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PREFACE

The essays in this volume derive from the conference on
“Magic in the Ancient World,” held in August 1992 at the Univer-
sity of Kansas. We would like to acknowledge the support provided
for this conference by the Department of Religious Studies at the
University of Kansas, the Kansas School of Religion, the College
Lecture Fund, and the Office of International Studies and Pro-
grams. Additional encouragement for the conference and the
volume has been offered by the Coptic Magical Texts Project of
the Institute for Antiquity and Christianity, Claremont Graduate
School. Through the Coptic Magical Texts Project and the Insti-
tute, the J. W. and Ida M. Jameson Foundation and the Board of
Higher Education of the United Methodist Church have given
financial assistance, as has the Griset Chair Fund of Chapman
University. The essays themselves, diverse as they are, incorporate
the different approaches and even the different styles typical of
the disciplines represented. We have allowed some of this diversity
to remain, and readers may anticipate that they will have the
opportunity to savor the flavors of the several disciplines.

Marvin Meyer

Professor of Religion, Chapman University

Director, Coptic Magical Texts Project, Institute for Antiquity
and Christianity

Paul Mirecki
Associate Professor of Religious Studies, University of Kansas






INTRODUCTION

Marvin Meyer
Paul Mirecki

Over the past couple of decades there has been a dramatic resur-
gence of interest in the study of what has usually been called
“ancient magic.” We may take the appearance, in 1973-74, of the
second edition of Karl Preisendanz’ Papyri Graecae Magicae: Die
griechischen Zauberpapyri, edited by Albert Henrichs, as a con-
venient point of reference for this renewed enthusiasm on the part
of scholars to examine ancient magic. Since then, scholars have
published a substantial number of individual magical texts in jour-
nals and have produced several new collections of magical texts in
translation. For example, if we cite only collections in English
translation, we can list the following: The Greek Magical Papyri in
Translation, Including the Demotic Spells (1986, 2nd ed. 1992),
edited by Hans Dieter Betz;, Ancient Egyptian Magical Texts
(1978), edited by J. F. Borghouts; Curse Tablets and Binding Spells
from the Ancient World (1992), edited by John G. Gager; Ancient
Christian Magic: Coptic Texts of Ritual Power (1994), edited by
Marvin Meyer and Richard Smith; Amulets and Magical Bowls:
Aramaic Incantations of Late Antiquity (1985), edited by Joseph
Naveh and Shaul Shaked; Hebrew and Aramaic Incantation Texts
Jfrom the Cairo Genizah (1992), edited by Lawrence H. Schiffman
and Michael D. Swartz; and so on. Beyond these, a plethora of
articles and monographs has appeared as scholarly studies and
evaluations of magical texts and traditions from the ancient world.
Fritz Graf is certainly right in calling this “the modemm boom of
magical studies.”

The present volume, Ancient Magic and Ritual Power, provides
a series of essays that disclose “the state of the art” in the study of
ancient magic. These essays derive from an international confer-
ence on “Magic in the Ancient World,” convened in August 1992
by Marvin Meyer and Paul Mirecki, at the University of Kansas.
The essays, like the papers presented at the conference, are
authored by scholars, from a variety of disciplines, who represent
the renaissance in the study of ancient magic. At the conference
and in this volume these scholars have intentionally been brought
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together to employ the approaches of their own disciplines as they
investigate the phenomena of ancient magic.

Apart from the many positive contributions, what emerges
from these essays is a clear sense of scholarly discomfort with
some traditional ways of describing and classifying magic, including
ancient magic. At times this discomfort extends to the very use of
a term that may be as loaded and prejudicial as “magic.” Jonathan
Z. Smith’s assertion—*“I see little merit in continuing the use of
the substantive term ‘magic’ in second-order, theoretical, academic
discourse”—is strongly put, but it represents one way of articulat-
ing this sense of dis-ease with what has been dubbed “magic.” For
often “magic” has been discussed in comparison with, and in sharp
contrast to, religion, science, and medicine, and “magic” has got-
ten the worst of such comparisons. Various theories—at times
theologically biased, culturally one-sided, chronologically self-
congratulatory—have been advanced to show that “magic” is bad
religion, bad science, bad medicine. “Magic” is an old, immature,
underdeveloped form of religion and science; or it is a degraded
form of true religion and pure science; or it is a partial, unfulfilled
form of the more complete expression of religion and science that
we modem folks wish to consider characteristic of our own way of
life. As the essays in this volume show, such biased descriptions and
definitions of magic may be seen in the likes of Sir James G. Frazer
(The Golden Bough, 1910) and many others, but they are ulti-
mately rooted in Greco-Roman polemic and Protestant anti-
Roman Catholic statements. (See especially the essays by Jonathan
Z. Smith, Fritz Graf, Robert K. Ritner, and Stephen D. Ricks.) It
has become a part of Western conceit to think of religion and
science as what “we” do and magic as what others (“they”) do.
Ritner puts it very succinctly: “Magic is a category of exclusion”—
and it has been such, in some Western circles in particular, for a
long time.

A large part of the problem of describing and defining magic
comes from our preoccupation with classifying. We scholars are
unrepentant taxonomists, and taxonomy entails comparison and
contrast. In his essay in this volume Smith mentions the problems
of comparison and the taxa used in comparison, most notably the
problem of dichotomous taxa. Elsewhere, in his book Drudgery
Divine: On the Comparison of Early Christianities and the Relig-
ions of Late Antiquity (1990), he expands upon this issue. In the
book he observes that the statement “x resembles y” is invariably
triadic: “there is always an implicit ‘more than,” and there is
always a ‘with respect to’” (51). The implications of this observa-
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tion, including the political implications, Smith continues, are
striking:

comparison does not necessarily tell us how things “are” (the far from
latent presupposition that lies behind the notion of the “genealogical”
with its quest for “real” historical connections); like models and meta-
phors, comparison tells us how things might be conceived, how they
might be “redescribed,” in Max Black’s useful term. A comparison is a
disciplined exaggeration in the service of knowledge. It lifts out and
strongly marks certain features within difference as being of possible intel-
lectual significance, expressed in the rhetoric of their being “like” in some
stipulated fashion. Comparison provides the means by which we “re-
vision” phenomena as our data in order to solve our theoretical problems
(52).

Applying this idea of comparison and the hidden agenda of
comparison to the scholarly study of ancient magic, we may con-
clude that many of the scholars represented in this volume seek to
identify the “exaggerations” of previous ways of describing
“magic” and suggest new, “revisionist” means of viewing “magical”
phenomena. It is no surprise that essays in this volume express a
profound concern for paradigms and paradigm-shifts.

* * *

The title of this volume, Ancient Magic and Ritual Power, has
been chosen with paradigmatic concermns in mind. In these essays
we encounter what traditionally has been depicted as “ancient
magic,” but we may prefer to apply different labels or taxa in our
task of “re-visioning”’—hence the phrase “ritual power.” A com-
mon feature of the texts and traditions under consideration, as
highlighted in the essays, is empowerment. A quick survey of these
essays discloses powers supemal and infernal being summoned, i.e.,
deities, supernatural assistants, angels, and demons; powers coming
to expression in the lives of people for divination, healing, protec-
tion, exorcism of evil, and love; powers being employed to margi-
nalize others who are judged to be deviant or even diabolical;
powers being retained in a person, and sometimes worn in the form
of amulets or phylacteries. The texts and traditions examined here
claim to empower people, in ways similar to those commonly
assigned to religious texts and traditions, by channeling, summon-
ing, adjuring, realizing powers without and within.

Yet the sort of empowerment discussed in this volume is
achieved specifically through rifual. There are numerous ways to
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characterize ritual, and many of the essays published here describe
ritual and rituals. In Ancient Christian Magic Marvin Meyer and
Richard Smith offer the following overview of rituals in magical
texts, that is, texts of ritual power:

They direct the user to engage in activities that are marked off from nor-
mal activity by framing behavior through rules, repetitions, and other
formalities. Ritual instructions pervade these texts. Stand over here, hold
a pebble, tie seven threads in seven knots, say the names seven times,
draw the figure in the bottom of the cup, write the spell with the finger of
a mummy, write it with bat’s blood, with menstrual blood, on papyrus,
on clay, on lead, on tin, or a rib bone, on a parchment shaped like a
sword, fold it, burn it, tie it to your arm, your thumb, drive a nail in it,
bury it with a mummy, bury it under someone’s doorstep, mix this rec-
ipe, drink it. Or simply “do the usual” (4).

In the present volume the essays similarly study the
“repetitions” and “formalities” of ritual. As these essays also
indicate, such ritual comes to expression variously, for instance
through sacrifices and cultic meals, often miniaturized, and com-
monly through the repetitions of words, written or spoken, in the
form of incantations, formulae, historiolae, voces magicae, and
divine names of power. Myths and names, when performed ritu-
ally, may produce an eruption of power in the present moment. It
is entirely appropriate that David Frankfurter’s essay on historio-
lae, or stories of mythic precedent, should close the volume in a
conclusion with the rubric “Myth, Magic, and the Power of the
Word.”

An understanding of “magic” as “ritual power,” then, permeates
many of the essays in this volume. In the first essay Jonathan Z.
Smith sets the tone for the discussion by re-defining the Greek
“magical” papyri in these terms as “one of the largest collections
of functioning ritual texts, largely in Greek, produced by ritual
specialists that has survived from late antiquity.” Yet, we know all
too well, paradigm-changes are slippery and often difficult to
accomplish. If “magic” is taken as “ritual power,” then “magical”
phenomena may need to be described anew and the lines of demar-
cation redrawn. Precisely what the possibilities and problems are
for the category “ritual power” may need to be explored. For these
reasons we have cast the interpretive net in this volume as widely
as we could, in order to explore the options for “ritual” and
“power,” broadly conceived, in antiquity and late antiquity. Some-
times the investigation of “ritual” may go beyond what we might
intuit to be “magical ritual”; at other times the analysis of “power”
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may include rituals and texts that we judge to be on the periphery
of the discussion of “magical power.” Such breadth, reflecting the
state of the scholarly discussion, is important if we are to attempt
to designate helpful and telling criteria for our discussion of
“magic” and “ritual power.”

* * *

The texts and traditions of magic and ritual power addressed
here are represented in the volume title as “ancient,” and this
term, too, merits attention. The essays in this volume and the
papers from the conference that preceded the volume have been
prepared by scholars from a wide range of disciplines, all of whom
are still concerned with magic and ritual power in Mediterranean
and Near Eastern antiquity and late antiquity. The scholars thus
assembled are students of Egyptology, ancient Near Eastern stud-
ies, the Hebrew Bible, Judaica, classical Greek and Roman studies,
early Christianity and patristics, and Coptology, and the chrono-
logical period they consider begins with the early civilizations of
Egypt and Mesopotamia and extends into the Middle Ages. The
methods of these scholars include historical-critical, textual, papy-
rological, descriptive, interpretive, exegetical, theoretical, and
rhetorical approaches to the subject matter. It is unusual for such a
diverse assemblage of scholars and their essays to be brought to-
gether to investigate ancient magical traditions, and herein lies
some of the unique value of this volume. In these essays we have
the opportunity to explore these traditions with scholars who
exemplify the manifold approaches that are appropriate if we are
to do justice to the study of magic and ritual power in antiquity.

The essays have been carefully organized into five sections plus
a conclusion. Apart from the first section and the conclusion,
which bracket the rest of the essays, the sections are organized
with chronological and cultural considerations in mind.

In Part 1, “Defining Ancient Magic and Ritual Power,” Jona-
than Z. Smith, Fritz Graf, and Robert K. Ritner lay the foundation
for the volume by examining second-order, academic descriptions
as well as first-order, “native” descriptions of ancient magic and
ritual power. From this examination comes a clarification of
“magic” as a polemical term of exclusion, as we have already
noted, but also an understanding of the classical Egyptian and early
Greek conceptions of “magic” as a more neutral category of inclu-
sion. With a deliberately ambiguous title, “Trading Places,” Smith
not only suggests trading places between generic labels used to
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describe “magic” and “ritual power”; he also adds a set of reflec-
tions on the function of ritual “place” in the Greek magical papyri.

In Part 2, “Magic and Ritual Power in the Ancient Near East,”
Richard H. Beal, Billie Jean Collins, and J. A. Scurlock describe and
interpret several ancient Hittite and Mesopotamian rituals that
empowered the Hittite military, structured Hittite sacrifice and
cultic meals, and made opportunistic use of the power available
from ghosts who were traveling at the time of annual Mesopota-
mian festivals of the dead. These three essays show how the an-
cient Near Eastern folks who participated in these rituals were able
to live out of the power they had invoked: the Hittite military and
the Hittite kingdom thrived for centuries “in a tough neighbor-
hood,” the participants in sacrifice and cultic feasting communed
with and curried the favor of the gods and goddesses, and people
conjuring ghosts got rid of illnesses and personal problems while
also divining the future.

Brian B. Schmidt opens Part 3, “Magic and Ritual Power in Ju-
daism and Early Christianity,” by building upon this same tradition
of ancient Near Eastern necromancy as he interprets the story of
the “witch” of En-Dor in the Hebrew Bible. The subsequent essays
in this section likewise reflect upon the place of magic in Jewish
and Christian traditions. Stephen D. Ricks surveys the role of the
magician in these traditions, and his thesis, that the term
“magician” is used in a pejorative way to distinguish those who are
to be considered outsiders, coheres well with a basic perspective of
many of the essays in this volume. The next three essays, by
Jonathan Seidel, Michael D. Swartz, and Rebecca Lesses, all evalu-
ate issues in Jewish magic: Seidel seeks to untangle the Talmudic
classification of illicit and licit “magical” acts, Swartz underscores
the ambivalent status of magic in ancient and medieval Judaism,
and Lesses applies a theory of the performative use of language to
an important text (also discussed by Swartz) from the Hekhalot
literature of Jewish mysticism.

Part 4, “Magic and Ritual Power in Greek Antiquity,” begins
with a lively papyrological essay, by William M. Brashear, in
which he presents eight previously unpublished magical and divina-
tory texts from Berlin. Such textual work, crucial for making
available the primary texts, spells, and amulets of ancient magic, is
taken a step further by Roy Kotansky, who identifies a series of
Greek exorcistic amulets and traces the language of adjuration
through these and other exorcistic texts. Leda Jean Ciraolo focuses
her attention upon the classic collection of Greek magical texts,
Papyri Graecae Magicae, and examines the activities of super-
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natural assistants in these Greek texts, just as others examine
angels and demons in Judeo-Christian texts elsewhere in the vol-
ume. Christopher A. Faraone studies the same classic collection of
Greek texts in his wide-ranging essay, but he investigates a portion
of PGM XX in order to illustrate “the continual cultural give-and-
take” that characterizes the multiculturism of magical texts. David
Martinez is equally wide-ranging in his study of Greek texts when
he turns his attention to vows of abstinence in all kinds of con-
texts, and particularly in love magic. Sarah Iles Johnston concludes
this section (and anticipates the next) by “defining the dreadful”
according to Greek ways of describing and averting the demonic
and the liminal, or the deviant, in society.

The four essays in Part 5, “Magic and Ritual Power in Roman
and Late Antiquity,” carry the discussion of magical traditions
through some of the late sources from the Mediterranean world.
Oliver Phillips and Jacques van der Vliet continue “defining the
dreadful”: Phillips inquires into cures for poisonous snakebite, and
describes Libyans (again, those who are the “others” from a Ro-
man point of view) who know how to cope with snakebite through
the application of what we might call magical and medical tech-
niques; van der Vliet discusses Satan and demons in Coptic Chris-
tian texts, and analyzes the potpourri of accounts of Satan’s fall in
Coptic myth and magic. Jason David BeDuhn introduces the magi-
cal bowls from late-antique Mesopotamia, and asks whether—and
how—such bowls might have been used by Manichaean Gnostics.
Todd R. Breyfogle closes this section by questioning the circum-
stances that led to the execution of the Christian bishop Priscillian
in 385 in Trier, Germany, on the charges of practicing sorcery,
participating in nocturnal orgies, and praying naked.

The volume ends with a conclusion given the designation
“Myth, Magic, and the Power of the Word.” In this conclusion
David Frankfurter draws together many of the themes discussed
throughout the other essays (note especially that of Lesses) by
investigating the historiola in magical texts. Frankfurter maintains
that through the narration of myth and the performance of the
word, the magical power of ritual came to authoritative expression
for practitioners of ancient magic.

* * *

Ancient Magic and Ritual Power offers a fresh look at ancient
magical phenomena. As the essays suggest, comfortable, some-
times self-serving categories like “magic”—or, for that matter,
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“religion” and “science”—cannot be used uncritically. Instead,
new, self-critical approaches may prove more adequate in illumi-
nating texts and traditions in our cultural heritage. Like the essays
in the present volume, such new approaches may raise more ques-
tions than answers, but these questions themselves may help us
“re-vision” and “re-imagine” the ancient roots of our traditions.
Finally, these questions may remind us of our own biases and pre-
suppositions, and thus they may teach us a goodly amount about
ourselves and the “magic” of scholarly inquiry.
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PART ONE

DEFINING MAGIC AND RITUAL POWER






CHAPTER ONE
TRADING PLACES

Jonathan Z. Smith

As the novelist, Tom Robbins, has observed, all human beings
may be divided into just two classes: those who think that every-
thing can be divided into just two classes, and those who don’t. The
putative category “magic” is a prime example of such duality.
Indeed, in the history of its imagination, it has been doubly dual,
being counter-distinguished from both elements in another persis-
tent and strong duality—from both “science” and “religion.” On
logical grounds alone, this reduplicated dualism should give rise to
some suspicion of duplicity, for, if something is the opposite of
one member of another opposition, it ought to have, at the very
least, a close affinity to the second member of the pair. But, in the
“pre-logical” modes of thought which so often characterize an-
thropological and religious studies discourse within the human
sciences (and so rarely characterize the thought of those peoples
they claim to study), the law of the excluded middle has long since
been repealed, most commonly by means of a shift from a logical
to a chronological rhetoric. Employing an evolutionary hierarchy,
the one (“magic”) is encompassed by either one of its opposites
(“religion” or “science”), with “magic” invariably labeled “older”
and “religion” or “science” labeled “newer.” (Note that this same
hierarchy is often applied to the relations between “religion” and
“science.”) In this strategic model, as Rick Shweder describes it,

The image is one of subsumption, progress and hierarchical inclusion.
Some forms of understanding are described as though they were incipient
forms of other understandings, and those other forms of understanding are
described as though they can do everything the incipient forms can do
plus more.!

Hence, many accounts of “magic” adopt a privative definition
of their subject matter. “Magic” resembles “religion” (e.g., Rodney

I R. A. Shweder, Thinking Through Cultures (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1991), 118.
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Stark and William Bainbridge?) or “science” (e.g., Robin Horton3)
lacking only some of the latter’s traits. In such formulations, a
promised difference in kind turns out to be a postulated difference
of degree—or, more pointedly, of development—and one is enti-
tled to ask what sort of difference that sort of difference makes?

This is, perhaps, the largest single family of theoretical, sub-
stantive definitions of “magic”: “magic” is “religion” or “science,”
or an incipient form of “religion” or “science,” but for the lack of
this or that—or, less commonly, but for an excess of this or that.
(More popular in early apologetic accounts, but still present in
scholars such as H. D. Betz,* is the reverse ploy which sees
“magic” as a degraded form of “religion” or “science.”)

This dominant understanding is an odd sort of definition. Not
only does it break the conventional definitory rules (especially
those against the use of a negative definiens), but also because it is
typically inconsistent in its application of differentia. For exam-
ple, many phenomena that we unhestitatingly label “religious” or
understand to be “religions” (notwithstanding the long and tortured
debates over how those terms are to be defined) differ among
themselves, on some scale of absent or excessive characteristics, at
least as much, if not more, than “magic” does from “religion” in
many theories. What privileges the characteristics chosen for the
“magic/religion” duality? Or, to ask this question another way, if
the purpose of a model in academic discourse—if the heart of its
explanatory power—is that it does not accord exactly with any
cluster of phenomena (“map is not territory”), by what measure-
ment is the incongruency associated with those phenomena labeled
“magical” by scholars (rather than, say, “religious”) judged to be so
great as to require the design and employment of another model?

This becomes clearer if we tum to the second major family of
theoretical, substantive definitions of “magic.” While exhibiting
many of the strategic features of the first, this second group adopts
an atemporal rather than an explicit (or implicit) developmental
perspective. This approach holds that “magic” is essentially syn-
onymous with this or that aspect of the total ensemble of
“religion.” (Note that this understanding mimics the first family in

2R, Stark and W. S. Bainbridge, A Theory of Religion (New York: P. Lang,
1987), 40 et passim.

3 R. Horton, “African Traditional Thought and Western Science,” Africa 37
(1967): 50-71, 159-87.

4 See, for example, H. D. Betz, “Magic and Mystery in the Greek Magical Pa-
pyri,” in C. A. Faraone and D. Obbink, eds., Magika Hiera: Ancient Greek Magic
and Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), 244-59, esp. 253-54.



TRADING PLACES 15

viewing “magic” as encompassed by “religion” and as exhibiting
either a lack or an excess. The old notion of magic as
“compulsion,” for example, judges “magic” to be either an inade-
quacy or an exaggeration, depending on the overall theoretical
[and apologetic] stance of the scholar.) Thus, Stanley J. Tambiah,
in his recently published Morgan Lectures, Magic, Science, Relig-
ion and the Scope of Rationality, reviews and criticizes the usual
roundup of suspects—from Tylor and Frazer to Malinowski and
Evans-Pritchard—in order to make his main point, that magic is
essentially “performative utterance.” True, but even leaving aside
the on-going arguments with and reformulations of Austin’s origi-
nal proposals in differing ways by both philosophers and linguists,
so are a whole host of human utterances in a wide variety of con-
crete, pragmatic contexts, including a large number of expressions,
as Tambiah would acknowledge, usually classified as “religious”
rituals.

The second family of theoretical, substantive definitions de-
pends, as has been already suggested, upon a notion of some aspect
of “magic” being synonymous with some aspect of “religion”
(albeit often with a different valence). Synonymy is theoretically
useful precisely in that two (or more) terms are thought to be so
close that their micro-distinctions take on enormous clarificatory
power. While of no use whatever for scholarly purposes, I refer,
for a sense of what I mean, to the entry “magic” in Webster's New
Dictionary of Synonyms (1968 edition):

Magic, sorcery, witchcraft, witchery, wizardry, alchemy, thaumaturgy are
comparable rather than synonymous in their basic senses. In extended use
they are sometimes employed indifferently without regard to the implica-
tions of their primary senses and with little distinction from the most in-
clusive term, magic, but all are capable of being used discriminatingly
and with quite distinctive implications.

But if one cannot specify the distinctions with precision, as is
usually the case in definitions of this second type, the difference
makes no difference at all.

From E. B. Tylor’s notion of “magic” as misapplied logic (a
strong example of the first family) to Claude Lévi-Strauss’s under-

5 S. J. Tambiah, Magic, Science, Religion and the Scope of Rationality (New
York and Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 58, 82-83, et passim.
Cf. Tambiah, “The Magical Power of Words,” Man, n.s. 3 (1968). 175-208, and
Tambiah, “A Performative Approach to Ritual,” Proceedings of the British
Academy 65 (1979): 113-69. These latter two articles are a more sophisticated
presentation of his thesis than that in Magic, Science, Religion.
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standing of magic as an exaggeration of human analogies (an
equally strong example of the second family), substantive defini-
tions of “magic” have proven empty in concrete instances and
worthless when generalized to characterize entire peoples, whole
systems of thought or world-views. Such substantive definitions
have failed for the logical and procedural reasons already suggested
(among others). In their turn, these flaws have been brought about
by the fact that in academic discourse “magic” has almost always
been treated as a contrast term, a shadow reality known only by
looking at the reflection of its opposite (“religion,” “science”) in a
distorting fun-house mirror. Or, to put this another way, within the
academy, “magic” has been made to play the role of an evaluative
rather than an interpretative term, and, as such, usually bears a
negative valence.

While such negative valuations can, at times, be traced to spe-
cific ideologies, causality is rarely that clear. The notion of
“magic” as “other” is far more deeply engrained. It is already
present, to be used rather than created by these ideologies. As is
the case with the majority of our most disturbing and mischievous
hegemonic formulations, the negative valence attributed to
“magic” has been, and continues to be, an element in our common-
sense—and, therefore, apparently unmotivated—way of viewing
cultural affairs.

Consider the shifting taxonomies and genealogies we employ
(without ever troubling to account for the shift). For example, in
most late 19th and early 20th century works, shamanism is the
very type of “magic.” In more recent treatments, shamanism has
been transferred to the “religious.” (For Mircea Eliade it is the
most transcendent form of “archaic religion”; for Tom Overholt it
is the very type of “prophetic religion.”) What has changed is not
the data—by and large, the old, circumpolar ethnographies con-
tinue to be the prime sources—what has changed is the attitude of
the scholar.

For these (and for other) reasons, I see little merit in continuing
the use of the substantive term “magic” in second-order, theoreti-
cal, academic discourse. We have better and more precise scholarly
taxa for each of the phenomena commonly denotated by “magic”
which, among other benefits, create more useful categories for
comparison. For any culture I am familiar with, we can trade places
between the corpus of materials conventionally labeled “magical”
and corpora designated by other generic terms (e.g., healing, di-
vining, execrative) with no cognitive loss. Indeed, there would be a
gain in that this sort of endeavor promises to yield a set of middle-
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range typologies—always the most useful kind—more adequate
than the highly general, usually dichotomous, taxa commonly
employed (“sympathetic/contagious,” “witchcraft/sorcery,”
“benevolent/malevolent”—or even Christina Lamer’s more so-
phisticated typology of three types with two sub-typesS). Similarly,
such mid-range taxa would be more adequate than the highly spe-
cific categories employed for particular cultures, usually con-
structed either anthropologically by function, or philologically by
native vocabulary, formulae, or text-type.

John Middleton was right in his meditation on Lévi-Strauss, al-
though he shrunk from its consequences:

If magic is a subjective notion . . . then it can have little or no meaning
in cross-cultural analysis or understanding. The concept of magic is in
itself empty of meaning and thus susceptible to the recognition of any
meaning we care to give it; following this, Lévi-Strauss has implied that
the category of magic must be “dissolved.”’

The matter, however, will not be so simply disposed of. As with
a large class of religious studies vocabulary (e.g., “myth”), the
name will not be easily rectified. Abstention, “just say ‘No’,” will
not settle “magic.” For, unlike a word such as “religion,” “magic”
is not only a second-order term, located in academic discourse. It is
as well, cross-culturally, a native, first-order category, occurring in
ordinary usage which has deeply influenced the evaluative language
of the scholar. Every sort of society appears to have a term (or,
terms) designating some modes of ritual activities, some beliefs,
and some ritual practitioners as dangerous, and/or illegal, and/or
deviant. (Even some texts, conventionally labeled “magical” by
scholars, themselves contain charms and spells against what the
text labels “magic.”8)

These ethnoclassifications differ widely and can be quite com-
plex. Moreover, it is far from clear that, in many cases, these
native distinctions as to dangerous, illicit, and/or deviant practitio-
ners and practices can be properly rendered, in all their nuances, by
the common English terms “magic,” “witchcraft,” “sorcery.”

6 C. Larner, Witcheraft and Religion: The Politics of Popular Belief (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1985), 80-82.

7 J. Middleton, “Theories of Magic,” in M. Eliade, ed., Encyclopedia of Relig-
ion (New York: Macmillan, 1987), 9.88.

8 See, for example, the well-known “Moses Phylactery” from Acre, most re-
cently edited by R. D. Kotansky, “Texts and Studies in the Greco-Egyptian
Magic Lamellae” (diss., University of Chicago, 1988), text no. 36 (esp. 220-22)
and his general treatment of “counter-magic” in the “Introduction” (8-10).
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Nevertheless, the observation of these native categories has gener-
ated a number of important interpretative strategies, although it is
now becoming clear, despite earlier enthusiasms, that these have
often complicated rather than simplified the problem.

First, as pioneered by Africanists, the focus on native categories
has shifted attention away from the act and actor to the accuser
and the accusation. “Magic,” in this sense, is almost always a third-
person attribution rather than a first-person self-designation, and it
becomes essential for the interpreter to explain the charge. Note
that this presents a set of extraordinary documentary problems
which have been overcome in only a relatively few areas of re-
search. Pay attention to one Africanist’s research protocol which
catalogues the kinds of data required:

The significant point about a given instance of accusation is not that it is
made . .. but that it is made in a given field situation. (An account of)
this situation would include not only the structure of the groups and sub-
groups to which the accuser and accused belong but also their extant divi-
sion into transient alliances and factions on the basis of immediate inter-
ests, ambitions, moral aspirations, and the like. It would also include as
much of the history of these groups, subgroups, alliances and factions as
would be considered relevant to the understanding of the accusation . . . .
It would further include . .. demographic data about subgroup and fac-
tional fluctuations over the relevant time period together with information
about the biological and sociological factors bearing on these such as epi-
demics, rise and fall in the birth and death rates, labor migrations, wars
and feuds ... .°

Due, in large part, to the absence of the sorts of data required, I
know of no convincing application of this interpretative strategy,
for example, to ancient accusations of magic. In this latter area of
research, generalities abound concerning power relations—many of
which I find intuitively satisfying—but they lack the sociological
specificity, the documentary gravity that confers plausibility to
some of the work of colleagues in African, European, and Ameri-
can studies, to name the most obvious examples.

Second, focus on the accusation and the accuser implies that one
can usually speak only of the “magician” rather than of “magic.”
Almost any act, or, in some cases, no act at all (this latter possi-
bility alluding to the long-standing discussion engendered by Evans-

9 V. Tumer, “Witchcraft and Sorcery: Taxonomy versus Dynamics” (1964),
reprinted in Turner, The Forest of Symbols (Ithaca: Comell University Press,
1967), 115.
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Pritchard’s Zande materials!?) can give rise to the accusation. It is
the accused individual or group, and their network of social rela-
tions and loci in relation to the accusing individual or group, that is
held to be the prime motivation for the charge. The “evidence”
adduced by the native accuser is held by the scholar to be secon-
dary, and usually utterly conventional.

This has led to a noticeable bias in the literature towards the
powerless. But this is an unwarranted simplification. While the
accusation of “magic” may well be a power ploy that marginalizes
the accused, the accusation may equally well be between members
of elite groups (as the practice of “magic” may well be directed by
the marginal against elites).

One cannot have it both ways. The shift to a social under-
standing of the relations between the accuser and the accused
forbids any attempt at a substantive, theoretical definition of
“magic.” As Victor Turner has observed,

Almost every society recognizes such a wide variety of mystically harmful
techniques that it may be positively misleading to impose on them a di-
chotomous classification. Their name is legion, their form is protean for
the very reason that individual spite is capricious.!!

I wish I could share the confidence of some scholars that, al-
though a substantive definition of “magic” is rendered impossible
by a sociological approach, the sorts of social fissures and conflicts
revealed by the accusations are generalizable. A review of the
ethnographic, historical and analytic literature makes clear that
they are not. Any form of ressentiment, for real or imagined
reasons (see Aberle on “relative deprivation”12), may trigger a
language of alienating displacement of which the accusation of
magic is just one possibility in any given culture’s rich vocabulary
of alterity.

10 E, E. Evans-Pritchard, Witchcrafi, Oracles and Magic among the Azande
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1937), 21: “A witch performs no rite, utters no spell and
possesses no medicines. An act of witchcraft is a psychic act.” If this distinction
be accepted as generalizable beyond the Zande (by no means an uncontroversial
proposal), then so much for Christian apologetic New Testament scholars who
would acquit Jesus of magic on the grounds that he employed no spells or magic
matena In Zande terms, Jesus may be no sorcerer, but might well be a witch!

Turner “Witchcraft and Sorcery,” 124-25, emphasis added.

2 D. Aberle, “A Note on Relatnve Deprivation Theory as Applied to Mille-
narian and Other Cult Movements,” in S. Thrupp, ed., Millennial Dreams in
Action (The Hague: Mouton, 1962), 209-14.
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Third, by focusing scholarly attention on the accusation, and
given most scholars® work-a-day common-sense positivism, it is all
too easy to reduce the charge of “magic” to one of mere social
placement. One can read entire monographs, especially on Euro-
pean materials, without gaining the sense that anyone might have
“actually” practiced “magic” or “witchcraft.” As an example, I
would call attention to the lively debate which has exercised social
historians of Salem for the past decade and a half. While their
social analyses agree to a significant degree, they sharply disagree
over the question as to whether the accused (or others) “actually”
practiced “magic.”13

Fourth, and closely related to the above, the social approach,
ironically, cannot seem to handle those cultural instances where
“magicians” function as a craft, as a profession, either as an he-
reditary office or as a guild with procedures for both training and
incorporation. The accusatory model’s bias towards the powerless
often ignores the positive association of native conceptions of
“magic” with power. (The latter was one of the strengths of the
evolutionary understanding which stressed, although often in naive
or polemical forms, the power relations between what it termed
“magic” and priestcraft or kingship.) The same issue recurs in
those cultural instances where “magic” is a “high class” phenome-
non, or where its practice confers social prestige.

A fifth and final caution is more strictly methodological in na-
ture. Giving primacy to native terminology yields, at best, lexical
definitions which, historically and statistically, tell how a word is
used. But, lexical definitions are almost always useless for scholarly
work. To remain content with how “they” understand “magic”
may yield a proper description, but little explanatory power. How
“they” use a word cannot substitute for the stipulative procedures
by which the academy contests and controls second-order, special-
ized usage. However, this returns us to the beginning of this essay
and the problematics of a proper, theoretical definition of
“magic.”

I should now like to turn to the Preisendanz corpus, as modified
and translated in Betz’s edition, and offer some reflections by a
generalist for whom the label “Greek Magical Papyri” constitutes

13 This debate was largely engendered by the publication of Chadwick Han-
sen’s Witchcraft at Salem (New York: Braziller, 1969).
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something of a distraction.!4 After all, compared with the frag-
ments, contextless quotations, literary descriptions and artistic
representations, the corpus, even as it now stands, represents
something quite precious: one of the largest collections of func-
tioning ritual texts, largely in Greek, produced by ritual specialists
that has survived from late antiquity. The fact that the size of the
collection could have been more than doubled by the inclusion of
parallel materials from other Greek and Greek-based corpora only
serves to reinforce its importance.!’

My own interest in late antique “magical” texts has stemmed,
primarily, from my long-standing preoccupation with themes
related to place, especially the shift in the locus of religious expe-
rience and expression from a permanent sacred center, the archaic
temple, to a place of temporary sacrality sanctified by a mobile
religious specialist (in this case, the so-called “magician”).16 I
propose to continue that meditation by calling attention to some
features of the Preisendanz-Betz corpus which have little to do
with issues of “magic” as conventionally perceived.

14 K. Preisendanz, Papyri Graecae Magicae (Leipzig and Berlin: B. G. Teub-
per, 1928-41); K. Preisendanz and A. Henrichs, Papyri Graecae Magicae, 2nd
ed. (Stuttgart: Verlag Teubner, 1973-74); H. D. Betz, ed., The Greek Magical
Papyri in Translation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986-). All
citations will be to the Betz translation with occasional small emendations.

15 Additional “handbook” materials could have been included from the Byz-
antine documents published by A. Delatte, Anecdota Atheniensia (Paris: E.
Champion; Liége: Imp. H. Vaillant-Carmaune, 1927), and the Coptic materials
published by A. M. Kropp, Ausgewdhite koptische Zaubertexte (Brussels:
Edition de la Fondation égyptologique reine Elisabeth, 1930-33), ¢f P. A.
Mirecki, “The Coptic Hoard of Spells from the University of Michigan,” in M.
Meyer and R. Smith, eds., Ancient Christian Magic: Coptic Texts of Ritual
Power (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1994), 293-310, and the greatly
expanded version in Mirecki, “The Coptic Wizard’s Hoard,” HTR 87 (in press).
Likewise the amuletic materials collected by R. D. Kotansky, “Texts and Studies
in the Greco-Egyptian Magic Lamellae” (diss., University of Chicago, 1988). But
such expansions accept whatever commonsense criteria for inclusion Preisen-
danz-Betz had in mind. There are, as well, individual pieces in PGM which could
trade places with individual items in other Greek collections, and vice versa,
especially, M. Bertholet, Collection des anciens alchemistes grecs (Paris: Ch. -
Em Ruelle, 1887-88) and the Catalogus codicum astrologorum graecorum
(Brussels: Lamertin, 1898-), not to speak of the relations of individual items in
PGM to even wider circles of texts from herbaria and oracles to Gnostica and
Hermetica.

16 See, among others, J. Z. Smith, Map Is Not Territory (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1978), 172-207; Smith, “Towards Interpreting Demonic Powers in Hellenistic
and Roman Antiquity,” in ANRW, 2.16.1: 425-39.
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As part of a larger pattern of religious persistence and change in
late antiquity, and for a diversity of reasons ranging from the
economic to the aesthetic, from the political and demographic to
the ethical and theological, in a number of traditions, temple
sacrifice, especially that requiring animal victims, declined. As
sacrifice was the raison d’etre of the archaic temple, the chief
currency of both its divine and human economies, this meant that
temples must either be revalorized or abandoned. A temple, an
altar, without sacrifice is a mere monument. (See, already, the
admittedly polemic account in Joshua 22:10-34.) This meant, as
well, that sacrifice would have either to be dis-placed or re-placed.

The rationales and strategies for these latter processes were
varied. Sometimes, as in the case of Orphic, Neoplatonic and Neo-
Pythagorean traditions, a moral cast—no bloodshed—was given to
older cultic rules prohibiting pollution by dead animal products,
corpses and blood with a consequent recovery and refocus on
archaic practices of cereal and incense offerings. (See, for example,
the fumigation recipes which form part of the titula of seventy-
eight of the eighty-seven late 3rd century “Orphic” Hymns.)

In the case of the emergent Judaisms and Christianities, spurred
only in part by the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem, the
locus of sacrifice was shifted from Temple to domicile, and the act
of sacrifice was wholly replaced by narrative and discourse. Early
rabbinic traditions talked endlessly about sacrifices no longer per-
formed, in many cases, never experienced, and, in its ritual praxis,
substituted speech for deed. The best known example is the dictum
attributed to Rabbi Gamliel: “Whoever does not say these three
things on Passover has not fulfilled his obligations,” with the first
of the three being the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb (M. Pesahim
10.5). This is a sentence about ritual speech which, by virtue of its
inclusion in the later Passover Haggadah, has itself become ritual
speech.

Some early Christians developed the utterly rhetorical metaphor
of sacrifice as an important component of their narrative under-
standing of Jesus’ death. Over time, the Christian use of the sacri-
ficial analogy was extended to characterize a whole host of human
phenomena by traditions that never “actually” sacrificed, including
the sacrament of marriage post-Vatican II.

Christian liturgy maintained the language of “altar,” “smoke,”
and of the sacrificial elements—now wholly metaphorized; the
eucharistic flesh and blood was subsumed to a narrative of paradig-
matic institution which was set in a domestic, non-sacrificial con-
text.
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Of all the documents from late antiquity, I know of none more
filled with the general and technical terminology and the praxis of
sacrifice than those texts collected by modern scholars under the
title Greek Magical Papyri. They are all the more important
because they display, as well, a thoroughly domesticated under-
standing of sacrifice.

Within the papyri,!? while a small number of the ritual fopoi are
outside—in an open place (IV.900), a deserted place (II1.616), a
tomb (I11.25,286) or by a river (I11.286; 1V.27)18—the vast ma-
jority of rituals which give a locale are set in domestic space, in the
practitioner’s house (e.g., 1.83,84; 11.148; II1.193; IV.2188), or
more rarely in the client’s place of business or home (VIIL59;
XI1.104; cf. 1V.2373-2440 where it is implied). As a substantial
number of rituals are for procuring some sort of dream oracle,
“your bedroom” predominates (e.g., II.1-182; IV.62; VII.490, 593-
619, 628-42, 664-85). There are, as well, 2 number of references
to rituals performed on “your housetop” (1.70; IV.2711; LXI.6),
“lofty roof” (1.56; IV.2469, 2711), or upper room (IV.171),
chiefly as a place for receiving a celestial power who is then con-
ducted to “the room in which you reside” (e.g., 1.80-84).

Within this domestic space, there is a high concern for purity in
both the rituals of preparation and reception. The practitioner is
to abstain from sex, from animal food (including fish), and from
“all uncleanness” (1.40-1, 54, 290-92, et passim). The ritual site is
to be a “clean room” (IV.2189), a “pure room” (VII.875[?])—“let
your place be cleaned of all pollution” (II.148).

Within the “clean,” domestic place, the chief ritual is that of
sacrifice, most commonly of generic incense (e.g., IV.215; V.395;
VIIL58), with frankincense the most frequently specified (e.g.,
1.63; 1V.908, 1269, 1909). Some dozen other aromatic plant
substances, from gums (e.g., IIL.23) to spices (e.g., II.308;
IV.919), were also employed. Other vegetable offerings include
roses (IV.2235), sumac (IV.2235), mulberries (II1.611), beets
(I11.614), moss (LXXII.3), cakes (XII.22) and fruits (XII.22),
along with libations of wine and/or milk (e.g., II1.694).

By contrast to these common vegetable offerings, sacrifices
wholly made up of animal victims or products are rare. The largest

17 Please note that my citations from the Betz edition are exemplary and not
exhaustive.

18 other outside loci include: a bathhouse (I1.49); a stadium (I1.43); the east-
em section of a village (IV.58-9); a bean field (IV.769); “a place where grass
grows” (TV.3091); a crossroad (LXX.16).
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group requires the sacrifice of a white cock (IV.26-51,2189-92,
2359-72; XII1.364-82 [+ pigeon]). The only instance of the whole
offering of a mammal remains an editorial conjecture (IV.2394-
99).

More common than purely animal sacrifices, though less com-
mon than purely vegetable offerings, are sacrifices of mixed animal
and plant substances. Their usual form is a series of plants plus one
animal part, usually its dung or an organ (e.g., 1.285; IV.1309-15,
3092). If it is a vegetable series plus a whole animal, the latter is
invariably a bird (e.g., IV.2892). Some of the animal materia (e.g.,
dung, eggs, a snake’s shed skin) do not require the killing of the
animal, while other materia—“wolf’s eye” (1.285), “frog’s
tongue” (V.203)—may well be code names for plants (see XI1.401-
44), as is certainly the case for the ingredient, “pig’s snout”
(I11.468; V.198, 371). Other texts appear to place differing va-
lences on animal and plant offerings, for example 1V.2873-79:

For doing good, offer storax, myrrh, sage, frankincense, a fruit pit. But far
doing harm, offer magical material of a dog and dappled goat [(gloss:) or,
in a similar way, of a virgin untimely dead].!9

The impression that animal offerings were not the central focus
is strengthened by the fact that a sharp knife, the one, indispensi-
ble requirement in animal sacrifice, is mentioned as an implement
just three times in the corpus (XIII.91-96, 373-75, 646-51).

The other ritual implements mentioned introduce another im-
portant and highly characteristic element. They are not only
highly portable, but appear to be miniaturized. The table, the
throne, the tripod, and the censer seem, themselves, to be small
and to hold relatively small objects. The sacrificial altar—most
often constructed of two or more (unbaked) bricks, but never more
than seven—seems especially so. What must be the scale of an
altar on which is sacrificed “on grapevine charcoal, one sesame
seed and [one] black cumin seed” (IV.919)?

In addition to these common, though miniaturized, implements
is a set of small wooden shrines. Eight appear to be mentioned in
the corpus: a juniper wood shrine that holds a mummified falcon
(1.21-26); a small, wooden shrine, set up on a table covered with
pure linen, enclosing a tripod, censer and small figurine (I11.290-
320); a lime wood shrine in which lies a small figurine of Hermes
made of dough (V.370-99); a shrine of olive wood containing a

19 For a most complex example of differing evaluation, in several recensions,
see the slander spells involving “hostile” offerings, IV.2571-2707.
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statuette of Selene (VII.866-79); a small temple, standing on a
table, into which a small dish is placed in which the first morsels of
food from a meal are offered (X.1-9); two small (?) temples con-
nected by a single sheet of papyrus (V.159-60, admittedly obscure);
and, most suggestive of all, IV.3125-71, which contains a ritual for
fashioning a phylactery which will cause any “place or temple” to
flourish, to become a “marvel,” and to be “talked about throughout
the whole world.” (It would appear that this “place or temple,” for
which favor is being asked, is the shop of the ritual’s patron
[IV.3170, editorial conjecture].) The ritual involves the construc-
tion of a small, three-headed wax statue, “three handbreadths
high,” which is deified by animal (?) sacrifice and placed within a
“little juniper wood temple” wreathed with olive. The practitioner
is enjoined, “Now feast [with the god], singing to him all night
long.” )

As this last text makes plain, the “little” temples and shrines, in
this latter case one housing a figure 0.3 meters high, are treated as
if they were major edifices housing a divine image and a cult table.
Sacrifice is held before them; a cultic meal follows with a liturgy
sung. In other cases, incubation is practiced before the miniature
(e.g., V.390-423) rather than sleeping within the large temple
precincts. In still other rituals, the divine being is conducted to a
small throne, in an ordinary but purified room, from which it gives
oracles or provides a powerful guiding presence (e.g., 1.293-347; cf.
1.74-90), just as in the throne room of a major temple complex.
These quite typical procedures within the Greek Magical Papyri
suggest that the practitioner’s “clean room” and the rituals per-
formed therein are to be understood, to no small degree, as re-
placements of (and for) temple space and rituals.

Alternatively, while the small shrines resemble the portable
naiskoi commonly carried in religious processions, the little
shrines, ritual implements, small statues and ritual practices have
their closest parallels, as Fritz Graf has convincingly argued, in
small-scale, private, domestic rituals conducted by ordinary house-
holders for their household deities and/or ancestors?® (a compari-
son that deserves further detailed study). From this point of view,
the domestication of ritual has already occurred. What is different
about the Greek Magical Papyri is that these practices have been
divorced from a familial setting, becoming both highly mobile and
professionalized.

20 F, Graf, “Prayer in Magic and Religious Ritual,” in Faraone and Obbink,
eds., Magika Hiera, 195f.
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In either case, the sacrality of the place is established, tempo-
rarily, through ritual activities, and by virtue of the direct experi-
ence of a mobile, professional ritualist (the “magician”) with an
equally mobile deity.

One further matter. If one reads through the entire corpus with
an eye towards ritual activities, it is not purification, nor incuba-
tion, nor even sacrifice that predominates. Rather, the chief ritual
activity within the Greek Magical Papyri appears to be the act of
writing itself. The vocabulary of inscription constitutes one of the
larger groups. Alongside the evident concern for the accurate
transmission of a professional literature marked, among other
features, by scribal glosses and annotations is an overwhelming
belief in the efficacy of writing, especially in the recipes which
focus on the fashioning of amulets and phylacteries—themselves,
miniaturized, portable, powerful written texts of papyrus, metal,
stone and bone.

The most common writing material is a sheet of papyrus, often
described as “clean,” “pure,” “choice,” or “hieratic.” While blood
and other magica materia occasionally function as writing fluids
(most dramatically, VIII.70-72), most of the inks, some of which
are quite complex, are variants of the common, everyday combi-
nation of a burnt substance for pigment (e.g., charcoal, soot,
lampblack) and a gum as a fixative. The most frequent combina-
tion is “myrrh ink” (smurnomelan, or zmurnomelan).

The technology of ink mimics the technology of the vegetable
sacrifice, with burning and aromatic gums serving as their common
denominators:

The (preparation of the) ink is as follows: In a purified container, burn
myrrh, cinquefoil, and wormwood; grind them to a paste and use them
(IL.36; cf. 1.244-46).

Within the corpus, the instructions for the preparation of ink are
often given a liturgical rubric, skeue melanos (e.g., 1.243; 1V.3199;
VIL.998), at times in immediate juxtaposition to the rubric for the
sacrificial offering.

The ritual of writing is more than a replacement of the archaic
“temple as a major site of scribal activities and library of ritual
books—although, at times, use is made of the familiar motif of
allegedly finding a book or spell in a prestigious temple, as in one
of the older, surviving papyri, CXXII.1-4. It is, rather, a displace-
ment of ritual practice into writing, analogous, in important re-
spects, to the displacement of sacrifice into speech in the emer-
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gent Judaisms and Christianities (discussed above), as well as a
continuation of the impulse towards miniaturization.

In a difficult analogy in La Pensée sauvage, Lévi-Strauss has
written of “the intrinsic value of a small scale model” as a process
of compensating “for the renunciation of sensible dimensions by
the acquisition of intelligible dimensions.”?! In a somewhat similar
vein, the literary critic and folklorist, Susan Stewart, who has
written the most extended meditation on miniaturization,?2 insists
that small does not equal insignificant (in both senses of the term),
that:

a reduction in the physical dimension of an object depicted can, in fact,
increase the dimension of significance . . . . The miniature always tends
towards exaggeration—it is a selection of detail that magnifies detail in
the same movement by which it reduces detail, 23

If ritual, with its characteristic strategies for achieving focus,
with its typical concern for “microadjustment,” often is, itself, a
miniaturization that is, at one and the same time, an exaggeration
of everyday actions, as major theorists of ritual from Freud to
Lévi-Strauss have rightly maintained,? then miniaturization, when
applied to ritual, as is the case in the Greek Magical Papyri, be-
comes a sort of ritual of ritual, existing, among other loci, in a
space best described as discursive or intellectual.?’

21 C, Lévi-Strauss, La Pensée sauvage (Paris: Plon, 1962), 34-36; English
translation, The Savage Mind (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), 23-
24, esp. 24.

22'g, Stewart, On Longing: Narratives of the Miniature, the Gigantic, the
Souvenir, the Collection (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1984),
chagter 2.

3 S. Stewart, Nonsense: Aspects of Intertextuality in Folklore and Literature
(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1980), 100-01.

24 Cf. ). Z. Smith, To Take Place: Toward Theory in Ritual (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 1987), 103-12 et passim.

25 The second part of this essay has been adopted from my paper,
“Constructing a Small Place,” delivered at the Joshua Prawer Memorial Confer-
ence, “Sacred Space: Shrine, City, Land,” sponsored by the Israel Academy of
Sciences and Humanities, Jerusalem, June 1992,






CHAPTER TWO

EXCLUDING THE CHARMING:
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE GREEK CONCEPT OF MAGIC

Fritz Graf

Academic and other interest in magic is rapidly growing.! We
are already quite close to the state of affairs described, in about
1550, by Agostino Nifo, a then famous Italian philosopher and
necromancer: “Magic is taught in many universities, and terrible
things happen there, and it is difficult to explain all this by Aristo-
telian principles alone.” Nifo presumably would have had equal
difficulties in explaining the modern boom of magical studies.2

In our society, in religious, ethnographical or psychological
studies as well as in daily life, magic tends to be taken as a human
universal: all societies have their magical tradition, as they have
their myths and their rituals. This is an attitude which should be
adopted with more caution than is customarily the case. The term
magic belongs primarily to our own intellectual tradition, where it
has been handed down through the teaching of the church to those
people (often missionaries) who detected magic among the
“savage” non-Western peoples, and from them to the fathers of
social and religious anthropology. It is no surprise, then, that in
the past not a few anthropologists contended that magic was an
ethnocentric concept whose helpfulness when applied outside of
Western societies would be highly questionable3—though that
might be an all too naive Whorfian approach.

This essay does not intend to renew the debate, nor will it really
enter into the related subject of how to define magic in ancient
societies. Henk Versnel recently asserted that any definition other

! This paper takes up some ideas which are more fully treated in my La magie
dans ['antiquité gréco-romaine. Idéologie et pratiques (Paris: Belles Lettres,
1994).

2 Agostino Nifo, De daemonibus, Venice 1553, f 72V; the citation stems from
Paola Zambelli, L’ambigua natura della magia. Filosofi, streghe, riti nel
Rinascimento (Milan: Mondadori, 1991), 212.

3 Most prominent: M. and R. Wax, “The notion of magic,” Current Anthro-
pology 4 (1963): 495-513; often reprinted.
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than an “outside” (etic) definition would be impossible*; my posi-
tion here will become implicitly clear during this essay. My aim
rather is to show how both in Greece and later (and not independ-
ently) in Rome the concept of magic as something different from
religion was developed in a quite specific historical situation—in
the course of the Sophist enlightenment in Athens and in
Ciceronian Rome. This development would influence deeply our
own modern conception of magic.

* * *

Some lexicological considerations may serve as a starting point
for larger issues. Ancient Greek had several terms to denote magic
and the magicians: magos (and mageia), goes (and goeteia),
agurtes, and terms deriving from pharmakon. Most are attested
early; only the terms related to magos seem comparably recent.

Magos appears for the first time in a Greek text of the end of
the 6th century BCE and becomes more frequent during the classi-
cal period; it is a non-Greek word with an indisputed origin in the
religious language of Persia,> where the magos is a priest or relig-
ious specialist.b Herodotus is the first to speak about the magoi, as
a tribe or secret society (Herodotus is somewhat ambiguous here)
whose members perform the royal sacrifices and the funeral rites
and who practice divination and the interpretation of dreams.” A
generation later, Xenophon calls them “technicians in matters
divine.”® Plato takes over this ethnographic definition in the
Major Alcibiades when, speaking about the instriiction of a young
Persian nobleman, he gives a list of his foremost teachers, among
them one who “teaches the art of the magoi (mageia) which
derives from Zoroaster, the son of Oromasdes: it comprises the

4 H. S. Versnel, “Some reflections on the relationship magic-religion,” Numen
38 §1991): 177-97.

Among the discussions, the contribution of A. D. Nock, “Paul and the Ma-
gus,” in Nock, Essays on Religion and the Ancient World, ed. Zeph Stewart
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), 308-30, is indispensable.

6 For the Persian material and its Greek transformations, see J. Bidez and F.
Cumont, Les mages hellénisés. Zoroastre, Ostanes et Hystaspe d’aprés la
tradition grecque (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1938), and, for the classical age, the
synthesis of E. J. Bickerman, “Darius I, Pseudo-Smerdis, and the Magi,” in
Bickerman, Religions and Politics in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods, ed. E.
Gabba and M. Smith (Como: Athenaeum, 1985), 619-41.

7 See F. Mora, Religione e religioni nelle storie di Erodoto (Milan: Jaca,
1985), 152.

8 Xenophon, Cyr. 8,3,11.
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cult of the gods.”™ Much later, Apuleius will use this passage,
somewhat playfully, to revalorize the accusation of magic brought
forward against him: Greeks and Romans could always remember
that the magoi were basically priests from Persia; it is only Apol-
lonius of Tyana who belittles their celebrity in the name of his
own superior wisdom, 10

But already in 5th-century Greece there is more to the magoi:
they are not quite the ideal sages of Platonic tradition. The first
attestation of the term is found already in the fragments of Hera-
clitus of Ephesus, himself a subject of the Persian King of Kings.
Clement of Alexandria cites the text: “To whom does Heraclitus
of Ephesus prophesy? To those who err in the night—to the
magoi, the bacchants, the maenads, the mystai . .. : to all those he
threatens tortures after death, he threatens the fire, since what
people think to be mysteries are impious deeds.”!! The slightly
aberrant semantics of magos, which in Clement’s time could only
mean ‘‘sorcerer,” guarantees the authenticity: in the list, the
magoi range among adherents of different ecstatic cults, especially
Dionysian ones, strange company for a wizard and sorcerer.
Magos, then, must mean something else in this text, one of those
itinerant priests whom Plato calls “seers and begging priests”
(manteis kai agurteis) and which the Derveni Papyrus, an intrigu-
ing document from about 320 BCE, calls “professionals of rit-
ual,”!2 specialists, that is, for secret and private rituals and initia-
tions. Because their rituals are secret and mysterious, they are
called nuktipoloi, “erring in the night.” To an Ionian of the late
6th century BCE, a magos was not so much a wizard as a ritual
specialist at the margins of society, with wide-ranging functions,
ridiculed by some, secretly dreaded by many others.!3

Half a century later, the word is used with the same semantics by
Sophocles, in his Oedipus Turannos (397ss). Oedipus is angry
about Creon and the seer Tiresias (whom he believes to be Creon’s
creature): furiously, he calls the seer “this magos, plotter of

9 Plato, Alc.mai. 122 A.

10 Apuleius, Metamorph. 25, 10; Philostratus, vita Apollonii 1, 26. Among
Renaissance Neoplatonist magicians, this became a topos in order to justify their
interest in magic; see Zambelli (1991), 27.

11 Heraclitus, DK 12 B 14, from Clement, Protr. 22,2.

12 plato, Rep. 364 B; papyrus from Derveni: Zeitschrift fir Papyrologie und
Epifraphik 47 (1982): col. 16, 3s.

3 For these itinerant priests, see W. Burkert, The Orientalizing Revolution.
Near Eastern Influence on Greek Culture in the Early Archaic Age (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1991), chap. 2.
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stratagems, crafty begging priest (agurtes), who only sees the
profit and is blind towards the rules of his art”; a few verses later,
Oedipus calls him mantis (“seer”), another aspect of this same
composite figure. The same two terms, mantis and agurtes, appear
in Plato’s Republic (2,364B): manteis kai agurtai visit the doors
of the rich and convince them “that they would possess a faculty
which they obtained from the gods though sacrifices and incanta-
tions, to heal them through joy and feasts in case their ancestors
or they themselves had committed some injustice; and in case they
would like to harm an enemy, they would be able, at low cost, to
injure righteous people as well as unrighteous ones through some
incantation and defixion because they were able, as they brag about,
to persuade the gods to help them.” The passage is very signifi-
cant: it presents a religious specialist who combines initiation into
private mystery cults with “black magic.” To heal the conse-
quences of injustice is one of the aims of private “Orphic” and
Bacchic mystery cults. From Plato to a fragment of Orpheus cited
in Olympiodoros, psychic troubles (mania) are viewed as resulting
from the crimes of ancestors, and what heals them are purificatory
rituals (katharmoi kai teletai) in Plato and mystery rites (orgia) in
Orpheus. These manteis kai agurtai are the prophets and initiators
of Bacchic mystery rituals.!4 If one remembers that, in those
circles, the ritual rested upon a complicated eschatology with
rewards and punishments in the after-life, the passage of Heraclitus
becomes highly ironic: the philosopher threatens those performing
initiations with the same punishments from which they claimed to
be able to free their clients.

On the other hand, these same practitioners also are specialists
in “black magic,” incantations and defixiones, which are intended
to hurt an enemy. They are, thus, specialists also in those rites
which we discern behind the many defixiones from Athenian wells
and graves, the Attic voodoo dolls, some of which were detected in
an archeological context contemporary to Plato.!3

Another aspect of this usage of magos is its combination with
goes. A goes is a complicated figure, combining ecstasy and ritual
lament, healing rites and divination; the goes has been connected
with the world of the shamans.!® But this connection would belong

14 plato, Phaedr. 244e; Orphicorum Fragmenta no. 232 Kermn.

15 See Chr. A. Faraone, “Talismans, Voodoo Dolls and Other Apotropaic
Statues in Ancient Greece” (diss., Stanford University, 1988).

16 W. Burkert, “Goés. Zum griechischen Schamanismus,” Rheinisches Mu-
seum 105 (1962): 36ss.
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rather to prehistory. Plato, in his Symposium, connects the goes
with the phenomena which interest us here: Eros, according to
Plato, is the intermediary between the divine and the human world,
“therefore, divination belongs to him entirely and the devices of
those priests who occupy themselves with sacrifices, initiations,
incantation and with every sort of divination and sorcery
(goeteia).”17 Here, Plato collects all those rituals which have to do
with the passage between the human and the divine realm, without
taking notice of their widely differing valuation in society. In
other passages, the goes is nearly as badly regarded as the magos.
Menon, in the dialogue named after him, blames Socrates for
having him “enchanted and drugged and totally bewitched.” Socra-
tes, he continues, must have been happy to live in Athens, because
in many other Greek poleis he would have been arrested and ac-
cused of being a sorcerer (goes).!8 Athens, we learn incidentally,
had less severe legislation against sorcery than other Greek cities—
this might explain the amount of defixiones and voodoo-dolls
found in 5th and 4th century BCE Athens. Only much later, in his
Laws, Plato pleads for the introduction of severe laws against those
“who, having lost their humanity, think that the gods do not exist
or that they were careless or venal and who despise their fellow
human beings and seduce (psuchagogosi) many of the living by
pretending that they could seduce (psuchagogein) the souls of the
dead, and promise to persuade the gods through the magic of of-
ferings and prayers and incantations (thusiais kai euchais kai
epoidais goeteuein), thus proposing, in order to make money, to
destroy individuals, families and entire cities.” We have here the
same three activities already mentioned in the Republic: (1) se-
ducing the soul of the living and the dead, (2) healing the rich from
the consequences of their own misdeeds and of those of their
ancestors and, (3) practicing sorcery by means of divine help
obtained through rituals at least partly parallel to the polis rituals
(sacrifices and prayers) and, more specifically magical, through
incantations.

To the old Plato, thus, all these religious practices which the
begging priests and marginal mystagogues performed well outside
the world of polis religion were punishable offenses. The reason is
clear: the sorcerer is seen as a danger to the polis comparable to
the atheos, one who denies the existence of the gods. Both jeop-
ardize the just relation between human beings and gods. This would

17 plato, Symp. 202 E.
18 plato, Meno 80 B.
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cause the loss of what is specifically human—therefore, Plato calls
the sorcerer theriodes, “beastlike,” with a term used to characterize
precultural humankind, from the theories of Prodicus, Plato’s
senior, to late Greek philosophy.!?

The combination, finally, of goeteia and mageia occurs for the
first time with Gorgias, in his Encomium of Helena. Here, the
sophist speaks about the power of rhetorically effective words:
“The ecstatic incantations of words bring joy and drive away
gloom; because, when the power of incantation enters our soul with
the help of belief, it charms and persuades and transforms the soul
through goetic art. There are two techniques of goetic and magic
art (goeteia kai mageia): both are the error of the soul and the
illusion of belief.” Magic is an art of deception, and the power of
incantation rests on illusion—the negative connotations are evi-
dent. In the context of the text, this makes perfect sense: Gorgias
intends to exonerate Helen from the charge of adultery by pre-
senting her as an innocent victim of Paris’ overpowering magical
persuasion. To serve this end, flattering persuasion and magical
incantation are identified—in other contexts, Gorgias is perfectly
able to differentiate the two.20

This somewhat condensed analysis of Greek terminology of sor-
cery—goes, agurtes, mageia; goeteia, mageuein, goeteuein—
yields interesting results:

(1) What this lexical complex denotes is not identical to what
we would call magic in our contemporary definition. The Greek
terminology connects private mystery rituals with initiatory
sacrifices as well as divination and sorcery; their common denomi-
nator is that they do not belong to civic religion.

(2) The evaluation is ambiguous. Heraclitus and Plato despise
both magic and the mysteries, in the name of a spiritualized con-
ception of religion and the divine which they share but which is
somewhat at odds with religious tradition. On the other hand, there
were those Athenian citizens of the upper classes who believed in
the efficacy of magic and who therefore used the services offered
by the seers and begging priests; and the vast majority of Atheni-
ans must have shared their attitude. On a more panhellenic level,
one discerns a difference in the juridical assessment of these rituals:
in classical times, there were many Greek poleis in which sorcery

19 plato, legg. 10, 909 A.

20 Gorgias, DK 82 B 11, 10. For rhetoric and magic, see Jaqueline de Romilly,
Magic and Rhetoric in Ancient Greece (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1975).
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was severely punished. Plato joins this negative assessment, not for
juridical reasons, but from a more severe theological position.

Thus, we see that the Frazerian dichotomy between magic and
religion is already present in Heraclitus and in Plato: in the Laws,
goeteia is characterized by the intention to persuade the gods,
while the proper conduct would be to leave them free choice; they
know better than we what will prove useful to us. This comes close
to Frazer’s view that magic forces the gods, while religion prays
submissively. Keith Thomas had argued that the Frazerian dichot-
omy had its roots in Protestant theology of the 17th century?l;
even though correct, this is somewhat shortsighted, since the
dichotomy is deeply entrenched in the continuum of our cultural
heritage.

Among all those terms, only magos and related terms are not
attested before the 6th century BCE. Goes, a word without a good
Greek pedigree, preserves traces of more archaic functions well
attuned to its etymology: it derives from goos, ritual lament, and
the goes is a socially marginal figure connected with the passage of
the dead between the worlds. At least in Aeschylus, he is the one
who calls the souls from their graves, which can be seen as an
inversion of the more usual function implied in goos,?? to accom-
pany the dead to their grave. Goes then must have a long past
existence in Greece, although its first literary attestation does not
predate that of magos.

Thus the term which was to displace all concurring terms, the
Persian word magos (and its family of terms), is the most recent
one, introduced in the 5th century BCE. To Greeks and Romans
alike, the new word never lost its original association: mageia
always was the art of the Persian priests. But already in the later
4th century BCE, this art has lost its historically correct relations
with Persian ethnological realities. A fragment of Pseudo-
Aristotle’s dialogue Magikos points to this development: here the
author opposes the then current view that mageia was sorcery, in
the name of objective ethnography, asserting instead that “the

21 K. Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic. Studies in Popular Beliefs
in Sixteenth and Seventeenth Century England (London: Weidenfeld & Nicol-
son, 1971); see his “An anthropology of religion and magic II,” The Journal of
Interdisciplinary History 6 (1975): 91-109.

22 Aeschylus, Pers. 687.
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magoi do not know magical sorcery”; the ethnographer judges this
a defamation of Persian religion. He is not alone in Plato’s school
in doing this: the above mentioned definition of mageia in the
First Alcibiades (therapeia ton theon, “service of the gods”) must
have had the same polemical purpose.

Magic as something practiced by the priests of the Persians
means not only a foreign, exotic and barbarian practice, it also
means a practice emphatically opposed and hostile to the Greek
tradition. Its appearance in 5th century Athens goes together with
other signs for self-demarcation towards foreigners or outright
xenophobia.23 It also fits into a much wider mental structure which
has been pointed out by Tylor: in many different cultures, sorcery
and magic were thought to be the art of the hostile (or feared)
neighbors and were named accordingly, from “primitive” and
ancient Near Eastern cultures to the contemporary Swedes.24

Thus, the term magos originated not so much from real obser-
vation of Persian religion or from the presence of Persian priests
on Greek soil, but from the desire to designate certain ritual and
ideological attachments as foreign, unwanted, and dangerous, from
inside Greek (or Athenian) religion, not from outside it.

* * *

To understand the forces behind what was going on when the
Ionians and Athenians coined the term “Persian priests,” magoi,
for those religious specialists, one has to look back at the role
magic and related phenomena played in Archaic Greece. Again,
terminology is helpful.

Among the earliest terms is pharmakon and its verb pharmat-
tein. In Archaic Greece, the word is not confined to what we would
call magic. Helen uses an Egyptian pharmakon to drive away the
gloomy mood of Menelaos and Telemachos, and Circe transforms
Ulysses’ crew into swine with the help of a pharmakon.25 Ancient
scholars already explained this by referring to witchcraft, and seen
from their much later point of view, they might be right; but to
the members of Homeric society, these pharmaka were potent
drugs with supernatural, “magical” effects, but they were not used

23 See Edith Hall, Inventing the Barbarian (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989);
R. Garland, Introducing New Gods (London: Duckworth, 1992), 145-50.

24 E B Tylor, Primitive Culture. Researches Into the Development of My-
thology, Philosophy, Religion, Art and Custom (London: John Murray, 1873),
1.113-17.

25 Helen; Homer, Od. 4,221, Circe: ibid. 10, 388ss.
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for sorcery and witchcraft. The same word indicates a drug for
healing wounds or for poison which ends a life in an unexpected
way; Ulysses has to find a pharmakon to poison his arrows, and
the suitors are afraid that Telemachos went away to procure him-
self a pharmakon which could kill them secretly.26 Again, here we
see substances whose effect goes beyond ordinary power—but here,
we would categorize them not as magical but as medical or crimi-
nal.

Another Homeric term is epaoidé/epoidé, “incantation,” a ver-
bal utterance with supernatural effect. The only Homeric attesta-
tion values it positively: Ulysses’ uncles use an epaoide to stop the
bleeding from his wound after he has been attacked by a boar. The
word keeps its healing connotations as late as Plato, who uses it in
long lists of medical therapies, drugs, burning, cutting, and incanta-
tion.27 Plato also knows its negative “magical” connotation, but in
his time, the differentiation between magical and scientific medi-
cine has barely begun.

Thus, in Archaic Greece, no differentiation is made in the wider
sphere of sorcery, healing and surreptitious killing. A myth told as
late as Pindar, in his 4th Pythian Ode of 462 BCE, confirms this.
Pindar narrates the well-known myth of how Jason seduced the
young Medea in Kolchis and adds an otherwise unattested detail: in
order to attain his goal, Jason used erotic magic, in a ritual which
made use of a well-attested magical wheel, the iynx. If the descrip-
tion of an epic hero taking refuge in magic would strike us as odd,
even more so does the etiological myth which Pindar narrates:
Jason had been taught this magical art by none other than Aphro-
dite; for Jason, the goddess “brought the first time the mad bird
(the iynx) to men and taught incantations and prayers to the wise
son of Aison.” Pindar tells a myth about the origin of a specific
item of our present culture. Aphrodite taught Jason erotic magic,
as Dionysus had taught the use of wine to Icarius, and as Demeter
taught the cultivation of domestic crops to Triptolemos. The
myth tells its story quite neutrally, and we do not seem faced with
something special or even unwanted. Erotic magic is just an inte-
gral part of the archaic cultural outfit.28

26 Healing: Homer, lliad 4,190. 11,846. 13,392; Od. 4,230. 11,741. 22,94;
Odysseus: Od. 1,261; the suitors: Od. 2,329.

27 Odysseus: Od.19,450s.; Plato: Rep. 426 B; see also Pindar, Pyth. 4,217,
Sophocles, Aias 582.

28 pindar, Pyth. 4,213ss. See now also V. Pirenne-Delforge, “L’iynge dans le
discours mythique et les procédures magiques,” Kernos 6 (1993): 277-89.



38 CHAPTER TWO

Thus, the introduction of magos and related terms during the
5th century BCE and its consequent success indicates a deep and
radical change in the attitude towards magic. Even more, this
change results from the constitution of what will finally be, in our
Western cultural matrix, the province of magic as opposed to
religion.

This development in terminology corresponds to a major
change in religious mentality, the evolution of magic (or rather
mageia) as an autonomous domain among religious phenomena. In
Greece, there were two main forces at work to bring about this
change of paradigm.

One of these forces is the development of what we would call a
philosophical theology, already discussed in the analysis of Plato.
In traditional cosmology and theology, there was no doubt that
communication between humans and gods (or rather, between
humans and the superhuman forces, the daimones, heroes, theoi)
was easy. Humans were able to communicate with them through
ritual; sacrifice and prayer persuaded the gods to help human beings
fulfill their aims. Criticism of this view began in the generation of
Heraclitus. The Ephesian philosopher censured traditional ritual
practices, not only those of the mystery cults and of the magoi,
but also traditional purification and Bacchic ritual, which to him
were either blasphemous or obscene, or both.2? Plato was even
more explicit. In the Laws, he counts the sorcerers among those
who think that the gods either do not exist or are careless and
mercenary, a belief which contradicts the Platonic concept of
divinity as pure good, as a supreme being which cares for human-
kind in a perfect way and to which humankind surrenders happily.

The other force at work is medical science, which also in the
later 5th century begins to constitute itself as an autonomous
domain. The key text for this development is the treatise On the
Sacred Disease, whose author, an unknown Hippocratean physi-
cian from the late 5th century, vehemently opposes the idea that
epilepsy (the “sacred disease™) had supernatural causes. The physi-
cian attacks on two fronts. On the one hand, he opposes the
traditional etiology of the disease as resulting from divine interfer-
ence and possession. He accuses “men like the sorcerers (magoi),
purification priests (kathartai), begging priests (agurtai) and quacks
(alazones) of today” to have brought forward this religious expla-

29 Heraclitus, DK 12 B 15, 5.
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nation “in order to hide their own weakness” in healing it. The
religious explanation of epilepsy is just a pretense of bungling
quacks. Even more, this explanation is a fraud: “By inventing this
explanation, they pretend to know more, and they deceive people
(exapatosi anthropous) by prescribing purificatory and cathartic
rituals.”30 Therefore, they do not adhere to true religion
(eusebeia), but to a punishable aberration (asebeia), a sort of
atheism. Plato’s position in the Laws springs to mind: the physi-
cian embraces the same spiritualized theology as Plato or, before
him, Heraclitus. He persists on this accusation: the priests pretend
to be able to influence the course of nature through their magical
sacrifices (mageuon kai thuon), but by doing so they make claim
to powers which belong to the gods only, to powers superior even
to those of the gods, since they claim to be able to force the gods
and to use them hke their slaves. “Thus, to me, they seem to be
impious and to suppose that there are no gods,” since the divine
defines itself as absolutely superior to any human being.3!

There is a second line of attack within ancient medical science.
The therapy of the physicians makes use of the same rationality as
that of the seers: both first observe the symptoms, in order to
arrive at the adequate therapy. But the two sorts of therapists start
from different symptoms and therefore arrive at different thera-
pies. The cathartic priests, who understand epilepsy as spirit pos-
session, look for signs which would allow them to recognize the
superhuman power at work in the patient: if he should bleat like a
goat, it is the Mother of the Gods who is responsible; if he should
neigh like a horse, it would be Poseidon. All this is perfectly within
the laws of causality: the divine agent is recognized by a sound of a
sacred animal which in turn reveals the divine agent at work. This
immediately leads to therapy: one possessed by the Mother of the
Gods has to abstain from all the products of the goat, from its
milk, its cheese, and its leather. To this, physicians oppose their
own etiology, which starts from the bodily functions and is based in
a series of somatic observations, and from them the physicians
recommend a particular medical therapy.

What separates the seer and the physician is not rationality but
cosmology. Whereas for the seer the disease is the result of divine
intervention, for the physician all diseases have natural causes.

30 Pseudo-Hippocrates, De morbo sacro 4. See esp. G. E. R. Lloyd, Magic,
Reason, and Experience. Studies in the Origin and Development of Greek
Science (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), chap. 1.

31 pseudo-Hippocrates, De morbo sacro 31.
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Nature is a closed system, homogeneous and radically separated
from the divine world; never and nowhere do gods, demons and
heroes interfere with the course of nature. Concomitantly, on the
level of theology, people are not able to penetrate into the divine
world.

Thus, two intellectual developments in the Greek world caused
magic to become a proper domain inside religion, a domain attrib-
uted to specialists, magoi, goetes, agurtai: the rise of philosophical
theology as a radicalization and purification of traditional, civic
theology, and the rise of scientific medicine, based on the concep-
tion of nature as a homogeneous and closed system. Both of these
developments have a similar result: they stress the separation
between the world of nature (humans included) and the divine
realm. Philosophers and physicians become the enemies of the
sorcerers, and magos, in this debate, becomes a term of polemic
and denigration.

Three final remarks come to mind:

(1) Once again, one has to underline that we have to do with
more than what is commonly called magic: the philosophical and
medical opposition concerns an entire set of ritual practices and
beliefs outside civic religion—Bacchic mysteries, private ecstasy
rituals, purifications, and “black magic.”

(2) The opposition to magic has nothing to do with civic relig-
ion. It is not the polis which opposes the magoi, it is on the con-
trary a debate among marginals. Philosophers and physicians are
barely less marginal towards the polis than itinerant priests: phi-
losophers and physicians have their own associations, and philo-
sophical theology is different and often at odds with civic theol-
ogy. The towns can oppose magic, as the Menon passage demon-
strates, but this opposition concerns only the damage done, never
the entire complex of mageia which philosophers and physicians
attacked.

(3) Finally, we saw that the Frazerian opposition between magic
and religion and the tendency to separate the two through their
differing attachment towards the superhuman world is present
already in Plato. We now see that the other Frazerian dichotomy,
between magic and science, is present in the late 5th century: for
the Hippocratic thinker, as for Frazer, magic and science share
their rationality—but the magician starts from the wrong premises,
and the Hippocratic thinker adds that the magoi constrain the
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gods. Obviously, the Frazerian categories are not simply ethnocen-
tric, they are so in very fundamental ways.32

* * *

Before becoming our modem term “magic,” Greek mageia and
magos had to become Latin magia and magus—terms which occur
relatively late and at the same moment when consciousness of and
reflection about magic as something essentially different sets in.33
First, in the age of Cicero, the terms denote Persian ethnographi-
cal facts, as in Herodotus’ Greek, and only later, in the famous
history of magic in the 30th book of Pliny’s Natural History, they
signify more or less what we would call magic.34

In Republican Rome, as in Archaic Greece, magic was never
thought as something special and radically different from religion
or medicine. Already at the time of the Twelve Tablets, Roman
authorities were opposed to sorcery, to incantamenta, “spells”—
but only to those which threatened established rights of possession;
there were other incantamenta used for healing which even the
severe Cato recommended. And the law which Imperial Rome used
against sorcery, the lex Cornelia de sicariis et veneficis
(promulgated by the dictator Sulla in 81 BCE) was originally not
aimed at sorcerers but at murderers: sicarii are those who kill
openly, by force of a weapon, venefici are those who kill secretly,
through poison or magic. Again, what we would call magic is not
thought as something different.

In contrast to Greece, it is more difficult to explain why, at
about the time of the Emperor Augustus, Roman society started to
differentiate between magic on the one hand and both religion and
science on the other, in order to marginalize it. One important
factor must have been the overwhelming influence of Greek
thinking conspicuous in Pliny’s account and in the invasion of

32 For another attestation of the dichotomy well before the age of the Reforma-
tion, see Galeotto Marzio, “Culturae et religionis nomen potius quam scientiae et
magia et alchimia subibunt,” in De doctrina promiscua, ed. M. Frezza (Naples: R.
Pironti, 1949), 11.

33 Fundamental for Roman magic is the essay by R. Garosi, “Indagini sulla
formazione del concetto di magia nella cultura romana,” in Paolo Xella, ed.,
Magia. Studi di storia delle religioni in memoria di R. Garosi (Rome: Bulzoni,
1976), 13-79; see also Anne-Marie Tupet, “Rites magiques dans 1’antiquité
romaine,” in ANRW, 2.16.3: 2591-2675.

34 Cicero, divin. 1,46 and 1,91, legg. 2,26; Catullus, c. 90; Pliny, nat. hist. 30,
1ss.
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Eastern magical practice evident from Tacitus’ account of the
death of Germanicus.35 Another factor was political. The reigns of
Augustus’ heirs, from Tiberius to Nero, were littered with the
victims of witchcraft accusation: it proved a horribly efficient
weapon for the removal of unwanted opponents.36 Thus, the
combination of enlightenment and political ruthlessness might, in
the end, have laid the foundation of the concept of magic as we
now use it.

35 Tacitus, ann. 2,69; it has close parallels in Near Eastern practice.

36 See especially R. MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman Order. Treason, Un-
rest, and Alienation in the Empire (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1966).



CHAPTER THREE

THE RELIGIOUS, SOCIAL, AND LEGAL PARAMETERS OF
TRADITIONAL EGYPTIAN MAGIC

Robert K. Ritner

To set the stage for this discussion,! I would ask you to consider
a recent advertisement for a volume entitled Religion, Science,
and Magic:

Every culture makes the distinction between “true religion” and magic. A
particular action and its result may be termed “miraculous” while another
is rejected as the work of the devil.2

The implications of this sweeping declaration are transparent:
every society contrasts religion and magic, and religion produces
miracles while magic is the work of a devil. While it is hardly fair
to hold advertising copy to the critical standards of scholarship,
the statement does express—quite succinctly—the traditional
assumptions surrounding the concept of “magic” and those of the
volume’s editors.3 In scholarly discussions, just these assumptions
have been held explicitly, or more often implicitly, since Sir James
G. Frazer’s Golden Bough of 1910.4 What is most clear, however,
in this statement and its underlying assumptions is its Western bias
(Greco-Roman and Judeo-Christian), assuming distinctions between

!This essay is an expanded adaptation of the author’s note entitled
“Egyptian Magic: Questions of Legitimacy, Religious Orthodoxy and Social
Deviance,” published in Alan B. Lloyd, ed., Religion and Society in Ancient
Egypt, J. Gywn Griffiths Festschrift (Swansea, Wales: University College of
Swansea, 1993), 189-200. .

2 Advance flier for J. Neusner, E. Frerichs and P. McCracken Flesher, eds., Re-
ligion, Science and Magic (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989); now pub-
lished inside the volume’s dust jacket.

3 Cf. Neusner, ibid., vii: “fairly well-accepted and clearly defined distinction
between religion in the form of miracle and magic,” and p. 4: “Religious systems
of thought mark the boundary and center of a community, defining its identity, in
part through making a distinction between true religion and magic. They do so,
for example, by designating one act and its result as a miracle, and another as the
work of the devil.”

4 Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough, Part I, The Magic Art and the Evolution
of Kings (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1910).
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magic and religion because we in the West have made such a distinc-
tion, and even dragging the specifically Judeo-Christian devil into
the picture. In the following essay, I wish to confront such
“general theories of magic” with the explicit evidence of Egypt,
and see to what extent one may reasonably espouse universal
definitions of magic.

At the outset, a definition of “magic” is critical for any discus-
sion of the problem since there is no consensus on the meaning of
the term in English, leaving aside the wider problem of concepts
equated with “magic” in other cultures. Most often, the English
term is bandied about as if an implicit consensus existed, yet this
can easily be proved to be false, not only by widespread contempo-
rary scholarly disagreement on the topic, but by the unstandardized
ways in which the term has been used historically.® Thus, the
Romans prosecuted the early Christians for practicing magic. In
turn, the politically secure Catholic Church prosecuted pagan
Romans for magic, only to be charged again with magic by schis-
matic Protestant critics during the Reformation.6 Are we to believe
that all these groups were accused of performing the same acts?
Certainly not. The later Protestants thought the Catholics openly
performed rites before idols, which is exactly what would have
exonerated them from the charge of magic in the eyes of the
Romans. Magic here is simply the religious practices of one group
viewed with disdain by another. As in the quoted advertisement,
the concept “magic” serves to distinguish “us” from “them,” but it
has no universal content. Your religion is my magic, and thus in
English, Africa has no priests but “witchdoctors.” Any under-
standing of the Western concept of magic must acknowledge this
inherent negative connotation and trace it to its roots: the Greek

5 For an overview of conflicting theories of magic, see W. Gutekunst,
“Zauber,” in W. Helck and E. Otto, eds., Lexikon der Agyptologie (Wiesbaden:
Otto Harrassowitz, 1986), 6.1320-55. An extended discussion of the various
Western uses of “magic” and its relationship to Egyptian concepts is contained
in R. Ritner, The Mechanics of Ancient Egyptian Magical Practice, SAOC 54
(Chicago: The Oriental Institute, 1993). See also idem, “Horus on the Croco-
diles: A Juncture of Religion and Magic in Late Dynastic Egypt,” in W. K.
Simpson, ed., Religion and Philosophy in Ancient Egypt, Yale Egyptological
Studies 3 (New Haven: Yale University, 1989), 103-16.

6 See Peter Brown, “Sorcery, Demons and the Rise of Christianity from Late
Antiquity into the Middle Ages,” in Mary Douglas, ed., Witchcraft Confessions
and Accusations (London: Tavistock Publications, 1970), 17-45, and Keith V.
Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic (London;: Weidenfeld and Nichol-
son, 1971), 51-77 et passim .



TRADITIONAL EGYPTIAN RELIGION 45

terms mageia (practitioner: magos) and goeteia (practitioner:
goes ).’

The latter term goeteia, which originally may have described
native priestly or shamanistic practices among the earliest Greeks,
is consistently employed in historical periods to express “trickery,
fraud, hucksterism,” or “evil sorcery.” At odds with contemporary
cult, goeteia was no longer religion, whatever its origins. By con-
trast, the term mageia (> English “magic”) originally designated
the alien religious practices of Medean priests, the Magi. By the
3rd century BCE, however, Aristotle uses mageia and goeteia as
comparable expressions, and though the original meaning as
“Persian religion” survives, mageia had been popularly stigmatized
as alien “non-religion,” or “magic.”® In post-Socratic philosophi-
cal circles, mageia was held to make use of good daimones (spirits
lower than the gods of religion), while goeteia utilized evil dai-
mones, thus producing the categories of good and evil (“white” and
“black”) magic. In Roman society, the cognate Latin category of
magia underwent the same “demonization” as the Greek mageia,
and subsumed as well the evil overtones of goéteia. Bequeathed to
the Judeo-Christian world, these terms were readily serviceable,
since all “paganism” was “non-religion” in the service of demons,
not God. As a label for unacceptable or outmoded pseudo-religion,
“magic” was equally useful for Reformation Protestants and early
ethnographers. Modern Western terms for “magic” are all depend-
ent upon this stemma of meanings, and function primarily as
designations for that which we as a society do not accept, and
which has overtones of the supernatural or the démonic (but not of
the divine). It is important to stress that this pejorative connota-
tion has not been grafied onto the notion of magic as the result of
any recent theoretical fancy, but is inherent in Western terminol-
ogy virtually from its beginning. It constitutes the essential core of
the Westem concept of magic.

7 For the evolution of these terms, see Eugene Tavenner, Studies in Magic
Jrom Latin Literature (New York: Columbia University Press, 1916), 1-5;
Morton Smith, Jesus the Magician (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1978), 69-
74; idem, “On the Lack of a History of Greco-Roman Magic,” in Heinz Heinen,
ed., Althistorische Studien, Hermann Bengston Festschrift, Historia Einzel-
schriften 40 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1983), 251-57; and A. F. Segal,
“Hellenistic Magic: Some Questions of Definition,” in R. Van den Broek and M.
J. Vermaseren, eds., Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religions Presented
to Gilles Quispel (Leiden: E. J. Brll, 1981), 349-75.

8 See E. Tavenner, Studies in Magic, 3.
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Despite this underlying bond between Western terms, however,
in actual practice it has often proved difficult (if not impossible) to
make clear determinations of magic in specific cases, even from
the perspective of Western society. Depending upon an individ-
ual’s predilection, the same text or act may be classified as
“magical,” “religious,” or (most evasively) “magico-religious.”
The problem, especially for secular scholars, has been to determine
just what factors should constitute the unacceptable “non-us,” the
necessary and sufficient quotient which separates magic from
religion, medicine and science. In my own volume on Egyptian
magical techniques, I adopted a specific working definition of
magic from the modern Western perspective as comprising “any
activity which seeks to obtain its goal by methods outside the
simple laws of cause and effect.”!0 This definition of “magic” is
serviceable for analyzing elements of our own and other cultures
from our cultural perspective; it does not, however, make any
pretence of being universally valid from the perspectives of those
other cultures. This is in direct contrast to most designations of
magic, which proclaim universal applicability at all times and in all
places.

The oldest, and most common, 19th century “universal” defini-
tion of magic was obtained by generalizing (Protestant) Judeo-
Christian theological assumptions about piety vs. rote ritual, seen
as a contrast between “higher” ethics vs. “lower” mechanistic
practices. Best summarized by W. J. Goode in 1949, this approach
distinguishes “religion” by the pious attitude of its practitioner, the
humble supplications of its prayers, and the noble, all-inclusive
world view of its rituals and theology.!! In contrast, “magic”
demanded hubris and blasphemy of its devotees, its spells (not
called prayers) did not beg but threatened, and its goals were imme-
diate, limited and personal. This view still has its devotees and is
cited with approval in David E. Aune’s 1980 discussion of “Magic
in Early Christianity.”12 As we shall see with regard to Egypt,
problems with this definition are legion, not least because it re-
quires the investigator to intuit subjectively the attitude of the
ancient practitioner. This is not often easy or even possible. This
approach is also of limited scholarly value as a descriptive tool,

9 See the references in R. Ritner, “Horus on the Crocodiles,” 103 n. 4.

10 R, Ritner, The Mechanics of Ancient Egyptian Magical Practice , 67-72.

11w, J. Goode, “Magic and Religion: A Continuum,” Ethnos 14 (1949):
172-82.

12 pavid E. Aune, “Magic in Early Christianity,” in ANRW, 2.23.2: 1512-16.
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since it usually merely demonstrates that non-Judeo-Christian
societies function in ways non-Judeo-Christian. In any case, the
posed dichotomy is clear: magic is outside of religion; it is inher-
ently unorthodox.

An alternate, sociological approach to defining a “universal”
concept of magic is to be found in the early theories of Emile
Durkheim and Marcel Mauss, who generalize Latin legal codes and
thus stigmatize magic as anti-social and illegal behavior.!? Seizing
upon the latter characteristic, Jonathan Z. Smith, Peter Brown,
and Morton Smith have argued that illegality is “the one universal
characteristic” of magic.!4 On the other hand, the notion of anti-
social behavior was selected by David Aune, who views magic
within the framework of recent studies on “social deviance.” Aune
considers magic to be “universally regarded as a form of deviant
behavior,” that is to say, “conduct that departs significantly from
the norms set for people in their social statuses.”!> A similar
distinction is assumed by Jacob Neusner, who opposes religion and
magic as “what is normative and what is aberrational in religious
situations.”1® Unlike the absolute theological categories posited by
Goode, such theories do acknowledge the varying content of magic
according to cultural bias (“what I do is a miracle, but what you do
is magic”).!7 Like the previous theory, however, they assume that
the distinction between magic and religion is itself universal. Again
the dichotomies are clear; magic is not legal and not socially nor-
mative.

One final set of theories should be mentioned before addressing
the Egyptian evidence, and those are the varying anthropological
approaches. At base indistinguishable from theological approaches
(higher piety vs. lower mechanics), the early work of Frazer fo-
cused on its sympathetic character, adding the distinctions of
homeopathic magic (like makes like) and contagious magic (items
in contact form permanent bonds, i.e., act as relics). All magic was

13 See Emile Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life (New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1915); and Marcel Mauss, 4 General Theory of
Magic (New York: W. W. Norton and Co., 1975; reprint, Paris: L’Année so-
ciolo;ique, 1902-03).

14 Jonathan Z. Smith, Map is not Territory (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978), 192;
following Peter Brown, “Sorcery, Demons and the Rise of Christianity,” 17-45;
and Morton Smith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973), 220-37.

15 David E. Aune, “Magic in Early Christianity,” 1515.

16 Jacob Neusner, “Introduction,” in Religion, Science and Magic, 5.

17 Neusner, ibid., 4-5.
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reduced to these terms, and once designated, there was nothing
more to be said.!8 In response to this reductionism, E. E. Evans-
Pritchard devised a new vocabulary sensitive to cultural distinctions
based upon and devised for a single culture: the Zande of the Sudan.
From Zande concepts Evans-Pritchard distinguished two forms of
hostile magic: (1) the conscious performance of illegal rites and
spells, and (2) mangu, an innate psychic emanation from an
internal bodily substance which produces injury. The former he
called “sorcery,” the latter “witchcraft.”!® Though expressly
designed as a reaction against general theories of magic, Evans-
Pritchard’s terms have now been granted universal validity by his
successors, and this ironic turn of events has produced the only
“universal” theory of magic based on African preconceptions
rather than Greco-Roman or Judeo-Christian ones. Under the guise
of “witchcraft,” mangu is now sought in Europe, the Middle East
and ancient Egypt.20

Armed with this plethora of theories, it is to Egypt that we may
at last turn. Fortunately for studies of Egyptian magic, a native
term and concept are readily at hand, since in the Coptic Christian
period magia and its biblical cognates were equated with Coptic
QIK, as can be demonstrated by a representative passage from the
“Martyrdom of Saint George”:

This man is a magician (“a man who does @JK”) because by means of
his AATIA he set demons before us.2!

Coptic @IR derives from Pharaonic hk3, and about pagan hk3
we are very well informed indeed.??2 At the beginning of time,

18 Sir J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough, 1.52 ff.

19 E. E. Evans-Pritchard, Witchcraft, Oracles, and Magic among the Azande
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1937), 8-12.

20 Cf. Max Marwick, ed., Witchcraft and Sorcery (Middlesex: Penguin Books,
1970), 19 et passim; S. Walters, “The Sorceress and her Apprentice,” JCS 23
(1970-71): 27-38; and J. F. Borghouts, “Magie,” in Lexikon der Agyptologie,
3.1144.

211, Balestri and H. Hyvernant, eds., Acta Martyrum II, CSCO 6 (Paris: Im-
primerie Nationale, 1924), 292.

22 The following discussion of hk3 is primarily indebted to H. Te Velde, “The
God Heka in Egyptian Theology,” JEOL 21 (1969-70): 175-86. See further the
literature gathered in L. K4kosy, “Heka,” in Lexikon der Agyptologie, 2.1108-
10, and the analysis in R. Ritner, The Mechanics of Ancient Egyptian Magical
Practice , 14-28.
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before the creation of the world, the creator conceived in his heart
the force of hk3, at once creative logos and source of all cosmic
dynamics. Reminiscent of the Christian Logos of the Gospel of
John, hk 3 became embodied as a divine personality, Heka, and the
recipient of a cult in his capacity as first emanation (ba) from the
creator. All subsequent creation (the universe with its gods and
men) was subject to this first-born son. As Heka himself states in
an address to the gods in Coffin Text Spell 261,

I am he whom the Unique Lord made before duality had yet come into
being . . . I am the son of Him who gave birth to the universe . . . I am
the protection of that which the Unique Lord has ordained . . . I am he
who gave life to the Ennead of gods . . . I have come to take my position
that I might receive my dignity, for to me belonged the universe before
you gods had come into being. Down, you who have come afterward. I
am Heka.?3

The threatening posture which Heka adopts in his final remarks
is characteristic, for as a Berlin hymn declares, “Everyone trem-
bles when his [scil. “the creator’s”] ba comes into being, Heka
who has power over the gods.”?* As Heka, “magic” is accorded
primary divine status with which subsequent deities identify by
means of the epithet wr-hk3(.w) “great of magic.”?5 A similar
identification motivated the Coffin Text passage quoted above,
which was to be recited by a private individual who thereby became
the god Heka and controlled the gods.26 To understand Egyptian
“magic,” one must understand the nature of Heka.

Late speculation explained the name Heka as “The First
Work,” but the original significance of hk3 seems rather to be
“The One who Consecrates Imagery” (< hwy-k3).27 As the crea-
tor called the world into being by word or deed, it was the force of
hk 3 which empowered his actions, translating divine “ideal” speech
and action into its “tangible” reflection here below. Every temple
ritual which reenacts or supports these actions entails the “real

23 A. De Buck and A. Gardiner, The Egyptian Coffin Texts Il , OIP 64
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1947), 382-89.

24 W. Wolf, “Der Berliner Ptah-Hymnus,” Zeitschrift fiir Agyptische Sprache
und_Altertumskunde 64 (1929): 40-41, 11. 8-9 (col. 11, 7).

25 Bibliographical summary in Ingrid Nebe, “Werethekau,” Lexikon der
Agyptologie, 6.1221-24. By this affiliation with hk3, various gods, kings,
crowns, and staves are affiimed in their abilities to coerce yet other deities,
events, etc.

26 The spell is entitled “To Become the God Heka.”

27 H. Te Velde, “The God Heka in Egyptian Theology,” 179-80.
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presence” of hk3, and consequently that of the creator of whom
hk3 is an emanation. Thus in discussing spells (73.w), the sun god
Re states,

Behold, Heka himself is in them. As for him who swallows/knows them,
there am 1.28

This statement contains within itself an example of the
“imagistic” nature of the magical process, for the Egyptian word
<m, “to swallow,” comes to mean “to know.” Thus, by the act of
swallowing the dissolved ink of a text one acquires the reflex of the
action, innate knowledge of the text’s content.?? If the force of
hk 3 is to be understood as functioning through “consecrated im-
agery,” then it would represent the fundamental principle underly-
ing all orthodox temple cult, indeed all ritual—whether state or
private, public or clandestine. The same force would be felt to
animate both beneficent and hostile “magic” as well. Gods and
demons both use hk3; the term “magician” (hk3y) is morally
neutral, equally applicable to heroes and villains, Egyptians and
foreigners.30 It is significant that Re’s acknowledgement of the
true efficacy of spells appears within a context describing the work
of hostile “magicians.” There is no distinction here of authentic
“miracle” vs. debased or fraudulent “magic.”

The “imagistic” process is shown repeatedly on Egyptian tem-
ple reliefs in which the king’s ritual presentation of food, diadems
and prisoners is a reflection of the god’s granting of life, prosper-
ity, and victory, each object offered being a tangible image of its
abstract counterpart. The essential unity of the divine and royal
actor is concretely embodied in the person of the Pharaoh, who is

28 The Book of the Heavenly Cow, 11. 218-20; see E. Homung, Der dgyptische
Mythos von der Himmelskuh (Freiburg: Universitatsverlag, 1982), 20 and 44.

29 R. Ritner, “Horus on the Crocodiles,” 107-08.

30 For the use of hk3 by demons, see the description of Apep in Papyrus
Bremner-Rhind, col. 29/19: “his utterance, his magic (hk3), and his spells are
caused to withdraw.” The “amoral” nature of “magician” is easily shown, for the
term is applied equally to the king (e.g., Pyramid Text spell 472), the gods, temple
personnel, and foreign “sorcerers.” For the profession, see the literature gathered
in J. F. Borghouts, “Magie,” Lexikon der Agyptologie, 3.1146. For hostile
magicians, cf n. 28, above, and the numerous examples gathered in I. E. S. Ed-
wards, Oracular Amuletic Decrees of the Late New Kingdom, HPBM 4 (London:
British Museum, 1960), 124 (index, s.v. hk3). A supposed distinction between
creative magic (3hw) and destructive magic (hk3) has been suggested by
Borghouts in Lexikon der Agyptologie, 3.1139. A full refutation of this sugges-
tion appears in R. Ritner, The Mechanics of Ancient Egyptian Magical Practice,
30-35.
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at once god and living image, expressed theologically in such
names as Twt-<nph-Imn, Shm-<nh-Imn, or Tlt-nh-R€
“The living image of Amon/Re.” Obviously, Pharaoh cannot
perform every rite in all temples, and thus these were performed
by his image, the priest. It is the priesthood which composed,
collected and performed rites and spells for both public and private
ceremonies, not merely imitating gods, but becoming them. By an
intricate series of consciously elaborated imagery, humans may
exploit the powers of the primordial gods.

The very notions of divinity and imagery are conjoined in
Egyptian thought; the conventional term for “god” (nir) has as its
root meaning “image,” as is revealed by an Old Kingdom relief
from the tomb of Nefermaat that is now in the Oriental Institute
Museum in Chicago.3! Gods, humans, animals, objects, actions, and
words are all part-of a fluid continuum of projected divine images
without sharp divisions. Humans in particular were formed from
the creator’s tears, are instructed to confront “the god who is
within you,”3? regularly become gods at death, and in exceptional
cases during life. By virtue of this “Great Chain of Being,” humans
are justified in equating themselves with one, several or all of the
gods, and, following divine prototypes, may or must threaten other
gods during ritual performance.33 This practice is without hubris (a
specifically Greek cultural notion), and in complete orthodoxy.
Such “magic” was the express gift of the creator, and a list of god’s
benefactions for humanity concludes the mention of the creation
of heaven, earth, air, food and government by stating,

It was in order to be weapons to ward off the blow of events that he (god)
made magic for them (humanity).34

Consider the implications of this weapon in Pyramid Text Spell
539:

31 Oriental Institute Museum 9002; see W. Spiegelberg, “‘n tr.w’ ‘Gotter’ =
‘Bilder’,” Zeitschrift fiir Agyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 65 (1930):
120-21.

32 Adolf Erman and Hermann Grapow, Warterbuch der dgyptischen Sprache,
2nd edition (Berlin and Leipzig: Akademie-Verlag, 1957), 2.359/3.

33 S. Sauneron, “Aspects et sort d’un thdme magique égyptien: les menaces
incluant les dieux,” Bulletin de la Société Frangaise d’Egyptologie 8 (1951):
11-21; and H. Grapow, “Bedrohungen der Gotter durch Verstorbenen,” Zeit-
schrift fiir Agyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 49 (1911): 48-54.

34 A. Volten, Zwei altigyptische politische Schriften, AnAe 4 (Copenhagen:
Einar Munksgaard, 1945), 75 and 78.
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Every god who will not build this stairway of the king for him . . . will
have no offering bread, will have no sunshade . . . It is not the king who
says this against you, O gods, it is Heka who says this against you, O
gods.3s

In the same light should be understood the common greeting for-
mula of New Kingdom letters: “I say to all the gods, ‘Make you
healthy,’” using the imperative.36 Such religious practices provided
a ready source of confusion and scandal to late, contemporary
Greek theologians whose religious norms and expectations were
quite alien.37 As our modern theological preconceptions are largely
derived from Greek categories, it is hardly surprising that contem-
porary theory is equally ill at ease with a system incorporating
ritualized divinization, blessing and cursing: a single system for
gods, men and “devils,” cultural “insiders” and “outsiders” (both
“us” and “them”).

All of these complexities are entailed in the concept of hk3,
and notions of “sympathetic magic,” piety vs. ritual, or unortho-
doxy are either woefully inadequate to describe the situation, or
simply wrong. Heka cannot be opposed to Egyptian religion, since
it is the force which animates Egyptian religion. The techniques of
hk3 are in every case those of temple ritual, serving for both
public and private concerns. General calendrical rituals and per-
sonal “crisis rites” overlap and should not be contrasted.3® Nor is
there a real distinction between public and private practitioner, for
Egypt had no itinerant magicians who acted outside of orthodox
religion, no witches or warlocks on the social fringe. With literacy
restricted to 1% of the population, only the scribally-trained
priesthood could compose and use the complex magical texts.3?

35 K. Sethe, Die altigyptischen Pyramidentexte (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs,
1908-10), 2.234-35.

36 ymy snbsk; e.g., A. Gardiner, Late Egyptian Miscellanies, Bib Aeg 7
(Brussels: Fondation égyptologique reine Elisabeth, 1937), 5/16, 7/2, 8/12, etc.

37 Cf. the response of lamblichus to Porphyry in De mysteriis Aegyptiorum,
in Edouard des Places, ed. and trans., Jamblique, Les Mystéres d’Egypte (Paris:
Société d’Edition <<Belles Lettres>>, 1966), 146 ff. and 186-88.

38 This dichotomy is suggested in M. Titiev, “A Fresh Approach to the Prob-
lem of Magic and Religion,” Southwestern Journal of Anthropology 16 (1960):
292-98; and followed in Jorgen P. Serensen, “The Argument in Ancient Egyp-
tian Magical Formulae,” Acta Orientalia 45 (1984): 6. Cf, however, the Apep
ritual of Papyrus Bremner-Rhind, col. 23/6-9, performed without modification at
specific public festivals and for private use “likewise any day.”

9 J. Baines and C. J. Eyre, “Four Notes on Literacy,” Géttingen Miszellen 61
(1983): 65-96. The only exceptions to priestly control of magical texts occur at
the aberrant, restricted community of Deir el-Medineh where, in the absence of a
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Like “religious” hymns and prayers, “magical”’ recitations of
healing and cursing were drafted, compiled, edited and stored in the
temple scriptorium (pr-<np).40 Thus it is intrinsically logical that
the literate lector-priest (hry-hb.t) should be the most commonly
designated magical practitioner in ancient Egypt.#! As priests
served in the temples in rotation, it was the off-duty priest who
acted as community magician and guardian of temple secrets. The
complete kit of one such priest has been found from the 18th-17th
century BCE, labeled with his title hry-sst3 “Chief of myster-
ies.”¥2 The “mysteries” are the spells themselves, the property of
the temple scriptorium.43

From the foregoing remarks, it should be clear that “magic” (as
either hk3 or as “activity not based on the simple laws of cause
and effect”) was by no means illegal or socially deviant in Egypt.
Even hostile magic was not inherently illegal. Using images of wax
and clay, priests regularly performed rites for cursing gods, men
and demons with perfect legality, and the famous execration texts
of the 3rd to 2nd millennia BCE include sections for Egyptians as
well as foreigners.#* One 4th century BCE temple ritual contains
provisions for cursing personal enemies, declaring, “If this spell is

professional priesthood, workers acted as their own priests, and thus had access
to material restricted elsewhere.

40 See A. Gardiner, “The House of Life,” JEA 24 (1938): 157-79; L. Habachi
and P. Ghalioungui, “The <<House of Life>> of Bubastis,” Chronique d’Egypte
46 (1971): 59-71; and P. Derchain, Le Papyrus Salt 825 (B.M. 10051) (Paris:
Palais des Académies, 1965), 48-61 and 96-108.

41 Eberhard Otto, “Cheriheb,” Lexikon der Agyptologie, 1.940-43; A. Gardi-
ner, “Professional Magicians in Ancient Egypt,” Proceedings of the Society of
Biblical Archaeology 39 (1917): 31-43; Jan Quaegebeur, “On the Egyptian
Equivalent of Biblical HARTUMMIM,” in S. Groll, ed., Pharaonic Egypt, the
Bible and Christianity (Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1985), 162-72.

42 J. E. Quibell, The Ramesseum (Egyptian Research Account, 1896; Lon-
don: Bemard Quaritch, 1898), 3. The lid of the “magician’s box™ is decorated
with a depiction of a crouching jackal, thus forming the common writing of hry-
sst3 (Worterbuch der dgyptischen Sprache, 4.298-99). The significance of this
label is unrecognized in both Quibell’s report, and the recent, popularized
retelling in Bob Brier, Ancient Egyptian Magic (New York: William Morrow,
1980), 48.

4) Cf the title to spell K of the Harris Magical Papyrus: “The first spell of
enchanting all within the water, concerning which the lector-priests say, ‘Do not
reveal it to others.” A veritable mystery (5§t 3) of the temple scriptorium”; in H. O.
Lange, Der magische Papyrus Harris (Copenbagen: Andr. Fred. Host & Son,
1927), $3.

General bibliography in S. Schoske, “Vemichtungsrituale,” Lexikon der
Agyptologie, 6.1009-12.
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recited against any enemy of NN, evil will happen to him for 7
days.”¥ Unlike traditional Western concepts, Egyptian magic was
amoral, not immoral. No term distinguished hostile from good
magic, “black” vs. “white.”#6 There was no devil for one, and god
for another. The same principle was invoked; all was hk3. Only
when this weapon was directed against King Ramses III in a harem
conspiracy (12th century BCE) do we have what has been called a
“trial for sorcery,” but this was not a trial against sorcery per se,
but a trial for treason.#’” Had a sword been used as the weapon
rather than wax dolls, the trial would have occurred nonetheless.
The magical rite was hardly illegal in itself, since the culprit, a
disaffected priest, was said to have acquired it from the royal
archives.*8 That the priest should practice such a rite entails no
“social deviance,” no activity outside expected social norms. Act
and actor are typical; it is only the recipient of the curse that
distinguishes this case—the name consciously inserted in the stan-
dard text.

From the perspective of modern theories of “witchcraft,” this
conscious nature of Egyptian hostile magic is significant. In 1980,
a decade after appearing in Mesopotamian studies, Evans-
Pritchard’s Zande-inspired terminology was introduced to Egyp-
tology to little purpose.*® Though Heka, like mangu or
“witchcraft,” can be said to reside within the body, it is activated
by special words, acts and ingredients. Only the late and presuma-
bly imported notion of the “evil eye” approximates the innate evil
of Zande mangu; otherwise “Egyptian witchcraft” is a category
without content.

As hostile magic need not be the “work of the devil,” so
“miracle” need not be contrasted with “magic.” Indeed, the

455, Schott, Urkunden mythologischen Inhalts. Biicher und Spriiche gegen

den Gott Seth (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1929), 61, 11. 17-18.
6 On occasion, hk2 may be qualified by the adjectives gw or bin

“bad/evil/hostile,” but these designations only reflect the relative perspective of
the threatened party, and do not constitute a separate, absolute “category” of
magic. The same texts which promise safety from “all evil magic” (hk2 nb gw) also
promise safety from “every transgressing god” (nir nb thi ). As such gods
include Horus, Osiris, etc., they are hardly inherently “evil,” but merely ill-
disposed to their victim. “Magic” may be similarly “ill-disposed,” cf. I. E. S.
Edwards, Oracular Amuletic Decrees of the Late New Kingdom, 31-32 (L S, v.
11 & 15-16). See also n. 30, above.

47 General bibliography in Manfred Weber, “Harimsverschworung,” Lexikon
der Agyptologie, 2.989-91.

48 Papyrus Lee, col. 1/2-3.

49 See above, n. 20.
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“magician” Heka is equally the patron of the closest Egyptian
lexical approx1matlons to the English term “miracle.” In an Esna
litany, the god is hymned as nb $mw nb bi3 sr hpr “lord of
oracles, lord of miracles/wonders, who predicts what will hap-
pen.”’® While the term b3 is generally rendered as “miracle” or
“wonder,”5! §mw is the unrecognized ancestor of Coptic WHAM,
“sign/oracle/wonder,”52 and from hpr derives the common Coptlc
word W HPe, “sign/wonder/miracle.”3 If native terms of “magic’
and “miracle” are thus easily associated within pre-Christian relig-
ious texts, it is readily apparent that their Coptic descendants are
used quite dlfferently Within Coptxc literature, a sharp d1V151on
does appear in the usage of WIHPE, “miracle” and QIK, “magic,’
with “miracles” being the work of God, Jesus, angels and saints,
while “magic” is demonic or pagan. How, then, did this new di-
chotomy arise?

The answer to this question is best illustrated by the fate of the
official, “miraculous omens” or “oracles” said to be sanctioned by
Heka. While oracles may have been associated with temple cult
from the earliest times,> their significance and popularity in-
crease, especially in the form of revelations known by the name
ph-ntr or “petitioning the god.”?5 Conducted privately with
priestly aid via lamps, bowls and images, or publicly during regular

50s. Sauneron, Le Temple d’Esna, Esna 3 (Cairo: [FAO, 1968), 113-14; and
idem, L’écriture figurative dans les textes d’Esna, Esna 8 (Cairo: IFAO, 1982),
31-32.

51 Cf. R. O. Faulkner, Concise Dictionary of Middle Egyptian (Oxford: Grif-
fith Institute, 1972), 80; and Worterbuch der dgyptischen Sprache, 1.440-41.
For the term’s additional nuance of “oracle,” see G. Posener, “Aménémopé 21, 13
et bj2).t au sens d’<<oracle>>" Zeitschrift fiir Agyptische Sprache und Alter-
tumskunde 90 (1963): 98-102.

2W.E. Crum, 4 Coptic Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1939), 564a;
cf. W. Erichsen, Demotisches Glossar (Copenhagen: Einar Munksgaard, 1954),
508 (“Verbum”). Further examples are gathered in Ritner, The Mechanics of
Ancient Egyptian Magical Practice, 20, 36-37 and 202.

53 Crum, A Coptic Dictionary , p. 581a; J. Cemy, Coptic Etymological Dic-
ttonary (Cambridge: Cambridge Umversxty Press, 1976), 250.

A Pre-dynastic attestation is suggested in anon., “The Nodding Falcon of
the Guennol Collection at the Brooklyn Museum,” The Brooklyn Museum
Annual 9 (1969): 69-87; and W. K. Simpson, “A Horus-of-Nekhen Statue of
Amunhotpe III from Soleb,” Boston Museum Bulletin 69 (1971): 152-64. A
bibliographical overview (beginning only with the New Kingdom) is found in
L. Kékosy, “Orakel,” Lexikon der Agyptologie, 4.600-06.

55 J-M. Kruchten, Le grand texte oraculaire de Djéhoutymose,
Monographies Reine Elisabeth 5 (Brussels: Fondation égyptologique reine
Elisabeth, 1986), 63-65 and 329-32, and J. Johnson, “Louvre E. 3229: A Demo-
tic Magical Text,” Enchoria 7 (1977): 90-91.
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processions of statues, these divine confrontations (literally,
“reaching god”) are a regular feature of Egyptian religious life from
the New Kingdom onward. The manifestation of the god was
addressed directly, and by appropriate signs or documents an
oracular response was granted.>6

Like other facets of Egyptian “magic,” the ph-ni{r was morally
neutral.’? Thus, while the harem conspiracy against Ramses III was
furthered by means of a ph-njr, royal workers under Ramses IX
could be excused from work to attend a ph-nifr, and the ceremo-
nies increasingly became standard arbiters of justice, fully equiva-
lent to a court of law. Magic is here not only legal, but the very
author of legality. With the conquest of Egypt by Rome, however,
a very different attitude prevailed, and the history of the ph-nir,
and hk 3 itself, takes a new turn.

Rome long had a suspicious attitude toward foreign religious
practices, as is evident from its well-known restrictions upon the
imported cults of the Magna Mater, Isis, and Christianity. At-
tempts to expel Egyptian religion from Rome were made in 59,
58, 53, and 48 BCE, and it was inevitable that Roman preconcep-
tions would clash with Egyptian practice. The most direct expres-
sion of this cultural conflict is found in a decree of Q. Aemilius
Saturninus, prefect of Egypt under Septimius Severus, in 199 CE:

[Since I have come across many people] who consider themselves to be
beguiled by the means of divination [I quickly considered it necessary], in
order that no danger should ensue upon their foolishness, clearly herein to
enjoin all people to abstain from this hazardous (or “misleading”) super-
stition. Therefore, let no man through oracles, that is, by means of writ-
ten documents supposedly granted in the presence of the deity, nor by
means of the procession of cult images or suchlike charlatanry, pretend to
have knowledge of the supernatural, or profess to know the obscurity of
future events. Nor let any man put himself at the disposal of those who
enquire about this nor answer in any way whatsoever. If any person is
detected adhering to this profession, let him be sure that he w1ll be
handed over for capital punishment,>8

56 See J. Cemy, “Egyptian oracles,” in R. Parker, 4 Saite Oracle Papyrus
JSrom Thebes (Providence: Brown University, 1962), 35-48.

In company with “ill-disposed” hk2 (above, n. 46), the ph-ntr can also be
qualified as potentially “unfavorable” (bin ) to a client purchasing safety from
every variety of misfortune; see Edwards, Oracular Amuletic Decrees of the Late
New ngdom 39 (Papyrus BM 10587, 1l. 90-98).

58 Papyrus Yale i inv. 299, translation adapted from John Rea, “A New Version
of P. Yale Inv. 299,” Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 27 (1977):
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Apparently promulgated only within Egypt, this prohibition of
oracles was aimed unmistakably at the techniques of the traditional
ph-nir, here dismissed as nonreligious “charlatanry”’—despite its
fundamental role in later Egyptian religion. Without any change in
action or actors, a pious, religious arbiter of legality has become
illegal superstition. The change is entirely one of cultural perspec-
tive. As in Rome itself, the prohibition was unsuccessful, for in 359
an Egyptian oracle (of Bes at Abydos) again troubled Roman
authority, prompting Constantius to decree a general abolition of
oracles throughout the empire.3? Coptic evidence shows that even
this attempt was without success.® At the Theban temple of
Luxor, the processional ceremony continues even today in the
annual festival of the Moslem saint Abu el-Hagag.

Nonetheless, official Roman condemnation did produce a sig-
nificant change. The decree of Saturninus; whatever its immediate
effect upon temple ritual, was but part of a larger pattern of re-
strictive “supervision” by Roman authority over Egyptian theol-
ogy, intrusions based upon a perceived priestly threat to Roman
morals, social control, and financial dominance.6! The cumulative
effect of many such “supervisory” restrictions was to cripple the
traditional institution of the Egyptian temple. Much of what had
constituted public religion was driven underground, becoming
secretive and “private” practice.? Though still of priestly origin,

151-56; and G. H. R. Horsley, New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity

(North Ryde, Australia: Macquarie University, 1981), 1.47-51. For the text, see

also George M. Parassoglou, “Circular from a Prefect: Sileat Omnibus Perpetuo

Divinandi Curiositas,” in Ann Ellis Hanson, ed., Collectanea Papyrologica,

Youtie Festschrift (Bonn: Rudolf Habelt Verlag, 1976), 261-74 and plate 12; and

Naphtali Lewis, “A Ban on False Prophets: P. Coll. Youtie 30,” Chronique
d’E. Jple 52 (1977): 143-46.

Ammianus Marcellinus, 19.12.3-16; ed. John C. Rolfe, Loeb Library
(Cambridge: Harvard Um'versity Press, 1971), 535-43. See also A. Piankoff, “The
Osireion of Seti I at Abydos during the Greco-Roman Period and the Christian
Occu 6Opat10n Bulletin de la Société d’Archéologie Copte 15 (1958-60): 125-49.

J. Cerny, “Egyptian oracles,” 47-48 (7th - 8th century).

1 A convenient summation of such interference is found in RJchard Gordon,
“Religion in the Roman Empire: the civic compromise and its limits,” in Mary
Beard and John North, eds., Pagan Priests (New York: Cornell University Press,
1990), 241-42.

The need for secrecy led also to the development of a cipher in which to
write magical manuals; see F. L1. Griffith and H. Thompson, The Demotic Magical
Papyrus of London and Leiden (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1904), 1.8-9, and
3.105-112; and J. Johnson, “Louvre E. 3229: A Demotic Magical Text,"
Enchoria 7 (1977): 93.
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all Demotic examples of the ph-ntr (as well as the related Greek
ocvotooig and ovténtog) are for private use only, performed se-
cretly in secluded quarters.53 Only now could the practice be termed
“magic” in the Western sense (i.e., “illegal” and “clandestine”) and
then only from the Roman perspective .

Egyptian reaction to the Roman prohibition is epitomized in
the second century Greek tale of Thessalos, a physician from Asia
Minor who travelled to Upper Egypt to supplement his philo-
sophical studies.® Having sought out priests in Thebes, Thessalos
asked them if anything remained of Egyptian magical power (T
tfic pomxiic évepyeiog) to conduct an audience with the gods or the
dead. Although most appeared scandalized (¢epdviwv) by the ques-
tion, one old priest agreed to conduct the rite with the aid of a
bowl filled with water. After preparations and fasting, Thessalos
was led to a secluded (temple?) room® where in a vision he con-
fronted Aesclepius/Imhotep who answered his questions. The
techniques of this procedure (bowl, fasting, seclusion) accord per-
fectly with those in contemporary “private” Demotic (and Greek)
papyri.

Traditionally, the priests’ initial shock at the question of Thes-
salos has been interpreted in light of Roman prohibitions of magic
that entailed capital punishment for both performer and teacher.
Jonathan Z. Smith, however, has argued that it is rather an indica-
tion of their disbelief in the efficacy of magical power.5¢ This
reinterpretation is unconvincing, given (1) the centrality of hk 3 to
Egyptian religion even in the latest periods (which would entail
priests professing disbelief in the religion which they serve), (2)
the severity of Roman punishment for magic, and (3) the fact that
Thessalos was a stranger to the priests, and a foreign Greek
stranger at that. The most likely interpretation would be that the
priests were unwilling to risk capital punishment for imparting
secret (and sacred) knowledge to a foreigner who could not be

63 Demotic examples appear in Papyrus Louvre E 3229, cols. 6/6, 6/11, 6/26,
and 7/13; and in the Demotic Magical Papyrus of London and Leiden, cols. 4/3,
8/12, 27/29 and 28/32-33.

64 A.J. Festugiére, “L’expérience religieuse du médecin Thessalos,” RB 48
(1939): 45-77; A. D. Nock, Conversion (London: Oxford University Press,
1933), 108-09; and Jonathan Z. Smith, “The Temple and the Magician,” in idem,
Map is Not Termory (Leiden: E. J. Bnll, 1978), 172-89.

5 The term is olxdc, which (like the word <. wy found in corresponding Demo-
tic rites) may signify either a sacred or profane room. For the Greek term, see A. J.
Festugiére, “L’expérience religieuse du médecin Thessalos,” 61-62 n. 21; vs. J. Z
Smlth “The Temple and the Magician,” 180.

6 J. Z. Smith, ibid., 179-82.
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trusted, and who should be excluded from such knowledge in any
case.

Smith’s suggestion of priestly disbelief was intended to bolster
his contention that the epiphany in this text represents a reversal
of the traditional priestly/temple context in favor of “temporary
sacrality sanctified by a magician’s power.”67 This is not correct.
The rite may well have taken place in a temple, and the magician
responsible for the vision was definitely not Thessalos, but the
traditional Egyptian priest trained in traditional temple practice.
Fear of Roman punishment for magia may have made the priests
wary and the rite secretive, but the ph-nfr experienced by Thes-
salos was still administered by an Egyptian priest as an orthodox
religious rite.58

Despite imperial sanctions, Egyptian and Roman conceptions of
“magic” did not merge until the Coptic period, when Christian
hostility stigmatized all pagan practices—Roman as well as Egyp-
tian—with the derogatory magia. With the abandonment of its
native religion, Egypt might maintain its religious vocabulary, but
not its religious perspective. The cultural gulf which separates hk3
from QIR is paralleled by that which divides Egyptian /mnt.t, the
abode of Osiris and the blessed dead, from Coptic dAMeENTE, the
devil’s hell. Stripped of its ancient theological significance, Coptic
21K was now reduced to a designation for alien and demonic relig-
ion, at once illegal, unorthodox, and socially deviant.

The irony of this designation, and its innate limitations, could
not be clearer. By regularly casting disparate concepts together as
an expression for “non-us,” the label of “magic” tells us far more
about the cultural biases of the society which applies it than it does
about the practices to which it is applied. There can be no univer-
sal concept of magic precisely because “magic” is a Western con-
cept, laden with “our” innate value judgments. As a term for de-
fining what we do not accept, it can be useful, but the content of
magic, that which comprises “what it is we do not accept,” cannot
be generalized to other cultures. Egyptian hk 3 was a most complex
theological concept; only the superimposition of Christian theol-
ogy demoted it to “magic.” Magic and hk3 are fundamentally
incompatible notions. Hk3 is a category of inclusion, defined by

67 3. Z. Smith, ibid., 182.

68 Cf. also the temple-sponsored incubation vision of Aesclepius/Imhotep
recorded in Papyrus Oxyrhynchus XI.1381 (equally 2d century), translated in
Frederick C. Grant, Hellenistic Religions (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1953),
124-27.
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specific, invariable content. The transfer of a blessing by water is
always hk 3. Magic is a category of exclusion, defined by what it
does not contain: piety, legality, etc. The transfer of blessing by
water is sometimes magic, sometimes “baptism.” The Demotic
magical papyri were illegal, socially deviant, impious documents in
the eyes of the Romans; they were illegal but perfectly pious in the
eyes of their users, and their antecedents had been both pious and
legal.

One must always be on guard against the underlying social biases
of classification lest we, in the words of the 16th century philoso-
pher Giordano Bruno, “in vain attempt to contain water in nets
and catch fish with a shovel.”®® Bruno had attempted to defend
Egyptian religion from the charges of “superstition” and “magic”;
his recommendation went unheeded. Bruno himself was bumed for
heresy, the conceptual stepchild of “magic,” connoting illegality,
unorthodoxy, and social deviance.

As a concept, “heresy” provides a convenient and useful schol-
arly category. One may meaningfully study the elements and
effects of heresy, the methods by which a society defines it and
reacts to it. Yet none would assume the existence of a universal
approach to the concept. What might constitute “beresy” is
clearly not identical within the competing Christian denominations
alone, not to mention the distinct systems of Judaism or Islam.
Indeed, for non-dogmatic religions the very notion of ‘“heresy”
would be either meaningless or irrelevant. The inherent bias of this
category has long been recognized. The same recognition must
now be extended to that of magic.

69 Arthur D. Imerti, ed. and trans., Giordano Bruno, The Expulsion of the Tri-
umphant Beast (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1964), 238.
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CHAPTER FOUR
HITTITE MILITARY RITUALS

Richard H. Beal

From approximately 1800 to 1175 BCE the Hittites were one
of the great kingdoms of the ancient Near East, ruling much of
Anatolia and often Syria, and successfully holding their own against
such kingdoms as Egypt, Assyria and Babylonia.! Their records are
preserved on cuneiform tablets, largely excavated from the royal
archives at the site of their capital Hattusa, modern Bogazkale.
Alongside annals, treaties, letters, instructions, land-deeds, litera-
ture, prayers, oracular results and festival instructions are found
numerous magic rituals devoted to such diverse subjects as birth,
healing, impotence, insomnia, counter-magic, family dissension,
building, and infertile grapevines. Some are well preserved, some
poorly preserved. It is not my aim here to discuss Hittite magical
techniques2 but rather the use made of magic in one important
aspect of Hittite life: the military. I shall list and discuss the vari-
ous rituals employed by the army to deal with the situations that it
would encounter during the course of doing its duty to preserve the
Hittite state.3

When soldiers were inducted into the Hittite army, they and/or
their junior officers had to take an elaborate oath. In actions and
in words, soldiers subjected themselves to a series of conditional
curses that would take effect if they were disloyal. Here is a quota-
tion from such an oath: “[The officiant] places wax and mutton-
fat into their hands. Then he throws them into a fire, and says, ‘As
this wax melts and mutton-fat fries, so may he who breaks the
oath and deceives the Hittite king melt like wax and fry like mut-

1 I wish to thank H. A. Hoffner and J. A. Scurlock for reading and making many
valuable suggestions on this paper. Any mistakes which remain are, of course, my
own responsibility.

2 For which see D. Engelhard, “Hittite Magical Practices: An Analysis”
(Ph.D. diss., Brandeis University, 1970).

31 am preparing English translations of all of these rituals, together with
transliterations and philological commentary where appropriate, as “Hittite
Military Ritual Texts in Translation.” Text numbers in the footnotes refer to this
work.
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ton-fat.” (The soldiers) reply, ‘So be it!” ... They bring in
women’s clothing, and a distaff and a spindle (symbols of woman-
hood); and they break an arrow (symbol of manhood). You speak
to them (the troops) as follows: ‘What are these? Are these not
the dresses of a woman, which we have here for (your) oath?
Whoever breaks these oaths and does evil to the king and the
queen and the royal princes, let these oath-gods change him from a
man into a woman. Let them change his soldiers into women. Let
them dress them like women and cover their heads with kerchiefs.
Let them break their bows, arrows and (other) weapons in their
hands and put in their hands distaff and spindle.’# . .. He places in
their hands a [male] figurine, its belly filled with water.’ He says,
‘See the man who previously took this oath before the gods and
then broke it. The oath-gods seized him. His belly is swollen. He
holds up his swollen belly in front with his hands. May the oath-
gods seize whoever breaks these oaths. May his belly swell.6 May
the sons of Ishara’ [live] in him and feed on him.””8

4 For this type of magic see H. A. Hoffner, “Symbols for Masculinity and
Femininity: Their Use in Ancient Near Eastem Sympathetic Magic Rituals,” JBL
85 (1966): 326-34. For parallels from Hatti and an Arabic chronicle dealing with
the Persians, see N. Oettinger, Die militdrischen Eide der Hethiter, Studien zu
den Bogazkdy Texten (=StBoT) 22 (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1976), 75f.
with n. 19.

5 Such statuettes have been found archeologically, see J. Borker-Klihn,
“Illustrationen zum hethitischen Eidritual,” in Hittite and Other Anatolian and
Near Eastern Studies in Honour of Sedat Alp, ed. H. Otten et al. (Ankara: Tiirk
Tarih Kurumu, 1992), 69-72.

For the association of innards filled with water (dropsy=edema) in other an-
cient cultures, esp. Kassite and later Mesopotamia, Israel and Vedic India, see N.
Oettinger, StBoT 22, 71-73.

7 Ishara is called the “Queen of the Oath” in the curse formula of an edict
(KUB 26.43 + KBo 22.56 rev. 19, edited and translated by F. Imparati, “Una
concessione di terre da parte di Tudhaliya IV,” Revue hittite et asianique XXXII
[1974]: 36f.). She is also known to inflict disease. The goddess is often associ-
ated with the Moongod Kusuh, “lord of the oath.” Ishara, as well as the Moon-
god as “lord of the oath,” seem most at home in Kizzuwatna (= Cilicia) and N.
Syria. (See G. Frantz-Szab6, “IShara,” Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 5.177f.) H.
Kronasser’s (Etymologie der hethitischen Sprache 1 [Wiesbaden: Otto Har-
ragsowitz, 1963-66], 186) and Oettinger’s (StBoT 22, 74) contention that the
presence of Ishara in the Middle Hittite 1st Military Oath, well before the Hurri-
anization of the Hittite cult (late New Hittite), shows these deities to be natively
Hittite can be ignored since there was an earlier stage of imports from Syria and
Kizzuwatna after the conquest of these places by the Middle Hittite king
Tudhaliya II. (Note especially that the newly found Hittite/Hurrian bilingual
ritual—KBo 32:10-104, ed. E. Neu, StBoT 32 [forthcoming] is in Middle Hit-
tite/Middle Script. See H. Otten, “Die Tontafelfunde aus Haus 16,” Archdolo-
gischer Anzeiger (1984): 372-75. Ishara is mentioned in KBo 32.11, KBo 32:37
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As can be seen from this quotation, what would happen to the
oathbreaker was illustrated with a graphic analogy. The oathtaker
subjected himself to potential punishment by holding, touching or
licking the objects used in the analogy, thus establishing a physical
link between himself and the oath. The whole exercise was simul-
taneously explained with words. The words of the oath were also
linked to the troops by having them orally add, “So be it.” The
multiple punishments of the person who broke the oath were
usually seen as being carried out by “oath-deities” or by the oaths
themselves, although sometimes “the Stormgod,” “the Moongod”
or “the gods of Hatti” were asked to carry out the punishment. In
the briefer paragraphs the punisher is not mentioned; if compara-
tive evidence is any indication, the objects used in the oath cere-
mony would have been capable, by themselves, of enforcing the
oath.?

The analogies that we have seen above were to wax and mutton-
fat, melting in heat, conveying a threat of melting; a broken arrow
and the wearing of women’s clothing and the carrying of women’s
stereotypical objects: spindle and distaff conveying a threat of
being turned into women; and a figurine of a man with swollen
belly and filled with water conveying a threat of looking like this
due to disease. Other oaths in the same text include an analogy to a
blind and a deaf man; to a figurine (?) thrown face-down on the
ground and squashed underfoot; to the crackling of rock-salt and
sinews thrown into a fire; to the grinding, cooking and mashing of
the malt and grains used in making beer—the malt here and the salt
in the previous example do double duty since it is also pointed out
that they cannot reproduce. There is also an analogy to yeast in
breadmaking, with the threat that disease will make the oath-
breaker crumble and puff up; and to a bladder-balloon squashed
underfoot and emptied of air, with the threat that the oath-
breaker’s house will similarly be emptied of people and animals.
Water poured on a fire, extinguishing it, is used on analogy with

and KBo 32:64). For the widespread worship of Ishara in both Semitic and
Hurrian cultures and the antiquity of this worship, see A. Archi, “Substrate:
Some remarks on the formation of the west Hurrian pantheon,” in Hittite and
Other Anatolian and Near Eastern Studies in Honour of Sedat Alp, ed. H. Otten
et al., (Ankara, Tiirk Tarih Kurumu, 1992), 9-10.

8 Translation of the last sentence follows A. Goetze, in J. Pritchard, ANET 3,
354, against Oettinger, StBoT 22, 41f. For the texts quoted see below n. 11.

§ E.g., E. Westermarck, Ritual and Belief in Morocco 1 (London: Macmillan,
1926), 518-69—reference courtesy of J. A. Scurlock.
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oathgods similarly extinguishing the lives of the oathbreaker, his
family, animals and crops. Water is also poured onto the ground,
where it is swallowed up by the ground, with the threat that the
same thing will happen to oathbreakers. The same act with wine
represents the ground swallowing up the oathbreaker’s blood.!® The
persistence of the reddish-brown color of tanned leather is used to
illustrate the persistence of the pursuing oath-gods. The officiants
break models of plow, wagon and chariot, with the threat that the
oathbreaker’s plow, wagon and chariot will be smashed. An oven is
used due to the fact that nothing grows on the ground that is inside
it. The heaviness of a rock is analogous to the heaviness of the
disease that will be in the oathbreaker’s innards, and the mixing of
wine and water illustrate that the illness and innards of an oath-
breaker cannot be unmixed. Broken sections involve torches, cedar
splints, oxhide, clay and the smashing of jars.!!

Before a campaign, the officers were given magical help. Ac-
cording to the ritual of Azzari, the Hurrian female physician, she
would recite an incantation over some fine oil and then anoint
with it the commanding “lord of the army,” his horses, his chariot
and implements of war.!2

There was also a long ritual called “When the soldiers go away
from the land to campaign and [they go] to the enemy land to
fight.” In this ritual, the practitioner lights a fire in the plain,
sacrifices bread and wine and summons the gods to eat and drink.
How exactly this was intended to protect the army and give them

10 The spoken words here make an even stronger equation between the oath-
takers’ blood and the wine: “This is not wine. It is your blood.” For a similar
phrase in a Neo-Assyrian treaty see Oettinger, StBoT 22, 74f. Note also Iliad
3:292ff.

11 “Ritual for When They Lead the Troops for the Oath” (= Text 1) = CTH 427,
see N. Oettinger, Die militidrischen Eide der Hethiter, StBoT 22 (Wiesbaden:
Otto Harrassowitz, 1976), with edition of the Hittite, German translation, and
extensive notes and commentary.

1st oath, 1st tablet: D: KBo 21.10, C: KUB 40.13 obv.!, E: Bo 6881.

1st oath, 2nd tablet: A: KBo 6.34 + KUB 48.76; B: KUB 40.16 + KUB 7.59
++; C: KUB 40.13 rev.!; F: KBo 27.12, old tr. by A. Goetze, in ANET? (ed. J.
Pntchard), 353f.

2nd Oath: KUB 43.38.

A number of oaths with similar use of analogous magic from the Greco-Roman
and medieval Christian world are listed by J. Friedrich, “Der hethitische
Soldateneid,” ZA 35 (1924): 170-72. See also C. Faraone, “Molten Wax, Spilt
Wme and Mutilated Animals,” Journal of Hellenic Studies 113 (1993): 60-80.

12 (Text no. 3 =) KUB 30.42 i 8-14 (catalog entry), transhteratlon and French
translation by E. Laroche, Catalogue des textes hittites?> (= CTH) (Paris: Klinck-
sieck, 1971), 162.
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victory is unknown since the remainder of the ritual is broken
away.!3

Since chariot horses were nearly as important to the success of
the Hittite army as the fighting men, it is not surprising that
before a campaign chariot horses went through a purification ritual
designed to remove, bumn away and wash off evils from them.!4

Another woman, Nikkaluzzi, wrote a ritual designed to protect
the Hittite general and ensure that it was his opponent who was
killed. “We made two figurines, [one of cedar] and one of clay.
[On the one] of cedar we placed the name of the enemy of His
Majesty, but on the one of clay [we put] the name of Hismi-
Sarruma.” The figures were presumably both thrown into a fire,
whereupon the cedar figure of the enemy bumed up while the clay
figure of the Hittite was baked solid.!> The Hittites had a strong
concept of the just war; only if one’s cause was legitimate would
the gods give one victory in battle. By throwing both figurines into
the fire, both underwent a sort of trial by fire. In this way, the war
was symbolically transformed into a judicial ordeal by battle in
which the injured party (the Hittites) was vindicated and the ag-
gressors (the enemy) were found guilty and punished.

When the army reached the enemy’s land, another ritual would
be performed, in which the Hittites presented to the gods a legal
justification for the war, together with a number of offerings.
“They sacrifice one sheep to Zithariya. They say as follows: ‘The
god Zithariya keeps prostrating himself to all the gods. That which
was Zithariya’s perpetual share,!6 the lands which he wandered,!”

13 (Text no. 2) A: KBo 34.38; B: KUB 57.20; C: KUB 9.1 iii 31-iv 12; D:
KBo 34.39; E: KUB 30.51 rev. 7'-8' (library catalogue entry), transliterated S.
Kosak, review of A. Archi, KUB 57, Z4 78 (1988): 310f.

4 (Text no. 8) A: KBo 10.44, B: KUB 29.56, C: KUB 51.14, = CTH 644,
transliteration and German translation by B. Rosenkranz, “Ein neues
hethitisches Ritual fir ILAMA XUSkursas,” Or, n.s. 33 (1964) 253-55; A obv.
13-21 by B. . Collins, “The Puppy in Hittite Ritual,” Jowrnal of Cuneiform
Stua'zes 42 (1990): 220 with n. 49 (into English).

15 (Text no. 4) KUB 7.61 = CTH 417.1, partial Enghsh translation by H. G.
Giiterbock, “The Hurrian Element in the Hittite Empire,” Cahiers d’Histoire
Mondiale 2 (1954) 387 n. 44. Contrary to Gtiterbock, PU- Sarruma cannot be a
Hittite king, since in another text, KBo 4.14 iii 40, it 1s said that PU-Sarruma
“dned ” Hittite kings did not “die”; they “became gods.”

6 The word translated “perpetual share” is wkturi-. As an adjective this
means “perpetual” and as a noun “incinerator, pyre” (cf. H. Otten, Hethitische
Totenrituale, Verdffentlichungen des Instituts fiir Orientforschung der Deutschen
Akademie der Wissenschaften 37 [1958], 141), a place where among other things
corpses and impurities were safely disposed. In this text Von Schuler and Goetze
(see below n. 19) have translated the term “Kultplitze” and “place of worship,”
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where they used to give him great festivals,!8 now the Kaskeans
have taken them for themselves. The Kaskeans began the hostili-
ties. They continually boast of their power and strength. They
belittle you gods. Now Zithariya keeps prostrating himself to all
the gods. He keeps bringing you (his) lawsuit. All you gods, judge
his lawsuit. Let it be a considerable revenge for the gods. Those
(lands) are not taken away from Zithariya alone. They are taken
away from all you gods—from the Sungoddess of Arinna, the
[Storm]god of Nerik, the Stormgod, the Protective Deity, Telipinu
and from all the gods. His cities are taken from you. Now Zithariya
keeps bringing his lawcase to you gods. [Take] your own lawcase to
heart for yourselves. Judge your own lawcase. Judge the lawcase for
Zithariya. O gods, destroy the land of the Kaska. Let each deity
look after his own perpetual (allotment?) and take it back for
himself.”” Afterwards the enemy’s gods were summoned: “O gods
of Kaska-land, we have called you to assembly. Come, eat, drink
and listen to the lawcase which we now are bringing to you. The
gods of Hatti have <taken> nothing from you gods of Kaska. They
have done nothing oppressing against you. And you gods of Kaska
made trouble and expelled the gods of Hatti from the land. You
took their land for yourselves. The Kaskeans started the trouble.
They took away the cities from the Hittites. They expelled them
from fields, pastures, and their vineyards. The gods and men of
Hatti are calling for the shedding of blood.” After a lacuna the text
ends with a rousing statement: “Eat and drink. G[o (?)] back and
defe[at] the enemy.”!?

Ensuring victory in battle, however, did not necessarily guaran-
tee a successful conclusion to the war. On a typical campaign, most
of the army’s time would have been spent on the march, in camp,

respectively.

From the resumption in i 41-42, this must be weh- + acc., “to wander
lands.” Differently, E. Neu, Interpretation der hethitischen medwpasstven
Verbalformen StBoT 5 (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1968), 198 “vorhanden
sein” (“exist”), E. von Schuler, Die Kaskaer (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1965),
168f. “zuwenden” (“bestowed upon™), A. Goetze ANET3, 354 “fall into tur-
moil.” Other examples of weh- “to wander,” cited by Neu, take datives, not
accusatives: dankuwai takanzipi weh-, @UR.SAG.MES—a&' anda weh-.

8 iSke- must here be the iterative of iya-; note the resumption in i 41 with
xssa- the durative of iya-.

(Textno 10) A: KUB 4.1 i-iii 14; B: KUB 31.146; C: KUB 48.86 iv; D:
Bo 7960 (H. Otten & Chr. Riister, Z4 67 [1977]: 59); E: 26/r = CTH 422, A&B
transliterated and translated mto German in E. von Schuler, Die Kaskdier, 168-74,
English tr. A. Goetze, ANET3, 354f.
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or besieging an enemy city. Although no texts mention it, one can
presume, based on records of other wars, that military camps could
be as hazardous for the troops as actual combat and that, during
prolonged sieges, more people, both besiegers and besieged, would
have died of disease than from battle. At least six different rituals
attempted magically to rid army camps of devastating diseases and
to pass them to the enemy.

The best preserved is Ashella’s ritual. This ritual begins in the
army camp in the evening. The generals and colonels each are
given a ram and white, red, and green strands of yam. The exorcist
braids the yarn into a single strand for each officer and attaches a
bead and rings of iron and lead. The officers each tie their yarn to
their rams’ horns and necks. Then they tie the rams up in front of
their tents for the night, orally promising them to whatever deity
is causing the plague. The next moming the officers place their
hands on the rams and recite, Whatever deity made this plague,
now see—rams are standing. They are fat with liver, heart and
limbs. Let the flesh of humankind then become distasteful to him.
Be satisfied with these rams. An adorned woman is seated before
the king’s tent. Each ram is matched with a jug of beer and a loaf
of thick-bread. The woman is matched with a jug and three loaves.
The officers bow behind the rams and the king bows behind the
woman. The rams and the woman, the thick-bread and the beer are
carried through the army. The woman and the sheep are then
encouraged to flee Hittite territory, while the soldiers say, “What
evil exists in the people, oxen, horses, mules and donkeys of this
army—now, see those rams and woman have removed it from the
army; whatever land meets them, let that one take this evil
plague.”

The second day is spent in a different place in the plain sacri-
ficing rams, billy goats, beer, bread, and various vessels, trying to
get on the good side of the deity who caused the plague. The food
is cooked and offered, and the deity summoned to see his or her
dinner, to “eat and drink like a deity” and “not forsake (a single)
person.” They abandon the knives used for the sacrifice, thus
leaving behind the evil that they contain in the place where the
sacrifice was performed. When they depart from the place of the
ritual, they wash their hands in salty water and walk between two
fires to wash and bum away residual evil. There is then a sacrifice
of more billy goats, bread and wine to the Protective Deity of the
Implements used and abandoned in the ritual earlier in the day.
After this, all concerned eat and depart.

At dawn on the third day, again out on the plain, a billy goat, a
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wether, a pig, three thick-breads and a pot of beer are offered to
the deity who caused the plague, and he is begged to come enjoy
himself by eating and drinking and to be at peace with the land and
army of Hatti. After this all conceed eat, drink and depart.

At dawn on the fourth day, at yet another place on the plain,
they sacrifice a bull and virgin ewe to the divine pair of the Hittite
pantheon, the Stormgod and the Sungoddess, and several sheep to
all the other gods.20

In this ritual, by means of various colors of wool, various
strands of the evil were transferred from the officers to the ram.?!
By spending the night in the camp, the ram absorbed yet more
evils. Other evils were transferred when the officers put their hands
on the rams and bowed to them. Finally, carrying the rams, the
woman, bread and beer through the army was intended to draw out
evil from the rest of the army. When the participants drove the
rams and woman across the border, the evil now resident in the
rams and the woman was commanded to leave Hatti and go to the
enemy. It is interesting to note that the rams were matched one to
one with each high officer, with an even tastier morsel matched
with the king. Was each animal (or woman) intended to serve as a
personal substitute for one of the commanders and the king? or,
was the woman a scapegoat for the army as a whole, and did the
rams take the evils of each individual regiment/brigade? or were all
of the above true? While serving as scapegoats, the same rams (and
woman) simultaneously served as a sacrifice to propitiate the god
who had caused the plague in the first place. The efficacy of this
procedure was assured by further offerings and prayers to the deity
who had caused the plague. The intent of the sacrifices to the chief
gods of the pantheon and to all the other gods on the last day was
presumably that these gods, by accepting their share of the sacri-
fices, would agree to put social pressure on the god causing the
plague so that he would desist and accept the sacrifices. Presumably
it was also hoped that the gods would act as guarantors of the
plague god’s decision to terminate the plague.

20 (Text no. 11) A: KUB 9.32 + Bo 4445 (Z4 64:244); B: KUB 9.31 iii 14ff;
C: HT 1iii 1 - iv 43; D: KUB 41.18 ii 2-iii; E: KUB 41.17 iii-iv 25; F: KBo
13.212 rev.; G: FHL 95; H: 218/q = CTH 394, edited and translated into Turkish
by A. Dingol, “Ashella Rituali (CTH 394) ve Hititlerde salgmn hastaliklara karsi
yapilan majik 1semlere toplu bir bakis,” Belleten XLIX/193 (1985): 11-26,
German translation by H. M. Kiimmel, in Religiose Texte: Rituale und Besch-
worungen, Texten aus der Umwelt des Alten Testaments 2 (Giitersloh: Giiterslo-
her Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn, 1987), 285-88.

21 gee Engelhard, “Hittite Magical Practices™ (Ph.D. diss.), 136-40, esp. 140.
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In a second ritual, the officiant scatters a bit of straw and crum-
bles a bit of bread, apparently inside his room/tent. In the evening
he gathers these fragments up into a basket and carries them out-
side. A woman stands in the entranceway and screams. The offer-
ings are carried away, while the officiant says, “See, I’ve brought
you [foo]d (?), O deity, and I’ve brought food for your dogs.” The
same ritual is performed for any person whose tent is affected. The
ritual is repeated on a second and probably on a third day as well.22
Apparently the image employed here is that of collecting up the
day’s table-scraps and throwing them out to the dogs lurking
around the house. The scream of the woman presumably was part
of the image of throwing out the table-scraps, namely, chasing the
dogs away from the yard. Startled, the dogs could have been ex-
pected to grab the food and run off into the blackness.?? Presuma-
bly, these scraps were thought to have been sitting out all day
collecting the evils of the house. The intent of the ritual is that
the scraps be carried from the affected dwelling, thrown away at a
distance, picked up by the god’s dogs and carried far away. This is
an appropriate image since this plague deity apparently had a court
of hounds. The scraps thus have an explicit second meaning, as an
offering to the plague deity and his hounds.

A third, badly broken ritual was authored by an auspex named
Maddunani. The ritual mentions two puppies, a pig, a clay statue,
offerings, prayers, an uncultivated place, and the act of going
through the army, all, in so far as can be seen, in a relatively
standard way for these rituals. The ritual is unusual in that it was
intended to be performed not by an exorcist/liver-diviner or “old
woman,” but rather by an auspex and an old man. The ritual is also
unusual in that during the ritual and again at the end, a specific
auspicial sign is looked for.24 This presumably was designed to
assure those performing the ritual that the deity concerned was

22 (Text no. 12) A: KUB 41.17 i; C: 283/q, = CTH 424; edited and translated
into German by V. Soucek, “Ein neues hethitisches Ritual gegen die Pest,”
Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir Orientforschung 9 (1963): 167-72.

2 Fora very similar use of dogs in a rite in China used to get rid of ghosts see
E. Ahem, The Cult of the Dead in a Chinese Village (Stanford: Stanford Univer-
sity, 1973), 198—reference courtesy of J. A. Scurlock.

24 Ritual of Maddunani against Plague in the Army (Text no. 14) CTH 425.1 =
A: KUB 7.54 i 1-ii 6; B: KUB 54.65 + IBoT 4.16 1t. col. 1'-6' + KUB 56.59; Ai
5-9 transliterated with English translation, H. A. Hoffuer, Alimenta
Hethaeorum: Food Production in Hittite Asia Minor, American Oriental Series
55 (New Haven: American Oriental Society, 1974), 71; ii 1-6 transliterated by H.
Otten & Chr. Riister, Z4 72 (1982): 139f,; D: KUB 57.114 (+) KUB 55.9 nt. col.
3-8.
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accepting the ritual.

A fourth ritual against plague in the army was authored by a cer-
tain Dandanku, also an auspex. In this ritual the participants mix
straw and red, blue, black, green and white wool together and scat-
ter them at a crossroads. It is explained that the straw is for the
horses of the horsemen who accompany the god Yarri, and the
wool is for his female attendants. The god Yarri was an archer who
was occasionally thanked for giving the army victory. At other
times he and his associates, the underworld heptad, were blamed for
plague in the army.25 The participants are to move to an unculti-
vated place to offer to this heptad a cut-up kid, piglet and puppy
and to libate beer and wine three times to them. This is repeated in
its entirety on the second day. On the third day the ritual takes
place in the plain. Here a billy goat is sacrificed to Yarri, his hep-
tad and attendants, and is cooked and eaten with bread and wine.
Then a donkey is brought in and faced toward the enemy with the
request, “Yo, Yarri, you made evil in this land and army. Lift up
this donkey and carry it to the land of the enemy.” This, unlike
the other rituals against plague in the army, requires the participa-
tion of the client who requested and paid for the ritual. This client
did not have to be the king or a general since the ritual adds that if
the client is poor, a clay donkey can be substituted for the real
donkey. After the participants are finished with the donkey, they
string a bow and place an arrow in it. But then he (the officiant?
the client?) pours the remaining arrows out from the quiver onto
the ground, saying, “O god, keep shooting the enemy land with
these arrows. But when you come into the land of Hatti, let your
quiver be closed. Let your bow be unstrung.” Then everyone re-
turns from the plain. The fourth and last day contains more of-
ferings and drinking to Yarri and his heptad but is largely broken
away.26

A short ritual against plague in a fortress simply tells one to tie
up a sheep at the edge of the fortress, and tell the deity who made
the plague that the sheep is for him and that he should go to the
enemy land and not into the fortress.?’

25 See H. Otten, “Jarri,” Reallexikon der Assyriologie, 5.267f.
26 (Text no. 15) CTH 425.2 = A:KUB 7.54 ii 7- iv, B: IBoT 4.16 t. col. 7' +

Germman by H. Klengel, “Zu einem Ablenkungszauber bei Krankheit im
hethitischen Heer (KUB LIV 65),” Altorientalische Forschungen 11 (1984):
175f.

27 (Text no. 13) A: KUB 41.17 ii 1-17; B: KBo 22.121 i 1-16 = CTH 424, ed.
V. Soucek, “Ein neues hethitisches Ritual gegen die Pest,” Mitteilungen des
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One of the rituals specifies that when the army recovers, the
king and the troops are to give an exaltation ritual to whatever
deity has been causing the plague, and that the king, the generals
and the captains are to give whatever presents to the deity that
they wish.28

If things were going badly for the army, a ritual could be per-
formed to turn things around: “When it gets scary in the field for a
‘lord of the army,’ or when all goes right for the enemy in battle,
and it doesn’t go right for our boys, (one performs the following
ritual).”?® The ritual itself unfortunately is broken away. Another
ritual on the same tablet and presumably for the same purpose
reads, “Throw hot fir cones and a hot stone into water. As the fir
cones and the stone hiss and then cool and become silent, so may
the manhood, battle, and renown® of you and your troops likewise
grow cold and be extinguished. Like the stone, let them become
deaf and dumb. Let their bowstring and arrow and slingstone (?)3!
be put (down). And let it grow cold. The gods march on our side.
The (former) kings speak on our behalf. The multitude has hurried
to our side. The gods have given boys to our army with manhood
and bravery (?).”32

As the enemy closed in on a Hittite city, another ritual was per-
formed which had the title “The Ritual of Heaven and Earth.” The
ritual is unusual and badly broken. The ritual involved the king,
who would have been expected in most cases to be personally
commanding an army in the field, the other officers, the non-
commissioned officers, and even the scribe. The first paragraph
involves seeking a male horse and bringing it to a mare of “the
place of procreation.” The horse is eventually released toward
the enemy, and it is said that it will bring the destruction of the
enemy land. Dare one suggest that the returned enemy male horse
is supposed to plant thoughts of mares in the minds of the other

Insmuts fiir Orientforschung 9 (1963): 169-73.

(Text no. 16) KUB 17.16 iv.

(Text no. 19) KUB 7.58 i 18-22 (NS), transliterated and translated into
English in the Chicago Hittite Dictionary L-N (Chicago: The Oriental Institute,
1980—89), 116b.

therally ‘news.’

L:terally ‘stone of Alminala-town.”

32 (Text no. 18) A: KUB 7.58 i 1-17; B: KUB 45.20 i 1-32; C: IBoT 2.118
If.col.;; E. KUB 23.112 ii? = CTH 426.1; A i 1-12 transliterated and translated
into German by E. Neu, Interpretation der hethitischen mediopassiven Verbal-
formen StBoT 5 (Wlesbaden Otto Harrassow:tz 1968), 68.

33 Presumably meaning either “a brood mare” or “a mare in heat.”
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enemy stallions, thoughts that will distract them from their mili-
tary duties? Next the participants take a wheel and say it is from
the land of Zidapara.3¥ The king grasps the wheel and sets it in
motion while asking the gods to roll it against the (enemy) Hurrian
land and to follow it there.35 After a long lacuna, there is an of-
fering of a sheep and some thick-breads. Then the participants
wash out the braziers. After they perform a libation of wine and
bow three times to heaven and earth, the wash water goes through
some unusual type of object, is carried away in a leather bucket and
is eventually dumped into ox stomachs. Then “the entire (army)
libates away the enemy troops with what they washed out of the
braziers” and simultaneously asks the “seven deities” (perhaps the
seven underworld deities addressed in anti-plague rituals) to carry
away plague and to do evil to the enemy.36 The prominence of
horses and wheels leads me to suspect that this ritual was designed
to help the Hittite chariotry defeat the enemy chariotry, but any
parallels that might help elucidate this sadly broken text would be
most welcome.

Of course, despite the best efforts of strategists and magicians,
defeats did occur. “If the troops are defeated by the enemy, they
perform the far-side-of-the-river ritual. On the far side of the
river, they cut in half a person, a billy goat, a puppy and a piglet.
Half of each they place on this side and half on that side. In front
they build a gate of hawthom. Overtop they draw a rope. In front
of this, on either side, they light a fire. The troops go through the
middle. When they reach the river, they splash them with water.
Afterwards they perform the ritual of the battlefield for them in
the usual way.” That is, whatever impurity caused the defeat was
magically removed from the troops by the hawthorn’s scraping,
the fire’s burning, the water’s purification and the power of the
severed corpses. The soldiers were then magically reinducted into
soldiering, using the standard battlefield ritual.3” They could thus

34 Otherwise unknown.

35 For a parallel to this wheel rolling against the enemy land, note the dream
in which a disk (Hebr. kikkar, cf. Akk. kakkaru) of bread rolls into the Midianite
camp and flattens a Midianite tent; the disk of bread is then explained as the
sword of Gideon into whose hand Yahweh has given the Midianites (Judges
7:13-14—reference courtesy of H. Hoffner).

36 (Text no. 7) KUB 9.1 ii 13- iii 30.

37 (Text no. 17) KUB 17.28 iv 45-56 = CTH 426.2, edited and translated into
German by H. M. Kiimmel, Ersatzrituale fir den hethitischen Kénig, StBoT 3
(Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1967), 151-52, and into English by B. J. Col-
lins, “The Puppy in Hittite Ritual,” JCS 42 (1990): 219f. with n. 44. Cf C.
Faraone, Journal of Hellenic Studies 113 (1993): 71 n. 45, 79 with n. 73.
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put their defeat behind them and, with morale high again, look
forward to their next victory.

It is interesting to note that the ritual actions performed in this
ritual are nearly identical to those performed in the ritual to purify
the army’s chariot horses, which I mentioned earlier.38

After a victory, it was time to give thanks to the gods. Usually a
percentage of the booty was dedicated to them. Sometimes an
entire town and its hinterland would be emptied of its gods and
people and dedicated to the Hittite Stormgod as pasture for the
divine bulls who pulled his chariot. Removing the people was easy.
The gods of the enemy were more of a problem. Removing the
gods was accomplished by using an evocation ritual. Tables were set
up to the right and left and offerings put on them. Included was a
jug of beer with the enemy gods’ names on it. A fire-pan and
brazier burned incense. From the tables long scarves of red, white
and blue material were rolled out and declared to be roads for the
gods. These were extended into nine roads of fine oil, nine roads of
honey and nine roads of pap. The gods were summoned to follow
the roads to the table. A sheep was then sacrificed to the male gods
of the city and another to the goddesses of the city, and the
roasted liver and heart were put on the offering table. After the
gods were out of the city, the king, dressed in the robes of king-
ship, made the enemy city sacrosanct; this was symbolized by
pouring out a vessel of wine while saying, “This city was hateful to
me.” The king then summoned the Stormgod, thanked him for
giving it to him, and explained that he had now consecrated it and
was laying a curse on any person who would resettle it.39 This could
be symbolically indicated by sowing the site with fennel (a weed
that grew particularly well on abandoned settlements). The latter

38 For other Hittite rituals involving the severing of puppies see B. J. Collins,
“The Puppy in Hittite Ritual,” JCS 42 (1990): 211-26. Cited there are similar
rituals known from the Bible and classical authors. The latter appear to be the
closest to the Hittite: Livy XL 6 describing a purification of the Macedonian
army; Hdt VII 41 describing a ritual of the Persian army, but misunderstood by
Herodotos and turned into a typical Greek tyrant story. In the biblical examples
the ritual is similar but the object is entirely different. Here those who pass
between the parts of the severed animal(s) (Yahweh himself in Gen 15:9-10 and
the notables of Judah in Jer 34:18-20) subject themselves to conditional curses;
that is, the Hebrew rituals are more like the Hittite military oath than the Hittite
and Greek military purification rituals.

39 (Text no. 21) KUB 7.60 = CTH 423, edited and translated into German by
V. Haas & G. Wilhelm, “Hurritische und luwische Riten aus Kizzuwatna,” AOAT
Sonderreihe 3 (1974): 234-39, and edited and translated into French by R.
Lebrun, “Le fragment KUB VII 60 = CTH 423,” Hethitica 11 (1992): 103-15.
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part of this ritual must have somehow been reversible, since an
early Hittite king, Anitta of Kussara and Nesa, emptied and laid
such a curse on the city of Hattus,*0 which one of his successors
was to later make the Hittite capital.

In summary, in the military, as in every other facet of Hittite
life, magic played an important role. It helped ensure loyalty and
gave soldiers the confidence to go into battle; it supported morale
and, when necessary, rebuilt it. That it was successful can be seen
from the fact that Hittite armies ranged from the Hellespont to
the Habur for two and a half centuries and that their kingdom
lasted some 600 years in a tough neighborhood.

40 KBo 3.22:48-51 (Anitta’s annals, Old Hittite Script), ed. E. Neu, Der
Anitta-Text, StBoT 18 (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1974), 12f.



CHAPTER FIVE
RITUAL MEALS IN THE HITTITE CULT

Billie Jean Collins

In a prayer composed in the 15th century BCE by the Hittite
king Amuwanda I and his queen Asmunikal, the royal pair lament
the loss of their cult centers to Kaskaean raiders from the north.!
The temples have been plundered, their contents and holdings
taken. “Thus, in those lands no one any longer invokes your
names, O gods. No one performs for you the rituals of the day, the
month or the year. No one celebrates your festivals and ceremo-
nies (hazziwi-).”2 The Hittites took seriously their fundamental
obligation to care for the gods. This prayer ends with a promise to
send offerings through enemy lines to the cult centers.

Because of their importance to Hittite society, festivals and
rituals from all over Anatolia were collected in the archives at
Boghazkdy and supply much information about religious life in the
second millennium BCE. The ritual texts, which are prescriptive in
nature,? give an abundance of detail about each part of the sacrifi-
cial procedure and the meal that follows it. They are our only
major source of information about blood sacrifices, but they are
more detailed than any of the Greek sources. These consist of
descriptions of sacrifice in literary texts, vase-paintings and other
iconographical evidence, and the so-called leges sacrae, which are

11 am grateful to the editors of the Chicago Hittite Dictionary, Harry Hoffner
and Hans Giiterbock, who have generously made their files available to me. The
Dictionary is supported by a grant from the National Endowment for the Humani-
ties. I also wish to thank Christopher Faraone, Richard Beal, Joanne Scurlock,
Harry Hoffner and Gary Beckman who read the manuscript in its various forms
and offered valuable comments.

2 KUB 17.21 iii 12-16 (MH/MS) w. dupls. KUB 31.124 ii 22-25 (MH/MS),
KUB 48.108 iii 6-10 (MH) (CTH 375.1), ed. Einar von Schuler, Die Kaskdier
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1965), 158-59, trans. Albrecht Goetze, “Hittite Prayers” in J.
B. Pritchard, ed., Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament, 3rd
edition (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969), 399.

3 See Baruch Levine, “Ugaritic Descriptive Rituals,” JCS 17 (1963): 105. See
also Baruch A. Levine and William W. Hallo, “Offerings to the Temple Gates at
Ur,” HUCA 38 (1967): 17-58, and A. F. Rainey, “The Order of Sacrifices in Old
Testament Ritual Texts,” Bib 51 (1970): 485-98.
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religious statutes, usually inscribed on stone, that stipulate calendri-
cal sacrifice and other ritual activities. The Hittite ritual texts are
also a far richer source, both in quantity and in detail, than has
been left behind in either Mesopotamia or Egypt.4 Thus, it is fair
to say that the implications of a discussion of Hittite cultic meals
for the study of ancient magic and ritual power may be consider-
able.

In investigating this topic, I have examined only those ritual
meals that include meat, which are less frequent than ritual meals
without meat.> Moreover, I have limited myself largely to those
rituals where eating is specifically mentioned. Many blood sacri-
fices occur that do not mention ritual feasting, and although it
seems likely in many instances that there was ritual feasting, we
cannot assume in these cases that a shared ritual meal followed the
sacrifice. The following study will address first the procedure lead-
ing to the meal, then the participants in the meal, and finally the
sacrificial victims.

It is difficult to talk about a typical procedure for the consump-
tion of the sacrificed animal in Hittite ritual since no two instances
are exactly alike, the amount of detail varies greatly from descrip-
tion to description, and the most detailed descriptions are not
necessarily the most typical. In broadest terms, we may recon-
struct an outline as follows: (1) preparation, (2) killing and butch-
ering, (3) setting the table, (4) calling the god(s) to eat, (5) feast-
ing, and (6) withdrawal.

The ritual feast could take place in a number of locations: in the
temple before the altar of the deity, or at a huwasi- , which was a

4 For Mesopotamia see B. A. Levine and W. W. Hallo, HUCA 38 (1967): 17-
58, and W. W. Hallo, “The Origins of the Sacrificial Cult: New Evidence from
Mesopotamia and Israel,” Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank
Moore Cross, ed. Patrick Miller et al. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), 3-13:
for Egypt see Hermann Kees, “Bemerkungen zum Tieropfer der Agypter und
seiner Symbolik,” Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu
Géttingen Philologisch-Historische Klasse (1942): 71-88; Harold H. Nelson,
“Certain Reliefs at Karnak and Medinet Habu and the Ritual of Amenophis I,”
JNES 8 (1949): 201-32; Philippe Derchain, Le sacrifice de I’oryx, Rites Egyp-
tiens, I (Bruxelles: Fondation égyptologique reine Elisabeth, 1962), and
Frangoise de Cenival, Les Associations Religieuses en Egypte: d’aprés les
documents démotiques (Bibliothéque d’Etude 46, 1972), 143-97, esp. 181-87.

5 Bread and fruit offerings were less expensive and therefore more frequent than
meat offerings. For similar Greek practices see Michael H. Jameson, “Sacrifice and
Ritual: Greece,” in Michael Grant and Rachel Kitzinger, eds., Civilization of the
Ancient Mediterranean: Greece and Rome (New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1988),
963.
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rock formation or stele made sacred by the presence of a deity.
When no huwasi- or temple was nearby, a tent could be con-
structed. Lacking even these luxuries, rituals could be held “on the
steppe,” away from human habitation, in which case greenery
spread out on the ground would serve as an altar.

The preparation includes consecrating the animal and the sacred
space in which the sacrifice will occur. The consecration can
involve an incantation.® Washing the statue of the deity and
anointing the altar are also a part of the preparations.” If the ritual
occurred outside the god’s temple, then his statue had to be set up.
The critical personnel also had to be cleansed.? At least one ritual
mentions the burning of incense prior to the offering.® In the ritual
for the Stormgod of Kuliwisna, the victims were led to the place of
the sacrifice in a procession: “As the yearly slaughter, they drive
one ram and one bull to the pyres of the deity. In front of them
the singers of Kanis play the ISTAR-instrument and sing. The
[c]Jook consecrates [them] (the animals) [with] fuhhuessar.!0 The

6 “The chief cook consecrates the altar with tuhhuessar. He consecrates the
cattle and sheep. The chief cook speaks the words of consecration: ‘J[ust a]s
heaven is pure, let [the altar of] (the gods,] the jugular veins (of the victims), [the
thick-bread] and the [libJation [vessel] bel pu[r]e [in the same way].”” KUB
25.20 + KUB 46.23 iv 17-23' (CTH 618), restored from the par. KUB 11.23 vi 1-
3 (OH/NS)

7 “They bring in the single goat and then wash it. They sweep the rooms (lit.
houses) of the palace into which they drive it (the goat). Further, they spray
them.” KBo 13.179 ii 6'-10' (CTH 683.2). Cf. KUB 25.24 ii 8-9 (CTH 524, NH),
ed. Volkert Haas, Der Kult von Nerik (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Biblicum,
1970), 244-45. In this and ‘similar contexts, the substance sprayed is not named,
although, more likely than not, it was water sprinkled on the floor to keep the
dust down after sweepmg

8 For example in a ritual for the Stormgod of Kuliwisna, the master of the es-
tate bathes in the bathhouse prior to the ceremony (KBo 15.33 ii 35, 39 [CTH
330, MH/MS], ed. George C. Moore, “The Disappearing Deity Motif in Hittite
Texts: A Study in Rehgsous History” [B.A. thesis, Oxford: Faculty of Oriental
Studies, 1975], 75, 84). Cf. LUSANGA-za SENAGA-zi KUB 17.35 i 1 (CTH
525.2, NH), ed. Charles Carter, “Hittite Cult-Inventories” (Ph.D. diss., Univer-
snty of Chicago, 1962), 123, 136.

9 “When it is light the master of the deity goes before the deity and burns
ﬁrst-qualxty incense, recites an invocation and makes the offering rounds three
times.” KUB 53.20 rev. 14'-15', w. dupl. VBoT 58 iv 40-41 (OH/NS) (CTH 323).

10 The substance tuhhuessar may be a kind of purificatory lotion that is made
from a resin. Sedat Alp (“Zum Wesen der kultischen Reinigungssubstanz
tuhhuessar und die Verbal fom tupsa,” Or 52 [FsKammenhuber, 1983]: 14-19)
believes that tuhhuessar is related to the noun tuhhuwai- “smoke,” hence his
translation “Riucher(barz)lotion.” Hans G. Giiterbock (“A Religious Text from
Masat,” Anadolu Arastirmalari 10 {1986]: 211) believes instead that
tuhhuessar is a solid object and tentatively translates “resin.”



80 CHAPTER FIVE

master of the estate bows [behin]d them. They lead them forth to
the master of the estate.”!!

As the following examples show, a consecrated animal produced
consecrated meat, unless the meat was consecrated separately after
the slaughter: “These birds, lambs and the single calf are conse-
crated. No one may eat them”!2; “He puts the consecrated liver
(dupl.: and heart) on top (of a broken loaf of soldier-bread) and
sets (them) at the huwasi- for the Stormgod of the town of
Isdanuwa and for the Sungod.”!3

After the preparations are made, the victim is presented
(sipant-) to the deity and then killed.!¥ The words used for the
slaughter are huek- “kill” and hattai- “slit the throat.” Later the
animal might be butchered (mark-),!5 gutted (ark-)!6, and/or dis-
membered (arha happesnai-).!7 Often the ritual omits direct
reference to the slaughter, stating only—in a kind of shorthand—
that the animal is presented, but meaning that it is presented,
slaughtered and butchered.!® The narrative then jumps to the next
stage, which is the cooking and/or setting out of the meat.

Notably, there is never any mention of examining the exta of
the dead animal as in Greek ritual. Perhaps we should assume that
this is an omission of the obvious since numerous Boghazkdy texts

11 KBo 15.33 iii 4-8 (CTH 330, MH/MS), ed. G. C. Moore, B.A. thesis (1975),
76, 85.

12 ¥Bo 8.86 obv. 13'-14' (CTH 785), ed. Volkert Haas and Gernot Wilhelm,
Hurritische und luwische Riten aus Kizzuwatna, AOATS 3 (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neuklrchener Verlag, 1974), 262f.

3 KUB 32.123 iii 38-40 (NH) w. dupl. KBo 8.107:19'-21' (CTH 772.3).

4 In virtually all of the contexts adduced here (with an animal as object),
sipant- clearly does not refer to the killing of the animal. I have translated
“present” in these sacrificial contexts because the animals are being brought
before the god, presumably to be viewed (and approved [?]) by the god, prior to
the slaughter. At the same time, I recognize that * ‘present” is an inadequate
translatxon for other contexts where sipant- is used.

5 KUB 53.4 rev. 15'-16' (CTH 638); VBoT 24 ii 42 (CTH 393, MH/NS), ed.
E. H. Sturtevant and G. Bechtel, 4 Hittite Chrestomathy (Philadelphia: Linguis-
tic Socnety of America, 1935), 112-13; KUB 17.23 ii 20 (CTH 439, NS).

6 IBoT 1.29 rev. 38 (CTH 633, OH/MS?); KBo 12.96 iv 15 (CTH 433,
MH/NS), KUB 32.123 iii 35 (CTH 772.3, NH).

7 VBoT 24 ii 2-3 (CTH 393, MH/NS), ed. E. H. Sturtevant and G. Bechtel,
Chrest (1935), 108f.

8 On the concise nature of Hittite ritual prescriptions see now Cord Kiihne,
“Zum Vor-Opfer im alten Apatolien,” in Bernd Janowski, Klaus Koch and Gernot
Wilhelm, eds., Religionsgeschichtliche Beziehungen zwischen Kleinasien,
Nordsyrien und dem Alten Testament. Internationales Symposion Hamburg
17.-21. Mérz 1990 (Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, 129; Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1993), 225-83.
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record the results of extispicy. In addition, a recent study of Hittite
“summa immeru” texts has brought to light some evidence that
the Hittites may have observed the victim’s behavior as it was led
to slaughter and examined its entrails afterwards.!?® However, since
neither these texts nor any other text of oracular results mention
that the particular oracle was taken during a ritual and no ritual
mentions the taking of oracles, it is possible that in Hatti these
were quite separate procedures.

When a location is specified, the slaughter is said to take place
on an altar, or at a huwasi-.2® A wicker table (or a mat of greenery
[GISlghhurnuzil) is generally used to hold the meal. The altar can
also serve in this way. In the Festival for Telipinu in Hanhana and
Kasha, the slaughter occurs at a hearth on one occasion?! and at a
huwasi- on another.22 (Neither of these precludes the use of an
altar as well. ) In a ritual for the Stormgod of Kuliwisna, we are told
that the slaughter takes place on the altar. This text provides us
with what is perhaps the most detailed description of a blood
sacrifice that we have:

19 Harry A. Hoﬂher, Jr, “Akkadian summa immeru Texts and Their Hurro-
Hittite Counterparts,” The Tablet and the Scroll. Near Eastern Studies in Honor
of William W. Hallo, ed. Mark R. Cohen (Bethesda: CDL Press, 1993), 116-19.

20 The use of the d.-l. in these contexts allows for two possibilities, that the
slaughter occurred “on” the altar, huwasi- and hearth, or sxmply “at” them. A
single example of “altar” (ZAG. GAR. RA) with ser “upon” confirms that the
sacrifice took place on the altar (KBo 22.216:11' [CTH 670, NS]). For the
huwasi-, on the other hand, when a d.-l. is not used, the texts consistently give
ANA “to, at” rather than INA “on,” and although Hittite scribes did not always
differentiate between INA- and ANA, the consistent use of ANA in these contexts
suggests the slaughter took place near the huwasi-s. This notion is supported by
a number of texts that mention huwasi-s being used in conjunction with altars,
with the slaughter taking place on the latter. For more on huwasi-s see Itamar
Singer, “The huwasi of the Storm-God in Hattusa,” IX. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi
(Ankara, 21-25 Eyliil 1981). Kongreye Sunulan Bildiriler I (Tiirk Tarih Kurumu
Yaymlan, IX/9; Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1986), 245-53.

21 “[They] present one sheep behind the temple. He kills (it) at the hearth in
the temple for Telipinu.” KUB 53.12 iii 21'-22' (CTH 638), ed. Volkert Haas and
Liane Jakob-Rost, “Das Festritual des Gottes Telipinu in Hanhana und in
Kasha: Ein Beitrag zum hethitischen Festkalendar,” 4oF 11 (1984): 50-52.

“They kill one sheep at the huwasi- of Telipinu. They kill another sheep at
the huwasi- of the Stormgod.” KUB 53.4 i 14-15' and etc, w. dupls. Bo
3478(+)368/v iv 13™-14', KUB 53.8 rev.!? 12-13 (CTH 638), ed. V. Haas and L.
Jakob-Rost, 4oF 11 (1984): 73, 77.
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The master of the estate presents them (the ram and bull) to the Stormgod
of Kuliwisna. The cooks elevate (the heads of) the ram and the bull and
they give the bronze knives to the master of the estate. The master of the
estate places the hand with the bronze knife on the jugular vein of the ram
and of the bull. The cooks kill (huek-) them on the altar. They give those
knives to the cook who accomplishes the killing. As soon as he cuts offa
portion of the slaughter (lit. “he cuts off the slaughter of a portion™) for
the pyre of the deity, and if the master of the estate has vowed something
to the deity—whether some utensil or an ox and sheep,—(they do the
following:) They place the utensil on the loaves of soldier-bread. The
cook consecrates the ox and sheep with tuhhuessar. They drive them in
and the master of the estate bows behind them. He speaks, himself, before
the deity: “With this word I vowed this and that. Now, I have just
brought it to the deity, and before the deity [I have consecrated (?)] it.”23

At the point of the slaughter, some texts tell us, ritual perform-
ers make noise, a practice that in Greek cult has been interpreted
as an attempt to cover the death cries of the animal, or, by
Jameson, as a means of summoning the god:24 “On the third day
when it is light, the queen bathes for the praised Z4BABA. Further,
she goes into the forest and presents one sheep and one goat for
the praised Z4BABA. The singer cries “aha” and they kill them at
the huwasi. The singer shouts.”?5 Musical instruments might also
be used: “He presents one sheep to the god Hilassi. They kill the
annalli-(sheep) on the altar. The men of the thunderhorn blow.
The shouter shouts. They set (out) the meat.”26

An apparent alternative to noise-making was to provide enter-
tainment for the deity, as in the following cult inventory text:

They provide cups, while the hazgara-women entertain the god. They
divide the young men in half and name them. They call one half the
“men of Hatti” and they call the other half the “men of Masa.” The men
of Hatti have weapons of bronze while the “men of Masa” have weapons
of reed. And they do battle. The “men of Hatti” prevail over them and
take a prisoner and give (hink-) him to the god. They pick up the god and

23 KBo 15.33 iii 9-22 (CTH 330, MH/MS), ed. G. C Moore, B.A. thesis
(1975), 77, 85f.

24 Michael H. Jameson, Civilization of the Ancient Mediterranean: Greece
and Rome (1988), 970.

25 KBo 20.72 ii 14'-18' (CTH 694, OH/MS?).

26 [BoT 2.103 iv 11-14 (CTH 530, NH).



RITUAL MEALS IN THE HITTITE CULT 83

carry him into the temple and set (him) on the altar. They break one loaf
of a handful, libate beer and set down the lamps.2’

The body parts of the victim are treated in a standard fashion.
The shoulder, breast, head, forelegs, hindlegs, thigh bone and fat
are either set before the deity raw or made into a stew. The pur-
pose of the stew may have been to create a greater volume of food
to go around. The liver and heart are generally cooked over a
flame prior to being set in front of the deity.?® Other body parts
could on rare occasions be cooked in this way .2? Often the ritual
will take a short cut in describing the use of the body parts by
stating simply that the meat “both raw and cooked” is set before
the deity (raw referring to the shoulder, breast, head, feet, etc., and
cooked referring to the liver, heart and occasionally the fat).30
These raw cuts of meat are usually placed on or beside loaves of
several types of bread (often broken) that have been set on the
offering table before the deity along with various alcoholic bever-
ages. A ritual performed at Nerik provides a rare example of the
animals (a lamb and kid) cooked and served to the god un-
butchered.3!

27 KUB 17.35 iii 8-17 (CTH 525.2, NH), ed. C. Carter, Ph.D. diss. (1962),
129f., 143.

28 The free exchange of happinit zanu- and 1ZI-it zanu- suggests that they are
synonymous in these contexts. Cf. J. Puhvel, HED H (1991), 121-22, who
interprets happena as a solid object where roasting is done, hence, “baking kiln,
fire-pit, broiler (oven),” in contrast to IZI-it (Hittite reading pahhuenit) zanu-
“to cook over a flame.”

29 For example KUB 24.9 iv 2-3' w. dz%,l. KUB 41.1 iv 12"-13' (YZUkudur),
KUB 24.9 iv 13' (manninkuwanda UZUTI “short ribs”) (CTH 402, both
MH/NS), ed. Liane Jakob-Rost, Das Ritual der Malli aus Arzawa gegen Be-
hexung (KUB XXIV 9+), THeth 2 (Heidelberg: Winter, 1972), 50-53 (=1l. 14-15);
KUB 27.67 ii 48-49 (shoulder of a ewe) (CTH 391, MH/NS), trans. A. Goetze,
ANET (1969): 348; KBo 15.10 iii 69'-70' (shoulder of a rodent) (CTH 443,
MH/MS), ed. Gabriella Szab6, Ein hethitisches Entsiihnungsritual fiir das
Kénigspaar Tuthaliia und Nikalmati, THeth 1 (Heidelberg: Winter, 1971), 46-
47; KBo 11.10 iii 2 (MH/NS) w. dupl. KBo 11.72 ii 41-42 (MH?/NS) (kidney)
(CTH 447); VBoT 24 ii 36-37 (ear), 39-40 (breast) (CTH 393, MH/NS), ed. E. H.
Surtevant and G. Bechtel, Chrest. (1935), 110f.; KBo 20.64 obv. 11 (head and
breast) (CTH 631).

30°’KUB 7.24 obv. 7 (CTH 506, NH), KUB 25.23 left edge 4-5 (CTH 525, NH).
Raw meat only: KBo 12.96 iv 15-16 (CTH 433, MH/NS), KUB 53.20 rev. 20’
(CTH 323), KUB 7.1 i 9-10 (CTH 390, pre-NH/NS). With the formulation “the
meat, namely x, is set out”: KUB 17.28 iii 4-5 (CTH 456.2, MH/NS). Not specify-
ing whether the meat is raw and/or cooked: KUB 55.15 iii (?) 9 (CTH 530), KBo
20.92 iv 16 (CTH 447, MH2/NS).

31 «“They skin ? them whole, cook them, and place them before the god.” KUB
38.25 i 13'-15' (CTH 524, NH), ed. V. Haas, XN (1970): 276f.
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On rare occasions, a text might provide a more detailed list of
the body parts. Those parts that are less often referred to include
the kidney (VZUELLAG.GUN), the shoulder blade (V2UNAGLABU),
the testicle (YZUarki), the “hand (i.e., foreleg)” (VZUQATU), the
hind leg (YZUwallas hastai), the unidentified YZUkudu and
UZUmyuh(ha)rai-, which are also cooked in a stew, and UZUkatta-
pala-, which is set out for the god.

The hide and bones of the animal are treated differently from
the other parts. In a ritual for the Protective Deity, the hides are
given to the leatherworkers, presumably to be processed and used
elsewhere.32 Like the other animal parts, however, the hide could
sometimes be set before the deity.33 Occasionally, the skin and/or
bones are burned: “As soon as the bones and lambskin are set in
each place, they burn [them] up right there;”3* and elsewhere:
“They gather up the bones and put them down on the hearth.
They finish and they burn the bones.”35

None of the texts that describe the ritual meal specifically refer
to the blood of the animal. However, other descriptions of sacri-
fice do refer to it. In these rituals the blood is either caught in a
vessel (huppar “bowl”, zeri-/GAL “cup”), or allowed to flow into a
pit (ESAG “grain storage pit,” wappu- “clay pit”), or onto flour or
bread (ZID.DA, NINDA.GUR4.RA, resp.). In one ritual, the blood
and fat of the animal are mixed with porridge.3® The text breaks
off before telling us whether this porridge is served to the deity.
Either way, the blood of the victim seems to have little impor-
tance in the context of the ritual feast itself.

After all these preparations, the food is set before the deity so
that he may eat it “with his eyes.”37 Libations might be poured at

32 «[They give (?)] the pelts to the leatherworkers.” KBo 13.179 ii 14'-15'
(CTH 683.2).

33 “They gut the sheep. Then they take the raw meat and set the hide, breast
and shoulder before the deity.” KUB 7.1 i 9-10 (CTH 332, pre-NH/NS).

34 XBo 13.164 iv 1-2 (CTH 670, OH/NS).

35 KBo 15.25 rev. 18-19 (CTH 396, MH/NS), ed. Onofrio Carruba, Das
Beschworungsritual fiir die Géttin Wisurijanza, StBoT 2 (Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz, 1966), 6f. The restorations follow Carruba (see his commentary).

36 “They mix the blood and fat of the goat (dupl. and the sheep fat) with a
handful of porridge. They make two iduri-loaves.” KBo 15.49 i 9'-11' w. dupl.
KUB 32.128 ii 21'-24' (CTH 628, both MH/NS).

37 A. L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia: Portrait of a Dead Civilization,
rev. ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1977), 183-98, esp. 191f, dis-
cusses the “Care and Feeding of the Gods.”
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this point in the proceedings, that is, just prior to the feasting.3®
Often libations are poured in conjunction with the breaking of
bread.3® Libations could also occur after the feast, although seem-
ingly with less frequency.#? In one instance, a libation is poured
while the statue of the deity is en route back to the temple.4!

Those who are designated to eat (this does not always include
everyone present) may now seat themselves before the deity. The
feasting is generally initiated by the phrase “then they eat and
drink.”

The final act in any sacrificial celebration is the drinking cere-
mony, in which the participants “drink the god.” The god in
question is always the one(s) to whom the ritual is directed. The
procedure may be illustrated by the following examples: “Then he
(the client) drinks the Sungod of Heaven, the Stormgod, and all the
gods three times. They eat. Then they come away.”#? “They give
to the client for drinking and he drinks the Stormgod. The singer
sings in Hurrian. But the exorcist recites from the tent in Hurrian
as follows.”*? “They (the augurs) make goat stew and they eat (it).
Then they drink the Protective Deity of the Hunting Bag, stand-
ing, three times. But afterward, what gods are valuable for them,
those gods they continue to drink.”# “He (the palace servant) asks
to drink. The chief palace servant con[tinues] to libate. The first
time, he drinks (to) the Sungod of Heaven. Afterward he drinks
t[o] the Stormgod. Afterward he drinks t[o] the Protective Deity.
But we continue to drink, seated [...].”45

38 KUB 12.58 iv 1, 5 (CTH 409, NH), ed. Albrecht Goetze, The Hittite Ritual
of Tunnawi (New Haven: American Oriental Society, 1938), 20f.; KBo 12.96 iv
17 (CTH 433, MH/NS); KUB 57.79 iv 21-22 (NS); IBoT 1.29 rev. 45 (CTH 633,
OH/MS?); KBo 20.72 iii 24'-25' (CTH 694, OH/MS?), KUB 27.67 ii 53, 57
(CTH 391, MH/NS), KUB 17.28 iii 12 (CTH 458, MH/NS).

39 KUB 24.9 iv 10-11' (CTH 402, MH/NS), ed. L. Jakob-Rost, THeth 2
(1972), 52f.; KUB 53.20 rev. 17'-18', w. dupl. VBoT 58 iv 42-43 (OH/NS) (CTH
323); KBo 15.25 rev. 8 (CTH 396, MH/NS), ed. O. Carruba, StBoT 2 (1966), 4f.

40 XUB 4.1 iii 7-9' (CTH 422, MH/NS), ed. E. von Schuler, Kaskier (1965),
172f; KBo 12.96 iv 17 (CTH 433, MH/NS).

41 KBo 15.25 rev. 23-24, see n. 50.

42 XUB 9.32 rev. 30-32 (CTH 394, NH), ed. Ali M. Dingol, “Ashella Rituali
(CTH 394) ve Hititlerde Salgin Hastaliklara Kars1 Yapilan Majik islemlere Toplu
Bir Bakis,” Belleten 49/193 (1985): 22-23.

43 KUB 12.11 iv 17-20 (CTH 628, MH/NS).

44 VBoT 24 iv 27-31 w. dupl. KBo 12.104 iv 2'-7' (CTH 393, NH), ed. E. H.
Surtevant and G. Bechtel, Chrest. (1935), 116f. )

45 XBo 15.25 rev. 14-17 (CTH 396, MH/NS), ed. O. Carruba, StBoT 2 (1966),
4-7.
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The meaning of the phrase “to drink the god” continues to be
in dispute.4® The problem centers on the use of an accusative
rather than a dative for the object,4’ forcing a translation “drink
the god” rather than the more easily explained “drink to the god,”
or, as has been proposed, “give to the god to drink,” with the verb
taking on an uncharacteristic causative sense. Melchert has sum-
marized previous discussion in his article on the subject, in which
he reasserts the meaning “drink to (the honor of) the god x.”48
Giiterbock disagrees with all these proposals and asserts instead that
the god being “drunk” is the liquid contained in the cup.* For the
sake of caution, the phrase is translated literally in this essay.

Finally, the participants remove themselves from the place of
the ritual and the deity is also removed (unless the ritual occurs in
the temple), as the following examples illustrate: “They eat and
drink. Then they come away” (see note 69); “The deity [goes
back] into the temple and as soon as the deity arrives at the
threshold, the client bows [to the deity] and libates beer. Then I
[br]ing the deity into the [temple].”’50

* * *

Those attending the ritual include members of the temple per-
sonnel, members of the royal family when required, and profes-
sional ritual practitioners who officiate when the feast occurs in
the context of a purification. In such cases, a client (a.k.a., the
patient, offerant, sacrificer) is also present. The agent of the

46 To Frantz-Szab6’s extensive bibliography on the subject in RI4 7 (1987-
90): 5, add the following references: Jaan Puhvel, “On an Alleged Eucharistic
Expression in Hittite Rituals,” MIO 5 (1957): 31-33; idem, Hittite Etymological
Dictionary A, E/I (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1984), 261-68, esp. 266f.; A. Kammen-
huber, HW? Il (Heidelberg: Winter, 1988), 30-31; ead. ‘“Nochmals: der
hethitische Kénig trinkt Gott NN,” Text, Methode und Grammatik: Wolfgang
Richter zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. W. Gross, H. Irsigler and T. Seidl (St. Ottilien:
Eos Verlag, 1991), 221-26. For a possible parallel from the Greek world see
William Brashear, “Ein Berliner Zauberpapyrus,” ZPE 33 (1979): 261-78, esp.
271; and Robert W. Daniel and Franco Maltomini, Supplementum Magicum II,
(Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1992), no. 72, pp. 109f., 117-19.

7 Examples of this construction using the dative can be found, albeit infre-
quently See the last example above, with n. 44.
8 “God-Drinking’: A Syntactic Transformation in Hittite,” JIES 9 (1981):
245-54.

49 Hans G. Giiterbock, “To Drink a God,” Proceedings of the 34th Rencontre
Assynologlque Internationale, Istanbul, Turkey, 1988 (Ankara, forthcoming).

0 XBo 15.25 rev. 22-25 (CTH 396, MH/NS), ed. O. Carruba, StBoT 2 (1966),
6f.
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slaughter is the primary officiant, whether an old woman, augur,
exorcist, priest, cook, or some other official.

Not everyone present is expected to participate in every ritual
feast. Such exclusionary practices are sometimes indicated in the
ritual with the injunction “no one else may eat.”s! Participants
who are specifically enjoined to eat of the meat include, from the
royal family, the king, the prince and possibly the queen; from the
temple personnel, the priests, the cooks, the augurs, the exorcists,
the singers, the so-called “guardians of the hearth,” the “men of
the courtyard,” the “lion-men,” the hazgara-women, the staff-
men, the “sister of the deity” priestesses, the “mother of the
deity” priestesses, asusala-men, and female attendants; outsiders
include the men of the city called “Deaf Man’s Tell,” a man from
the city of Isdahara, and children.>? The hassumas Festival pro-
vides an extensive and specific list of feasters:

Wherever in the kitchen the Prince requests to eat, twelve priests are
seated in front (of him): the priest of the Stormgod, the man of the Stor-
mgod, the pri[est of . . . ], the priest of Katahha, the priest of the Grain(-
goddess [?]), the priest of ZABABA, the priest of Tasmidu, [...] the

51 KBo 23.67 iii 12 (CTH 704, MH/NS); KUB 45.47 iv 35 (CTH 494, MS?).

52 King KUB 12.12 v 22-23 (CTH 628, MH/NS), ed. lise Wegner and Mirjo
Salvini, Die hethitisch-hurritischen Ritualtafeln des (h)issuwa-Festes, Corpus
der Hurritischen Sprachdenkmiler 1.4 (Roma: Multigrafica Editrice, 1991), 149,
151; KBo 13.194:8' (CTH 670), KUB 17.28 iv 39-41 (CTH 458, MH/NS); prince
KUB 53.4 rev. 19' (CTH 638.2}, IBoT 1.29 rev. 41-43 (CTH 633, OH/MS?);
queen possibly in KBo 20.92 iv' 13-17 (CTH 447, MH/NS), KUB 45.47 iv 34-
35 (CTH 494, MH/MS?); priests KBo 17.33 iv 1'-4' w. dupl. KBo 17.36 iii 9'-12'
(CTH 661, 0S), KUB 58.30 ii 7-9' (CTH 638, OH/NS), ed. V. Haas and L. Jakob-
Rost, 40F 11 (1984): 67f.; cooks KUB 54.65 iii' 13-14' (CTH 425.2, NH),
augurs KBo 12.96 iv 4-19 (CTH 433, MH/NS), VBoT 24 ii 42-43 (CTH 393,
NH), ed. E. H. Sturtevant and G. Bechtel, Chrest. (1935), 112f.; exorcist and
singer KUB 12.11 iv 11-12 (CTH 628, MH/NS); guardians of the hearth KBo
10.45 iv 16-17 w. dupl. KUB 41.8 iv 15-16 (CTH 446, both MH/NS), ed. H.
Otten, Z4 54 (1961) 136f.; “men of the courtyard” KBo 20.51 i 16-18' (CTH
694); “lion-men” and hazgara-women KUB 55.15 iii (?) 7-11 (CTH 530); staff-
men KUB 54.65 iii' 13'-14’ (CTH 425.2, NH); “sister of the deity” priestesses
Bo 6594 iii (?) 3-4 (CTH 738, OH), translit. Erich Neu, d/thethitische Ritual-
texte in Umschrift, StBoT 25 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1980), 99; “mother of
the deity” priestesses KUB 25.24 ii 15 (CTH 524, NH), ed. V. Haas, KN (1970):
2441, asusala -men KBo 17.36 iv 12'-13' (CTH 661 0OS); female attendants KUB
54.65 iii' 13*-14° (CTH 425.2, NH), KUB 17.28 i 23 (CTH 730.1, MH/NS); men
of the city called “Deaf Man's Tell” KUB 25.23 left edge al-b3 (CTH 525, NH); a
man from Isdahara KUB 60.147 iv (?) 12-13 (CTH 670); children Bo 7937 left
column 4 (CTH 648), ed. Sedat Alp, Beitrdge zur Erforschung des hethitischen
Tempels, TTKY VI/2 (Ankara, 1983), 234f, KUB 9.31 ii 13-14 (CTH 757,
MH/NS).
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priest of Halmassuitti, two priests of Anzili [...], the priest of
Hasammili, one Staff-Man, one Spear-Man, one [ ... ]-man, [N] fore-
court-sweepers, two sarmiess-men, one cupbearer, one table-man, one
baker, one crier, one smith of the deity, three temple servants, three fam-
ers—these [sit down] to eat.3

On at least one occasion the text specifies that the entire con-
gregation (panku-) may eat. However, most often it is the unspeci-
fied “they” who are enjoined to sit and eat. We must assume that
“they” include all persons present and that the scribes are not
simply neglecting to mention to which group the word “they”
refers. The texts do not provide any indication of why particular
officials or individuals were singled out for the feast.

One of the more enigmatic groups of participants is a poorly
attested people called the dampupi-, which means “untaught” or
“uneducated,” and refers to attendees who were not trained in
religious observances.5 In one unique case of a purification, these
persons consume a puppy that has been ritually killed.5> Puppies
and dogs are not eaten in Hittite texts outside of this instance. On
one other occasion the dampupi- are given bread to eat, but are
prohibited from eating the meat of the goat that has just been
killed.56

There is evidence that the persons who partook of the feast had
to be consecrated, or at least clean, prior to the meal. In one text
we read, “The consecrated [priests e]at cheese (and) rennet. But

53 IBoT 1.29 obv. 18-24 (OH/MS?) w. dupls. KUB 51.57 obv. 21-29 (OH?),
Bo 3228:T'ff. (restorations are from this fmg) (CTH 633), cf. V. G. Ardzinba, “The
Bmh of the Hittite King and the New Year,” Qikumene 5 (1986): 91-101.

4 In the lexical text KBo 1.30 obv. 8',9' ([CTH 305], ed. Hans G. Giiterbock,
in Matenals Jor the Sumerian Lexikon XII [Rome: Pontificium Institutum
Biblicum, 1969], 214f. [“uncivilized,” the Sumerian column gives the equivalent
14 as-hab)), dampupi is twice paired with Akk. nu’u. Nu’u/nuwa’um was the
term used by the Old Assyrian merchants to refer to the native Anatolian popula-
tion. For a discussion, see D. O. Edzard, “Altassyrisch nuwa>um,” Anatolia and
the Ancient Near East: Studies in Honor of Tahsin Ozgii¢, ed. Kutlu Emre et al.
(Ankara, 1989), 107-09.

5 KUB 9.7 obv. 3-4 (CTH 763, NH).

56 “They kill a billy goat and they bum it with [...]. Offering loave[s ...]
the uninitiated eat up [...]. But the meat they do not give (out). But the dead
[...]they kill it, and they come away [...].” KBo 3.63 ii 3'-8' (CTH 655, pre-
NH/NS). The goat is burnt whole rather than cooked, and this may be the reason
for the prohibition on its consumption.

7KUB 45.49 iv 8-10 (CTH 790, NH), translit. H. Otten, Materialien zum
hethxtzschen Lexikon, StBoT 15 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1971), 29.
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the impure ones (saknuwantes) do not eat. It is inappropriate.”’
Another passage states that the “men of the courtyard”
(LU-MEShilammies), whichever of them have bathed, may eat the
meat and drink the cup of wine that has been provided.58

The “leftovers” from the ritual are sometimes distributed to
various parties. In one Hattian ritual the bones of the sacrificed
piglet are taken to the kitchen and sold. The skin of another
victim is given to the leatherworkers in a ritual for the Protective
Deity (see note 32). In a ritual to be performed prior to a cam-
paign against the Kaskaeans, the “master of the deity” is given the
sheepskins and the model implements used in the feast.’® In these
sparse examples, I do not perceive anything akin to the distribu-
tion of the animal parts as salary to the temple personnel that we
see in later periods in Mesopotamia.60

* * *

The animal of choice for the ritual meal, and indeed for all of-
ferings, was the sheep. This was more an economic than a religious
decision. Goats are almost as common as sheep in meat offerings.
Lambs and kids are also offered, but with much less frequency than
adult animals. Calves are the rarest of all animals to be offered.
Cattle in any form are relatively rare in comparison to sheep
because of their high cost and the larger the quantity of meat they
provide per animal. Bulls (GU4.MAH) are most frequently offered
to the Stormgod, with whom they are identified in myth and who
stands very high in the pantheon.®! Unspecified forms of cattle
(GU,) and other kinds of animals—such as plow oxen—could be
offered to other deities.

58 KBo 20.51 i 16-18' (CTH 694).

9 “You (gods) eat and [drink]! Re[turn] (to the army) and bat[tle] the enemy!
When he (the practitioner) has finished, he goes again before the gods of Hatti
and they consume the fat and the bread. He offers libations to the gods of l-j,atti,
the Stormgod of the Army and Z4BABA. They drink however many times it seems
good to them. The master of the deity takes the model implements and the sheep-
skins. They return to the army and go to battle thus.” KUB 4.1 iii 2'-14' (CTH
422, MH/NS), ed. E. von Schuler, Kaskder (1965), 172f, tr. A. Goetze, ANET
(1969), 355.

0'Cf. Gilbert J. P. McEwan, “Distribution of Meat in Eanna,” Iraq 45 (1983):
187-98.

61 KBo 13.93 rev. 10-11' (CTH 500); KUB 9.32 rev. 21-24 (CTH 394, NH),
ed. A. Dingol, Belleten 49/193 (1985): 21, 26; uncertain, 1238/v:10'-12' (CTH
638), ed. V. Haas and L. Jakob-Rost, AoF 11 (1984): 67f.



90 CHAPTER FIVE

The animal allotted for sacrifice had to be of high quality.62 The
offering of a lesser animal was a matter of some concern to the
officiants as we are told in a text of Instructions to the Temple
Personnel: “If any cowherd or shepherd perpetrates a deception on
the road and turns aside a fattened ox or fattened sheep, and
(either) he sells (the fattened one), or he kills it and they consume
it and substitute a thin one in its place, and it becomes known, that
is a capital crime for them. They have taken the fine(st) food of
the gods’ choice.”®3

Multiple animals, multiple species of animals and animals of
varying ages and sexes might be offered in a single ritual or festi-
val. Each might also be sacrificed following a different formula.

What Jameson refers to as the “principle of appropriateness”
applies to Hittite cult as well as Greek.®* Male animals will be
offered to male gods and female animals to female gods. But this
practice appears not to be strictly enforced—at least, more often
than not, the sex of the animal is not specified. More frequently
there is a color requirement.53

* * *

Most of the rituals discussed herein are “occasional”’ rituals—
that is, they were performed when there was a need for them. In
these rituals, in exchange for the meal, the officiants seek the
favor of the god in question on behalf of the client. More than
simply a communion with the god, the ritual feast was a chance to
sway a god or goddess to benevolence. In these cases, the sacrifice
serves to reinforce the prayer:66 “Then (the augurs) kill the sheep

62 Cf. CHD L-N (1989) 298, sub misriwant- b.

3 KUB 13.17 rev. 21-25 (NH) w. dupl. KUB 13.4 iv 61-67 (pre-NH/NS)
(CTH 264), ed. Aygiil Siiel, Hitit Kaynaklarinda Tapmak Goérevlileri ile ilgili
Bir Direktif Metni (Ankara: A.U. dil ve Tarih-Coggrafya Fakiiltesi Basimevi,
1982), 86f., CHD L-N (1989) sub marsatar, maklant-.

The Ritual of Ashella against a plague in the army specifies that the ewe
chosen for the sacrifice must be virgin: “They bring one bull, one ewe, and one
wether. But (it must be) a ewe to which a ram has not yet gone.” KUB 9.32 rev.
21-22 (CTH 394, NH), ed. A. Dmc,ol Belleten 49/193 (1985): 21, 26.

65 For example, Bo 3752 u 3' (CTH 470, 0OS?), translit. E. Neu, StBoT 25
(1980), 179; KBo 17.15 rev.! 6' (CTH 645, 0S), translit. E. Neu, StBoT 25
(1980), 73; KUB 30.32 iv 15'-16' (CTH 304, MS?); KUB 7.53 i 11-12 (CTH 409,
NH), ed. A. Goetze, Tunn. (1938), 4f.; KUB 54.64 rev. 2 (CTH 678, NS), ed. V.
Haas, KN (1970), 304f.; KUB 55.39 i 3' (CTH 591, OH).

6For a discussion of sacrifice reinforcing prayer see Michael H. Jameson, in
Civilization of the Ancient Mediterranean: Greece and Rome (1988), 963-64.
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for the god and say as follows: ‘Now the client is giving you an
offering. Take the offering, O god, and turn in favor to him. What
he keeps saying to you tumn your ear to him.””67 In another text
the officiant cries, “Who(ever) is hungry, who(ever) is thirsty
(among) the gods, come, eat and drink, and join with me. From the
house and city may you cleanse the evil impurity, bloodshed,
perjury, sin, and curse. He bound them, (each evil’s) feet and
hands, so let the dark earth keep them in.”6® Finally, a ritual
against plague in the army—compare Richard Beal’s essay above—
includes a sacrifice with a very specific purpose in mind: “They
present the billy goat, the sheep and the pig to that very deity who
made this plague in the army, (saying), ‘Let that deity eat and
drink, let him be friendly to the land of Hatti and to the army of
the land of Hatti. Let him turn in favor (to the army).” They eat
and drink. Then they come away.”t?

Ritual meals were also an important part of the state cult, but
festival texts tend toward brevity in the description of shared ritual
meals. The AN.TAH. SUM Festival describes very briefly prepara-
tions for a meal in the temple of ZABABA, but omits the meal
itself.” The “Great Assembly” that takes place during the KIL.LAM
Festival may provide a model of a state-level cultic meal involving
sacrifice, but while many of the usual activities are described,
including an extensive drinking ceremony, a description of the
sacrifice itself is omitted, as are any incantations or prayers.
Without such invocations, we cannot deduce the nature of the
Hittites’ communications with the gods in these circumstances.
That is, we cannot know, based on the festival texts alone, what
“give and take” the participants in the feast at the state cultic
level expected to initiate by sharing a meal with the gods.

We are, however, offered a glimpse into the reciprocity sym-
bolized by the shared cultic meals by the prayer of Amuwanda I
and ASmunikal with which this essay began. Implicit in the king
and queen’s lament is that the gods, by not protecting the interests
of their worshippers, have contributed to the downfall of the
religious system that kept them in offerings. The sentiment of
reciprocity is more explicitly stated in the Hurrian mythological

67 KBo 12.96 iv 9-14 (CTH 433, MH/NS).

68 KBo 10.45 iv 11-15 w. dupl. KUB 41.8 iv 10-14 (CTH 446, both MH/NS),
ed. Heinrich Otten, “Eine Beschwérung der Unterirdischen aus Bogazkéy,” ZA
54 21961): 134-37.

9 KUB 9.32 rev. 14-19 w. dupls. KUB 9.31 iv 19-27, HT 1 iv 23-30 (CTH
394, all NH), ed. A. Dingol, Belleten 49/193 (1985): 19f., 25.
10 0 KBo 4.9 i 11-24 (CTH 612), ed. S. Alp, Tempel (1983): 156f.
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text, the Song of Hedammu: “[Ea], King of Wisdom, spoke among
the gods. [The god Ea] began to say, ‘Why are y[ou] destroying
[humankind]? They will not give sacrifices to the gods. They will
not burn cedar as incense to you. [If] you destroy humankind, they
will no longer [worship] the gods. No one will offer [bread] or
libations to you any longer. ... Why are you, O Kumarbi, seeking
to harm humankind? Does [not] the mortal take a grain heap and
do they not promptly offer (it) to you, Kumarbi? Does he make
offering to you alone, Kumarbi, Father of the gods, joyfully in the
midst of the temple? Do they not (also) offer to Tessub, the Canal
Inspector of humankind? And don’t they call me, Ea, by name as
King?””71

71 KUB 33.103 ii 1-5, 9-14 (NS), w. dupls. KUB 33.100 + KUB 36.16 iii 8-
13, 17-23 (MH?/NS), KUB 33.116 ii 1'-6' (MH?/NS) (CTH 348). The translation
is that of H. A. Hoffner, Jr., Hittite Myths (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 49; cf
p. 73 for bibliography.



CHAPTER SIX

MAGICAL USES OF ANCIENT MESOPOTAMIAN
FESTIVALS OF THE DEAD

J. A. Scurlock

In ancient Mesopotamia, the happiness of the dead in the Neth-
erworld was dependent upon a continuous series of funerary offer-
ings provided by their surviving relatives.! Moreover, ghosts peri-
odically left their homes in the world below to come back for visits
during the course of which they expected to receive entertainment
from the living. What interests us here about these festivals is that
they also provided an occasion for private rituals in which oppor-
tunistic use was made of the fact that the ghosts had to return to
the Netherworld at the end of their formal visits. The roads be-
tween the worlds being opened to receive the returning dead, what
better opportunity could one find to rid oneself of one’s illnesses
or other personal problems?

The month of Abu (roughly August in our calendar) was the oc-
casion for one such general return of the dead,? and it provided an
appropriate setting for the following ritual designed to cure an
unspecified ghost-induced illness. “If the ghost of a man’s father or
mother keeps seizing him, on the 27th of Abu, you take clay from
a potter’s pit. You make a figurine of a man and a woman. You put
a reed (made) of gold on the male figurine. You put a [st]aff (var.
ears) (made) of gold on the female figurine. You thread carnelian
(var. lapis) on red wool. You put it on her (the female figurine’s)
neck. You abundantly fit them (the figurines) out. You honor
them; you treat them with care. You seat those figurines at the
head of the patient for three days. You pour out hot broth for
them. On the third day, the 29th, when the ghosts are
(customarily) provided with food offerings, you make a sailboat.
You assign (them) their travel provisions. You present them to

1 For more details on this subject, see A. Tsukimoto, Untersuchungen zur
Totenpflege (kispum) im alten Mesopotamien, Alter Orient und Altes Testament
216 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1985).

2 See Tzvi Abusch, “Mesopotamian Anti-Witchcraft Literature: Texts and
Studies. Part I: The Nature of Maglu: Its Character, Divisions, and Calendrical
Setting,” JNES 33 (1974): 261 with n, 34.
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Samas. You make them face downstream and you say as follows:
‘From the body of NN, son of NN, be 3,600 double-hours distant,
be far away, be distant, be distant. You are made to swear (this) by
the great gods.””

The manufacture of both male and female figurines is a rela-
tively common feature of ancient Mesopotamian magic, the object
being to ensure results in cases where the real perpetrator of the
offense (sometimes a ghost but more usually a sorcerer) was un-
known to the victim.# Placing the figurines at the head of the
patient for three days drew away the illness which was being com-
bated so that it could be sent, along with the figurines, down river
to the Netherworld. The presentation to the sun-god Samas was
more than a simple exposure of the figurines to sunlight. By virtue
of his journey through the heavens, the sun-god was the divine
judge of the upper and lower worlds in whose court were adjudicated
cases which arose between living persons and their dead relatives
over the performance of funerary offerings.® By involving Samas
in such offerings, the living ensured that the ghostly recipients
could not later complain to the god about being neglected (a le-
gitimate grounds for ghost-induced illness). The final oath adminis-
tered to the ghosts is another common element in ancient Meso-
potamian magical rites, the object being to establish a sort of quasi-
contract between the patient and the afflicting spirit. The accep-
tance of a conditional offering by a ghost or demon obligated him
to go away and leave the patient alone in the same way that the

3 BAM 323:79-88//BID p. 210ff:1-13 (= J. A. Scurlock, “Magical Means of
Dealing with Ghosts in Ancient Mesopotamia” [Ph.D. diss., University of
Chicago, 1988] [= MMDG], prescription no. 58)

For references to “unknown”™ assailants in ghost-expelling texts, see, for
example: “Samas, the evil ghost whom you know but (whom) [ do not know shall
not approach me; he shall not come near me, he shall not come close to me; keep
him from coming" (CT 23.15-22+ i 53'-54'//KAR 2l.r. 2-4//K 3576:9-10 [=
Scurlock, MMDG no. 16]); “I, NN, son of NN, whose personal god is NN (and)
whose personal goddess is NN, who is sick with illness; and you, O god, know
(what it is) but I do not know (it) and nobody (else) knows (it)” (KAR 32:37-
39//K 9175:9'-11' {= Scurlock, MMDG no. 67]).

5 Note, for example: “He whom an utukku has seized (or) a ghost has seized,
etc. . . . to save him from (them) (lies) with Samas. For the ghost to . . . to assemble
the [fanuly] ghost(s) from the Netherworld, to have a true judgement taken in
order for the dead not to oppress the living, to calm the angry ghost, to separate
the dead from the living, to return [him to the Netherworld (?)], to loosen his
wrath, to keep away his ghost (lies) with Samas” (E. von Weiher, Spdtbabylo-
nische Texte aus Uruk 3, Ausgrabungen der Deutschen Forschungsgemeinschaft
in Uruk-Warka 12 [Berlin: Gebr. Mann, 1988], no. 67 ii 27-28, 37-46).
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oath formulae on actual contracts bound the swearing party to
fulfill his side of the bargain.6

Also involving the use of boats to send returning ghosts to the
Netherworld is an anti-slander ritual accompanying an unfortu-
nately fragmentary incantation. “You take clay from both banks
of a river. You make a sailboat. You make seven and seven (i.e.,
seven to the right and seven to the left, or a total of fourteen)
model tongues of clay. You make a sorcerer and sorceress figurine
of clay.” (Notice here again the doubling of surrogates; seven
tongues to the right and a sorcerer figurine to combat unknown
male slanderers and seven tongues to the left and a sorceress figu-
rine to combat unknown female slanderers). “You put the tongues
and the figurines on the sailboat (along with) seven and seven
breads. You envelop the sailboat with clay. You seal the gate of the
sailboat with a seal made from subu-stone and hematite and you
fasten its prow on it. You recite the incantation seven and seven
times over it. You take it and you . . . Afterwards, you recite the
incantation ‘Demon, (off) to your desert’ as far as the outer gate
and then you draw [a magic cir]cle in the gate. [If] this ritual is
per[formed] on the 28th of Abu, he (the patient) will be all right.”?

Another ritual involving the manufacture of a ghost figurine can
only be described as baroque. “Ditto (i.e., assuming that something
ill-omened happens on the 26th of Abu), you make a figurine of
the ghost of your father. You make a lamentation to your
(personal) god and goddess. When you lament, you envelop the
head of the figurine of your father in women’s clothing. You say as
follows: ‘(My) god (and) goddess, my father has brought my sin
hither; let him (also) take its punishment away (with him).” You
say this (and) at the same time you uncover its head. You dress it
in clean clothing. You pour fine oil on the head of the figurine.
You fill seven and seven burzigallu-vessels with a decoction of
dates. You put three burzigallu-vessels of fired clay, (and) three
each of unfired clay, into a _potstand and then you put (it) before
Samas. You say as follows: ‘Samas, my sin belongs to my relatives.
My negligence, my curse, my . . . belong to . . . Let the corpse
receive the crime (and) the (broken) oath. Samas, you know what I

6 For a discussion of the general principles involved, see E. Westermarck,
Ritual and Belief in Morocco (London: Macmillan, 1926), 1.518-69.

7 0. R. Gurney, “A Tablet of Incantations Against Slander,” Iragq 22 (1960):
224:21-27 (on the reading of the date, see Abusch, JNES 33 [1974]: 260 with n.
33).
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do not know; let it cross the river Hubur with the figurine of my
father; let it all turn out for the best.””8

What is essentially happening here is that the ghost is being
taken through a supplication rite designed to enlist the sympathy
and soothe the heart of an angry god. Rites normally associated
with mouming the dead (such as wailing and covering one’s head
with one’s garments) were frequently used by ancient Mesopota-
mian penitents in hopes of divine forgiveness.? Upon successful
completion of his penitence, the ex-sinner cleansed himself of any
residue of his sin in the same way that one customarily marked the
end of formal mourmning, i.e., by such actions as dressing in a clean
garment and anointing himself with 0il.!0 By taking the figurine
through this ritual, the patient ensured that his father’s ghost
would not later be punished for the sin which he was being asked to
take with him to the Netherworld.

The ghost festival in Abu was not the sole opportunity for
ghosts to pay a visit to living relatives; at the end of the legend of
Istar’s descent to the Netherworld it is mentioned that not only
does the god Dumuzi return every year, but also that the dead are
to “come up and smell the incense”!! during Dumuzi’s festivities
(that is, from the 27th to the 29th of the month of Du’uzu or
roughly July in our calendar). This association of ghosts with the
shepherd-god Dumuzi is quite natural when it is realized that the
well-known annual “wailing for Tammuz” had nothing to do with

8 XAR 178 vii 35-52 (= Scurlock, MMDG no. 84).

9 Note, for example, the actions taken to counteract an eclipse: “Until the
eclipse brightens, the people of the land remove their head wrappings; their
heads are covered with their garments . . .. They add their voices to the lament;
they keep shouting until the eclipse clears up . ... When the eclipse begins, the
lamentation-priests are dressed in linen garments; their heads are covered with
their torn garments. During the eclipse, they offer lamentation, grief, and wailing
to Sin” (BRM 4.6 [= E. Ebeling, Tod und Leben nach den Vorstellungen der
Babylonier (Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1931), no. 24]), 21, 23, 27-28, 41, 43-
45

10 Compare: “On the seventh day, (the people mourning the king’s mother)
shaved off their head h[air] and [changed] their garments . . . he (the king) poured
sweet oil over [their] heads; he made them rejoice and br[ightened] their faces. He
sent them on [their] way and they retur[ned] home” (C. J. Gadd, “The Harran
Inscriptions of Nabonidus,” dnatolian Studies 8 [1958]: 52 iii 29-32, 38-43 [as
restored in W. L. Moran, “The Creation of Man in Atrahasis I 192-248," BASOR
200 (1970): 137]) with “[Let (your suppliant) reJmove (his) dirty rags; let him
don his (usual) clothing” (W. G. Lambert, “The Gula Hymn of Bullutsa-rabi,” Or,
n.s. 36 [1967]: 128:194).

I1 T 15.47:58 (W. R. Sladek, “Inanna’s Descent to the Netherworld” [Ph.D.
diss., Johns Hopkins, 1974 (University Microfilms no. 74-27, 928)], 250:138).
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“fertility” but was a Passover-type rite designed to ward off the
deleterious effects of the summer dying season. As the grim myth
“The Descent of Istar” makes abundantly clear, the hope held out
to those who properly performed the annual mouming rites for
Dumuzi was that they would thereby be spared the attentions of
Inanna/Istar and her ghostly crew of merciless demons, with the
result that the shepherd-god Dumuzi would have to go to the
Netherworld in their stead.!2

A ritual to be used “if a ghost or an ‘assistant-of-evil’ demon or
anything evil has seized a man and pursues him”13 gives the fol-
lowing instructions. “In the month of Du’uzu when Istar makes
the people of the land wail for Dumuzi, her spouse—a man’s
relatives are gathered together there—Istar takes a stand and
chooses out men’s concemns; she takes away illness (or) she puts
illness on. The 28th, the day of the sheepfold, you give a minia-
ture vulva (made of) lapis lazuli (and) a golden star to IStar. You
invoke the patient’s name. You say, ‘Cause the patient to escape!’
and you take twelve breads (and some) mihhu-beer to the temple
of Istar and you give a dyeing vat (and) a cord to Istar-resua,
Dumuzi’s herd boy. (Herdsmen need vats to prepare wool for rug
manufacturing.) You say, ‘Istar-resua, intercede for NN, the pa-
tient, with Dumuzi.” You do (all) this on the day of the sheepfold

12 “Inanna was about to ascend from the Netherworld, but as she was going
up, the Anunnaki-gods seized her (saying), ‘Who has ever risen from the Neth-
erworld? Who has ever risen from the Netherworld alive? K Inanna wants to
ascend from the Netherworld, let her give a substitute as substitute for herself.’
... Upon Inanna’s ascending from the Netherworld, Ninsubur threw herself at her
feet; clothed in dirty rags, she wallowed in the dust. The demons cried out to pure
Inanna, ‘O Inanna, go home to your city; let us take this one back.” The pure
Inanna answered the demons, ‘This is my messenger of consoling words, my
mounted messenger of true words, who did not forget my directions, did not
neglect the orders which I gave her. She set up a lament for me in my ruin(ed
temple)s. She beat the drum for me in the temple throne room. She went in a circle
round the temples of the gods for me. She scratched her face; she scratched her
nose; she scratched her thighs, a place (women) do not speak of with men. She
dressed in a single garment like a poor man. . . . How could I ever tum her over to
you?’ ... And there was Dumuzi clothed in a magnificent garment, sitting on a
magnificent throne. The demons seized him by the thighs; the seven of them
poured the milk out of his churns; the seven of them shook their heads like . ..
The shepherd did not play his flute and pipe before her. She (Inanna) looked at
him with the look of death, spoke to him with the speech of wrath, shouted at him
with the cry of ‘guilty!’ (She said to the demons): ‘Take this one away!’ And
thus pure Inanna gave the shepherd Dumuzi into their hands™ (Sladek, Inanna’s
Descent, 13811.:284-89, 306-321, 327, 349-58).

13 W. Farber, Beschwaorungsrituale an Istar und Dumuzi, Akademie der Wis-
senschaften und der Literatur 30 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1977), 127ff.:1-2.
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in/for the temple of Istar. § On the 29th, the day when the bed is
laid down for Dumuzi, you take a gu-measureful of flour which a
man has ground and you ignite ashes at the head of his (Dumuzi’s)
bed. You bake an ash cake in the ashes. You moisten it with good
milk. You put it at the head of the bed. (The grain is specifically
ground by a man, baked in ashes, and moistened with milk because
this is the characteristic food of shepherds and nomads, not the
normal, woman-ground, oven-baked, oil-moistened, bread of seden-
tary agriculturalists). You set out /ahannu-vessels (full) of water
and first-quality beer. You give a sappu-bowl, a wooden box, a
flute, a sinnatu-instrument encrusted with gold, a donkey saddle,
and a waterskin to Dumuzi. (The latter two gifts were intended to
facilitate the journey; the musical instruments were appropriate
because shepherds then, as now, used them to while away long
hours guarding the flocks). You set up an offering arrangement for
Dumuzi. You put a censer (burning) ballukku-resin at his head and
a censer (burning) juniper at his feet. You set up an offering ar-
rangement for Istar. You put out a censer (burning) juniper. You
pour out a libation of first quality beer. You sprinkle a sprinkling.
You put down magic heaps of flour. You make funerary offerings
to the family ghosts to the right of the bed and to the left of the
bed to the Anunnaki. You pour out a libation of cold water and
beer (flavored with) roasted grain. You put out mersu-halvah for
Dumuzi’s herd boys. You put out seven food portions for the male
and female zabbu-ecstatics (and) the male and female mahhu-
ecstatics. . . . You have the patient enter (the space) beneath the
bed and you have him lie flat on his face. You put his face at the
foot end (of the bed). (If one imagines Dumuzi as lying on the bed
on his back, the patient is thus doubly disassociated from the god
and his dreadful fate.) You touch him (the patient) seven times
with a seven-knotted reed stalk. When you have touched him he
turns himself over. (The evil is thus literally turned over onto
Dumuzi who is lying above on top of the bed.) You also say as
follows: ‘Istar, may your beloved go at your side.” He (the patient)
comes out from under the bed and dresses in sackcloth and strikes
his sides. He circles round seven times to the right and seven times
to the left and squats down in the place for mourning. He also says
as follows: ‘Istar, I have squatted down in your place for mourning,
I have beaten my breast with your people; on this day, remove
from my body the evil spy, “assistant of evil,” which has come to
be in my body, my flesh (and) my sinews, which is fastened to me
and pursues me for evil purposes, and give him to your angry
heart.” He says this seven times and you pluck out hair from his
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head and (wool from) the hem of his garment. You throw (them)
into the river (along with) twelve breads and some mashatu-flour
and it will be good for the . . . [mood?] of Istar.”14

These ritual actions were accompanied by prayers addressed to
Istar, Dumuzi, the Anunnaki, and the family ghosts in which Du-
muzi and the family ghosts were asked (with the assistance or
permission of Istar and the Anunnaki)!® to take the evils which
have been plaguing the patient down with them when they returned
to the Netherworld. “(Istar), intercede with Dumuzi, your lover.
May Dumuzi, your lover, carry away my pain . . . I, NN, son of
NN, whose (personal) god is NN (and) whose (personal) goddess is
NN, have turned to you (Dumuzi and) sought you out; entrust the
evil spy, etc. . . . to the mighty Humbaba, the unforgiving gallu-
demon . . . remove him from my body and take him with you. . . .
On this day, stand forth, [great (Anunnaki) gods,] and ju[dge] my
case, [make a decision about me]. [Remove the evil s]p[y], etc. . . .
from my body; s[eize him and] take [him] down to the ‘land of no
re[turn].” Entrust [him into the care of] the fate deity, Namtar,
vizier of the ‘broad earth.” May Ningizzida, chair bearer of the
‘broad earth,’ strength[en] the watch over him. May Bidu, great
doorkeeper of the Netherworld, lock (the gate) in their faces. .
You are my family ghosts, creators of ev[erything], my father, my
father’s father, my mother, m[y] mother’s mother, my brother,
my [sis]ter, my kith, m[y] kin and my relations, as many as sle[ep]
in the earth, I have [ma]de for you a funerary offering; I have
poured yo[u] (a libation of) water. I have honored [y]ou; I have
made yo[u] proud; I have shown [y]ou [respect]. On this day, stand
forth before [Istar and D]Jumuzi and [judge my] case, [make a]
de[cision about me]. [Seize the evil s]py, etc. . . . [and take] him
[down] to the grave. [May he not approach, may he not come
near, may he not glet close, may he not blow upon me and spy on
me. [May I, you]r [servant], live; may I get well. [On account of
magical] practices (which have been performed against me), I want
to invoke you]r [names]. Let me pour [c]old water [via] you[r]
wate[r plipe. (The reference is to liquid offerings to the dead which
were literally poured down a tube laid into the earth above the
grave.) [Keep] me [al]ive so that I may [pr]aise you. . . . When
you (Dumuzi) have set your face towards the Netherworld, may
(the evil) not set his face towards NN, son of NN. When you
(Dumuzi) go on your road, tum the evil about and let him go

14 Farber, Beschworungsrituale an Istar und Dumuzi, 127ff.:3-32, 190-205.
15 Farber, Beschwérungsrituale an IStar und Dumuzi, 127£f.:32-189.
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before you. When you (Dumuzi) cross the river Hubur, administer
to him an oath by Ea (god of sweet waters) that he never return.
When you (Dumuzi) go across the steppe, administer to him an
oath by the pasture land that he never come round again. When
you chase away the beasts, may they take him away (across) the
entire pasture land. Cause the patient to escape so that he may
exalt your godhead, so that he may sing your praises to the wide-
spread peoples.”16

A second ritual which seems also to have been linked to the an-
nual wailing for Dumuzi provided a cure for a sick prince.!” “They
put down a bed. They make a (funerary) display.!8 They wash the
feet. (They put out) a torch of sweet reed and a saplu-bowl of
sweet oil. The daughter-in-law (i.e., the patient’s wife playing the
part of Istar) washes the feet (with the oil). She goes three times in
a circle around the bed (carrying the torch of sweet reed). She
kisses the feet; she goes and sits down. She bums cedar; she
quenches it with wine. She lays a sheep heart in tappinu-flour. She
lays (it) on the hips of the figurine. They pour wine onto the
ground from a stone anzagullu-vessel. They crush the stone an-
zagullu-vessel on the top of the sideboard of the bed. They mix
(wine with water) in two sprinkling-vessels. They pour (it) out
before Samas. She throws herself at the feet. (All this is done) on
the day they put down his bed. On the day that they burn the burnt
offering (they do the following). They bring water, oil, and thick-
bread near (to the bed). They take out the equipment. He (the
patient) makes a (funerary) display. They wash the feet. She (the
daughter-in-law) lifts a torch of sweet reed; she goes three times in
a circle around the bed. She kisses the feet. She bums cedar; she
quenches it with wine. She lays a sheep heart in tappinu-flour; she
lays (it) on the hips of the figurine. They pour wine onto the
ground from a stone anzagullu-vessel. They crush the stone an-
zagullu-vessel on the top of the sideboard of the bed. They go
three times in a circle around the animal-paddock. The daughter
(i.e., the patient’s sister playing the part of Gestinanna) strews

16 Farber, Beschwérungsrituale an Istar und Dumuzi, 1271f.:119-20, 127-32,
138-46, 154-69, 177-88.

17 For this interpretation of K 164, see J. A. Scurlock, “Wailing for Dumuzi?:
A New Interpretation of K 164 (BA 2:635),” RA 86 (1992): 91-105.

18 See ). A. Scurlock, “Taklimtu: A display of grave goods?,” Nouvelles
Assyriologiques Bréves et Utilitaires (1991) no. 3, correcting M. Stol, “Greek
AEIKTHPION: the Lying-in-State of Adonis,” in Funerary Symbols and Relig-
ion. Essays dedicated to Professor M. S. H. G. Heerma van Voss, J. H. Kamstra,
H. Milde, and K. Wagtendonk, eds. (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1988), 127-28.
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parched grain. They prepare a gabutu-bowl of apples. (After) they
have made (her) go [three times] in a circle around the animal-
paddock, they crush (the bowl). They place salt on the equipment
before Samas. They invoke her name; they set (it) on fire. When
they have stamped out the fire, (they put out) a rib cut (and) a
shoulder cut, nine and a half qﬁ of sepu (“yellow”)-bread (and) a
cake (baked in ashes) made with emmer, a kallu-bowl of flour (and)
a kallu-bowl of parched grain in the middle of which they have
drawn a river (and) a boat made of [wh]eat flour. They make a
hole in the ground; [t]hey pour oil and honey into the hole. The
palace women cry oul[t, saying], ‘Come; [y]ou (f. pl.) [should bJury
the palace woman, your (f. pl.) daughter.” They seal everything
with blood from the nose of the person for whom [the ceremony
was performed]. They prepare a table before great Antu (i.e.,
Ereskigal, queen of the Netherworld), a table before Gilgames
(hero-king who after his death became a judge of the Netherworld),
(and) a table before the boatmen. They bring water (and) oil near
(to the table). They place a drinking-vessel of beer (and) a drink-
ing-vessel of wine before great Antu (and) before Gilgames; they
make (the contents) flow out of them. When he (the patient)
kneels before Samas, he says, ‘She (the daughter) was girdled; (now)
she is ungirdled.” They say, ‘Why was she girdled (and now)
ungirdled?’ He says, ‘(It is because) her gods are reverenced.” They
say (to the daughter), ‘Pronounce blessings (f.) on the king (and)
his seed.””1?

Our somewhat scanty information on the celebrations at the
end of Du’uzu, drawn from these and other texts, allows for the
following reconstruction.2® A (funerary) display was made on four
days near the end of the month. Dumuzi was released from his
Netherworld prison on the 27th, accompanied by the family
ghosts; to assist him in his journey, a bed was set up, and mourning
rites were carried out under the superv:slon of Dumuzi’s wife Istar
accompanied by the burning of incense and offerings to Samas
(“lord of ghosts”) and Dumuzi. By laying the floured sheep heart
on the hips of the figurine, the women playing Istar granted him a
return to life. By sunrise on the 28th, Dumuzi had reached the
upper world with the assistance of women playing his sister
Gestinanna whose job it was to parch and scatter grain over him
and to soak a figurine of him in beer to ensure his safe arrival (he

19 W. von Soden, “Aus einem Ersatzopferritual fir den assyrischen Hof,” ZA
45 51939): 42-61:1-51.
0 See Scurlock, R4 86 (1992): 91-10S.
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was to rise up like the smoke from the grain and to float up like
the figurine in the beer). The 28th was thus Dumuzi’s day, the day
when the sheepfold was circumambulated; the mourning rites,
burning of incense, the laying of hearts on figurines, and the of-
ferings to Dumuzi of the previous day were repeated, accompanied
this time by offerings to Istar (the apples) and to Netherworld
deities (Antu and Gilgames) and by a burnt offering. This last was
necessitated by the fact that, in order to bring up Dumuzi (and the
accompanying ghosts), Gestinanna had herself to go to the Neth-
erworld as his surrogate, i.e., the women playing her had to be
symbolically buried. Gestinanna was not, however, destined to
remain permanently in the lower regions; that is to say, the
“girdling” (i.e., the captivity of Gestinanna in the Netherworld as
surrogate for her brother) was immediately followed by an
“ungirdling” (i.., the release of Gestinanna with the return of
Dumuzi to the Netherworld). The 29th was the day of the bed
when Dumuzi was prepared for his journey home to the Nether-
world. This was consequently also “the day of the captivity of
Dumuzi” which marked the end of the festival. On this day, the bed
was again set up and offerings were made on various sides of this
bed to Dumuzi, Istar, the family ghosts, and the Anunnaki.

What is unique to this particular performance of the mourning
rites for Dumuzi is the fact that the patient was asked to seal the
offerings to be sent to the Netherworld with blood from his nose.
We have already seen an example of the use of hair and wool from
the hem of a patient’s garment as a means of getting rid of ills (by
throwing them into the river). It is interesting to note in this
connection that the offerings which are being sealed with the blood
consist of three pairs of objects separated by a river of flour. One
component of each of these pairs (the rib cut, the cake, and the
parched grain) was an appropriate offering to the dead or to Du-
muzi or both. The other three (the shoulder cut, the sepu-bread,
and the flour) were appropriate offerings to living gods. By laying
out the rib cut, the cake, and the parched grain on one side of the
flour river and the shoulder cut, the sepu-bread, and the flour on
the other, the officiant signaled that it was a separation from death
that was desired. The presence of a boat which, in view of the fact
that its boatmen receive offerings alongside Ereskigal and Gil-
games, was presumably intended to carry the offerings to the
Netherworld, is also suggestive of a controlled transfer or exchange
(on the divine scale between the living Gestinanna and the dead
Dumuzi and on the human scale perhaps between the patient’s
illness which accompanied the offerings to the Netherworld and



MAGICAL USES OF MESOPOTAMIAN FESTIVALS 103

the blessings brought back for the patient and his sponsoring father
by Gestinanna from the realm of the dead).?!

Also a good candidate for an opportunisti¢c ritual of this type is
a text which includes, alongside prayers to Samas and Gilgames,2?
the following addresses to the Anunnaki and ghosts. “‘Stand forth,
great [(Anunnaki) gods], and judge my case; [make a decision]
about me. [Make] me [l]ive and remove him from [my] body. May
my [fa]mily [ghosts] seize them; may they not let th[em] go. . .
the male and female sorcerer—may they rec[eive them]. . . . Take
[anything] evil which was set on me (and) the male and female
sorcerer down to the “land [of no return].” Entrust them into the
care of Namtar, the sukkallu-official of the “broad earth.” May
Ningizzida, chair bearer of the “broad earth,” strengthen the watch
over them. May Nedu, great door keeper of the “broad earth,”
lock their gate.’23 . . . When you have recited this (the preceding
incantation) before the Anunnaki, you say as follows before the
[family] gho[sts]: ‘You are my family ghosts, creators of every-
thing, my father, my father’s father, my mother, my mother’s
mother, my brother, my sister, my kith, my kin and my relations,
as many as sleep in the earth. I have made for you a funerary
offering; I have poured you (a libation of) water. I have honored
you; I have made you proud; I have shown you respect. On this
day, stand forth before Samas (and) Gilgames and Judge my case,
make a decision about me. Entrust the evil which is in my body,
my flesh (and) my sinews into the care of Namtar, the sukkallu-
official of the Netherworld. [Ma]y Ningizzida, chair bearer of the
“broad earth,” strengthen the watch over them. [May] Nedu, great
door keeper of the Netherworld, [lock] (the gate) in their faces
(var. behind th[em]). Seize it and take it down to the “land of no
return.” May I, your servant, live; may I get well. Yet, on account
of magical practices, I want to be cleared in your name. Let me
give (you) cold water to drink via your water pipe. Keep me alive
so that I may praise you.” § When you have recited this (three
times) before the ghost(s) of relatives, you say as follows before a
skull: “‘You are the ghost of nobody, you who have no one to bury

21 Compare: “When a mourner returns from her ponos (pain) with or without
consolation, she will signal her return by asking the dead to give blessings to
those left behind, or she will include her own greetings or blessings to the
attending moumers” (C. N. Seremetakis, The Last Word: Women, Death, and
vamanon in Inner Mani [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991], 119)

2 KAR 227 and duplicates (= Ebeling, Tod und Leben no. 30) i 47-ii 6, ii 7-
i 10
23 Tsukimoto, kispum, 191 B:17-26.
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(you) or to inyoke (your name), (whose) name nobody knows, (but
whose) name Samas, who takes care of (you), knows. Whether you
be a man who is like a (living) man or whether you be a woman
who is like a (living) person, you have received a gift before Samas
Gilgames, the Anunnaki (and) the fami[ly] ghosts; you have been
treated kindly (with) a present. Listen to m[e], to whatever I say.
Whether he be an [evil] utukku-demon, or an evil alu-demon or an
evil ghost, or Lamastu or Labasu or Ah[hazu], or a /i/u-demon or
a lilitu-demon or an ardat lifli]-demon,2* or any nameless evil
which continually seizes me and pu[rsues me], (which) is fastened
to my body, my flesh (and) my sinews and cannot be loosed—I
have made a figurine of the male and female witch who . . . to me
with Samas as witness (and) a figurine of the evil which has seized
me. I have entrusted th[em] (to you) before Samas Gilgames, (and)
the Anunnaki. Seize them and do not release them; take them so
that they may not retu[rn]. You are made to swear (to do this) by
the oath of Samas, who takes care of you. Yo[u] are made to swear
by the oath of the great gods of heaven and earth. You are made to
swear by the oath of the Igigi, the gods above. You are made to
swear by the oath of the Anunnaki, the gods below. You are made
to swear by the oath of Lugalgirra, Ninazu (and) Ningizzida. You
are made to swear by the oath of Ereskigal, queen of the Nether-
world. If you let them go (you will be punished).’”’25

In view of the striking similarity between the prayers addressed
to the Anunnaki and ghosts in this text with those to be found in
the Istar and Dumuzi rituals which we have already examined, it
seems likely that this ritual, too, was timed to coincide with one of
the periodic returns of the dead, but a more generalized visit in
which not only the family ghosts but also strange and uncared-for
ghosts were allowed to come up to the upper world. If so, then the
obvious suggestion is that this ritual was meant to be performed at
the end of Abu, both because that is the only other known festival
of the dead and because it contains prayers to Gilgames, whose
connection with the “festival of the ghosts” in Abu is explicitly
mentioned in the Sumerian composition, “The Death of Gil-
games.”26 The emphasis on sorcery in the latter ritual is perhaps

24 For a discussion of these demons, see J. A. Scurlock, “Baby-Snatching De-
mons, Restless Souls and the Dangers of Childbirth: Medico-Magical Means of
Dealing with Some of the Perils of Motherhood in Ancient Mesopotamia,”
1nco§m'ta 2 (1991): 153-59, with previous literature.

25 KAR 227 iii 6-50/LKA 89+90:1-43//Si. 747:1-12 (= Scurlock, MMDG
nos. 85, 87).

26 «“without (Gilgames), the daylight is not put before their eyes (in) Abu, at
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also significant in view of the possibility that Maglu and/or other
anti-sorcery incantations may also have been timed to coincide
with this period at the end of Abu.?’

A very similar address to a ghost appears in another anti-
sorcery text which also mentions sorcerous dedications to Gilgames
and the nefarious manufacture of figurines of the patient at the
begmnmg of Abu28 and which includes separate prayers to Samas.?®

“[Before] Samas, the judge, [you have] re[ceived a gift; yoJu [have
been treated kindly] (and) [a pre]sent has been give[n] to you.
appropriate to the Netherworld . . . [I have made a figurine of] my
[m]ale and femal[e] sorcerer . . . I have entrusted th[em] to you.
[Remove hi]m(?); take [him] away with you. [Do not reljease
them. You are made to swear by [the oath of Samas who tak]es
care of you. [By the oath of the Igigi], the gods above, etc. [By the
oath of the Anunnak]i, the gods below, etc. [By the oath of Lugal-
girra], Ninazu (and) Ningizzida, etc. [By the oath of Ereskigal],
que[en of the Netherwor]ld, etc. [If you let them] go (you will be
punished).”30

A final candidate for inclusion in this category of opportunistic
rituals is an unfortunately broken anti-witchcraft ritual in which
the family ghosts play an unusually prominent part: “If a man is
chosen as a mate for a dead person and, as a result, a ghost has
seized him [ ... ] You purify the clay pit. You put mashatu-flour
into it. In the morning, you say, ‘I will buy clay from the potter’s
pit for a representation of anything evil, the male and [female]
sorcerer.” You pinc[h] off clay. [ . . . ] You make [x] figurines of
the male and female sorcerer. You make [them] hold . . . You dress
them in makeshift garments. You an[oint them] w1th fine oil.
[Befo]re Samas you sweep the ground. You sprinkle pure water (on
it). [You put down] a pure seat for [Samas] You stretch out a
mishu-cloth on it. [You set up] a reed altar before [Samas] In
three groups you p[ut out] food portions before Samas Ea, and
Asalluhi. You scatter dates and sasqu-flour. [You set up] three
a[dagurrul-vessels. You set up three censers (burming) aromatics.

the festival of the ghosts” (S. N. Kramer, “The Death of Gilgamesh,” BASOR 94
[1944] 7:31-32).
7' See Abusch, JNES 33 (1974): 259-61.

23 “[Th]at [man] is bewitched; the waters of ‘cutting the brea[th]’ have been
broken [ove]r him; [they gave] his [...]to Gllgam[es] they manu[facmred] his
figurines at the commg in of Abu” (BAM 231 i 15-17//BAM 3321 1).

29 BAM 231 i 19-27//BAM 332 i 3-18'.

30 BAM 332 iv 517" (= Scurlock, MMDG no. 88).
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You scat[ter] all manner of grain. You put down a seat to the left
of the offering arrangement for his (the patient’s) family ghosts.
(That is to say,) you put down a seat for his family ghosts to the
left of the (other) ghosts to the left (of the offering arrangement).
You make funerary offerings to (his) family ghosts. You give them
gifts. [You] made them proud; you show them respect. Secondly,
you lay out hot br[oth] [for] (his) family [gho]sts. You give them
a gift. You make them proud; you show them respect. You pour
out a libation of [water] for them. You make a pure sacrifice
before Samas. You bring the [shoulder], caul fat (and) roasted meat
near (to the offering table). You pour out a libation of [first quality
beer]. You pult] aside a rib section for his family ghosts. You recite
[the incantation: . . . ] anything evil’ three times . . . you/he
raise(s) . . . and then . . .”3! '

We have so far only spoken of ghosts as convenient vehicles
for getting rid of evils. However, there was in ancient Mesopota-
mia also a strong tradition of consultations of the dead for the
purpose of divining the future.32 We have a number of manuals for
the performance of necromancy, or as the ancient Mesopotamians
called such procedures, “Incantation (to be used when you wish) to
see a ghost in order to make a decision.”3? Instructions accompa-
nying necromantic incantations indicate that the favored method
was to prepare an ointment which was smeared on the practitio-
ner’s face or on a figurine or skull which housed the ghost.3* There
is also a somewhat broken lexical reference to digging (?) a ditch,3?
presumably as a prelude to filling it with offerings to the dead.
There was even a professional raiser of ghosts.36

One might, then, expect that the periodic returns of the dead
would provide a prime opportunity for such activities and, indeed,
one of the necromantic instructions makes it explicit that it should
be performed on the 29th of Abu: “You crush rue (?) in water and
(cedar) oil. You recite the incantation three times over it. (If) you

31 BBR 2 no. 52:1-23 (= Scurlock, MMDG no. 68).

Note, for example, “Here, we have been questioning the dream-
interpretesses, female diviners and the ghosts (and the result is) that the god
Assur continually gives you a warning” (TCL 4.5:4-7 [see J. Tropper, Nekroman-
tie: Totenbefragung im Alten Orient und im Alten Testament, AOAT 223
(Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1989), 71 with n. 115]).

33 BAM 215:59//SpTU 2 no. 20 r. 22 (= Scurlock, MMDG no. 82).

34 For details, see Scurlock, MMDG, chap. 6.

35 Hg. B IV 149 (see CAD M/2 265a s.v. muséli B lexical section).

36 Lu I iii 27'; Lu Excerpt I 183; OB Lu A 357, C4 4; Hg. B IV 149; OB Lu
C4 6; Lu Excerpt II 19 (see CAD M/2 265a s.v. muselu B lexical section).
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rub (it) on your face on the 29th of Abu, the Anunnaki will talk
with you. Let it (the ghost) make a decision for you.”37

In sum, the annual festivals of the dead were, on one level, cele-
brations reaffirming the ongoing relationship between the living
and their dead ancestors. Since, however, the visiting ghosts had to
return to the Netherworld at the end of these celebrations, and
since the Netherworld was a convenient dumping ground (one
might almost say, the natural habitat) of evils, these annual festi-
vals of the dead could also be made to serve a secondary purpose.
That is, they provided favorable opportunities for appending to
the rites normally performed in the course of their celebration,
private rituals designed to rid people of their ills. In addition, the
temporary presence in the upper world of friendly ghosts gave
those anxious for unbiased and hopefully prescient advice a chance
to engage in consultations.

37 BAM 215:60-63//SpTU 2 no. 20 r. 23-26 (= Scurlock, MMDG no. 82).
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE “WITCH” OF EN-DOR,
1 SAMUEL 28, AND ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN
NECROMANCY

Brian B. Schmidt

Through the centuries, Saul’s ominous encounter with the
prophet Samuel post mortem has engendered a wide range of re-
sponse from Jewish and Christian interpreters alike.! Nevertheless,
two interpretative details of the “Witch” of En-Dor account in 1
Samuel 28 have withstood the test of time, namely the second-
millennium Canaanite origins of Israelite necromancy and the
divine status of the early Israelite dead.2 To be sure, both find
particulars in the text that warrant their plausibility. The narra-
tive’s chronological framework (the settlement of Canaan) and its
geographical setting (the Canaanite city of En-Dor) serve to
characterize necromancy as an ancient and distinctly Canaanite
practice.3 Interpreters also classify the apparition(s) conjured up

I For examples from the history of interpretation, c¢f A. F. Kirkpatrick, The
First Book of Samuel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1888), 244-45 (a
survey of nineteenth-century scholarship), and K. A. D. Smelik, “The Witch of
Endor: I Samuel 28 in Rabbinic and Christian Exegesis Till 800 A. D.,” VC 33
(1977): 160-78.

2 Cf. the definition of necromancy offered by E. Bourguignon, “Necromancy,”
Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. M. Eliade (New York: MacMillan, 1987), 345,
“the art or practice of magically conjuring up the souls of the dead ... to obtain
information from them, generally regarding the revelation of unknown causes or
the future course of events.” In the end, Bourguignon implemented a more inclu-
sive definition, one useful for analyzing traditions of non-Western cultures (347).
The narrower definition is more appropriate for the pr