tov mpoc Meoonviove moAéuov paciv eival.

So there is the statue of this man; there are also bronze tripods. The older ones are
said to be a tithe of the Messenian war. (Tr. Ormerod).

Athens

2. Athens, two bases of a bronze chariot, c. 506 (base A), c. 455-450 (base B):
IGTP501, ML 15, DAA nos. 168, 173, Hdt. 5.77, Paus. 1.28.2, 9.4.1, Anth Pal. 3.343.
A [beouor v axvoevte otdepéot EcPecav hvplpy
ntatde[c ABevaiov Epyuaoty éu moAéuo]
[¢0vea Bowotov kat XaAxidéov daudoavtec]

tov hintrtog Olexatev [MaAAadt tacd” éBeoav].

B. [¢Ovea Boiwotov kat XaAxidéov daualoav[tec]
[raidlec AOevaiov épyualow éu moAéuo]
[6eoudr év dxvoevti otdepéot Eofeloav [hoppuv]
[t]ov hinmog dexart[ev [TaAAadL taod” éOcoav].
A. [In dismal chains of iron they quelled their] pride,
the sons [of the Athenians, by deeds in battle, ]
[when they crushed the people of Boeotia and of Chalcis, ]
from whom (these) horses, as a t[ithe, they dedicated to Pallas (Athena).]
B. [When they] crushed [the people of Boeotia and of Chalcis, ]
[the so]ns of the Athenians, by deeds [in battle,]
[in dismal chains of iron] quelled [their pride,]
from whom (these) horses, as a tithe, [they dedicated to Pallas (Athena).]
(Tr. Fornara).

3. Athens, a bronze statue of Athena Promachos, after 480:
IG I’ 505, DAA no. 172, Paus. 1.28.2, 9.4.1, Dem. 19.272.

a. [— — — av[éOeloav — — —]
b. [———¢éxT[ov———]
[— — —de]deic[ated— — —]
[— — —from tfhe— — —]

xwpic 0¢ 1 boa xatedeéa dvo uev AOnvaiolc elol dekdtal moAeunoaoty,
dyaiua ABnvac yaAkovv ano Mnoéwv twv éc MapaBwva anofaviwy téxvn
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DeLdiov

In addition to the works I have mentioned, there are two tithes dedicated by the
Athenians after wars. There is first a bronze Athena, tithe from the Persians who
landed at Marathon. It is the work of Pheidias... (Paus. 1.28.2, tr. Jones).

uéyeBoc uev ov oAv 61 TL dmodel g &v AKPoToAEL xaAKne, 1v kal avTiy

AOnvatot Tov Mapabwvt atapxny dywvog aveéOnkav.

In size it is but little smaller than the bronze Athena on the acropolis, the one which
the Athenians also erected as first-fruits of the battle at Marathon. (Paus. 9.4.1, tr.
Jones).

4. Athens and allies, a statue base, ¢.365/4:

IG 117 2789.

[AOnvaior xai] ol ovupayor [avéOeoav twlt AmoAAwve [dexatnv dmo tw]u
ToAeuiwy.

[The Athenians and] their allies [dedicated] to Apollo [a tithe from the]ir enemy.

Delphi

5. Cnidus, a treasury, c. 550-525:

FDII1.1, no. 289, Syll.3 8, Paus. 10.11.5, Salviat (1977).

[Kvidiot] Tov Onoavpov tovde xal tayalualta AnoAdwvi] MMvBiwt [dvéDev]
Oexat[av dmo Twu moAepi]wv.

[The Cnidians] dedicated this treasury and the agalma[ta to Apollo] Pythios as a tith[e
from their enem]y.

6. Marseilles, statue of Apollo, war against Carthage, 6th or 5th century (?)

Paus. 10.18.7.

0 6& AtoAAwv 0 Eyyvtatw Tov Aéovtoc MaooaAMwTwy 0TV AT0 T1C TPOC
Kapynbdoviove dniapxn vavuayiac.

The Apollo, very near to the lion, was dedicated by the Massiliots as firstfruits of their
naval victory over the Carthaginians. (Tr. Jones).

7. Tarentum, statues of women and horses, c. 500-475:
FD 1II1.1, nos. 129-130, Paus. 10.10.6-8.
[Meaoamiov AmoAdove Tapavt]ivo[t tad” AeAlovtec.

[Tapavtivot AToAAwvtL dto Meooamn]iwv [EAovTe]c dekaTav.
The Tarentines to Apollo having taken these things from the Messapians.
The Tarentines to Apollo, (as) a tithe, having taken from the Messapians.

8. Athens, a treasury, c. 490 (?):

FD1I1.2, no. 1, IG I’ 1463B, ML 19, Paus. 10.11.5.

AOevaior t[o]t AToAAov[L arto MédJov ax[poO]ivia tec MapaO[olve ulaxec].
The Athenians to Apollo [from the Med]es as first offerings from the battle of
Marathon.

9. Greek cities, a bronze statue of Apollo (?) holding the beak of a ship, c. 480:
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Hdt. 8.121-2, Paus. 10.14.5

Ipwta pév vov totot Oeotot é€etAov akpobivia dAda Te kal Tpipeac Tpeig
Qowicoac, Ty uev éc loBuov avabeival, 1j mep EtL kal éc éue nv, Ty 6& émi
Zovviov, Ty 6¢ tw AlavtL avtov é¢ Zalauva. Meta 6& TovTo dteddoavto Ty
Aninv xal ta dxpoOivia anéneupay éc AeApovg, ék Twv éyéveTo avopLac
Exwv v 11 xeLpl akpwTnpLov veog, éwv uéyalboc dvwdeka mnxewv:

First they set aside victory-offerings for the gods, including three Phoenician triremes,
one of which they dedicated at the Isthmus (where it remained till my day), and
another at Sunium, while the third was dedicated on Salamis itself to Ajax. Then they
divided up the spoils and sent their victory-offerings to Delphi, which paid for a statue,
twelve cubits tall, with the beak of a ship in its hand. (Hdt. 8.121, tr. Waterfield).

10. Greek cities, a gold tripod resting on a bronze serpent column, c. 479-8:

Syll*31, ML 27, Hdt. 9.81, Thuc. 1.132.2, Dem. 59.97, Paus. 5.23.1.
Xvugopnoavtec d¢ ta xpnuata kal dexatny efedovtec Tw v AeApoiot Ocw,
AT’ ¢ 0 TPITIOVS 0 XPYOEOC AVETEDN O ETTL TOD TPLKAPTVOV OQLOC TOD YAAKEOV
ETECTEWG QY XIOTA TOD PWHOD.

Having gathered all the treasure, they set aside a tithe for the god of Delphi, from
which was dedicated the gold tripod on the bronze three-headed serpent standing very
close to the altar. (Hdt. 9.81, adapted from Waterfield’s and Sélincourt’s translation).

Kal 0L £Ttl TOV Tpinodd rote 1ov &v AeAgolc, ov avéQeoav ol "TEAANVeC dTo
twv Mndwv dxpoBiviov, néiwoev énrypapacbat avtoc dia 10 EAcyeiov T0dE
...and that on the tripod at Delphi, which the Greek dedicated as a first offering from

the Medes, he thought fit to be inscribed upon it, on his own authority, the following
elegiac couplet (Thuc. 1.132.2, adapted from Smith’s translation).

11. Macedon, a gold statue of Alexander I, c. 479:

Hdt. 8.140-2, 9.44-5, 8.121, Dem. 12.21.

AAeEavOpov TOD TPOYOVOV TIPWTOV KATAOXOVTOS TOV

tomov, 00ev kal Twv aly parlotwv Mndwv anapxnv avdpiavta

Xpvoovv avéotnoey eic AeApovg.

It was my ancestor, Alexander, who first occupied the site, and, as the first-fruits of

the Persian captives taken there, set up a golden statue at Delphi.
(Dem. 12.21, tr. Vince).

12. Thessaly, statue of a horse, second quarter of Sth century:
G. Daux, BCH 82 (1958), 329-34, Lazzarini (1976), no. 987.

Oeooadol tov hinmov daveOev TotoAdove dexatav tov a[njo Tavay[paiov],
ToAepapxeovtov Tovoe:

Auvvta,

Apxayopo

kaifo}

IIpotéac,

Evkpartidac,

Mévveg,
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hvBpidaoc,
[ToAvbdapuac.

The Thessalians (dedicated) this horse to Apollo as a tithe (of the spoils) from the
Tanagraians,

when the following were polemarchs:
Amyntas

Archagoros

and

Proteas,

Eukratidas,

Mennes,

Hybrilaos,

Polydamas.

13. Tarentum, statues of footmen and horsemen, c. 470-60:
Syll.3 40, Paus. 10.13.10.

[Tapavtivor avéOQev dexatav éAovtec amol [evke[Tiwv].
[The Tarentians dedicated a tithe having taken from the] Peuke[tians].

14. Athens, statues representing Athena, Apollo, Miltiades and ten Athenian heroes,
seven of which were eponymous heroes ¢.460:
Paus. 10.10.1-2, Bousquet (1942-3), 132-5.

T pabpw d¢ Tt OO TOV IMmov Tov dovpetov [On] émiypappa uév EoTy dmo
dexatnc tov Mapabwviov épyov TeOnvat tag eikovac:

On the base below the wooden horse is an inscription which says that the statues were
dedicated from a tithe of the spoils taken in the engagement at Marathon. (Tr. Jones).

15. Gortyn, a bronze statue, mid-5th century:
FD 1114, no. 456, Syll.* 49, Jeffery, LSAG*, 211,215 no. 17.

Klolptvviot dexatav moAepiov.
Gortynians (dedicated) a tithe from the enemy.

16. Caphyai (in Arcadia), a statue, second half of 5th century:

FD 1114 no. 191, Syll.* 48.

[Kalpvieg avéBev [to]moAAove dexat[av]heAdvTec Tov [TtolAepiov.
The Caphyans dedicated to Apollo a tithe having taken from their enemy.

17. Messenia and Naupactus, a pillar monument with shields and tripod, c. 426 (?):
FD 111.4, nos. 1-2, Syll.> 81A,B, Thuc. 3.105-115; Bousquet (1961), 69-71, Jacquemin
and Laroche (1982), 192-204, Jacquemin (1999), no. 362.

[Meo]oaviolt kxal Navriaxtiot] avéB[ev dexata-]

varmloKaA[.............. Tlot ATt[0AAwvL].
[The Mes]senia[ns and Naupactians] dedic[ated a tithe]
[from]Kal............. to Ap[ollo]

val...Jevnnl..... Jwon]..]Jtoc
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[.... av]eO]................. ]
[.....tInv dlexaTnv(?). vac. |
(the last three lines are too fragmentary to be translated).

18. Argos, statue base for Trojan horse, c. 414 (?):
FDIIL1, no. 573, p. 385 fig. 62, Thuc. 6.95; Pouilloux and Roux (1963), 62-5.

[Apyetot tamoAAovi] amo Aakedaipovoc dekatay.
[The Argives to Apollo] (dedicated) a tithe from Lacedaemon.

19. Tegea, sails, c. 369-360:

Vatin (1981), 454-5, no.1, SEG XXXI 558.

ta iotia éAovtec Alalkovwv Teyeatall] Apkadec AmoA[AJwv[i] [SlexaTalv.
The Tegeans, Arcadians, (dedicated) a [t]ithe to Apol[l]o, having taken the sails of the
L[a]conians.

20. Phocis, statues of Apollo, the seer Tellias and others, ¢. 355/3:
Syll.> 202B, Paus. 10.13.4,6,7.

Qwxkelic avébinkav dlexatav AlmoAAwve [aro Ocooalwv].
The Phoci[ans dedi]cated a t[ithe to A]pollo [from the Thessalians].

21. Phocis, bronze statues, c. 325-275:
FD 111.3, no. 150, Sy/l.> 203, Paus. 10.13.4,6,7.

[DPwxeic avéOnkav dexdat]av
Tt [ATTOAAwvL aTto Ocooa]Awv.
[The Phocians dedicated a tith]e to [Apollo from the Thessa]lians.

22. Unnamed city, a limestone base, c. 325-275:
FD I11.4, no. 208.

dexatav amo rtfodepiowv?]
oot ATiOAAwvL avéOn[kalv.
(An unnamed city) dedi[cated] a tithe from the e[nemy?] to you Apollo.

23. Cnidus, bases for statues of Triopas, Leto, Apollo and Artemis, 4™ century:
FD1II.1, no. 137, Paus. 10.11.1.

Kvidiot Tt AmoAAwve dmo Ty moAeuiwv dekatay.
The Cnidians (dedicated) to Apollo a tithe from their enemy.

24, Lipara, marble base, fourth century:
FD 111.4, no. 184; cf. Syll.° 14c, CEG 832.5-6.

[tac 6 éx viavuaxilac] de[katav Eéotnoalv éA[ovtec]

[é€oc dovIAoovvalc xlalpy eidoTec ATtIOAA[wvi]L.

Taking a tithe from the naval battle they set it up in gratitude to Apollo, free from
slavery.

25. Aetolia (?), limestone base, beginning of 3™ century:
Flacelieére, BCH 54 (1930), 392-4, fig. 1
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——— AnjoAAw[vi] &mo twlv moAeuiwv?]l de[k]atay
— — — [to Ap]ollo a tithe from th[e enemy?].

26. Athens, figure-heads of ships and bronze shields, undated:
Paus. 10.11.6.

avaxertar 6¢ kal TAolwv T dxpa Koounuata kal aomidec xaAxar to O
enlypaupa 10 én’ avtoic dplbuel tac modeic dp’ wv oi AOnvaior Ta
axpoOivia améotetdav, v te HAclwv xai Aaxedaiuoviov Zikvova te kal
Méyapa xai IeAAnvéac Axawwv Auppaxiav te kal Aevkada kal avTny
KopwBov-

There are also dedicated the figure-heads of ships and bronze shields. The inscription
on them enumerates the cities from which the Athenians sent first-fruits: Elis,

Lacedaemon, Sicyon, Megara, Pellene in Achaia, Abracia, Leucas, and Corinth itself.
(Tr. Jones).

27. Cnidus, object unknown, undated:
FD 1II.6, no. 60.

Kvidiot Tt AmoAAwvL dmo Ty moAeuiwv dekatay.
The Cnidians (dedicated) to Apollo a tithe from their enemy:.

28. Syracuse, an unknown object lost by shipwreck, undated:
Syll* 35Bb.

Tov¢ 0" amo Tvppnvav axpobivia Qoifw dyovtac

&v médayoc, pia voé, €ic TaQoc EKTEPLOEY.

Those conveying first offerings from the Tyrrhenians to Phoibos
one sea, one night, one tomb has buried.

Lindos

29. Lindians who fought with Tlapolemos against Ilium, 9 shields, 9 daggers, 9
leather caps, 9 pairs of greaves, mythical:

Lindos 11, no. 2 B. 56-59.

tol pet[a TAartoAéuov] eic TAov otpatevoduevor tlar ABavar tat]

Awdiar axpobivia twv éx Tpoliac.

The men making an expedition with Tlapolemos against Ilion to Athena the Lindian,
first offerings of those (spoils) from Troy. (Adapted from Higbie’s translation).

30. Merione son of Molos, silver quiver, mythical:

Lindos 11, no. 2 B.79

[MInptovnc MoAov vioc alkpo]Oivia twv éx Tpoiac

Meriones the son of Molos, first offerings of those (spoils) from Troy.
(Adapted from Higbie’s translation).

31. Lindians who colonized Cyrene, unspecified object of lotus wood, mythical:
Lindos 11, no. 2 B. 113-16.

Awdiwv tol ule]ta twv Iayxkioc naidwv

Kvpavav kticavtec ovv Balt]tw[i] ABavai-
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at kal HpaxAet [O]exaltav ano] Aaiac av éA[a]-

Bov &[ro ...1..E.I]wv

Those of the Lindians who with the children of Pankis founded a colony on Cyrene
with Battos to Athena and Herakles a tenth of the booty which they took from... (Tr.
Higbie).

32. Akragas, statue of Athena, undated:
Lindos 11, no. 2.C.57-8.

Axpayavt[tlvor talt] AlOalvai[tar Awdiar axpolOiviov éxk Mivatac.
Akragant[i]nes to Athena [Lindia an akro]thinion from Minoa. (Adapted from
Higbie’s translation).

33. Gela, a great krater, undated:

Lindos 11, no. 2.C.12-13

F'edwior talt] ABavaiar tat Iatpwiar dxpoliviov é€ Aptaitov.

Geloians to Athena Patroia an akrothinion from Ariaitos. (Adapted from Higbie’s
translation)

34. Soloians, a phiale with a gorgon in the middle, embossed in gold, undated:
Lindos 11, no. 2.C.76-8.

[ZoAeic] ABavar Awdilat] dexatav kat dnapyxav Aaiac, &v éAalfolv ue-
ta AupltAoxlov arto METABAYPEQN xat XT1E..QN

[Soloians] to Athena Lindi[a] a dekate and an aparche of booty which they took
together with Amph[iloch]us from... and... (Adapted from Higbie’s translation).

35. Lindians, adornments of a statue (?), fourth or third century (?):
Lindos 11, no. 2.C.80-3.

Atvdior amo tav éx Kpntac Aapvpwy dexatay

TAV TE XPUOEQV OTEPAVAY KAl TOVG OPUOVG Kl
T0D &AAOV KOO OV, OV €ixe TO dyalua, KaTETKEVA-
Eavto tov MAEgloTOV.

The Lindians, as a tenth from the spoils from Crete

fashioned the golden circlet and the necklaces and most
of the other adornments, which the statues had.

36. Lindian naval officials and crews, marble bow of a war galley, c. 265-260:

Lindos 11, no. 88.A.1-2.

[&pxovtec appakTwy vavapxevvtoc — — — — 100 N]ikaovAov kai
Tpinpapxevvtwv AyaBootpatov tov IoAvapatov I'opywvoc tov Apxélda kal
tol oV [avT0ic Mot Tvppavovg oTpatevodevol, 00¢ kat 0 daluog
o0TePavwoe mAevoavTac év Talc TPLUULOALALS, ATIAP XAV ATI0 TV AapvpwV
ABavar Awdia.

[the commanders of the undecked ships when — — — — son of N]ikasylos [was
naval commander] when Agathostratos son of Polyaratos and Gorgon son of Archelas
were trierarchs and those [who made an operation against the Tyrrhenians together
with them, whom the peo]ple crowned when they sailed in the triemioliai, (dedicated)
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an aparche from the booty to Lindian Athena.
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Olympia

37. Unknown city, bronze greave, 6th century:
Kunze (1937-), VIII, 88, Lazzarini (1976), no. 704.

& QpoOivia t6 Awoc 10 OAvmio.
First offerings for Zeus Olympios.

38. Unknown city, a long thin tetragonal pole inscribed backward, 5th century:
Kunze (1937-), VIII, 89, Lazzarini (1976), no. 705.

16 Atoc 10 OAvmio haxpoOiviov to med — —]

For Zeus Olympios a first offering [ — —]

39. Apollonia, a statue of Zeus, c. 475-50:!!

Paus. 5.22.3, Kunze (1937-), V, 149ff, SEG XV 251, Jeffery, LSAG?, 221 no. 21, 229.
pvauat” AnoAdoviac dlvaxeipeOa, Tav évi novtot]

[TJoviot Doipoc foixilo” dxepoekouac],

[ol yla[c té]puad’ [éAovTec APavtidoc évOade tavtal

[éotaoav ovv Oeoic éx Opoviov dekatav].

We are set up as memorials of Apollonia, which on the

Ionian sea long-haired Phoibos founded,

After taking the boundaries of the land of Abantis, they set up here

these images with gods’ help as a tithe from Thronium

40. Sparta and allies, a gold shield, c. 457:2
IO 253, ML 36, Paus. 5.10.4.

[vaoc uev pradav xpvoéalv éxel, &y o¢ [Tavaypac]
[Toi Aaxedatuoviot ovuluaxia v av[eéOev]

[6wpov art” Apyeiwv xat AOalvaiwv kai [Tavwv]
[tav dexatav vikac eivleka Tov mo[Aéuov].

[—— ————— — — JP[— — — — — — ]

[The temple] has [a gold shield] and from [Tanagra]

[the Lacedaemonians] and (their) alliance de[dicated] (it)
[as a gift from Argives, Athe]nians and [Ionians]

[the tithe] (due) because [of victory] in the war.
-—-——— - — — ] Cor[inth]i[ans [— — —]

[

_______________ ]. (Tr. Fornara).

41. Taranto, three similar inscriptions on spear heads, after 440:
IvO 254-6.

a. okvAa dmo Oovpiwv Tapavtivor avéOnkav A OAvunio dekatay.
b. oxvAa dno Oovpiwv Talpavtiviot avéOnikay A OAv[umiw] dexatav.
c. okvAa dmo Oovplilwv Tapavt[ijvor dvéOnkav At OAvunio dexdatay.

' The restoration is based on the inscription recorded in Paus. 5.22.3.
12 The restoration is based on the inscription cited in Paus. 5.10.4.
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The Tarantians dedicated spoils from the Thurians as a tithe to Zeus Olympios.

42. Messenia and Naupactus, statue of Nike in Parian marble, c. 423:

IG V.1 1568, IvO 259, ML 74, Thuc. 3.105-114, 4.9.1, 4.36.1, 4.41.2, Paus. 5.26.1.
Meooavior xai Navrnaktior avéQev A OAvumior dexkatav Amo Twu
nioAeuiwv. Tlawwviog énoinoe Mevdalog kal TaAKpoTNpLa TOLWV ETTL TOV VAOV
evika.

The Messenians and Naupactians dedicated to Zeus Olympios a tithe from their

enemy. Paionios of Mende made it and in making the akroteria on the temple he won.
(Adapted from Fornara’s translation).

43. Cleitor, a bronze base with a statue of Zeus, undated:

Paus. 5.23.7.

KAettoprot 106 dyadua Oew dexatay avéOnkay,

noAdav éx moAiwv xepol flacodevol.

txaipetpertt Apiotwv ndé TeAéotac

avtokaoiyvnrol kada Aakwveg EOev.

The Cleitorians dedicated this image to the god as a tithe,
having reduced many cities by might of hand.

t tAriston and Telestas made them beautifully

own brothers and Laconians. (Adapted from Jones’ translation).

44. Mende, a statue with jumping weights and an inscription engraved on its thigh,
undated:

Paus. 5.27.12.

Znvi Oewv Paoctdel i’ axpolBiviov évOad” éOnrav

Mevbator, Xintny xepol fracoauevol.

To Zeus, king of the gods, as first-fruits was I placed here

by the Mendeans, who reduced Sipte by might of hand. (Tr. Jones).

45. Thessaly, a statue of Zeus crowned with flowers and holding a thunderbolt,
undated:

Paus. 5.24.1.

0 0¢ émiypaupa to Eén'avtw OckaTtny Amo Tov moAéuov DPwkéwv Kol
Oeooalwv pnow eivat.

The inscription on it says that it is a tithe from the war between Phocis and Thessaly.
(Tr. Jones).

46. Myanians, a bronze-plated shield, a helmet and greaves, undated:

Paus. 6.19.4.

entypapua 6¢ éni toic OmAolg, dxpoOiviov tw Al Do Mvavwv avateOnvad.
An inscription on the armour says that they were dedicated by the Myanians as
first-fruits to Zeus. (Tr. Jones).
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