Sophia Alkhoury

Chapter 7
Addressing the Gods with Verse and Incense:
Hymns and Offerings in GEMF 57

1 Introduction

It has been a matter of some debate as to what to call the metrical logoi that are ad-
dressed to a variety of deities in the Greco-Egyptian Magical Formularies." Despite
their original classification as “hymns” in the edition of Karl Preisendanz, some schol-
ars have argued that these metrical portions ought to be excluded from the genre of
“hymn,” and should be categorized instead as “magical prayers.”® In order to justify
this recategorization, reference has been made to the coercive nature of some of
these metrical logoi, as well as the definite, concrete requests that they contain. This
mode is opposed by some to the submissive tone and indefinite requests for general
benevolence that are more characteristic of the religious hymn. Such a view is taken
by William Furley and Jan Bremer, who, in the introduction to their collected edition
Greek Hymns, note that “since . . . the magical hymns are less hymns in the sense of
religious songs than prayers spoken in private by a magical practitioner, we omit
them from this collection.”® I argue that the division between “indefinite” requests
and subservient attitude as characteristic of religious hymns and “definite” requests
and coercive stance as characteristic of magical prayers is untenable. In fact, many of
the GEMF metrical logoi share essential aspects and functions with traditional cultic
hymns, to such a degree that they fit naturally into the genre of “hymn.”*

1 See for example Szepes (1976), Furley/Bremer (2001) 47-48, Blanco Cesteros (2013), Bjérklund (2015),
Petrovic (2015), and Blanco Cesteros (2020).

2 See for example Szepes (1976) especially 207 and 224: “In our opinion, the verses of the PGM called
hymns are prayers, because they contain magic compelling elements, while the magic element is not
the main essential quality of the hymns, even if they begin with an invocation, as a remembrance of
their origin from the prayer, and they contain only aretalogy, promise and eventually mild request
that has an indefinite content, and is directed only to gaining of benevolence. The prayer turns to the
deity always with a definite request” (original emphasis).

3 Furley/Bremer (2001) 47-48. The editors cite Szepes (1976) in the explanation for their omission.

4 See Zellmann-Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume for a discussion of the prosody of the metrical logoi
in GEMF 57 and the similarities of these compositions in this regard to earlier Greek cultic hymns.

Note: I would like to thank Christopher Faraone and Sofia Torallas Tovar for their help with formulating
various drafts of this paper. I am grateful, also, to Korshi Dosoo, Radcliffe Edmonds III, Jonathan Hall, Julia
Irons, Nathan Katkin, Patrice Rankine, and Benjamin Yates for their constructive comments on my work.
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One such convergence is the shared concern to create a positive reciprocal rela-
tionship with the deity addressed by means of pleasing words scaffolded by material
offerings. I address this combination of ritual activity — singing hymns and making
offerings to the gods — in what follows here. In order to make my case, I examine the
content of the metrical logoi themselves, as well as the material offerings that are per-
formed with the hymns, and offer comparanda drawn from the ritual practices of tra-
ditional Greek cult and Dionysian mystery cult.’ My aim is to better understand how,
in coordination with a poetic performance, different types of offerings contribute to
the creation of a positive or negative relationship with the divinities addressed in
GEMEF 57. Perceiving this underlying motive will shine a light on the characterization
of the metrical logoi themselves, and will show how the majority of them do indeed
conform to the expectations of the genre of hymn.

2 Hymns in the GEMF

It will first be helpful to clarify what is meant by “hymn” in order to establish a vocab-
ulary for the present study. This is a much-discussed question, and perhaps one that
cannot be answered in light of the difficulties inherent in establishing “emic” catego-
ries. Nevertheless, we might try to establish a conceptual framework. Building on pre-
vious scholarship, I adhere to the following working definition of the genre of hymn
for my discussion of the metrical sections of the magical formularies, all too aware
that such categories are never neatly delineated.® A hymn, for the purposes of this

5 N.B. that the ritual practices of Egyptian, Jewish, and polytheistic Near Eastern cults are also fruitful
avenues for comparison in this regard, but considerations of space preclude such a study for the pres-
ent paper.

6 Bremer (1981) 193 sets up the distinction between “hymn” and “prayer” as one relating to meter: “a
hymn is a sung prayer.” Furley/Bremer (2001) 11 reject this definition as too simplistic in their edition
Greek Hymns, drawing upon ancient evidence from Plato, Didymos, Proklos, and Alexandrian editors
to form a new conceptualization of the genre: “any song celebrating or petitioning a divinity”. Szepes
(1976) 224 argues for a strict differentiation between hymn and prayer, in which hymns contain invo-
cations, aretalogies, promises, and indefinite requests for benevolence, while prayers address the
deity with a definite request. Szepes shows an over-reliance on evidence from rhapsodic hymns such
as the corpus of Homeric Hymns, and fails to account for epigraphic attestations of actual cultic
hymns, an examination of which quickly problematizes the proposed distinction. Pulleyn (1997) 44-47
argues against Bremer’s earlier definition of hymn as sung prayer, maintaining that hymns are artisti-
cally elaborated and do not necessarily involve any request. Indeed, he says that prayer and hymn
are two separate genres, their difference lying in their function: “the hymn is clearly seen as a gift or
offering, an agalma for the god” (49). He argues that hymns, unlike prayers, serve the function of “ne-
gotiable commodities,” comparable to sacrifice or libation, which might be used to establish a recipro-
cal relationship of charis with the deity; Pulleyn (1997) 50-1; thus Depew (2000) 60, 62. Nevertheless,
Pulleyn (1997) 46-47 says, a hymn can contain a prayer, and a hymn can be varying degrees of
“prayerful”, as in the case of the prayerful cletic hymns which request the presence of a god. It seems



Chapter 7 Addressing the Gods with Verse and Incense =—— 207

paper, is a poetic speech act addressed to a deity, serving as an agalma, or pleasing
gift, with the aim of establishing a relationship of charis, or reciprocal good will. In-
deed, ancient critics interpreted the term Yuvoc widely, including works produced for
different cultic performance contexts and pursuing a variety of aims within a system
of reciprocity (e.g. praise, thanksgiving, petition) — our own definitions should like-
wise reflect this heterogeneity.’

There are thirteen metrical logoi in GEMF 57 distributed throughout eleven proce-
dures.® In Preisendanz’s edition of the magical formularies, hymns that are in a frag-
mentary condition are reconstructed by means of reference to similar portions better
preserved elsewhere in the corpus. Preisendanz compiles the hymns, often heavily re-
constructed, in an appendix to his edition, and labels them with an Arabic numeral.’
It should be noted that similar — but not identical — metrical logoi that appear in
multiple locations are given the same numeric designation by Preisendanz, such as
B.1a and B.1b (Hymn 19), but must be treated as separate entities.'’

The hymns in GEMF 57 are addressed to gods such as Helios, Aphrodite, Typhon, Se-
lene, Artemis, and Hekate, although they are often identified with Egyptian deities and
Jewish angels." GEMF 57 is, however, the only handbook that features metrical logoi ad-

to me that a problem lies within the use of the word “prayer” to describe both the genre of speech act
as well as the mode of address. By this I mean that a hymn that is “prayerful” in Pulleyn’s conception
does not necessarily contain a prayer, viz. a section which conforms to the genre of “prayer,” but uses
a mode of address that is shared with the genre of prayer, viz. a petition. In this understanding, a
speech act could be classified as a hymn which contains a petition, which brings it closer to the genre
of prayer, while not containing a discreet prayer section.

7 See Furley/Bremer (2001) 8-14. On this topic, their quote from Proklos’ Chrestomathia, as transmit-
ted by Photius in his Bibliotheca, is especially relevant: éxdiovv 8¢ kaBdrov ndvta T gic ToOC VIEPs-
yovtac ypapdpeva Buvouvc: 810 kol to mpocddiov kol ta GALa Ta Tpostpnpéve. patvovrat GvtidiactéAloviec
10, Vpve, e €0dn mpdc yévoc: kai yap Ectv adtdv drodey ypapbdvtamv Buvoc mpocodiov, Yuvoc dykopdov,
Yuvoc mondvoc kai Ta Spow, “they (sc. previous authorities) called generically all compositions to the
gods hymns. That is the reason why one finds them relating the prosodion and the other genres al-
ready mentioned to the hymn as species to genus. For one can observe them writing (sc. such expres-
sions as): ‘prosodion-hymn’ or ‘enkomion-hymn’ or ‘paian—-hymn’ and the like” (Bibl. 320a12-17). Text
from Henry (1967) and translation from Furley/Bremer (2001).

8 See Zellmann-Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume.

9 In this paper, I will refer to Preisendanz’s numbering system alongside Zellmann—Rohrer’s new
numbering system from this volume.

10 The two iterations of this hymn are located at GEMF 57/PGM IV 2574-2610 and 2643-2674. Preisen-
danz (1974) includes his reconstructions of all of the distinct hymns at vol. 2, 237-266. For a tabulation
of all of the hymns, their Arabic numerals, and their locations in the PGM, see Preisendanz
(1974) vol. 2, 266.

11 Bortolani (2016) 14 notes that there seems to be a main division between the hymns addressed to
the solar/creative/male deity, and the hymns addressed to the lunar/chthonic/female deity, with identi-
ties being intermingled throughout their respective categories — Apollo and Helios are often assimi-
lated to each other within the same hymn, as are Hekate, Selene, and Artemis. External to these cate-
gories are the hymns addressed to Hermes, Aphrodite, and Typhon, who do not fit into the two
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dressed to female deities. The last thousand or so lines — nearly one third of the hand-
book — are predominated by hymns dedicated to the composite lunar—chthonic goddess,
named variously as Hekate, Selene, or Artemis, and one hymn, unique in the entirety of
the magical formularies, to Aphrodite. The metrical logoi in GEMF 57 belong to procedures
of three types: divination, erotic attraction (agoge), and all-purpose (omnium-gatherum).*
Nearly without exception, hymns sung in the course of divination procedures are ad-
dressed to solar/creative/male deities, hymns in agogé procedures are addressed to lunar/
chthonic/female deities, and hymns in omnium-gatherum procedures are addressed to
both male and female deities.”®

The vast majority of metrical logoi in the GEMF are composed in dactylic hexam-
eters. However, GEMF 57 is exceptional in that it includes compositions in iambic
trimeter and iambic tetrameter catalectic, as well as hexameters.™* Prosody is not a
feature incidental to the composition of a logos, but is rather an integral characteristic
of the song itself, which can tell us about the prehistory of the song as it appears in
GEMF 57 and which has bearing on our analysis of the tone and content of the practi-
tioner’s words.” The majority of the metrical logoi under discussion here — ten out
of thirteen compositions (77%) — contain pleasing and supplicatory language. These
hymns, which may be classed as agalmata, praise the god and either ask for a favor
or support a request for one within a system of reciprocity. These hymnic composi-
tions are most frequently composed in dactylic hexameter, a meter traditionally asso-
ciated with epic, as well as both rhapsodic and cultic hymns (e.g. the Homeric Hymns
and the more contemporary Orphic Hymns).'® This meter thus lent itself in earlier

predominate sub—groups — their identities remain distinct in their respective hymns; Bortolani (2016)
51-54. Having explored the characteristics of the two main categories (solar/creative/male and lunar/
chthonic/female) in terms of deities addressed, language, style, and the cultural backgrounds that
each evinces, Bortolani notes that the Apollonian sub—section of the solar/creative/male hymns show
“a higher degree of continuity with the standard style of Greek hymnography” than others (Bortolani
(2016) 354). Thus, it will be important that our evidence not be too heavily weighted towards the Apol-
lonian metrical logoi.

12 See Zellmann-Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume.

13 Bortolani (2016) 337. The sole exception in GEMF 57 is Hymn 4a (= C.2a) to Helios-Horus (a
solar—creator god) at lines 437-462, sung during an agogeé procedure.

14 See Zellmann-Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume, who calculates that there are five logoi composed
in iambic meters and eight composed in dactylic hexameter. He notes that verses of each kind are
represented in nearly equal proportions, with 197 lines arranged in iambic verses and 208 in dactylic
verses.

15 For a discussion of this topic, see Zellmann—Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume.

16 Two exceptions are Hymn 6 (= A.1, GEMF 57/PGM IV 179-201) to Seth-Typhon and A.2 (Hymn 25,
GEMF 57/PGM 1V 1399-1434) to Hekate, written in iambic trimeter. Zellmann-Rohrer suggests that the
choice to address such chthonic powers in an iambic meter “may draw on iambic accounts of descent to
the underworld and instructions for way—finding there” (Zellmann—Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume).
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periods to the praise of humans and gods, a function that plays out in the praise-laden
hexametrical compositions of GEMF 57."

Three logoi, however, do not serve to please the god but either to threaten them
directly or to recount slanderous sacrifices committed by other (fictive) worship-
pers.’® These exceptional compositions should not be understood as contributing to
the maintenance of a relationship of charis between mortal and deity. Since they in-
stead serve to coerce their divine addressees into action, they ought not to be consid-
ered hymns, but rather coercive speech acts in verse. These coercive logoi are not
composed in dactylic hexameter, but instead in iambic trimeter and iambic tetrame-
ter catalectic. From an early period, iambics were used for poetry of abuse and
blame, such as that composed by Archilochos and Hipponax.’® Although the uses of
iambics had expanded by the period in which GEMF 57 was composed, it is likely that
these earlier functions continue to resonate in the meter selected for these slanderous
and abusive compositions.”

Interesting effects emerge when we take into account the placement of the metri-
cal logoi within the sub—formularies, or “blocks,” identified by Lynn LiDonnici as hav-
ing circulated independently before being compiled into GEMF 57 or its predecessor
(see Table 1).* In particular, we can note that the only blocks that include hymns to fe-
male deities are Block 3 (a hymn to Hekate in her purely chthonic aspect), Block 5 (a series
of hymns and coercive logoi to the composite lunar—chthonic Hekate—Selene-Artemis),
and Block 6 (a hymn to Aphrodite). Indeed, the hymns in these blocks are addressed
exclusively to female deities. As the only blocks with hymns addressed to female dei-
ties, Blocks 3, 5, and 6 show a particular affinity for hymns used in agdogé and
omnium-gatherum procedures. On the other hand, Block 2 is the only block in GEMF
57 that contains hymns attached to divination procedures, marking it out as distinct

17 See Zellmann—-Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume.

18 A.3 (Hymn 17, GEMF 57/PGM 1V 2242-2346) to Hekate—Selene—Artemis threatens the goddess within
the logos, and B.1a (Hymns 19a, 2574-2610) and B.1b (19b, 2643-2674) are two versions of a similar
slanderous account, a diabole, of a fictive, perverse sacrifice. Petrovic (2015) 259-260 calls such compo-
sitions “anti-hymns.” On the heterogeneity of the GEMF metrical logoi, see also Blanco Cesteros
(2020). Note that Zellmann—Rohrer has found that the threatening portion of what Preisendanz calls
Hymn 22 is actually not metrical, although it has “dactylic rhythm and epic diction” (Zellmann—
Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume). The hexametrical lines are 2915-2939, which contain a pleasing and
supplicatory address to the divinity, with an enumeration of her epithets, powers, and deeds. Unusu-
ally, this type of address is here labelled as an éxdvayxoc, as opposed to the more usual Adyoc, but will
be classed as a hymn for the purpose of this paper on the basis of the contents of the logos itself,
rather than the incongruent lemma attached.

19 Cf. Zellmann—Rohrer, chapter 6 in this volume.

20 See Graf (2014) 399 for the resonance of blame in late period iambic verses, discussing grave in-
scriptions.

21 These originally independent blocks have been hypothesized by Lynn LiDonnici and refined by
Raquel Martin Herndndez and Sofia Torallas Tovar. See LiDonnici (2003)/(2022) and Martin Herndndez
and Torallas Tovar, chapter 3 in this volume.
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from the rest of the formulary.” We can also observe that the coercive speech acts in
verse are confined to Block 5, suggesting that the earlier redactors of this hypothe-
sized sub—formulary had a particular interest in this mode of address. Finally, Block 5
is unique in another respect — LiDonnici suggests that this block is particularly
marked out by its use of Greek imagery and verse forms “involving a Graeco-Roman
constellation of goddesses.”*

3 Material Offerings in the GEMF

Having reviewed the character of the hymns themselves, we may now turn to an inves-
tigation of the offerings prescribed in conjunction with them.?* The most common label
for offerings in the GEMF is érnifvpo, deriving from the verb émbbo, literally, “to sacri-
fice upon [an altar vel sim.].”® Sarah Iles Johnston has shown that the animal and vege-
tal offerings of the magical formularies cannot be understood as radically different
from those used in religious rites, but rather as an extension of the ideology that under-
lies traditional cultic practices. In particular, the rites prescribed in the magical formu-
laries are consistent with those of traditional cult in that the practitioner offers pleasant
things to the deity to create a positive relationship. She notes that the opposite opera-
tion, particular to the magical handbooks — that the practitioner offers unpleasant
things to create a negative, coercive relationship — also functions in accordance with
the logic of traditional cultic ritual?® Fritz Graf has argued, however, that there are in-
tentional reversals of traditional cultic practices in the offerings prescribed in the magi-
cal formularies, but he emphasizes that these offerings oppose rites performed in hon-

22 C.2a (Hymn 4a,, GEMF 57/PGM 1V 437-462), which features in Block 2a, shows some peculiarities: it
is the only hymn in the entirety of the GEMF that addresses a solar/creative/male god in the course of
an agoge procedure. Hymns to male deities sung during divination and omnium-gatherum procedures
are the norm. It is also the only hymn attached to an agoge procedure in Block 2. This agoge proce-
dure, and within it Hymn 4a, may have been included in this block, as LiDonnici (2003) suggests, as a
pre—formed unit with the divination procedure that came before it: “a short roll with one really good
divination and one really good erotic binding spell might have been a desirable item in many house-
holds” (155). The divinatory feature of this hypothesized two—spell role would have warranted its in-
clusion in Block 2a of GEMF 57 or its predecessor.

23 LiDonnici (2003) 176.

24 Unfortunately, Galoppin (2025) was published while I was in the process of making final edits to
this paper, and so I was unable to incorporate his findings here.

25 LS s.v. énibopo and émbve. Similarly, the imperative form of the related verb, éxibve is generally
used, along with the aorist participle, émi6icac. On the vocabulary of offering in the formularies, see
Zografou (2013) 25-34.

26 See Johnston (2002).
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Table 1: GEMF 57 metrical /ogoi (asterisk denotes coercive speech act in verse).

LiDonnici’s block and Hymn # and GEMF Deity Addressed Procedure Meter

GEMF lines lines Type

1:1-153 none n/a n/a n/a

2a: 154-467 Hymn 6 (A.1): Seth-Typhon Divination  Iambic
179-201 Trimeter
Hymn 7 (C.1): Seth-Typhon Divination  Dactylic
261-273 Hexameter
Hymn 4a (C.2a): Helios-Horus agoge Dactylic
437-462 Hexameter

2b: 467-849 none n/a n/a n/a

2c: 850-1264 Hymn 3 (C.3): Horus-Harpokrates Divination  Dactylic
939-948 Hexameter

2d: 1265-1389 none n/a n/a n/a

3:1390-1927 Hymn 25 (A.2): Hekate agoge Tambic
1399-1434 Trimeter

4:1928-2240 Hymn 4b (C.2b): Helios-Horus omn.-gath.  Dactylic
1956-1989 Hexameter

5a: 2241-2440 Hymn 17 (A.3): Hekate-Selene-Artemis omn.-gath.  Iambic
2242-2346* Trimeter

5b: 2441-2942 Hymn 20 (C.4): Hekate-Selene-Artemis agoge Dactylic
2522-2567 Hexameter
Hymn 19a (B.1a): Hekate-Selene-Artemis agogeé Tambic
2574-2610* Tetrameter
Hymn 19b (B.1b): Hekate-Selene-Artemis omn.-gath. ~ Iambic
2643-2674* Tetrameter
Hymn 21 (C.5): Hekate-Selene-Artemis agoge Dactylic
2714-2783 Hexameter
Hymn 18 (C.6): Hekate-Selene-Artemis omn.-gath.  Dactylic
2786-2870 Hexameter

6:2943-3274 Hymn 22 (C.7): Aphrodite agoge Dactylic
2915-2939 Hexameter
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our of the Olympian deities, not religious rites altogether.” Graf notes that “la magie
utilise des formes traditionnelles, organise selon des combinaisons nouvelles.””®

Previous scholarship on offerings in the magical formularies have looked at this
feature separately from the act of singing hymns. I intend to show that both aspects of
ritual practice functioned together primarily to create a positive reciprocal relation-
ship between practitioner and god. A detailed investigation of the offerings attached
to the GEMF hymns specifically would benefit our understanding of how the practi-
tioners of the magical formularies conceived of and influenced their relationship to
the deity addressed, a fundamental feature of the practice of hymning. Having done
so, we may then compare this combined approach of the GEMF to its counterpart in
traditional cultic and Orphic rites, and discuss how the act of sacrificing relates to the
act of hymning. In both spheres of action — sacrificing material goods and singing
songs — we will find that the practitioner offers up pleasing things (agalmata) to the
deity in order to found a relationship based on mutual good will (charis).?’ The magi-
cal formularies present readers with limited and particular extensions of this ritual
logic, which this paper will also address.

We must first familiarize ourselves with the offerings prescribed in tandem with
the hymns of the magical formularies. In total, there are eleven procedures in GEMF
57 that include one or two metrical sections. Out of these eleven, nine procedures in-
clude offerings together with the verse logoi. This gives us a rate of 82% of GEMF 57
verse—containing procedures that have offerings prescribed as part of the praxis.*® If
we look at the rest of the procedures from GEMF 57 — i.e. those that do not contain
verse sections — the rate at which offerings are prescribed is only 43%. Thus, I would
suggest that there is a high degree of correspondence between the act of addressing
the gods in verse form and the act of using offerings to influence one’s relationship to
these same gods, for better or for worse. This is especially pronounced in GEMF 57,
seeing as the rate at which procedures with verse sections also contain offerings
drops to 50% if we look at all of the handbooks except for GEMF 57.

Only three out of the eleven procedures in GEMF 57 that include metrical sections
explicitly mention the offerings within the hymn itself: Hymn 25 (= A.2), Hymn 20 (= C4),

27 See Graf (1991) 195-6. See also Graf (1994) 256-261 for the “reversals” of traditional cultic practice
at work in the rites described by the GEMF.

28 Graf (1994) 259. Cf. Wilburn (2012) 85.

29 N.B.: the term dyatua is not used to refer to a material sacrifice or hymn in the GEMF, but I employ
it here as a useful conceptual category for the various pleasing gifts (material or verbal) that may be
presented to a deity.

30 If we account for Petrovic’s idea of the “anti-hymn” described in Petrovic (2015) 259-260 and thus
remove the threatening A.3 ( Hymn 17, GEMF 57/PGM IV 2242-2346) and both iterations of the slander
spell, B.1a/b (Hymn 19, 2574-2610 and 2643-2674), from our account, we would be left with a total of
nine procedures that contain pleasing hymns, eight with offerings prescribed as part of the praxis
(89%).
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and Hymn 18 (= C.6). This has led some scholars to oust the metrical logoi collectively
from the genre of hymn, noting that the practitioner often does not make promises to
their gods, but rather compels them to action. For example, Heta Bjorklund argues that a
key difference between the GEMF “verse—form prayers” and traditional “cultic hymns” is
that the former merely request that the deity act on behalf of the practitioner, while the
latter make explicit promises of gifts to the gods in the song itself and thus engage in
reciprocity (the formula for such promises is do ut des, “I give so that you may give”).*
However, although only a few GEMF hymns explicitly mention any offerings, this does
not mean that the do ut des agreement is not implicitly active in the magical hymns. On
the one hand, the hymn per se serves as an agalma, an offering, to the deity.* Addition-
ally, as we have seen above, the great majority of hymns in GEMF 57 prescribe physical
offerings in addition to the song, even if they are not explicitly mentioned in the hymn
itself. It therefore cannot be maintained that the singers of the hymns in the magical for-
mularies do not uphold their side of the bargain (the “do” in do ut des) in their reciprocal
relationship with the gods.* It should be noted, however, that the offerings prescribed as
part of the procedures in GEMF 57 do have certain peculiarities with which to reckon in
the following.

Out of all of the offerings that the handbook prescribes with the metrical logoi,
none features a simple blood sacrifice of a domestic animal. The most common type
of offering is a portion of aromatic vegetal matter (such pleasant-smelling vegetal of-
ferings will be henceforth referred to as “incense”), sometimes mixed with a small
portion of animal product (such as fat, hair, or brains).*® Varieties of vegetal matter
commonly offered in the formularies include frankincense, myrrh, storax, pinecones,

31 A2 (Hymn 25) is found at GEMF 57/PGM 1V 1399-1434, C.4 (Hymn 20) at 2522-2567, and C.6 (Hymn
18) at 2786-2870.

32 In light of a relative absence of the explicit promise to provide an offering in the GEMF hymns,
Bjorklund (2015) comes to the conclusion that: “the most striking difference to cultic hymns is that in
cultic hymns the closing part is usually a promise from the worshipper to the deity (do ut des), not a
request to action (“perform this for me . . .”). The key element in magical verse, then, is the compel-
ling of the deity to action on behalf of the worshipper” (42). Note that in support of this conclusion,
Szepes (1976) is cited.

33 Bjorklund (2015) notes this, despite her argument that these magical verses compel the deity to
action (42). See also Depew (2000) who argues that the performance itself of a cultic hymn fulfills the
function of an offering in the do ut des reciprocity that underlies the act of asking for a favor from the
god (62).

34 Bjorklund (2015) overemphasizes the importance of animal victims in order to fulfil the “do ut des”
promise: “in classical Greek religion, the offering of fat and bones of the sacrificial animal to the gods
was an essential part of any rite . . .” (44-45). We have already discussed the status of the hymn as an
offering, and I will argue for the importance of non—animal offerings below.

35 For the preponderance of incense offerings in GEMF 57, see Faraone (2021a) 178-179 and Faraone
(2022a) 369-371, 375.
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saffron, wormwood, bdellium, costus root, malabar, cassia, cumin, sage, cinnamon,
and the famous Egyptian composite incense, kyphi.*® These substances are all charac-
terized by strong aromatic smells, which, when burned, travel upwards to the heav-
ens in clouds of smoke. Animal matter that is commonly offered includes both animal
products and by—products. For the former, we can identify matter from species such
as the rooster, goat, dove, ram, donkey, beetle, frog, wolf, coot, field mouse, crab, ham-
adryas baboon, dog, and ibis. For the latter, milk, especially that of a black cow,
honey, the dung of various animals, and ibis eggs are attested. The preponderance of
incense offerings is noted by Jonathan Z. Smith, who argues that in the GEMF, “the
chief ritual is that of sacrifice, most commonly of generic incense . . . By contrast to
these common vegetal offerings, sacrifices wholly made up of animal victims or prod-
ucts are rare” (his emphasis).”” Keeping in mind the frequency and ritual significance

36 Dioscorides is an important source on the ancient uses of these sometimes—obscure vegetal ingre-
dients. On frankincense (ABavoc/MBavotdc), see Dioscorides, Mat. Med. 1.68, who notes the sweet
smell of the aromatic gum, as well as its cleansing and healing properties; on myrrh ({pdpvo. in the
formularies, also spelled cpdpva), 1.64, where the author describes the aromatic, bitter, pungent, heat-
ing, and desiccative qualities of the substance along with its medicinal uses; on storax (ctipag), 1.66,
which describes its strong scent, warming properties, and medicinal uses; on pinecones (ctpdfiro),
see 1.69 on the pine (nitvc), especially regarding the pine cone and the pine nuts within, described as
astringent and warming, with healing properties; on saffron (kpdxoc), 1.26, which describes the sub-
stance as attractive in scent and pungent, with medicinal and aphrodisiac properties; on wormwood
(&ptepucia), see 3.113-114 (there are two plants to which the same name may refer), wherein the medic-
inal properties and fragrance of the herbs are described; on bdellium (B8éAAiov/BdéAra), 1.67, which
notes the sweet smell of the fumes when the sap is burned and its medicinal properties; on costus
root (kéctoc), 1.16, where the author describes the warm and sweet properties of the plant, with its
various medicinal uses; on malabar (noaldBabpov), 1.12, which describes the over-powering sweet
smell of the plant and its medical benefits; on cassia (xacia), 1.13, where the plant is described as pun-
gent, astringent, warming, desiccative, burning, spicy, and smelling of wine or roses, with medicinal
properties; on cumin (kdpvov), see 3.59, with its warming, drying, and astringent properties and me-
dicinal uses; on sage (codyvov), 3.33, where the author describes the highly aromatic nature of the
herb, and its medical benefits; on cinnamon (xwvvodpuwpov), 1.14, which describes the sweet aroma of
the plant and its warming and medicinal properties. Recipes for kyphi are recorded in Plutarch, De Is.
et Os. 80; Dioscorides, Mat. Med. 1.25; Galen, Antid. 2.2; Paul of Aegina, 7.22.4-5. Plutarch lists the fol-
lowing sixteen ingredients, but accounts differ: péliroc kai ofvov xai ctagpidoc kol kurépov, pntivic te
Kai cpopvne kal demardfov kai cecéhemc, £t 8¢ cyivou te kai depdrtov kol Opdov kal Aamddov, Tpoc 3¢
TobToIC GpKevdidoV dupoiv, dv T pv peifova v & Ehdrtova kalodet, kol Kapdapduov kol KaAduov,
“honey, wine, raisins, cyperus, resin, myrrh, aspalathus, seselis, mastich, bitumen, rush, sorrel, and in
addition to these both the junipers, of which they call one the larger and one the smaller, cardamum,
and calamus” (Plutarch, De Is.et Os. 80). Text and translation from Babbitt (1936).

37 Smith (1995) 23. On the rarity of animal offerings and the specific modes of offering animals in the
GEMEF, see also Zografou (2008) 7-10, (2013) 35 and 66-69, and Dosoo (2014) 441-470. For the great pop-
ularity of incense as an offering in the GEMF, see also LiDonnici (2001) 66, Zografou (2013) 35-54, Ris-
torto (2019) 247, and Faraone (2021a) 178-179. Faraone notes the particular abundance of offerings of
incense in GEMF 57.
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of pleasant-smelling incense offerings in the magical formularies, we will now take a
closer look at a few examples of offerings prescribed alongside the singing of hymns.

The first offering to consider is part of the rite attached to Hymn 4b (= C.2b), ad-
dressed to Helios—Horus.* The offering is described thus: ém@bcoc dppapo kai AMpovov
druntov dvoydpet, “burn armara and uncut frankincense and withdraw.”*® This hymn
is to be sung “for whatever business you may want” (£¢’ oic &ov xpnte mpoypatioc),
and is marked by precatory and praising language.*® Emphasis is placed upon the su-
premacy of Helios who rules the heavens, the earth, Chaos, and Hades, and the practi-
tioner requests that the god should come to him without anger. After this hymn is
performed, frankincense is to be burned with dppopa. The former substance is an ar-
omatic gum resin that is frequently burned as incense in the magical formularies. The
latter substance is offered rather more rarely, mentioned only one other time in the
entirety of the GEMF handbooks, earlier in this codex. The LS] includes this as a vari-
ant spelling of apuerd, which the first-century CE Greek physician Dioscorides lists as
an alternative name for mfyavov dyplov, a species of an evergreen shrub called
“rue.”*! This offering is characterized by smells that would be pleasing to the deity,
establishing a pleasant relationship between the practitioner and the supernatural
forces that they address.*” Thus this type of sacrifice is in complete accordance with
the ritual logic familiar to us from other cultic contexts: a beneficent and pleasing of-
fering is made to accompany a beneficent and pleasing song. In five out of the eleven
procedures under consideration in this paper, a pleasant offering and a pleasant
hymn mutually amplify the goodwill between the practitioner and the deity ad-
dressed. With this accordance in mind, we will now turn to some cases where the rit-
ual logic is seemingly reversed or obscured.

The most obvious case is when the rite is labelled explicitly as compulsive, usually
as an alternative to a beneficent offering, to be used if the practitioner has not yet
achieved the intended results of the procedure after a certain number of days. The dif-
ference between the two modes of interaction with the god is nicely illustrated in the
following instructions, part of an omnium-gatherum ritual that includes the second iter-

38 For C.2b (Hymn 4b) see GEMF 57/PGM IV 1956-1989.

39 GEMF 57/PGM IV 1990-1991. All GEMF 57/PGM IV text and translations are from GEMF vol. 2 (forth-
coming).

40 GEMF 57/PGM 1V 1953-1954.

41 Dioscorides, Mat. Med. 3.46. Dioscorides notes that the plant is “oppressive in scent” (Bopdocpa), a
word that he often uses to describe other aromatic plant matter, for example savin juniper (1.76), pine
thistle (3.8), woundwort (3.48), rosemary (3.75), and the resin of sulfurtwort, said to be similar to frank-
incense (3.78).

42 For the idea that the gods find the smell of sacrifice pleasant, see Zografou (2008) 10: “si les sacrifi-
ces sanglants sont rares dans les papyri, les fumigations y abondent. Les dieux grecs aiment les par-
fums.” See also Dosoo/Galoppin (2022) 234.
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ation of Preisendanz’s Hymn 19 (= B.1b), addressed to Hekate—Selene—Artemis.*® The
prescription for the beneficent offering comes first:

b3 3 37 Ao 3 o 7 . \ ’ (A ~ \ 7 \ A
£ctv 0V 10 £mibvpa T dyabomotdy, 0 Bveic TpwT Kol devtepoiy NUEPQ: Tfi O€ Tprraig peta tod ma-
vdykov kai 10 énifopa 10 Eravaykactikdy: £t 00V 10 dyabomoiév: Aavoc druntoc, ddevn, popcivn,
Topny, ctaeic aypla, pordpadpov, kéctoc. kdyoc opod mdavta avordpupave otve Mevoncim kol péltt
Kai wofel koAAUpia kudpotc Tea.

The beneficent (incense), which you burn on the first and second day. But on the third day with
the coercive formula you also (burn) the coercive incense. This, then, is the beneficent one: uncut
frankincense, laurel, myrtle, a fruit pit, stavesacre, leaf of cinnamon, and kostos. Pound these all
together, include the wine of Mendes and honey, and make pellets the size of beans.**

This offering features predominantly incense and other aromatic plant material. On
the other hand, the second offering is described as compulsive, to be used only if the
beneficent rite has failed after being performed for the first two days:

Enibupa dvoykacticdv 8te kal TOv émdvaykov TOv mpokeipevov Adyeic T tprraie kol énibve. Ecti ¢
poyaAde, aiydc mowiine mapBévov ctéap, kuvokepdiov ovcia, Psoc dOV, kapkivoc motdpuoc,
kdvOapoc téleroc ceanviaxdc, dptepicio povéxriov Nppévn dvatorfi, kovoc ovcla, ckdpdov povo-

P 5 , , p ;e , o N .
yevéc. avaraPe 0&etl. momceac koAhovpla copdyle dakTvAlm, OAOCIONP®, OAOCTOU® Exovtl Ekdtny kol
KA, 10 Svopa Baplov gepPo.

The coercive incense: when you say the foregoing coercive (formula) on the third day, also burn
(it). It is (comprised of) a shrew mouse, the fat of a dappled virgin goat, the ousia of a hamadryas
baboon, an ibis egg, a freshwater crab, a perfect moon beetle, single-stemmed wormwood, har-
vested at sunrise, the ousia of a dog, and a single garlic clove. Take it up with vinegar and after
making pellets, seal them with a ring that is of completely tempered iron (and) which has (an
image of) Hekate and the name BARZOU PHERBA in a circle (i.e. around her).*>

This alternative is explicitly labelled as ‘coercive’ (Gvaykacticév). Elsewhere, similar
offerings are comparably marked as ‘coercive’ (§ndvaykov), ‘contrary’ or ‘hostile’,
(évavtiov), or “for actions that do evil’ (kaxomoiv).*® The majority of ingredients here
are unusual animal products, which, along with garlic and vinegar, feature in the list
of offerings reported in the diabolé from Preisendanz’s Hymn 19a/b (= B.1a/b), explic-
itly labelled as ‘dreadful’ (5efvov) and ‘hateful’ (&x0pév).*’

In three rituals from GEMF 57, both a beneficent and a coercive offering are ex-
plicitly prescribed together with a metrical logos, itself either pleasing or coercive:

43 For B.1b (Hymn 19), see GEMF 57/PGM 1V 2643-2674.

44 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2674-2683.

45 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2683-2693.

46 See GEMF 57/PGM 1V 1436, 2571, 28742875, and 2896.

47 The diabole, or slanderous account, contained in B.1a/b (Hymn 19a/b) reports a fictitious sacrifice
(supposedly performed by the target of the procedure) in order to bring the wrath of the goddess
upon the perpetrator of this fictitious corrupt sacrifice.
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Hymn 19D (= B.1b), Hymn 18 (= C.6), and Hymn 22 (= C.7).*® The pleasing offerings in-
clude a form of incense (such as the frankincense prescribed above), while the com-
pulsive offerings do not. One exception to this occurs in the prescription for Hymn
19b above, addressed to Hekate—Selene—Artemis, where dptepuicia povéxhov (“single—
stemmed wormwood” s.v. dptepicio LS] A2), an aromatic shrub, is burned in the coer-
cive rite. This plant may feature here among the hostile burnt offerings due to its ety-
mological — and thus symbolic — connection with the goddess Artemis.** In the com-
posite rites that contain both a beneficent and coercive way of approaching the god, a
logic familiar to traditional cult can be detected in both forms. The practitioner offers
something pleasant for the god’s pleasure and (by extension) offers something offen-
sive to draw their dangerous wrath.

The offensive matter could be something physically repulsive such as cow dung,
or metaphorically hostile — once burned — such as a plant associated with the god-
dess or an animal that has been deified and drowned.*® Korshi Dosoo and Thomas

48 Hymn 19b (= B.1b) is found at GEMF 57/PGM IV 2643-2674, C.6 (Hymn 18) at 2786-2870, and C.7
(Hymn 22) at 2915-2939.

49 For the etymological connection of the artemisia genus of plant to the goddess Artemis, see LiDon-
nici (2001) 83-89, esp. 86-87 and Pliny the Elder, HN 25.36.73: sunt qui ab Artemide Ilithyia cognomina-
tam putent, quoniam privatim medeatur feminarum malis, “there are some who think that the [name
of the plant] is derived from Artemis Ilithyia, because the plant is specific for the troubles of women.”
Text and translation from Jones/Andrews (1956). This is the only location in the GEMF where the com-
posite lunar—chthonic goddess Hekate-Selene-Artemis is offered dprepucio, a plant more often used
for ink or magical apparatus. Other uses of dptepicio in the GEMF (unburned and unconnected to
Hekate—Selene—Artemis unless otherwise stated): GEMF 15.147/PGM XII 98 (a component of ink for a
ritual that confers success in business), 446/398 (used for an amulet to gain favor); 30.64-65/II 17-18
(part of an ointment for a divination procedure), 82/35 (burned for use as a component of ink for the
previous divination procedure); 31/I 245 (ink for a memory procedure); 55.26-27/I1I 307 (fragmentary
text makes this section unclear, perhaps worn or held as part of the ritual accoutrements), 544/703
(fragmentary text, held as part of the ritual accoutrements seemingly as a symbol (cbpupolrov) of the
moon to whom the practitioner should be looking at this stage), 600/389 (fragmentary text makes this
section unclear, instructions are missing), 674/332 (fragmentary text makes this section unclear, in-
structions are missing); 57/IV 914 (as a garland for a medium in a divinatory rite), 1089 (for a mat
upon which a ritual for a direct vision occurs), 1312-1313 (a component of a burnt offering to the Bear
constellation in an omnium-gatherum procedure, rite includes a coercive option), 2143 (a component
of ink for a necromancy rite), 2237-2238 (a component of ink for an agoge rite), 2394 (a component of
ink for a ritual that confers success in business), 2893 (a component of a burnt offering for Aphrodite,
in a rite labeled as éndvayxoc, coercive), 3200a-3201 (a component of ink for a dream divination rite,
used on ritual apparatus including a wick); 58/V 371 (an ingredient in a dough out of which is fash-
ioned a figurine of Hermes); 72/VIII 72 (a component of ink for a dream divination rite); 74.304/VII 223
(a component of ink for a lamp divination rite), 721/999 (a component of ink for a rite that induces
divine revelation), 755/600 (to be placed around the edge of a lamp in an agoge rite).

50 Faraone has insightfully suggested in conversation that many offerings labelled as “coercive”
would not smell much different once burned than a sacrifice of bones and fat, and so would not be
perceived as physically repulsive by the practitioner or deity. He proposes that the hostility of these
offerings is a symbolic one. See also Johnston (2002) 350 and Graf (1991) 191.
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Galoppin have examined the mechanisms by which such offerings might cause of-
fence to the deities addressed. They argue that in many cases, “the use of animals in
Graeco—-Egyptian magic is linked to the relationship these creatures had with the su-
perhuman powers upon whom the rituals relied.” The species could be connected to
the deity — through accounts of mythical metamorphoses, for example — or it could
be an animal particularly sacred to them.** Dosoo and Galoppin argue that the magi-
cal practitioner may make use of such ties, for example, by applying the destructive
force of fire to the relevant animal parts and thereby allowing the practitioner to met-
onymically threaten the deity to whom the animal is connected.” In the offerings de-
scribed above at GEMF 57/PGM IV 2683-2693, we saw that the practitioner is in-
structed to burn pills made out of material from animals associated with the Moon
goddess, such as moon-beetles and baboons, and even stamped with an image of He-
kate (with whom Selene is identified throughout much of GEMF 57). Dosoo and Galop-
pin read this as a twofold threat to the goddess: burning her sacred animals while,
even more boldly, burning an image depicting one of her divine counterparts.>*

Thus, the purpose of these offensive offerings is not to disgust or repulse the
deity, but to anger them, taunting them into appearing before the practitioner who
could then manipulate them into action. As Graf argues, it is in these explicitly coer-

51 Dosoo/Galoppin (2022) 237-239. I apply the same logic here to plants.

52 Dosoo/Galoppin (2022) 214-215.

53 Dosoo/Galoppin (2022) 238.

54 Dosoo/Galoppin (2022) 238. In p. 225 they note that the Moon goddess is said at GEMF 74.913-952/PGM
VII 756-794 to take on the form of many of the animals named in this composite offering, namely, a
beetle, crab, dog, goat, baboon, and field mouse. We might also add that the sacrifice of a cake stamped
with the image of the god to whom it is offered is a practice attested for the ancient Hebrew people by
the book of Jeremiah in the Hebrew Bible. The prophet Jeremiah advises the Hebrew people to stop
their worship of the “Queen of Heaven,” namely, the Babylonian goddess Ishtar, identified with the
Phoenician goddess Astarte (Jer. 44.1-14). They refuse to follow his prophetic warning, claiming that
when they had previously “made for her cakes bearing her image and poured libations to her” as their
ancestors had done, they “had plenty of food as a result and enjoyed good fortune,” Jer. 44.17-19, transla-
tion from Allen (2008), my emphasis. They blamed their present hardships on the cessation of these
practices. See Allen (2008) 98 for the identification of the Queen of Heaven. Nothing suggests that the
burning of a cake with the goddess’ image was a coercive strategy in this context, which is admittedly
much earlier than the text of GEMF 57; the book of Jeremiah began its process of composition in the late
seventh century BCE according to Allen (2008) 11. However, it is possible that this more ancient practice
has been adopted and overlaid with an element of coercion by the practitioners of the GEMF, seeing as
the relevant pills stamped with the image of Hekate appear in an explicitly coercive context in GEMF 57.
Here we can see the GEMF practitioner extending traditional ritual logic, as they do with ancient Greek
traditional cult sacrifice. Further comparison with ancient Hebrew practices of sacrifice may prove
fruitful, considering the prominence of purely vegetal incense offerings comparable to those of GEMF 57
discussed below, the custom of making sacrifices on rooftops in both traditions, and the appearance of
IAO (Yahweh) in the GEMF 57 hymns. For vegetal offerings in Semitic rituals see for example Burkert
(1992) 100 and Nielsen (1986) 68—88. For sacrifices on rooftops in Semitic rituals see Burkert (1992) 100
and Jer. 32.29, cf. GEMF 57/PGM 1V 214-215, 2469, 2492, 2711.
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cive rites that such strange substances, particular to magical operations and seemingly
antithetical to ritual, figure most prominently as offerings.® The hostile offerings are
parallel operations to the offensive words sung in the course of Preisendanz’s Hymns 17
(= A.3) and 19a/b (= B.1a/b), a compulsive logos and a diabolé to Hekate—Selene—Artemis,
composed in iambic meters associated with abuse and blame.>® Both operations use the
same form as the more traditional version, i.e., a burnt offering or a metrical address,
while changing the content of the sacrifice or song in order to evoke a different re-
sponse. These coercive offerings, desperate alternatives resorted to after ineffectual at-
tempts, are exceptions that prove the rule.”’ Enough GEMF hymns, complimentary and
supplicatory in tone, are associated with offerings intended to please their deity that we
cannot ignore the ritual logic at work, coherent with that of traditional cult: agalmata —
material and hymnic — are offered by mortals to deities in order to build up the for-
mer’s store of charis with the latter.

The coercive ritual of attraction invoking the triple goddess Hekate-Selene—Artemis
is an interesting case. This rite, during the course of which the beneficent Hymn 20 (= C.4)
is sung, is explicitly labelled as coercive and anger—provoking by the compiler of this
handbook, but nevertheless contains a sustained mixture of pleasing and offensive ingre-
dients within the same offering:*®

MaBov poyorov Ekbéocov myaim Bdott kol Aaav kovldpove cenvioxove o ékbéwcov bdatt mota-

o, kol kapkivov motdpiov kol ctip mowiine aiydc maphévov kol kuvokepdlov kémpov, Pewc da
d%o, ctépakoc dpaxudc B, {udpvne Spayudc B, kpdkov dpayudc B, kKumépenc TroikAc Spayudc 3,
MBdvov édpftov Spayudc 3, povoyevec kpdppvov. tadto mdvta Bdre gic Shpov . . . kol kKdyoc Kak-
Mctwc . . . dveddpevoc dAlyov kol morcac GvOpakiav dvapac éml ddpoatoc dyniod énibvs.

Take a shrew—-mouse and deify it in spring water, and, taking two lunar beetles deify them in
river water, and (take) a freshwater crab and fat of a spotted virgin goat and dung of a hama-
dryas baboon, 2 ibis eggs, of storax 2 drachmas weight, of myrrh 2 drachmas weight, of saf-
fron 2 drachmas weight, of Italian galingale 4 drachmas weight, of uncut frankincense 4
drachmas weight, a single-stemmed onion. Toss all these things into a mortar . . . and after
pounding it most finely . . . take out a little and make a charcoal fire, after going up to a high
roof, and burn (it).>

The underlined group of ingredients are found in other procedures that are explicitly
labelled as coercive.®® The bolded group— the various types of incense — are found
in procedures that are explicitly labelled as beneficent or unmarked as to the practi-

55 Graf (1991) 196.

56 A.3 (Hymn 17) is found at GEMF 57/PGM IV 2242-2346 and B.1a/b (Hymns 19a/b) at 2574-2610 and
2643-2674.

57 See Graf (1991) 194.

58 For C.4 (Hymn 20), see GEMF 57/PGM IV 2522-2567.

59 GEMF 57/PGM 1V 2455-2469.

60 A field mouse, moon beetle, river crab, fat of a virgin dappled goat, magical material (ousia) of a
dog—faced baboon, and ibis eggs are explicitly labelled as coercive in the offering attached to B.1b
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tioners’ attitude. However, “Italian galingale” (xvrépenc ‘TtodicAc) is harder to inter-
pret. Named among the pleasant-smelling, positively characterized offerings of in-
cense, this is the plant’s sole appearance in the magical formularies. In addition, as
far as I can tell, this is the only place in extant Greek literature in which this “Italian”
species of the kornepoc plant appears. Dioscorides in his Materia Medica says of the
kbmepoc plant that its roots are pleasant-smelling (sbddeic).®! Its position within the
list — featuring among various aromatic plant materials — likewise suggests that it
would create an attractive smell when burned.®*

What are we to make of this mixture of beneficent and offensive offerings in a rite
labelled as coercive? The mixture of offerings seems to reflect the mixture of beneficent
and coercive modes of address to the deity that are included in this rite. This coercive
spell of attraction (GEMF 57/PGM 1V 2441-2621) includes both the beneficent C.4 (Hymn
20), as well as the first iteration of the slander logos to Selene labelled by Preisendanz
as B.1a (Hymn 19).%® Do the beneficent offerings of pleasant-smelling incense entice the
goddess, who accepts them only to be disgusted by the coercive offerings? Or is it the
very fact that beneficent and coercive offerings are mixed in a way inexplicable by rit-
ual logic that forms its own sort of “reversal” of the sort described by Graf? Either op-
tion strengthens the case that the offering of incense in the rituals attached to the GEMF
hymns participates in the ideology of traditional cult. Practitioners either follow the ex-
pected pattern of offering pleasing gifts to attract the pleasure of the deity, or extrapo-
late from that rationale and coerce the god by means of inappropriate offerings.®

In sum, five verse—containing procedures include simply a beneficent hymn and a
beneficent offering. Two procedures have no offerings included, one has a beneficent
hymn and a coercive metrical logos supported by an offering of mixed approach, and
three have either a beneficent or coercive logos supported by alternative options for
beneficent and coercive offerings. Of these eleven procedures, seven contain a benefi-

(Hymn 19b), described at GEMF 57/PGM IV 2685-2693. This is the only instance of an onion as an offer-
ing in the rites that contain a hymn, but the diabolé of B.1a/b (Hymn 19a/b) has the NN woman sacrific-
ing an onion as one of the disgusting ingredients. In addition, lines 52-85 instruct the practitioner to
use an onion in a procedure for capturing an unnamed supernatural being in an effort to compel
them to offer a response to a posed question.

61 Dioscorides, Mat. Med. 1.4.

62 However, Radcliffe Edmonds III has notified me in correspondence of a possible identification for
the plant that could indicate the contrary. Dioscorides relates that the Romans call dpoxovtio peydin,
the Dragon Lily, by the name kbonepic (Dioscorides, Mat.Med. 2.166). As Edmonds observes, the Dragon
Lily is known for its pungent, rotting smell, and thus would fit in well among the more obviously coer-
cive ingredients in this composite offering. In either case, this rite prescribes as an offering to
Hekate—Selene—Artemis a perplexing mixture of pleasant—smelling substances and ingredients that
are elsewhere marked as repulsive or used in coercive rites.

63 C.4 (Hymn 20) is found at GEMF 57/PGM IV 2522-2567 and B.1a (Hymn 19a) at 2574-2610.

64 Johnston (2002) has shown this to be the case with animal victims and vegetal offerings in the
GEMF.
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cent hymn in combination with a beneficent offering in some form, even if there is an
alternative coercive version supplied (64%). The chart below (see Table 2) shows the
distribution of pleasant and offensive offerings throughout the procedures that include
hymns, and where they fall within LiDonnici’s blocks. From this overview, it is possible
to discern that Block 5b shows a particularly strong trend, wherein the practitioner ad-
dresses the goddess in verse and simultaneously makes an offering of incense, or as
a second alternative, of negatively characterized plant and animal matter.

4 Comparisons with Dionysian Mystery Cult
and Traditional Greek Cult

It has been well-established that GEMF 57 and the rest of the magical formularies
were composed in a multicultural milieu. These documents consequently display in-
fluences from Greek, Egyptian, Jewish, Christian, and other traditions of the Mediter-
ranean and Near East.%® A longer paper would trace intersections between these cul-
tures and the offering practices attested in the magical formularies, but for the sake
of space, it is necessary to limit our discussion to two traditions: Dionysian mystery
cult and traditional Greek religion.*®

The preponderance of pleasant incense offerings prescribed together with the
GEMF hymns quickly calls to mind the corpus of Orphic Hymns.?’ In this collection of
87 hymns, composed for the mystery rites of Dionysian initiates in Western Anatolia,
all but nine prescribe a burnt offering (thumiama) in their title, most commonly
frankincense, aromatic herbs and spices, myrrh, and storax. Less frequent offerings
include torches, saffron, poppies, grains, and libations of milk.%® Although the motiva-
tion for the choice of substance for each deity can be obscure, the ritual function of

65 For the cultural plurality of the magical papyri, see for example the papers collected in Bortolani
et al. (2019), Dieleman (2019) 383, and Zografou (2013) 11-17. See in this volume Dosoo, chapter 4;
Dosoo, chapter 5; and Sarischouli, chapter 13 in this volume.

66 As a brief example of one such influence in this culturally pluralistic set of documents, we can
compare the use of two mud bricks as an altar for the offering of a rooster from GEMF 57/PGM IV
26-51 to the use of mud-brick platforms as altars for domestic rites in Egypt, especially in the New
Kingdom. For such domestic offering spaces in Egypt, see Stevens (2011) 732-733.

67 For the place of the Orphic Hymns within Dionysian mystery cult, see Graf (2009).

68 Morand (2001) includes an appendix at 322-325 that lists each category of offering and the hymns
that prescribe it. Morand explains that the offering is prescribed in a syntactically sparse title, usually
composed of the deity’s name in the genitive, the nominative/accusative fvpiapo, and the accusative
of the substance to be burned. Contrary to previous commentators who assume an implied nomina-
tive Gpvoc upon which the genitive of the deity’s name depends and leave vpiopa and the offering as
unexplained accusatives, Morand argues for a new interpretation of the obscure syntax: when an of-
fering is contained in the title, the name of the deity is in the genitive, which depends on fvpiopa in
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Table 2: GEMF 57 metrical logoi and offerings (asterisk denotes coercive speech act in verse).

LiDonnici’s GEMF 57 Lines  Hymn(s) Included Offerings

Block of Procedure

2a 154-285 Hymn 6 (A.1) to Seth-Typhon: Incense
179-201
Hymn 7 (C.1) to Seth-Typhon:
261-273

2a 296-467 Hymn 4a (C.2a) to Helios-Horus:  Seasonal flowers
437-462

2c 930-1114 Hymn 3 (C.3) to None
Horus-Harpokrates: 939-948

3 1390-1495 Hymn 25 (A.2) to Hekate: Bread
1399-1434

4 1928-2005 Hymn 4b (C.2b) to Helios-Horus: Incense
1956-1989

5a 2241-2358 Hymn 17 (A.3) to None
Hekate-Selene-Artemis:
2242-2346*

5b 2441-2621 Hymn 20 (C.4) to Mixed offering (offensive matter +
Hekate-Selene-Artemis: incense)
2522-2567

Hymn 19a (B.1a) to
Hekate-Selene-Artemis:

2574-2610*

5b 2622-2707 Hymn 19b (B.1b) to Preliminary: incense
Hekate-Selene-Artemis: Beneficent: incense
2643-2674* Coercive: offensive matter

5b 2708-2784 Hymn 21 (C.5) to Incense/fat
Hekate-Selene-Artemis:
2714-2783

5b 2785-2890 Hymn 18 (C.6) to Doing good: incense
Hekate-Selene-Artemis: Doing harm: offensive matter
2786-2870

6 2891-2942 Hymn 22 (C.7) to Aphrodite: Beneficent: incense/fat
2915-2939 Coercive: offensive matter (vulture

listed in the diabolé, Hymn 19)

the nominative. The substance to be burned is in the accusative, which depends on an understood
elided verb of offering (110). Thus, the title of Hymn 32 (A6nvéc 6opiapa dpopatae) reads “burnt offer-
ing for Athena, (burn) aromatic herbs and spices.” The title of Hymn 60 (Xopitwv 6vpiope ctopaka)
reads “burnt offering for the Graces, (burn) storax.”
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all of these offerings is much clearer cut than that of the offerings in the magical formu-
laries. All of the Orphic offerings are pleasing substances intended to create a positive
and beneficent relationship with the god addressed.®® Nevertheless, the overlap is sig-
nificant — the offerings prescribed in conjunction with the GEMF hymns include the
vast majority of the burnt offerings listed in the titles of the Orphic Hymns (indeed, all
except torches, poppies, and grain), plus many more in addition.” Of this correspon-
dence, Graf notes: “magical ritual [contains] fumigations (émi66para) not different from
those accompanying, for instance the ‘Orphic’ hymns.” Graf cites this as just one in-
stance in which it is impossible to distinguish between magic and religion.” The preva-
lence of pleasant-smelling incense in the Orphic rites is significant. As with sacrifice in
the beneficent rites containing GEMF hymns, the offering of a pleasant substance cre-
ates a positive relationship between the practitioner and the deity, which justifies the
request contained within the Orphic Hymn, whether it be “indefinite” or “definite”.
Thus, the incense offered compliments the pleasing language and strategies employed
in the hymn itself — ritual words and action serve the same end. The shared presence
of pleasant-smelling incense in the ritual action of both the GEMF hymns and Orphic
Hymns (relatively contemporary with one another) allows us to better understand the
relationship between pleasant smells and the singing of hymns.

The prevalence of vegetal offerings associated with the Orphic and GEMF hymns
may seem surprising in light of the emphasis placed upon animal victims in many
foundational works on traditional Greek sacrifice. Indeed, Marcel Detienne ar-
gues that:

Pendant preés de dix siecles, balisés par les reglements cultuels gravés sur la pierre, les Grecs
n’ont pas cessé d’entretenir des relations avec les puissances divines en procédant a la mise a
mort strictement ritualisée de victimes animales dont ils consommaient les chairs collectivement
et selon des regles précises. [. . .] il y a la un premier trait qui justifie la place centrale du sacri-
fice sanglant dans la pensée sociale et religieuse des Grecs: 'alimentation carnée coincide absolu-
ment avec la pratique sacrificielle.”?

Walter Burkert takes no less of a meat—centric view of sacrifice. He argues that “the
essence of the sacred act, which is hence often simply termed doing or making sacred
or working sacred things, is in Greek practice a straightforward and far from miracu-

69 See Morand (2001) 115-137 for an investigation into the logic behind the choice of each offering in
light of the deity addressed. Ultimately, it is concluded that “il n’est donc pas possible d’arriver a une
explication de toutes les offrandes, dans le choix desquelles entre nécessairement une part d’arbitr-
aire. En revanche, 'emploi des substances dans d’autres textes paralleles, dans lesquels la méme off-
rande est offerte au méme dieu, le contexte qui entoure la plante et des explications partielles des
choix nous permettent de mieux comprendre les offrandes décrites dans les Hymnes” (151).

70 Morand (2001) 116.

71 Graf (1991) 195.

72 Detienne (1979) 7-10.
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lous process: the slaughter and consumption of a domestic animal for a god.””® Bur-
kert goes on to enumerate the most common sacrificial animals, namely the ox,
sheep, goat, and pig, as well as the less common victims such as poultry, geese, pi-
geons, and fish.”*

However, this emphasis on the necessity of animal sacrifice in ritual has come
into question. Fred Naiden in particular argues that animal sacrifice is not the sine
qua non of the sacrificial act, but merely one mode:

Vegetal offerings occurred every morning and every evening, at home and in shrines, before voy-
ages and other journeys. Libations and incense-burning were far more common than animal
sacrifice, if only because they accompanied most animal sacrifices yet also occurred without
them.”

In light of the difficulties of recognizing vegetal sacrifice in the archaeological record,
Naiden argues that drama is our best source for understanding the relative rate of
occurrence between animal and vegetal sacrifice, as, unlike other genres (including
inscriptions), tragedy and comedy represent a mixture of public and domestic rites,
as well as the ritual action of women and enslaved people.”® By Naiden’s reckoning,
there are 34 examples of uninterrupted acts of sacrifice in the complete works of trag-
edy and comedy, 17 of which include animal offerings, and 17 of which are purely
vegetal offerings and libations.”” As an example of the latter, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyr-
annus opens with the eponymous character asking the priest of Zeus why the city is
filled with the smoke of incense (fvdpata), together with the sound of paeans and
lamentations.” It seems to have been believed that the gods appreciated these vegetal
gifts as sufficient offerings in and of themselves. In Aristophanes’ (Athenian playwright)
Wealth, for example, Hermes complains that mortals have turned their attentions ex-
clusively to the god Ploutos, whose eyesight has recently been restored and is now
redistributing his favor. Hermes laments in particular the loss of sacrificial offerings,
as mortals no longer give incense, nor bay, nor barley cakes, nor animal victims.”®
Thus Naiden argues that the common feature of sacrificial acts was not bloodshed,
but the quality of the attractiveness (xdA\oc) of the offering to the god.*

Even though only 50% of offerings in the traditional cultic rituals as represented
in drama included the sacrifice of an animal, this percentage is still much higher than
the corresponding rate of domestic animal sacrifice associated with the GEMF

73 Burkert (1985) 55.

74 Burkert (1985) 55.

75 Naiden (2015) 464.

76 Naiden (2013) 76.

77 Naiden (2013) 77-78.

78 Sophocles, OT 4-5.

79 Aristophanes, Plut. 1113-1116.
80 Naiden (2013) 80.
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hymns — in fact, no GEMF hymn prescribes the traditional cultic blood sacrifice of an
0x, sheep, goat, or pig. This aversion to the sacrifice of a large—scale domestic animal
in the GEMF rites can perhaps be explained by the fact that this text constitutes a col-
lection of procedures to be used by individuals with a pressing, private need. As John-
ston notes, convenience and economy is thus key, and the magician selling the recipe
could manufacture a large batch of composite vegetal-animal cakes and pellets (as
were often called for) at one time.®! Additionally, she argues, there was of course no
opportunity for a communal meal after the performance of the private ritual, and so
the killing of an ox, sheep, goat, or pig would be an expensive and wasteful venture.
The practitioner thus incorporated animal sacrifice in a way that would please the
divinity with the alluring smell of smoke, while not requiring the expense of an entire
domestic animal.** In addition, as Christopher Faraone has pointed out, many of the
recipes in the GEMF instruct the practitioner to perform the ritual action in an indoor
space. Since the sacrifice of a domestic animal in traditional cult was usually per-
formed on an open-air altar, pellets and cakes containing small portions of animal
products better fit the pragmatic requirements of the GEMF procedures.®

Despite the occurrence of large—scale animal sacrifice in traditional cultic rites, a
phenomenon absent from the rites accompanying the GEMF hymns, we must not dis-
count the importance of purely vegetal offerings in traditional cult as a peripheral,
less effective mode of address.®* Detienne notes the importance of pleasant-smelling
incense in the sacrificial act, although he conceives of fragrance in ritual as merely
the opening offering before a blood sacrifice.®® Burkert too, while in general giving
prominence to the blood element of sacrifice, nevertheless asserts that “to strew a
granule of frankincense in the flames is the most widespread, simplest, and also
cheapest act of offering.”® Attributing more importance to the independent vegetal
offering, LiDonnici notes the universal use of incense in religious acts around the an-
cient Mediterranean world, arguing that it constitutes a basic component of Mediter-
ranean religion, as fundamental to communion with the gods as animal sacrifice.®’

81 Johnston (2002) 349. Zografou (2013) argues that it is not necessary for the magical practitioner to
offer a whole animal, as the horizontal axis of communication is lacking in GEMF sacrifice, and so
they instead offer discrete parts of the animal as effective matter for communication on the vertical
axis, between practitioner and god (68-69). See also Dosoo/Galoppin (2022) 239.

82 Johnston (2002) 349.

83 Faraone, in conversation.

84 See Naiden (2012) 83: “since the intercourse occurring at a sacrifice would not be missing from
sacrifices that were vegetal, not animal, we should also allow for this other kind of offering. Once the
Greeks came to use the word thusia, or “smoke-making,” for both animal and vegetal offerings, they
adumbrated this conclusion. The sacrificial table held both kinds. Explanations of sacrifice should be
no less accommodating.”

85 Detienne (1972) 73.

86 Burkert (1985) 62.

87 LiDonnici (2001) 66.
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Naiden similarly attests to the ease with which families were able to offer incense to
the gods in their own homes due to the simplicity of the offering — a much more
feasible gift to the gods for private individuals who could not afford to sacrifice an
animal.®® Thus pleasant-smelling incense played a key role as an offering in the rites
of not only the GEMF hymns and Orphic Hymns, but also in the rites of traditional
cult.® Vegetal offerings were not necessarily subsidiary to the offering of animal vic-
tims, but were also given to the gods independently, especially in private settings.

5 Cletic Hymns, Cletic Offerings

Whether the offering be of a large—scale domestic animal, a pellet of goat fat and
cumin, or some grains of frankincense, pleasing gifts worked, in the understanding of
their users, to establish a benevolent reciprocal relationship of charis with the deity.
But how precisely did these pleasant offerings work in connection with the singing of
a hymn? To answer this question, we must keep in mind that agalmata may be pre-
sented to the deity in the form of material offerings and/or artistically elaborated
songs. Many of the hymns in GEMF 57 explicitly summon the deity to the rite in which
they are embedded using imperative formulations such as c¢ kal®, “I call you,” kAd61
pdkap cg yap kAnlw, “hear, oh blessed one, for I call you,” and é\9¢ pot, “come to me,”
among many others.”® By a survey of the material offerings attached to such cletic
hymns in this handbook, it becomes clear that in many rituals, an offering of incense
was used to support the practitioner’s entreaty for the arrival of the deity.” Thus the
practitioner makes use of a two—fold tactic of enticing the deity: a summons sur-
rounded by pleasing language and supported by a pleasing offering of incense. This
strategy immediately invites comparison to that employed in the Orphic Hymns, a col-
lection of largely cletic hymns which, as noted above, prescribe incense as an offering
nearly exclusively.”” The use of incense to call for the arrival of the deity in these mag-
ical and mystery texts is explicable by means of a comparison to the use of incense in
more traditional cult.”® With recourse to myth and ancient testimonies, Detienne as-
serts that incense, with its strong and diffuse fragrance, is particularly well suited to

88 Naiden (2013) 72. See 70-71 n. 185 for a list of literary, epigraphical, and artistic evidence of the
offering of incense to Olympian deities.

89 See Van Straten (1981) 85-86 for the depiction of independent bloodless offerings on votive reliefs.
90 For c¢ xo®, “I call you,” see GEMF 57/PGM IV 261; for kAd61 pdxap c& yap khitw, “hear, oh blessed
one, for I call you,” see 445; for £éA0¢ pot, “come to me,” see 2786.

91 For the importance of incense in the GEMF rites, see Ristorto (2019) 246-247.

92 For the cletic function of the Orphic Hymns and their use of incense, see Faraone (2022a) 371.

93 Indeed, the association of the gods with incense is a cross—cultural concept, evidence of which we
can also observe in ancient Egyptian, Jewish, and Christian religious beliefs, which frequently include
the burning of incense as a way to establish communication with their god(s) and to reveal the pres-
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forging a connection with the gods. He argues that “jetés dans la flamme sacrificielle
sous la forme de pains ou de grains finement concassés, 'encense et la myrrhe établis-
sent une communication entre deux mondes nécessairement séparés I'un de l’autre:
monde des hommes, monde des dieux.”**

Returning to the GEMEF, it is interesting to note that the use of incense to attract
the god during the singing of a hymn is attested explicitly. Take, for example, a section
of Hymn 18 (= C.6) to Hekate-Selene—Artemis in which the goddess is called down to
the burnt offerings of the practitioner, who is instructed to burn storax, myrrh, sage,
frankincense, and a fruit pit “for actions that do good” (¢xi t@®v dyabonoidv): yuipe,
0ed, kol caic émovopioc émdkovcov. | 00w cot 168 dpwpa, Adc tékoc . . . | 08 &’
guaic Buclaic kol pot 16de mpaypa woincov, “Hail, goddess, and listen to your epithets. |
I am burning for you this spice (i.e., incense), child of Zeus . . . (description of the god-
dess follows) | come to my burnt offerings and for me this deed perform.”® The cletic
function of incense is easy to perceive when the offering is explicitly named in the
hymn. During the singing of hymns in which the incense is not mentioned but still
offered, the cletic function is nevertheless always latent. Just as Graf argues that offen-
sive offerings meant to alienate the gods in coercive rituals should be considered as
abbreviated slander procedures,” it appears that the offering of incense may be con-
sidered as an abbreviated cletic hymn. Thus, in tandem with the GEMF hymns, with
traditional cultic hymns, and especially with the corpus of Orphic Hymns, the burning
of pleasant-smelling incense serves not only to delight the deity, but also to forge a
direct connection with them and to entice them to be present at the rite.

6 Conclusions

From this brief survey of offerings prescribed alongside the metrical sections of the
Greco—Egyptian Magical Formularies, we are able to better understand the relation-
ship that the practitioner was attempting to create with the deity addressed. The act
of making pleasant vegetal and animal offerings scaffolded the practitioner’s attempt
to create a positive relationship with the deity by means of pleasing words in verse.
In the majority of the metrical logoi from GEMF 57, this ritual logic is clear and un-
complicated. In the cases where the practitioner sings a poem in an abusive iambic
meter and offers offensive substances, we can nevertheless detect an extrapolation of

ence of the divine. See Haran (1960), Nielsen (1986) 3-15 and 68-88, Harvey (1998) 178-185, LiDonnici
(2001) 65-66, Harvey (2006) 79-83, 92-93, and 96, Wise (2009), and Thurlkill (2016) 86.

94 Detienne (1972) 73, with further discussion of this topic at 236. See also Zografou (2013) 47 for the
efficacy with which incense establishes lines of communication with the gods.

95 GEMF 57/PGM IV 2850-2870. For the offering, see 2871-2877.

96 Graf (1991) 196.
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this same logic. Returning to the original question — the status of these metrical logoi
vis—a-vis the genre of hymn — the beneficent verse sections of the magical formular-
ies are more readily classified as “hymns” once we perceive that the practitioners
were singing these songs while building up their store of charis by means of ritual
action in addition to ritual words. With the exception of the metrical logoi that con-
tain hostile language, the verse sections of the magical formularies that invoke and
praise a variety of deities may take their place in the hymnic genre bheside the corpus
of Orphic Hymns and contemporary examples of traditional cultic hymns.

Appendix: Details of Offerings Associated with GEMF
Metrical Logoi

Table 3: Details of offerings associated with GEMF metrical /ogoi.

Hymn GEMF 57 Offering Type of logos
Location

6: Seth-Typhon 179-201 offering: uncut frankincense pleasing hymn
(A.1) approach: pleasing in nature, not stated

explicitly
7: Seth-Typhon 261-273 same as above pleasing hymn
(€1
4a: Helios-Horus 437-462 offering: seasonal flowers pleasing hymn
(C.2a) approach: pleasing in nature, not stated

explicitly
3: Horus-Harpokrates ~ 939-948 no offering pleasing hymn
(C3)
25: Hekate 1399-1434 offering: bread pleasing hymn
(A.2) approach: pleasing in nature, not stated

explicitly
4b: Helios-Horus 1956-1989 offering: armara, uncut frankincense pleasing hymn
(C.2b) approach: pleasing in nature, not stated

explicitly
17: 2242-2346 no offering coercive logos

Hekate-Selene-Artemis
(A3)
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Hymn GEMF 57 Offering Type of logos
Location
20: 2522-2567 offering: shrew mouse deified in spring pleasing hymn
Hekate-Selene-Artemis water, lunar beetles, freshwater crab, fat of
(C.4) a dappled virgin goat, dung of a hamadryas
baboon, ibis eggs, storax, myrrh, saffron,
galingale, uncut frankincense,
single-stemmed onion
approach: mixed in nature, not stated
explicitly
19a: 2574-2610 same as above coercive logos
Hekate-Selene-Artemis
(B.1a)
19b: 2643-2674 preliminary offering: storax missing pleasing
Hekate-Selene-Artemis approach: pleasing in nature, not stated hymn for first two
(B.1b) explicitly attemps?
second offering: uncut frankincense, laurel, coercive logos for
myrtle, fruit pit, stavesacre, cinnamon leaf, third attempt
kostos, wine, honey
approach: beneficent (dyafomoidv)
third offering: shrew mouse, fat of a
dappled virgin goat, magical material
(odcia) of a hamadryas baboon, ibis egg,
freshwater crab, lunar beetle,
single-stemmed wormwood, odcia of a
dog, garlic, vinegar
approach: coercive (érdvaykov)
21: 2714-2783 offering: cumin and the fat of a dappled pleasing hymn
Hekate-Selene-Artemis virgin goat
(C.5) approach: pleasing in nature, not stated
explicitly
18: 2786-2870 first offering: storax, myrrh, sage, pleasing hymn
Hekate-Selene-Artemis frankincense, a fruit pit
(C.6) approach: beneficent (Gyofomodv)

second offering: odcio of a dog, of a
dappled goat, and of a virgin dead before
her time

approach: malevolent (kaxomoiév)
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Table 3 (continued)

Hymn GEMF 57 Offering Type of logos
Location
22: Aphrodite 2915-2939 first offering: white dove’s blood and fat, pleasing hymn
(C.7) raw myrrh, parched wormwood labelled as
approach: pleasing in nature, not stated Emavoykoc

explicitly but set in opposition to the
coercive version that follows

second offering: brain of a vulture
approach: coercive (éndvoykov)
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