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In a paper published in 1994 I argued that despite recent suggestions to the contrary the distinction
between Olympian and chthonian divinities and rituals remains both valid and useful, provided that we
approach it not as an absolute dualism but as a true polarity, with given gods and rituals located not only
at the two poles but at various degrees between them.1 I would like to consider here some inscriptional
evidence suggesting that combinations of or compromises between Olympian and chthonian modes of
ritual may well have been far more common than is generally recognized, and to discuss a recent suggestion about Greek sacrificial terminology.
The sacred law from Selinous published by Jameson, Jordan and Kotansky in 1993 attests two sacrifices which I would classify as "modified chthonian" rites.2 I reproduce the section of Column A in
question (A.9-20):
to›! Tr10 itopatreË!i : to›! : miaro›! hÒ!per to›! herÒe!i, Wo›non hupolhe¤ca!: diÉ ÙrÒfo : ka‹ tçn moirçn : tçn §nãtan : kataka¤en : m¤an. yÊonto yËma : ka‹ katagizÒnto ho›! ho!¤a : ka‹ perirãnante! katalinãnto : k¶peita : to›! k<a>yaro›! : t°leon yuÒnto : mel¤krata hupole¤bon : ka‹ trãpezan ka‹ kl¤nan k§nbal°to kayarÚn heÇma ka‹ !tefã15 no! §la¤a! ka‹ mel¤krata §n kaina›! poter¤de[!]i ka‹ : plã!mata ka‹ krç képarjãmenoi katakaãnto ka‹ katalinãnto tå! poter¤da! §ny°nte!.
yuÒnto hÒ!per to›! yeo›! tå patro
Ç ia : toÇi §n EÈyudãmo : Milix¤oi : kriÚn y[u]Ònto. ¶!tv d¢ ka‹ yËma pedå W°to! yÊen. tå d¢ hiarå tå damÒ!ia §jh<a>ir°to ka‹ trã[peza]n : proy°men ka‹ qol°an ka‹ tépÚ tç! trap°za! : épãrgmata ka‹ tÙ!t°a ka[ta]20 kçai : tå krç m§xfer°to. kal°to [h]Òntina leÇi. ¶!tv d¢ ka‹ pedå W°t[o! W]o¤qoi yÊen :
Lines 9-12 prescribe that "one of the ninth portions" of the sacrificial victim be burnt for the "polluted"
Tritopatores "as to the heroes," hÒ!per to›! herÒe!i and concludes "let those for whom it is sanctioned
sacrifice and consecrate," yÊonto yËma ka‹ katagizÒnto ho›! ho!¤a. The editors suggest that the portion in question is from two full-grown sheep prescribed in the preceding lines as victims for Zeus
Eumenes and the Eumenides and for Zeus Meilichios, but Kevin Clinton has argued persuasively that
this is not so, pointing out that in this text new prescriptions invariably begin, as that for the Tritopatores
does, with the name of the deity and in asyndeton.3 The yËma for the polluted Tritopatores is a separate
but unspecified victim, of which a ninth is to be burnt; it follows that the remaining eight portions are
eaten, as is also indicated by the contrast between the verbs yÊein and katag¤zein, "unmarked" and
∗ The present paper is a revised version of a talk at the 1997 convention of the American Philological Association. The
following abbreviations are used:
LS
F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées des cités grecques (Paris 1969).
LSS
F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées des cités grecques: Supplément (Paris 1962).
I am indebted to the late Prof. Birgitta Bergquist and to Prof. Robert Parker for kindly sending me scripts of their papers
at the Göteborg conference (below, nn. 5, 9), and to Dr. Gunnel Ekroth for sending me her 1999 Stockholm doctoral dissertation, The sacrificial rituals of Greek hero-cults in the Archaic to the early Hellenistic periods, from all of which I have
profited.
1 S. Scullion, "Olympian and Chthonian", CA 13 (1994) 75-119.
2 M.H. Jameson, D. R. Jordan and R.D. Kotansky, A Lex Sacra from Selinous (Durham 1993 [Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Monographs 11]).
3 Jameson et al. (above, n. 2) 31; Kevin Clinton, "A New Lex Sacra from Selinus: Kindly Zeuses, Eumenides, Impure
and Pure Tritopatores, and Elasteroi", CP 91 (1996) 159-79, at 170f.
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"marked" sacrificial terms indicating respectively Olympian and chthonian offerings.4 A subsequent
entry prescribing "normal" Olympian sacrifice for the "pure" Tritopatores ends in line 17 with the
phrase "let them perform the ancestral sacrifices as to the gods," yuÒnto hÒ!per to›! yeo›! tå patroÇia.
The second passage I would like to draw special attention to follows immediately in lines 17-20: a ram
is to be sacrificed to Zeus Meilichios, of which it is specified that a whole thigh (qol°a, line 19) be
burnt and that the remaining meat not be carried out of the sanctuary, tå krç m§xfer°to.
In the case of the "polluted" Tritopatores the terms yÊein and katag¤zein describe the contrasting
treatment of victims for the same recipient. We have a parallel for this procedure in the cult of Herakles
at Sikyon: Pausanias 2.10.1 reports that the thighs of a lamb are placed in the fire on the altar and that
"they eat some of the meat as though from a (normal) victim, some they consecrate (i.e. burn) as to a
hero," ka‹ nËn ¶ti êrna oﬂ Siku≈nioi !fãjante! ka‹ toÁ! mhroÁ! §p‹ toË bvmoË kaÊ!ante! tå m¢n
§!y_ou!in …! épÚ ﬂere¤ou, tå d¢ …! ¥rvi t«n kre«n §nag¤zou!i. The Selinous text also confirms
Stengel’s view that the verb §nateÊein, "to ninth-sacrifice," known from the cult of Herakles on Thasos
and of Semele on Mykonos, means to burn a ninth portion–Stengel would add: for a chthonian recipient.5 The burning of a whole thigh for Zeus Meilichios at Selinous is a comparable procedure, and there
are probable parallels for this in cult of Hermes at Athens and Herakles at Miletos.6
The new evidence raises the question of how common such procedures may have been. The Selinuntine inscription not only increases our attested examples of such rites, but perhaps more importantly
associates them with a wider range of recipients, adding the Tritopatores and Zeus Meilichios to Hermes, Semele and, in three cases, Herakles. In the cases both of the Tritopatores, who are ancestral spirits, and of Herakles, the burning of a portion is described with the phrase "as to a hero or heroes" and
with the related verbs §nag¤zein and katag¤zein, which are most often used of offerings to heroes;7 the
other recipients too are usually classified as heroes or chthonian divinities.8 Attested sacrifices to such
recipients are therefore the appropriate comparison group for these rites, and the sacrificial calendars are
the natural place to turn for a sampling of sacrificial procedures. Robert Parker has compiled statistics
from sacred calendars that distinguish some sacrifices for heroes as holocausts: in the calendar from Erchia two sacrifices for heroes are specified as holocausts as against seven which are not (one of these
being "sober"); in the Salaminioi inscription one heroic sacrifice is a holocaust, thirteen are not; in the
Thorikos calendar, which specifies that one offering to a god is "to be burnt," all sixteen heroic sacrifices are non-holocausts.9 These data appear to cohere with the findings of Nock, who collected four-

4 Since I applied the linguistic distinction of markedness to Greek sacrificial terminology at Scullion (above, n. 1) 97
with n. 57, 117 (I find from Ekroth's dissertation [see note of acknowledgement] that I was anticipated in this by Gregory
Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans [Baltimore, 1979] 308 § 10 n. 4) some scholars have begun to refer to the sacrificial procedures themselves as "marked" or "unmarked": see e.g. Albert Henrichs, "Anonymity and Polarity: Unknown Gods and
Nameless Altars at the Areopagos", Illinois Classical Studies 19 (1994) 27-58, at 43 with n. 74; Clinton (above, n. 3) 169.
This seems to me a potentially misleading practice, and I would enter a plea for limiting the application of the markedness
distinction to the sacrificial terms as such.
5 P. Stengel, Opferbräuche der Griechen (Leipzig 1910) 132. Herakles: LSS 63, IG XII Suppl. 353; Semele: LS 96.23-4.
In a paper forthcoming in the proceedings of the Sixth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult at Göteborg Birgitta
Bergquist has on the basis of the new evidence withdrawn her previous interpretation of §nateÊein as a taxation term (Herakles on Thasos [Uppsala 1973) 70-80).
6 Hermes: Aristoph. Plutos 1128, cf. Homer Od. 14.434-6, where Hermes and the Nymphs receive a seventh portion;
this practice may be relevant to the interpretation of h. Hom. Herm. 128. Herakles: F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées de l’Asie
Mineure (Paris 1955) no. 42. For the front thigh as a common perquisite see Jameson et al. (above, n. 2) 38 ad A19.
7 See J. Casabona, Recherches sur le vocabulaire des sacrifices en Grec (Aix-en-Provence, 1966) 200-208.
8 There are full accounts in Jameson et al. (above, n. 2) of the cults of Zeus Meilichios (81-103) and the Tritopatores
(107-14).
9 Parker in a forthcoming paper in the proceedings of the Sixth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult, where he
argues more fully the conclusions briefly stated in his article "chthonian gods" in OCD3 . Erchia: Georges Daux, "La grande
démarchie: Un nouveau calendrier sacrificiel d’Attique (Erchia)", BCH 87 (1963) 603-34 (LS 18); Salaminioi: William S.
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teen examples of banquet-sacrifices for heroes. 10 On the traditional, radically dualistic view of the
Olympian/chthonian distinction heroic sacrifices which are not holocausts or involve a banquet can be
taken, as they are by Parker and Nock, as evidence against the validity of a distinction between what I
have called "participatory" sacrifices for Olympians and "renunciatory" sacrifices for chthonians. If,
however, as I suggest, we adopt a more flexible approach to the distinction, recognizing a wide range of
compromises between Olympian and chthonian sacrificial modes corresponding to the ambiguous character of chthonian divinities, we can perhaps see this evidence in a new light.
I have previously suggested that the prohibition on carrying meat out of the sanctuary, of which we
have a new example in the Selinuntine offering for Zeus Meilichios, represents a compromise between
holocaust sacrifice and the natural human desire to eat the meat of sacrificial victims: the meat is eaten,
but under the ritual constraint of being consumed immediately within the confines of the sanctuary
(Scullion [above, n. 1] 98-112). I would now suggest that such on-the-spot banquets were frequently accompanied by burning of a substantial portion of the victim such as a thigh or a ninth—what one might
call a ‘moirocaust’.11 The sacrifice for Zeus Meilichios at Selinous would be a prime case: the recipient
clearly belongs among those traditionally classified as chthonians, and meat is eaten on the spot—but
not all of it: a whole thigh, far more than the usual bones and fat, is burnt on the altar. Catalogues of
offerings such as the sacrificial calendars are generally much sparer in the provision of ritual detail than
the Selinuntine text, and it may well be that most or all of the sacrifices to heroes that are not specified
as holocausts were in fact moirocausts rather than straightforward Olympian banquet-sacrifices. The
calendar from Erchia is fuller in ritual detail than the others, and therefore provides the best control. Of
the nine heroic sacrifices in it, only two are holocausts, but six are explicitly to be eaten on the spot—oÈ
forã in the language of the calendar–and may well have been moirocausts.12 The only sacrifice for a
hero which is neither holocaust nor on-the-spot is a sheep offered to a hero Alochos, but this forms part
of a festival on the citadel at Erchia at which the Nymphs, the river-god Acheloos and Hermes also
receive a sheep, and a pregnant sheep which is oÈ forã is offered to Ge.13 It is possible that at this
major event the most obviously chthonian offering, Ge’s pregnant sheep, was felt to provide sufficient
chthonian ambience, and was therefore the only victim required to be eaten on the spot, perhaps with the
burning of a portion. The pattern of this evidence suggests that eating heroic banquets on the spot was
the normal procedure, and if, as I have suggested, this represents a compromise between chthonian
holocaust and Olympian participatory sacrifice it is parallel with moirocaust, which serves the same end
in a more obvious way.
Indeed, the two types of compromise may well have been regularly associated, as they are in the
case of Zeus Meilichios at Selinous. The ninth-sacrifice of a yearling attested for Semele on Mykonos
on the eleventh of Lenaion is followed on the twelfth by offerings of a yearling to Dionysos Leneus and,
"for the sake of the crops", of black yearlings whose skins are to be removed (dertã) for Zeus Chthonios and Ge Chthonia.14 These sacrifices doubtless form part of a two-day festival, and the concluding
requirements that no foreigner take part and that banqueting take place on the spot presumably apply to
Ferguson, "The Salaminioi of Heptaphylai and Sounion", Hesperia 7 (1938) 1-74 (LSS 19); Thorikos: Georges Daux, "Le
calendrier de Thorikos au Musée J. Paul Getty", AC 52 (1983) 150-74.
10 A.D. Nock, "The Cult of Heroes", HThR 37 (1944) 141-74, also in Essays on Religion and the Ancient World, ed. Z.
Stewart (Oxford 1972) 2.575-602.
11 In "normal" Olympian sacrifice only thigh-bones, fat, offal and sometimes tongue, chine or tail are burnt on the altar:
see K. Meuli, "Griechische Opferbräuche", in Phyllobolia. Festschrift Peter Von der Mühll (Basel 1946) 185-288, at 214-23,
also in Gesammelte Schriften (Basel & Stuttgart 1975) 2.907-1021, at 937-47.
12 Erchia calendar (above, n. 9) A.17ff., Heroinai, oÈ forã; B.40ff., Herakleidai, oÈ forã (added after the original inscription: see Daux 628); B.55ff., Aglauros, oÈ forã (also added); G.48ff., Leukaspis, "sober," oÈ forã; D.18ff., Epops,
holocaust, "sober"; D.52ff., Menedeios, oÈ forã; E.1ff., Heroinai, oÈ forã; E.9ff., Epops, holocaust, "sober."
13 Erchia G.26ff., cf. A.14ff. (Nymphs); B.21ff. (Acheloos); D.24ff. (Hermes); E.16ff. (Ge).
14 LS 96.22-6: •ndekãthi, §p‹ to(Ë)t[o] pl∞yo!, Sem°lhi §tÆ!ion : toËto §nateÊetai : duvdekãthi DionÊ!vi Lhune›
§tÆ!ion : Íp¢[r] ka[r]p«n Di‹ Xyon¤vi, G∞i Xyon¤hi dertå m°lana §tÆ!i[a] : j°nvi oÈ y°mi!: dainÊ!yvn aÈtoË.
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the whole sequence, so that the ninth-sacrificed yearling for Semele is also eaten on the spot; in any case
the two features are again closely associated in a ritual sequence of markedly chthonian colouring.
A short and pithy inscription of the mid-fifth century from Thasos may provide further evidence that
the burning of a substantial portion, what I am calling a moirocaust, was a regular feature of offerings to
heroes. The interpretation of this text is however controversial (LSS 63 [IG XII Suppl. 414]):
[ÑHra]kle› Ya!¤vi
[a‰g]a oÈ y°mi! oÈ[d¢] xo›ron : oÈd¢ g[u]naik‹ y°mi! : oÈ5
[d]É §nateÊetai : oÈd¢ g°ra t°mnetai : oÈdÉ éyleÇtai
"To Herakles Thasios it is not permitted [to sacrifice] a goat, nor a piglet; nor is it permitted for a
woman [to participate]; nor is ninth-sacrifice to be performed; nor are perquisites to be cut, nor contestprizes offered15 / a contest held." Birgitta Bergquist has argued that this regulation is designed by a series of prohibitions to produce a "normal" participatory sacrifice, but I would like to make a fresh case
for the opposite view that it is a holocaust that is being required.16 The Selinous inscription shows that
moirocausts were not uncommon; this being so, a prohibition on ninth-sacrifice could be shifting the rite
in one of two directions: either towards full participatory sacrifice or towards total holocaust. The prohibitive flavour of the text seems to me to tell in favour of the holocaust alternative. Moreover, ninthsacrifice is a variation on holocaust, an established compromise between holocaust and consumption of
the meat. It therefore seems more probable that the prohibition means "perform a true holocaust, not the
standard compromise" than that it means "don’t perform a ninth-sacrifice—nor for that matter any other
modified holocaust, nor a full-scale holocaust; on the contrary, perform an ordinary participatory sacrifice." The straightforward way to require an Olympian offering would be to prescribe sacrifice to
Herakles "as a god," …! ye«i, a phrase applied to him elsewhere in this sense, in contrast to offerings to
him "as a hero," …! ¥rvi. I suggest that the mention of ninth-sacrifice is natural here because a distinction is being made between established modes of sacrifice to heroes: on the one hand a form of modified
holocaust well-attested for Herakles, on the other the full-scale rite.
Bergquist argues that the prohibition on perquisites excludes the possibility that a holocaust is being
required, but this conclusion seems firmer than the evidence warrants (Herakles on Thasos [above, n. 5]
71-2). Prima facie one wouldn’t expect a holocaust offering to involve any perquisites, so what is the
point of prohibiting them? In the inscription from Mykonos discussed above (n. 14) we find a probable
example of a modified-chthonian sacrifice involving perquisites. The yearlings to be sacrificed to Zeus
Chthonios and Ge Chthonia are black and dertã, a word Stengel interprets as (hostias) pelle spoliandas,
15 ayletai is generally reckoned to represent éyle›tai, with e for the spurious diphthong (see L. Threatte, The Grammar of Attic Inscription I [Berlin 1980] 172ff., 299ff.). The use of portions of sacrificial meat as prizes in contests is attested
in two Hellenistic inscriptions, LS 98.32-6 and LSS 61.79-81, of which the second deals specifically with heroic cult; hence
Sokolowski ad loc. speaks of "portions affectées aux îyla." Cf. also IG XII Suppl. 353, Pindar Ol. 7.77ff., Hdt. 6.38.1,
Thuk. 5.11.1, all quoted below.
16 Bergquist offers detailed studies of this and a second inscription (IG XII Suppl. 353) both in Herakles on Thasos
(above, n. 5) 65-90 and in her Göteborg paper (above, n. 5); further bibliography in Bergquist, who helpfully summarizes
earlier studies, and in Sokolowski, LSS. In the first edition of the inscription, Ch. Picard, "Un Rituel Archaique du Culte
d’Héraclès Thasien Trouvé à Thasos", BCH 47 (1923) 241-74, Picard concluded from the prohibition of ninth-sacrifice that
"le culte n’était pas surtout ‘heroique’ et chthonien" (252), but from the prohibition of perquisites that the sacrifice was
"laissé sans doute integralement à Héraclès" (253). H. Seyrig, "Quatre cultes de Thasos II: Héraclès", BCH 51 (1927) 185-98
and 369-71, at 193-8, followed by almost all scholars other than Bergquist, interpreted the inscription as requiring a holocaust sacrifice, but on very different grounds from those I suggest. Going well beyond the evidence, Seyrig assumes that perquisites were always taken from sacrificial victims that were eaten: "l’interdiction des g°ra est donc incompatible avec tout
autre rituel que celui de l’holocauste."
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"victims whose skins will be removed,"17 which must mean that someone got the skin of these black
chthonian victims as a perquisite. Several passages in the Erchia calendar point in the same direction:
twice there are prescribed sacrifices for heroines with on-the-spot dining and the skin going as perquisite to the priestess; so also, and closely comparable with the Mykonos sequence, goats for Semele and
Dionysos "on the same altar," "to be handed over to the women," with on-the-spot dining and the skin to
the priestess. By contrast, in two cases of on-the-spot sacrifices for Artemis, it is specified that the skin
be consecrated by fire.18 I conclude that even if perquisites were seldom or never taken from full-holocaust victims they could be taken from modified-chthonian victims. My comparanda all happen to involve the skin, but it seems reasonable to suppose on this specific basis as on general grounds that when
a ninth-sacrifice or other moirocaust was offered perquisites from the meat that was to be consumed
might be taken. We can in fact get a little beyond general grounds, and with evidence from Thasos.
Picard, the first editor of the Herakles Thasios inscription, suggested that the prohibition of perquisites
is paired with that of ninth-sacrifice because in normal cases of ninth-sacrifice perquisites might be
taken from the remaining eight portions (Picard [above, n. 17] 255). Fourteen years later Launey published a fragment of a lease of the "garden of Herakles" on Thasos which might be taken as confirmation of Picard’s suggestion. Only the right side of the text survives, and a probably large number of letters is missing to the left. Lines nine to eleven are preserved as follows (IG XII Suppl. 353):
9
]
boËn
10
§]nateuy∞i. ÜO ti dÉ ín épÒ!taymon g¤nhtai, t«m m¢n
11
]ei to›! polemãrxoi!, À!te t∞i tãjei t∞i nik≈!hi
Launey reasonably concluded that an ox was ninth-sacrificed, and that the remaining eight portions constituted the épÒ!taymon. Although he plausibly suggested that some of these portions were given as
perquisites, there is no evidence for this on the stone; it is clear enough, however, that the polemarchs
distribute one or more of them to the tãji! victorious in some contest. Launey thus claims to find here
the positive counterpart to the prohibition of ninth-sacrifice, perquisites and prize-portions in the
Herakles Thasios inscription.19 Whether or not perquisites were taken from this particular ninth-sacrifice, there is every reason to believe that if contest-prizes could be taken from such victims perquisites
could also.20
If this line of argument is cogent, it becomes probable that the prohibition in the Herakles Thasios
inscription is forbidding a typical form of modified holocaust: "sacrifice to Herakles as a hero—not a
modified heroic ninth-sacrifice, but a full-scale heroic holocaust." Thus this text both supports and is
illuminated by the suggestion that moirocaust offerings were common practice in the cult of heroes and
chthonian divinities generally. The new text from Selinous provides further support for this conclusion
by applying to the ninth-sacrifice for the polluted Tritopatores the rubric hÒ!per to›! herÒe!i.
We have mentioned the phrases …! ye«i and …! ¥rvi in their application to opposite aspects of
Herakles, the preeminent example of a divinity who crosses the Olympian/chthonian boundary, and
similar phrases occur three times in the Selinuntine inscription. I would like in conclusion to consider
the significance of these phrases; Parker has suggested that they are the native terms for distinguishing
sacrificial ritual as "divine" or "heroic", and that they should therefore replace the terms "Olympian" and
"chthonian", which in their application to ritual are modern (Parker as in n. 9 above). Parker has yet to
discuss in detail how he would classify the phenomena of Greek religion under the headings "divine"

…

17 P. Stengel, "Zu den griechischen Sacralalterthümern", Hermes 39 (1904) 611-17, at 611-14; cf. id. (above, n. 5) 131 n.

3.
18 LS 18: Heroines: A.19ff, E.3ff.; Semele and Dionysos: A.46ff., D.35ff.; Artemis: G.8ff., D.8ff.
19 M. Launey, "Le Verger d’Héraklès à Thasos", BCH 61 (1937) 380-409, at 394-99.
20 Bergquist in her Göteborg paper (above, n. 5) suggests that in the lease §nateuy∞i may have been negated as in the

Herakles Thasios inscription. She may of course be right, but her principal argument, which is that holocaust-victims are
normally smaller animals, is perhaps not very compelling: the natural reluctance to burn an ox whole would not be elicited
by the prospect of burning only a ninth portion of one.
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and "heroic," but one advantage he sees in the Greek terms is that they correspond to the distinction he
detects between sacrifice to heroes and other forms of what is traditionally called chthonian sacrifice. I
have already suggested that moirocaust, which may well have been the standard form of heroic banquetsacrifice, is a modification of chthonian ritual, and it is attested for chthonian gods as well as for heroes.
This I think goes some way toward meeting Parker’s objections, and I would be surprised if in the end
his classification of sacrificial practice under the Greek rubrics differs very much from the traditional
model, but I would like to make a few observations about the suggested terminology itself.
It will be useful to gather here the principal literary attestations of the …! ye«i / …! ¥rvi distinction,
together with some passages where one or the other, or a similar phrase, occurs on its own:
1. Pindar, Ol. 7.77-80: tÒyi lÊtron !umforç! oﬁktrç! glukÁ Tlapol°mvi
·!tatai Tiruny¤vn érxag°tai,
À!per ye«i,
mÆlvn te kni!ãe!!a pompå ka‹ kr¤!i! émfÉ é°yloi!.
2. Hdt. 1.168: ka‹ §nyaËta ¶kti!an pÒlin ÖAbdhra, tØn prÒtero! toÊtvn Klazom°nio!
TimÆ!io! kt¤!a! oÈk épÒnhto, éll' ÍpÚ Yrh¤kvn §jela!ye‹! timå! nËn ÍpÚ Th¤vn t«n §n
ÉAbdÆroi!i …! ¥rv! ¶xei.
3. Hdt. 2.44.5: ka‹ dok°ou!i d° moi otoi ÙryÒtata ÑEllÆnvn poi°ein, o“ dijå ÑHrãkleia
ﬂdru!ãmenoi ¶kthntai, ka‹ t«i m¢n …! éyanãtvi, ÉOlump¤vi d¢ §pvnum¤hn yÊou!i, t«i d¢
•t°rvi …! ¥rvi §nag_zou!i.
4. Hdt. 5.114.2: … ÉOnh!¤lvi d¢ yÊein …! ¥rvi énå pçn ¶to!…
5. Hdt. 6.38.1: ka‹ oﬂ teleutÆ!anti (sc. Miltiadi) Xer!onh!›tai yÊou!i …! nÒmo! oﬁki!t∞i,
ka‹ ég«na ﬂppikÒn te ka‹ gumnikÚn §pi!tç!i…
6. Hdt. 7.117.2: … §tumboxÒee d¢ pç!a ≤ !tratiÆ. toÊtvi d¢ t«i ÉArtaxa¤hi yÊou!i
ÉAkãnyioi §k yeoprop¤ou …! ¥rvi, §ponomãzonte! tÚ oÎnoma.
7. Thuk. 5.11.1: perie¤rjante! aÈtoË (viz Brasidae) tÚ mnhme›on …! ¥rvi te §nt°mnou!i
ka‹ timå! ded≈ka!in ég«na! ka‹ §th!¤ou! yu!¤a!, ka‹ tØn époik¤an …! oﬁki!t∞i pro!°ye!an katabalÒnte! tå ÑAgn≈neia oﬁkodomÆmata . . .
8. Isok., Helen 63: ¶ti går ka‹ nËn §n Yerãpnai! t∞! Lakvnik∞! yu!¤a! aÈto›! (viz. Helenae et Menelao) èg¤a! ka‹ patr¤a! époteloË!in oÈx …! ¥rv!in éllÑ …! yeo›! émfot°roi!
oÔ!in.
9. Xen. Hell. 7.3.12: ¶yacãn te (sc. Euphronem) §n t∞i égorçi ka‹ …! érxhg°thn t∞! pÒlev! !°bontai.
10. Xen. Lak. Pol. 15.9: a“ d¢ teleutÆ!anti tima‹ ba!ile› d°dontai, t∞i d¢ boÊlontai dhloËn oﬂ LukoÊrgou nÒmoi, ˜ti oÈx …! ényr≈pou! éll' …! ¥rva! toÁ! Lakedaimon¤vn
ba!ile›! protetimÆka!in.
11. Hyp. Epitaph. 21: fanerÚn d' §j œn énagkazÒmeya ka‹ nËn ¶ti… ka‹ toÁ! toÊtvn
(viz. Macedonum) oﬁk°ta! À!per ¥rva! timçn ≤mç! énagkazom°nou!.
12. Paus. 2.10.1: Fa›!ton §n Sikuvn¤ai l°gou!in §lyÒnta katalabe›n ÑHrakle› !fç! …!
¥rvi §nag¤zonta!: oÎkoun ±j¤ou drçn oÈd¢n ı Fa›!to! t«n aÈt«n, éllÉ …! ye«i yÊein.
ka‹ nËn ¶ti êrna oﬂ Siku≈nioi !fãjante! ka‹ toÁ! mhroÁ! §p‹ toË bvmoË kaÊ!ante! tå
m¢n §!y¤ou!in …! épÚ ﬂere¤ou, tå d¢ …! ¥rvi t«n kre«n §nag¤zou!i.
13. Paus. 2.11.7: t«i d¢ ÉAlejãnori ka‹ EÈamer¤vni—ka‹ går toÊtoi! égãlmatã §!ti—
t«i m¢n …! ¥rvi metå ¥lion dÊnanta §nag¤zou!in, EÈamer¤vni d¢ …! ye«i yÊou!in.
14. Philostr. Heroikos 53.11: pro!elyÒntvn d¢ t«i !Æmati metå tÚn Ïmnon é!p‹! m¢n À!per
§n pol°mvi §doupe›to, drÒmoi! d¢ §rruymi!m°noi! !unhlãlazon énakaloËnte! tÚn
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ÉAxill°a, !tefan≈!ante! d¢ tØn korufØn toË kolvnoË ka‹ bÒyrou! §pÉ aÈt∞i ÙrÊjante!
tÚn taËron tÚn m°lana …! teyne«ti ¶!fatton. §kãloun d¢ ka‹ tÚn Pãtroklon §p‹ tØn
da›ta, …! ka‹ toËto §! xãrin t«i ÉAxille› prãttonte!. §ntemÒnte! d¢ ka‹ §nag¤!ante!
kat°bainon §p‹ tØn naËn ≥dh, ka‹ yÊ!ante! §p‹ toË aﬁgialoË tÚn ßteron t«n taÊrvn
ÉAxille› pãlin, kanoË te §narjãmenoi ka‹ !plãgxnvn §pÉ §ke¤nhi t∞i yu!¤ai (¶yuon går
tØn yu!¤an taÊthn …! ye«i), per‹ ˆryron ép°pleon épãgonte! tÚ ﬂere›on, …! mØ §n t∞i
polem¤ai eÈvxo›nto.
In all the Classical passages here the terms …! ye«i and …! ¥rvi are being applied to the recipient
rather than the ritual; in Hdt. 2.44.5 and Isok. they are paired to distinguish opposite aspects of the same
recipient or to emphasize the recipients' unexpected status. In Pindar there is an implicit contrast between Tlepolemos’s status as hero-founder and the Olympian offerings he receives at the great public
festival of the founding of Rhodes, and much the same sort of contrast is made by Thukydides. In all
these cases the phrases ought to be translated not "as to a god or hero" in the sense "as one sacrifices to a
god or hero," but simply "as a god or hero," referring to the recipient’s status. In Isokrates ¥rv!in and
yeo›! are in agreement with the participle oÔ!in, which spells out the reference to the recipient that is to
be understood elsewhere; …! ¥rv! in the nominative in Hdt. 1.168, the contrast with men rather than
gods in Xen. Lak. Pol. and the frequent use of the phrases with non-sacrificial verbs such as timçn and
!°bein (Hdt. 1.168, Thuk., Xen., Hyp.) all point to the same conclusion. The phrase yÊou!i …! nÒmo!
oﬁki!t∞i in Hdt. 6.38.1 is the only earlier passage that refers to the ritual, and it is significant that Herodotos feels the need to make that clear by adding the word nÒmo!. In all the passages where the terms
are paired, both earlier and later, they are accompanied by verbs of sacrifice such as yÊein and
§nag¤zein which mark the specifically ritual distinction.21
…! ye«i and …! ¥rvi / …! teyne«ti in the passages from Pausanias and Philostratos might also be
read as referring to the recipient, but in particular the final underscored clauses in Paus. 2.10.1 and Philostr. are perhaps more naturally read as referring to the ritual—somewhat superfluously, given the
specificity of the sacrificial verbs employed. It looks as though the ritual application of these phrases
originated sometime in the five hundred years between Hypereides and Pausanias.
In the new attestations from Selinous, however, it is clear that hÒ!per to›! herÒe!i and hÒ!per to›!
yeo›! are referring to ritual and must be understood in the sense "as one does to heroes or gods." But the
use of the article with the plural here is a clear difference from the contemporary literary sources,22 and
like Herodotos's …! nÒmo! linguistically distinguishes these phrases as applying to the ritual. Yet even
here the status of the recipient is prominent, and in the first two cases the contrast between "heroic" and
"divine" sacrifice corresponds to the change from "polluted" to "pure" Tritopatores. In column B of the
inscription we encounter a similar ritual phrase: hÒka toÇi §la!t°roi xr°zei yÊen, yÊen hÒ!per to›! |
éyanãtoi!i, !faz°to dÉ §! gçn (12-13). Sacrifices to the §lã!tero! or revenging spirit23 are to be performed "as to the immortals," but with the proviso that the throat be cut in such a way as to produce a
flow of blood onto the ground, a traditional component of chthonian sacrifice.24 In this case there is no
explicit contrast in the status of the recipient, but the clause "let him slaughter into the earth" is equivalent to "let him slaughter as to the heroes," and we have here a new example of a mixed rite combining
Olympian and chthonian elements.

21 When Herodotos uses only one of the phrases at 5.114.2 and 7.117.2 he employs the "unmarked" term yÊein, but
§tumboxÒee in 7.117.2 shows that chthonian sacrifice is meant.
22 The use of hÒ!per too is different. In Pindar the -per component seems to mark loose or approximate usage (LSJ À!per II), "as though to a god": the sacrifices and contests for Tlapolemos bring to mind the Panhellenic athletic festivals, three
of which were dedicated to gods, and it seems very unlikely that the phrase is in any sense technical here. In Hypereides the
-per is ironic, "as though they were heroes, indeed". Only at Selinous is the sense "just as one does for the gods."
23 On the §lã!tero! see Jameson et al. (above, n. 2) 116-20.
24 See e.g. Scullion (above, n. 1) 97f. n. 60 with further references.
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A number of the passages quoted above raise serious doubts about whether these phrases were ever
well-established technical terms. The variety of sacrificial and non-sacrificial verbs used with them, the
occurence of oﬁki!tÆ! and érxhg°th! alongside ¥rv! and yeÒ!, and the pretty clearly non-technical
comparison in Pindar all make against the notion that we have here a bipolar technical distinction.
A fragment of Aristophanes’s Tagenistai (504.12-14 KA) which has not been brought to bear on
this issue supports the conclusions that these terms normally refer to recipients and that they had no established ritual significance:
ka‹ yÊomen ~aÈto›!i to›! §nag¤!ma!in
À!per yeo›!i, ka‹ xoã! ge xeÒmenoi
aﬁtoÊmeyÉ aÈtoÁ! deËrÉ éni°nai tégayã.
The passage is full of technical religious vocabulary, specifying §nag¤!mata and chthonian libations,
xoa¤, as offered to the dead25–but offered to them À!per yeo›!i. The speaker is praising the benefits of
the underworld, whose inhabitants–so I would judge the flavour of the joke–live "like gods," a witticism
which would fall rather flat if the Athenian audience recognized the phrase as precisely the wrong ritual
term for these markedly non-Olympian rites.
The passages employing such phrases are not very numerous, but they do suggest certain conclusions. In almost all cases the terms refer to the status of the recipient rather than the ritual as such, and
even in the Selinuntine text the reference to contrast of status remains operative. It seems clear therefore
that terms normally referring to recipients have been transferred–certainly in Selinous and perhaps generally in the imperial period–to the corresponding rituals, but without entirely losing their primary
sense. It is important too that neither the Tritopatores nor the elasteros are heroes, and that much the
same procedure as in the case of the polluted Tritopatores, the burning of a larger than usual portion, is
employed in the offering to the chthonian god Zeus Meilichios: there the phrase hÒ!per to›! herÒe!i is
not employed, but then neither is there any contrast of status in that case. It looks as though both in actual procedure and in terminology the heroes belong together with chthonian gods, spirits of the dead
and underworld bogeys, which is precisely the group to which the term "chthonian" is traditionally applied (Scullion [above, n. 1] 89-95). The Selinuntine terms, then, however native, do not serve to distinguish heroic sacrifice from other types of chthonian procedure.
The modern terminological distinction between Olympian and chthonian sacrificial procedures is a
transference to the ritual realm of terms that are abundantly attested as native classifications of divinities, but the usage at Selinous of the phrases hÒ!per to›! herÒe!i and hÒ!per to›! yeo›! is exactly the
same sort of transference of recipient-terms to ritual that those who use the Olympian/chthonian distinction are currently being asked to repent of.26 Moreover, even if these terms have the attraction of
having been transferred by Greeks, on present evidence this happened in the pre-imperial period in a
single Greek city, and the terms themselves are rather less common in the ancient evidence than the
terms "Olympian" and "chthonian." They are also far less clear and precise: so far we have seen hÒ!per
to›! herÒe!i as a ritual term connected only with divine beings who are not heroes, and it has yet to be
shown that specific ritual features regularly distinguish offerings to heroes from those to chthonian
gods.27 Both the heroes and the gods are clearly connected with the earth, and in that sense "chthonian"
is semantically the more inclusive term. So too hÒ!per to›! yeo›! in the Selinuntine usage is less precise
25 The phrase deËrÉ éni°nai tégayã is also technical in prayers directed to the chthonian realm: see A. Henrichs,
"Namenlosigkeit und Euphemismus: Zur Ambivalenz der chthonischen Mächte im attischen Drama", in Heinz Hofmann, ed.,
Fragmenta Dramatica (Göttingen 1990 [Festschrift Radt]) 161-201, at 199 with n. 83.
26 For the debate see Renate Schlesier, "Olympian versus Chthonian Religion", SCI 11 (1991/92) 38-51 and Scullion
(above, n. 1), both with further references and summaries. The Sixth International Seminar on Ancient Greek Cult was devoted to the theme "Greek Sacrificial Ritual, Olympian and Chthonian", and the forthcoming publication edited by Robin
Hägg contains a number of important papers on the topic.
27 An exception is the offering of wine, which seems to have been common for heroes (as for the dead) but very uncommon for chthonian divinities: see A. Henrichs, "The ‘Sobriety’ of Oedipus: Sophocles OC 100 Misunderstood", HSCP
87 (1983) 87-100, at 98-9 with n. 58.
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than "Olympian," since there are many gods of chthonian or semi-chthonian character to whose ritual it
could not be applied.
We must wait to see whether Parker or others will offer a new typology of sacrifice to correspond to
the new terms, and whether such a typology will differ significantly from contemporary forms of the
traditional one. In the meantime, I for one am disinclined to prefer the Selinuntine reapplication of recipient-terms to the modern one, which classifies the phenomena in the same way and is semantically
much the clearer. After all, the Selinuntine terminology didn’t exactly catch on among the Greeks themselves, and this is a case where modern scholarship can justifiably claim to have outdone a native attempt at the same thing. The great value of the new evidence, it seems to me, is not so much in the utility of the terms themselves as in the support they provide for the view that the Greeks recognized two
basic types of sacrificial procedure.
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