|

The Presocratic Philosophers

A CRITICAL HISTORY
WITH A SELECTION OF TEXTS

BY
G. S. KIRK

REGIUS PROTESSOR EMERITUS OF GREEK
IN THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE

J. E.RAVEN

FORMERLY FELLOW OF KING'S COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE

M.SCHOFIELD

PRESIDENT OF ST JOHN’S COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE

Second Edition

M CAMBRIDGE

W'’ UNIVERSITY PRESS




CONTENTS

Preface to the second edition

Preface to the first edition

Abbreviations

Introductory Note: The Sources for Presocratic Philosophy

1

I
111

Vi

VI
VIII
IX

XI

The Forerunners of Philosophical Cosmogony
The naive view of the world
Okeanos
Night
Orphic cosmogonies
The Hesiodic cosmogony, and the separation of
sky and earth’
‘Mixed’ theogonies:
A. Alcman
B. Pherecydes
7. Toward philosophy

D RPN

THE IONIAN THINKERS
Thales of Miletus

Anaximander of Miletus
Anaximenes of Miletus
Xenophanes of Colophon
Heraclitus of Ephesus

PHILOSOPHY IN THE WEST

Pythagoras of Samos

Parmenides of Elea

Zeno of Elea

Empedocles of Acragas

Philolaus of Croton and Fifth-Century
Pythagoreanism

vii

page ix
x1
xiii

214
239
263
280

322




THE IONIAN RESPONSE |

XII  Anaxagoras of Clazomenae 352 '
XIII  Archelaus of Athens 385 PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION

XIV Melissus of Samos 390

XV  The Atomists: Leucippus of Miletus and Democritus

of Abdera 402

XVI Diogenes of Apollonia 434 ],
Selective Bibliography 453
Index of Passages ' 461 It is now more than twenty-five years since The Presocratic Philosophers
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corrections until 1963 and subsequently without change. During the
last few years GSK and JER were conscious that a basically revised
edition would soon be needed, if it was not overdue. JER’s health
was not good and his research interests had become exclusivety
botanical; he therefore asked GSK to gauge the moment and suggest
a third member of the team. As it happened, the part of the book
that was primarily JER’s called for most revision because of the way
scholarly interests had developed; but GSK, too, had been working
in other fields and needed a collaborator in the thick of things. MS
agreed in 1979 to become a’ partner in the enterprise, and there was
complete accord between all three on how the work should be done.

There are major and important changes in this new edition. MS
has completely rewritten the chapters on the Eleatics and Pythagor-
eans, principally because of work by analytic philosophers on the
former and by Walter Burkert (in particular) on the latter —work
which has called for some reassessment of the Cornford—Raven view
on the interrelations between the two schools. Alemaeon has been
incorporated in these chapters. MS has likewise completely rewritten
the chapter on Empedocles to take account of the reinterpretations
of J. Bollack, G. Zuntz and others and the controversy these have
provoked. It is hoped that the arrangement of the fragments of
Empedocles in their probably original order will be found more useful
by the reader. The chapter on Anaxagoras, on the other hand,
remains largely as JER wrote it; MS has indicated in footnotes how
his own solutions (for which see his An Essay on Anaxagoras, Cambridge,
1980) might differ here and there, but it was the wish of all three
authors that this chapter should remain largely unchanged. Arche-
laus, too, remains unaltered, and Diogenes is expanded by a single
footnote; on the Atomists MS has rewritten the sections on meta-
physical principles, on atoms and the void and on the weight of atoms
(to take account of the work of D. J. Furley, J. Barnes, D. O’ Brien
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PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION

and others), also on epistemology and ethics— the ethics section being
largely the work of Dr J. F. Procopé, to whom we express warm
thanks,

The earlier part of the book has been revised throughout by GSK,
but with little complete rewriting. Chapter 1, on Forerunners, has
been rearranged, abbreviated and simplified in places, and has
additional sections on the new Orphic material, on the Alcman
cosmogonical [ragment and on the movement from myths to
philosophy. There has been a spate of publication on the Milesians,
Xenophanes and Heraclitus over the last quarter-century, but the
effects have been minor compared with those of work on the
Pythagoreans and Eleatics and on Empedocles. Account has been
taken of the contributions of, in particular, C. H. Kahn {on Anaxi-
mander and Heraclitus), J. Barnes and W. K. C. Guthrie, but the
interpretation and presentation, despite numerous changes in detail,
have not been very drastically altered. That reflects a general
conviction that the book should not be radically changed in its
approach and emphasis, except where necessary; and also the
opinion of GSK, at least, that despite all the dust of battle the real
advances, with respect to these earlier thinkers, have been quite
small.

A definite improvement, especially for the many readers who use
the translations rather than the Greek texts, has been to bring these
up into the body of the text. The Bibliography has been brought up
to date, and the new Index Locorum is the work of Mr N. O’Sullivan,
to whom the authors are most grateful, as they also are to the
publishers and printers for their help and their careful treatment of
a relatively complicated text. But ‘the authors’ means, sadly, the
surviving ones, for JER died in March 1980, aged 65; his remarkabie
gifts and lovable personality are well conveyed in Jokn Raven by his
Friends (published in 1981 by his widow, Faith Raven, from Docwra’s
Manor, Shepreth, Herts., England). On a happier note it is a
pleasure to re-dedicate the book to Professor F. H. Sandbach, whose
profound learning is even better appreciated now than it was then.

G.S.K.
June 1983 M.S.

PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION

This book is designed primarily for those who have more than a
casual interest in the history of early Greek thought; but by
translating all Greek passages, and confining some of the more
detailed discussion to small-type notes at the end of paragraphs, we
have also aimed to make the book useful for those students of the
history of philosophy or science who have no previous acquaintance
with this important and fascinating feld.

Two points should be emphasized. First, we have limited our scope
to the chief Presocratic ‘ physicists' and their forerunners, whose main
preoccupation was with the nature {physis) and coherence of things
as a whole. More specialized scientific interests were simultanequsly
developing throughout the sixth and fifth centuries B.c., especially
in mathematics, astronomy, geography, medicine and biology; but
for lack of space, and to some extent of evidence, we have not pursued
these topics beyond the interests of the chief physicists. We have also
excluded the Sophists, whose positive philosophical contribution,
often exaggerated, lay mainly in the fields of epistemology and
semantics. Secondly, we have not set out to produce a necessarily
orthodox exposition (if, indeed, such a thing is conceivable in a field
where opinion is changing so rapidly), but have preferred in many
places to put forward our own interpretations. At the same time we
have usually mentioned other interpretations of disputed points, and
have always tried to present the reader with the main materials for
the formation of his own judgement. -

The part of the book dealing with the Ionian tradition, including
its forerunners and also the atomists and Diogenes (i.e. chapters 1-vr,
xvi and xvit), with the note on the sources, is by G. 8. Kirk, while
the part dealing with the Italian tradition, and also the chapters on
Anaxagoras and Archelaus (i.e. chapters vii-xvi), are by J. E. Raven.
The contributions of each author were of course subjected to detailc@
criticism by the other, and the planning of the book as a whole is
by both.

The scale of different sections of the book is admittedly rather
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FREFACE TO FIRST EDITION

variable. Where the evidence is fuller and clearer — particularly
where considerable fragments survive, as for example in the case of
Parmenides — the commentary can naturally be shorter; where the
evidence is sparser and more confusing, as for example in the case
of Anaximander or the Pythagoreans, our own explanations must
be longer and more involved. Chapter 1 in particular, which deals
with a part of the subject which is often neglected, is perhaps more
detailed in parts than its ultimate importance demands, and non-
specialists are advised to leave it until last.

Only the most important texts have been quoted, and those in an
inevitably personal selection. For a nearly complete collection of
[ragments and testimonies the reader should turn to H. Diels, Die
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (5th and later editions, Berlin, 1934—54,
edited by W. Kranz). This fundamental work is referred to by the
abbreviation DK. Where a DK number (e.g. DK 284 12) isappended
to the reference of a passage quoted in the present work, this means
that DK, in the section referred to, quotes more of the passage in
question than we do. DK references are omitted where less, or no
more, of the text is given, and also in the case of fragments (where
the fragment-number, always in Diels’ numeration, is the same as the
number in the relevant B-section in DK). Where supplements occur
in texts quoted, without further information, they are usually by
Diels, and reference may be made to the textual notes in DK.

We are obviously indebted to many friends for suggestions and
help; and also, as goes without saying, to previous writers like Zeller,
Burnet, Cornford, Ross and Cherniss. Many of these debts are
recorded in the text. For typographical advice and assistance we are
indebted to the printing staff of the Cambridge University Press. H.
Lloyd-Jones and I. R. D. Mathewson read the proofs and made
many valuable suggestions. Another outstanding contribution was
made by F.H. Sandbach, whose numerous acute and learned
comments on the final draft were of the utmost value, and to whom,
as an unworthy offering, we should like to dedicate this book.

G.S.K.
Cambridge J.ER,

May 1957
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ABBREVIATIONS

The following abbreviations may be mentioned; others should be
self-evident:

ACPA  H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy
(Baltimore, 1944). '
AGP Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie.
American Journal of Philology.
j.%f;"f Ancient .NZG?‘ East;{n Texts relating to the Old Testament, ed.
J. B. Pritchard (2nd ed., Princeton, 1955).
CcP Classical Philology.
Classical Quarterly. ‘
g% Die Fragrr%nte de': Vorsokratiker, 5th to 7th eds., by H. Diels,
ed. with additions by W. Kranz. (The 6th and 7th eds.
are photographic reprints, 1951~2 and 1954, of the 5th,
with Nachtrige by Kranz.)
EGP John Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, 4th ed., London, 1930
{a reprint with corrections of 3Fd ed., 1920).
GGN  Nachrichten v. d. Gesellschaft zu Gottingen (Phil.-hist. Klasse).
HGP W. K. C. Guthrie, 4 History of Greek Philosophy, in 6 vols.
{Cambridge, 1962-81).
HSCP  Harvard Studies in Classical Philology.
JHS Journal of He!fe;zz'c Studies.
] al of Philology.
{(‘g’d’ ,(};Oiug Kl{‘k andg?’]. E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers
(Cambridge, 1957). . '
LS] Liddell and Scott, A Greek—English Lexicon, 9th ed., 192540,
revised by H. Stuart Jones and R. McKenzie.
PCPS  Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society.
Rh. M.  Rheinisches Museum.
>3 Scholion or scholiast. ' ‘
SB Ber.  Sitzungsberichie d. preussischen Akademie d. Wme_nsckaﬂ._ )
SVF Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenia, ed. H. von Armim (Leipzig,
1903-5). . o
JIPE Leitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik.
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

The Sources for Presocratic Philosophy

A. Direct quotations

The actual fragments of the Presocratic thinkers are preserved as
quotations in subsequent ancient authors, from Plato in the fourth
century B.C. to Simplicius in the sixth century A.p., and even, in rare
cases, to late Byzantine writers like John Tzetzes. The date of the
source in which a quotation occurs is not, of course, a reliable guide
to its accuracy. Thus Plato is notoriously lax in his quotations from
all sources; he often mixes quotation with paraphrase, and his
attitude to his predecessors is frequently not objective but humorous
or ironical. The Neoplatonist Simplicius, on the other hand, who
lived a whole millennium after the Presocratics, made long and
evidently accurate quotations, in particular from Parmenides,
Empedocles, Anaxagoras and Diogenes of Apollonia; not for the sake
of literary embellishment, but because in his commentaries on the
Physics and de caelo of Aristotle he found it necessary to expound
Aristotle’s views on his predecessors by setting down their actual
words. At times Simplicius did this at greater length than was
essential because, as he tells us, a particular ancient work had become
SO rare.

Aristotle, like Plato, gave comparatively few direct quotations, and
his main value is as 2 suammarizer and critic of earlier thinkers. Apart
from Plato, Aristotle, and Simplicius, the following notable sources
of verbatim extracts may be singled out for special mention:

(i) Plutarch, the Academic philosopher, historian and essayist of
the second century A.D., in his extensive Moral Essaps made hundreds
of quotations (often expanded, interpolated or partly reworded by
himself) from the Presocratic thinkers.

(ii) Sextus ‘Empiricus’, the Sceptic philosopher and physician of
the late second century A.D., expounded the theories of Aenesidemus,
who lived some two centuries earlier and himself relied to a great
extent on Hellenistic sources. Sextus quotes many early passages
bearing on cognition and the reliability of the senses.
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PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

(iii) Clement of Alexandria, the learned head of the Catechetical
school, lived in the second half of the second century A.D. and the
early years of the third. A convert to Christianity, Clement
nevertheless maintained his interest in Greek literature of all kinds,
and used a wide knowledge and a remarkable memory to point his
comparisons between paganism and Christianity with frequent
quotations from the Greek poets and philosophers (chiefly in his
Protrepticus and the eight books of Stromateis or Miscellanies).

(iv) Hippolytus, a theologian in Rome in the third century A.p.,
wrote a Refutation of all Heresies in nine books, which attacked
Christian heresies by claiming them to be revivals of pagan philos-
ophy. For example, the Noetian heresy was a revival of Heraclitus’
theory of the coincidence of opposites —~ a contention which Hip-
polytus attempted to substantiate by the quotation of no less than
seventeen sayings of Heraclitus, many of them otherwise unknown.

(v) Diogenes Laertius compiled, probably in the third century
A.D., a trivial but from our point of view important Lizes of Famous
Philosophers in ten books. In his biographical and doxographical
notices, derived mainly from Hellenistic sources, he included oc-
casional short quotations.

(vi} John Stobaeus, the fifth-century a.p. anthologist, assembled
in his Anthologium educative extracts from the whole range of Greek
literature, but with special emphasis on ethical sayings. Many
Presocratic fragments (notably of Democritus) are preserved by him,
often in a somewhat impure form. Stobaeus’ main sources were the
handbooks and compendia which proliferated in the Alexandrian
period.

In addition to the main sources noted above, quotations from the
Presocratics occur sporadically elsewhere: in the Epicurean Philo-
demus; in Stoics like Marcus Aurelius and eclectics like Maximus of
Tyre; in Christian writers other than Clement and Hippolytus, for
example in Origen; occasionally in Aetius {see B, 4, &, direct
quotations in Aetius are rare); in technical authors like Galen the
doctor, Strabo the geographer and Athenaeus the anthologist of food
and drink; and, not least important, in Neoplatonic writers from
Numenius, Plotinus, Porphyry and Iamblichus (the last two of whom
wrote on Pythagoras) down to Proclus and, of course, the invaluable
Simplicius.

To conclude these notes on the sources of direct quotations, it must
be emphasized that the author of a direct quotation need not have
seen the original work, since summaries, anthologies and compendia
of every kind, known as early as Hippias (p. 96n. 2) and produced
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in large numbers in the three centuries following the foundation of
Alexandria, were regarded as an adequate substitute for most prose
originals of a technical nature.

B. Testimonia

(1) PLATO is the earliest commentator on the Presocratics (though
there were occasional references in Euripides and Anstophapes): His
comments, however, are for the most part only casual ones, msplrec!,
like many of his quotations, by irony or amusement. Thus his
references to Heraclitus, Parmenides and Empedocles are more often
than not light-hearted obiter dicta, and one-sided or exaggerated ones
at that, rather than sober and objective historical judgements.
Provided this is recognized, Plato has much of vaiue to tell us. One
passage, Phaedo gbfF., gives a useful but brief survey of fifth-century
physical preoccupations. _ ' o .

(2) ARISTOTLE gave more serious attention to his phl!osoph{cal
predecessors than Plato had done, and prefaced some of his treatises
with formal surveys of their opinions, notably in Metaphysws 'A.
However, his judgements are often distorted by his view of garher
philosophy as a stumbling progress towards the truth that Anstc_)t]e
himself revealed in his physical doctrines, especially those concerning
causation. There are also, of course, many acute and valuable
criticisms, and a store of factual information. _ '

(3) THEOPHRASTUS undertook the history o‘f previous philos-
ophy, from Thales to Plato, as part of his contnbupon to Ehe en-
cyclopaedic activity organized by his master Aristotle —just as
Eudemus undertook the history of theology, astronomy and mat'he-
matics and Menon that of medicine. According to Diogenes Laertius’
list of his works, Theophrastus wrote sixteen {or eighteen) b99ks qf
Physical Opintons (or Opintons of the Phy.n'c.iﬂs; ‘thc Greek genitive i3
Quaikddv 8ofdv) ; these were later epitomized in two volufnes. Only
the last book, On sensation, is extant in its greater part; but important
extracts from the first book, On material principles, were copied down
by Simplicius in his commentary on Aristotle’s Ph:ysics. (Sorpe of these
extracts Simplicius derived from lost commentam?s-by the important
Peripatetic commentator Alexander of Aphrodisias.) In this first
book Theophrastus treated the different th.inkcrs in roughly chrono-
logical order, adding their city, patronymic, and sometimes date or
mutual relationship. In the remaining books the order was chrono-
logical only within the main logical divisions. In addmon' to the
general history Theophrastus wrote special works on Anaximenes,

3




PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Archelaus, and (in several volumes) Demo-
critus. These have unfortunately perished ; presumably Theophrastus
went to greater pains to consult the original sources for these thinkers.
From the available evidence, however, his judgements even on them
were often derived directly from Aristotle, without much attempt to
apply a new and objective criticism.,

{4) THE DOXOGRAPHICAL TRADITION. (a) llis general nature.
Theophrastus’ great work became the standard authority for the
ancient world on Presocratic philosophy, and is the source of most
subsequent collections of ‘opinions’ (86§c, &péoxovta or placita).
These collections took different forms. (i) In close reproductions of
Theophrastus’ arrangement each major topic was considered in a
separate section, the different thinkers being treated successively
within each section. This was the method of Aetius and his source,
the ‘Vetusta Placita’ (see p. 5). (ii) Biographical doxographers
considered all the opinions of each philosopher together, in company
with details of his life — supplied, to a large extent, by the febrile
imaginations of Hellenistic biographers and historians like Hermip-
pus of Smyrna, Hieronymus of Rhodes and Neanthes of Cyzicus. The
result is exemplified in the biographical medley of Diogenes Laertius.
(iii) Another type of doxographical work is seen in the AiaSoyai, or
accounts of philosophical successions. Its originator was the Peri-
patetic Sotion of Alexandria, who around 200 B.c. wrote a survey
of previous philosophers arranged by schools. The known thinkers
were related to each other in a descending line of master and pupil
(here Sotion was extending and formalizing a process begun
by Theophrastus); in addition, the Ionian school was clearly
distinguished from the Italian. Many of the patristic doxographical
summaries (notably those in Eusebius, Irenaeus, Arnobius,
Theodoretus — who, however, also made direct use of Aetius — and
St Augustine) were based on the brief accounts in the Succession-
writers. (iv} The chronographer Apollodorus of Alexandria com-
posed, in the middle of the second century B.c., a metrical account
of the dates and opinions of the philosophers. This rested partly on
Sotion’s division into schools and masters, partly on the chronology
of Eratosthenes, who had sensibly assigned dates to artists, philos-
ophers and writers as well as to political events. Apollodorus filled in
the gaps left by Eratosthenes, on very arbitrary prnnciples: a
philosopher’s acme or period of chief activity was assumed to be at
the age of forty, and was made to coincide with the nearest of a
number of major chronological epochs, for example the capture of
Sardis in 546/5 B.C. or the foundation of Thurii in 444/3. Further,
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a supposed pupil was always made forty years younger than his
supposed master.

(6) Aetius and the ‘Vetusta Placita’. Two extant doxographical
summaries, closely resembling each other, were independently de-
rived from a lost original — the collection of Opinions made by Actius,
an otherwise unknown compilator, probably of the second century
A.D., whose name is known from a reference in Theodoretus. These
extant summaries are the Epitome of Physical Opinions, in five books,
which falsely claims to be by Plutarch; and the Physical Extracts which
appear in book 1 (for the most part) of Stobaeus’ Anthologium. (From
the former, which was widely read, are derived notices in pseudo-
Galen, Athenagoras, Achilles and Cyril.) Diels in his great Doxographt
Graect arranged these two sources in parallel columns as the Plasite
of Aetius. This forms our most extensive, if not always our most
accurate, doxographical authority.

Aetius’ work was based, not directly on Theophrastus’ history, but
upon an intermediate summary of it produced, probably, in the
Posidonian school in the first century B.c. This lost work was named
by Diels the Vetusta Placita. In it Stoic, Epicurean and Peripatetic
opinions were added to those recorded by Theophrastus, and much
that was derived from Theophrastus was subjected to Stoic reformu-
lation. Aetius himself added further Stoic and Epicurean opinions,
as well as a few definitions and introductory comments, A direct use
of the Vetusta Placita was made by Varro (in Censorinus’ de die natali),
and is seen also in the brief doxography in Cicero, Academica priora
u, 37, 118,

(¢) Other important doxographical sources. (i) Hippolytus. The first book
of his Refutation of all Heresies, the so-called Philosophoumena once
attributed to Origen, is a biographical doxography containing
separate accounts of the main philosophers. The sections on Thales,
Pythagoras, Empedocies, Heraclitus, the Eleatics and the Atomists
come from a trifling biographical summary and are of small value,
unlike those on Anaximander, Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, Archelaus
and Xenophanes, which come from a fuller and much more valuable
biographical source. At many points the comments of the second
group are more detailed, and less inaccurate, than the corresponding
ones in Aectius. (ii) The pseudo-Plutarchean Stromatets. These short
‘Miscelianies’ (which must be distinguished from the Epitome, from
Aetius, also ascribed to Plutarch) are preserved by Eusebius; they
come from a source similar to that of the second group in Hippolytus.
They differ in that they concentrate on the subject-matter of the
earlier books in Theophrastus, those that dealt with the material
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principle, cosmogony, and the heavenly bodies; and they contain
much verbiage and pretentious interpretation. However, some im-
portant details are preserved which do not occur elsewhere. (iii)
Diogenes Laertius. Apart from biographical details culled from many
sources, some useful chronological data from Apollodorus, and
deplorable epigrams from the pen of Diogenes himself, the opinions
of each thinker are usually set out in two distinct doxographical notes:
the first (what Diogenes called the kepaAcucodns or summary account)
from a worthless biographical source like that used by Hippolytus
in the first group, and the second (the &l pépous or detailed account)
from a fuller and more reliable epitome like that used by Hippolytus
for his second group.

(5) concLusioN. It must be remembered that many writers who
were independent of the direct Theophrastean tradition are known
to have devoted special works to the early philosophers, For example
the fourth-century B.c. Academic, Heraclides of Pontus, wrote four
books on Heraclitus, and so did the Stoic Cleanthes; while Aristotle’s
pupil Aristoxenus wrote biographies which included one of Pythag-
oras. Allowance must be made, therefore, for the possibility of
isolated non-Theophrastean judgements appearing in later eclectic
sources like Plutarch or Clement; though most such judgements that
we can recognize show signs, nevertheless, of Aristotelian, or of Stoic,
Epicurean, or Sceptic, influence. Theophrastus remains the main
source of information, and his work is known to us through the
doxographers, through the quotations by Simplicius, and through the
extant de sensu. From these it is evident that Theophrastus was
strongly influenced by Aristotle — who, as has been stated, did not
aim, as Theophrastus should have done, at extreme historical
objectivity. Theophrastus was no more successful than is to be
expected in understanding the motives of an earlier period and a
different world of thought; a further defect was that, once having
extracted a general pattern of explanations, particularly for cosmo-
logical events, he tended to impose it, perhaps too boldly, in cases
where he lacked full evidence — cases which seem to have been not
infrequent. Thus it is legitimate to feel complete confidence in our
understanding of a Presocratic thinker only when the Aristotelian or
Theophrastean interpretation, even if it can be accurately recon-
structed, is confirmed by relevant and well-authenticated extracts
from the philosopher himselr,

CHAPTER I

The Forerunners of Philosophical
Cosmogony

In this long preliminary chapter certain ideas are examined “fhich
are not truly ‘philosophical’; they are mythic rather than rational
in kind, but may nevertheless appear as significant preludes to the
sort of attempt to explain the world that began with Thales. )
We are not concerned here with pure mythology, but with
concepts which, although expressed in the language and t.h.rough the
persons of myth, are the result of a more direct, empirical, non-
symbolical way of thinking. These quasx-rauon.ahstlf: views of ?he
world are most frequently concerned with its earliest history, starting
from its actual birth or creation, and overlap the attempt (made most
notably by Hesiod in the Theogony) to systematize the manifold dgmes
of legend by deriving them from a common ancestor or pair of
ancestors at the beginning of the world. Yet the active investigation
of the world’s ancestry, whether mainly mythical as in Hesiod or
mainly rational as in the Milesian philosophers, must have been
carried on only by the few. The general structure of the present world,
the common environment of experience, was of wider interest; and
here a common, naive, extroverted but nevertheless partly mythical
outlook seems to have been widely accepted. It appears from time
to time in Homer and is briefly described in §1. In §§2 and 3 two
concepts are examined which were later credited with cosmogonical
importance by the Greeks themselves, those of Okegnos and of Nyx
(Night). §§4, 5 and 6 are concerned with four spec:al' accounts, all
of primarily non-philosophical character but all treating of cosmo-
logical topics: first the various cosmogonical ideas qssoglat.cd with
Orpheus, then the Hesiodic Theogony, then the intriguing but
fragmentary views of Alcman and (admittcdl}"at rather dlspropqr-
tionate length) Pherecydes of Syros. Finally in §7 comes a brief
consideration of what was needed for the transition to a more fully
rational approach. '
On some points reference will be made to the comparative
mythology of earlier near-eastern cultures, espgcnally Babylonian,
Egyptian and Hittite. There are strong similarities between some of
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PRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

the Greek cosmogonical stories and the theogonical myths of the great
river-civilizations and their neighbours; these similarities help to
explain some details of Greek accounts down to and including Thales.
Translations of the main non-Greek texts are most conveniently to
be found in Ancient Near Eastern Texts relating to the Old Testament, ed.
J. B. Pritchard (Princeton, 3rd ed. 1969), which will be referred to
as Pritchard, ANET. Useful summaries, al! in the Pelican series,
are H. Frankfort and others, Before Philosophy (Harmondsworth,
1949) originally published as The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient
Man (Chicago University Press, 1946), O. R. Gurney, The Hittites
(Harmondsworth, rev. ed. 1961) and G. 8. Kirk, The Naiure of Greek
Myths (Harmondsworth, 1974), ch. x1,

Little is said in this chapter about the development of the concept
of the soul. The Homeric idea of the psycke or breath-soul as an
insubstantial image of the body, giving it life and surviving it in a
wretched, bloodless existence in Hades, is too familiar to need
description here. E. R. Dodds’ The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley,
1951) and chapter v of Jaeger’s Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers
(Oxford, 1947) give a good account of the popular, pre-philosophical
idea of the soul. Pythagoras was possibly the first Greek explicitly to
treat the soul as something of moral importance, and Heraclitus first
clearly indicated that knowledge of it was relevant to knowledge of
the structure of the cosmos. Yet the idea that the substance of the
soul was related to a:ther, or to the substance of the stars, seems from
ffth-century B.c. poetical contexts to have existed for some time
already as part of the complex body of popular beliefs, alongside the
distinct Homeric concept of a breath-soul. These antecedents will be
summarized in the chapters on Thales, Anaximenes and Heraclitus.

The main object of the earliest deliberate efforts to explain the
world remained the description of its growth from a simple, and
therefore fully comprehensible, beginning. Matters concerned with
human life seemed to belong to a different type of enquiry — to the
poetical tradition, in fact, in which the old inherited assumptions,
though sometimes inconsistent, were still regarded as valid. Moreover
the world’s original state, and the method by which it diversified
itself, were often imagined anthropomorphically, in terms of a parent
or pair of parents. This genealogical attitude persisted even after the
eventual abandonment by the Milesian philosophers of the traditional
mythological framework, discussed in §7. It is part of Heraclitus’
originality that he rejected such an approach altogether.

FORERUNNERS OF PHILOSOPHICAL COSMOGONY

1. The naive view of the world

A popular conception of the nature of the world, which can be traced
mainly in scattered references in Homer, is roughly as follows. The
sky is a solid hemisphere like a bow! ({l. xvi, 425 x&Akeov oUpavév,
of Pindar Nem. 6, 3—4; oUpavdv &5 TohUxahkov at . v, 504, Od. 11,
2; c1dfipeov obpavdy at Od. xv, 329 and xvi, 565. Solidisy as well
as brightness is presumably conveyed by these metallic epithets). It
covers the round flat earth. The lower part of the gap between earth
and sky, up to and including the clouds, contains &fp or n_nist; the
upper part (sometimes called the olpavos itself) is odbfip, aither, the
shining upper air, which is sometimes conceived as fiery. At Il. x1v,
288 (8adTn) B1° fi¥pos albép’ Tkavev, the fir-tree reached through the
aer to the aither’, Below its surface, the earth stretches far downwards,
and has its roots in or above Tartarus:

1 Homer Il vu1, 13 (Zeus speaks)
1l u Ao dlyw & TapTapov fiepdevTa
TRHAE pé’, fixr PotraTov Umd xBovds toTi BépeBpov,
tv8a o18fpeici Te TUACH Kad Y dAKEos oUBSs,
Téao0V Bveph’ "Aldew doov oUpavds toT’ &d yaing.

2 Hesiod Theogony 726 (TépTapov)
ToV TrEp1 X &Akeov Epkos EAAaTon: dpgl 8 v VUE
TproToIxEl kéxuTon Tepl Bephy: alrdp UrrepBey
yiis pizon mepuoss kal &rpuyttoro Surdoons.

1 Or seizing him I will hurl him into misty Tartaros, very far,
where is the deepest gulf below earth; there are iron gates and
brazen threshold, as far beneath Hades as sky is from earth.

2 Around it [Tartaros] a brazen fence is drawn; and all about
it Night in three rows is poured, around the throat; and above are
the roots of earth and unharvested sea.

The circuit of Tartarus is thus ‘brazen’ (and so firm, unyielding) like
the sky; the symmetry is reflected alkso in the equal distance between
sky and earth’s surface, and earth’s surface and its foundations - for
‘Hades’ in the last line of 1 seems to be an illogical variant upon an
original ‘earth’, as in Theogony 720 véoaov duepl’ Umd yiis doov
oUpavés ka1’ &md yaing (‘as far below, under earth, as sky is distant
from it’). There was a certain vagueness about the relationship of
Hades, Erebos, and Tartarus, although Tartarus was certainly the
lowest part of the underworld. The symmetry between underworld
and overworld was not complete; the shape of Tartarus was not
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normally conceived as hemispherical, and that of the sky is often
complicated by the idea of Mount Olympus merging with it as abode

of the gods. A variant conception made the earth stretch downwards
indefinitely:

3 Xenophanes fr. 28 (= 180)
yains pév 768 meipag dvew Tapd Toooiv Spdrai
fiép1 TpoomAdzov, TO kdrw 8’ & &mapov ikveiTar.
(Cf. Strabo 1, p. 12 Cas.)

3 Of earth this is the upper limit which ‘we see by our feet, in
contact with air; but its underneath continues indefinitely.

This is a later formulation, but again a popular rather than an
intellectual one.

Round the edge of the earth-disc, according to the unsophisticated
view, flowed the vast river Okeanos. This concept was of considerable

importance in pre-scientific Greek thought, and is discussed in the
section which now follows.

2. Okeanos

(1) As the river surrounding the earth, and source of all waters

4 Homer Ii. xviu, 607 (Hephaistos)
&v Bt Tifer TroTamolo péya oBvos "Qreavoio
dvtuya Tap TupdTnY odikeos UKo TTOINTOTO.

5 Herodotus1v,8 Tov 8¢ Qreavov Adye piv Aéyouon (sc. "EXATIVES)

&mwd MAov dvaTodéwv Epdpevov yiv Tepl TrEigay péewv, fpyw &i
oUk &modeikviot. (Cf. also id, m, 21; n, 23.)

6 Homer Il. xx1, 194 (Zeus)

T4 oUBE kpelwv "AyeAdios loopapizel

oUdt Pabuppeitao uéya afiévos *Qreavoio,

£§ oU mep mvTes ToTapol kal TEoa 8dAcoon

kot Téoa kpfivon kal ppefaTa poxpd véouaiy.
4 He put on it the great might of river Okeanos, along the
well-made shield’s outer rim.
5 They [the Greeks] affirm in words that Okeanos, beginning
from the sun’s risings, lows round the whole earth, but they give
no effective demonstration of this,
6 Him not even Lord Acheloos equals, nor the great might of
deep-flowing Okeanos, from whom, indeed, all rivers and all sea
and all springs and deep wells flow.

10
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That Okeanos surrounds the circular surface of the ea}-th, though not
explicitly stated in the Homeric poems, is suggested i 4 (vg'hcrc the
shield made for Achilles is obviously thought of as rqund), in 8, and
by some of the epithets applied to Okeanos - espet:lall)f éwéppoog,
‘back-flowing’ (which probably means ‘ﬂo\:\rmg back into itself’).
Passages in Euripides and others as well as in Heroc'iotus {5) show
that the idea of a circular surrounding Okeat!os was widely accepted;
though occasionally in Homer, especiaily in the Odyssey, a looser
usage, as the broad outer sea, had already begun to appear. 4
describes Okeanos as a river, and this too was a commonly accepted
view; references are frequent to the streams, poad, of Okeanos. As
such, it was presumably composed of fresh water, and 6 describes
it as the source of all waters, whether fresh or salt, which are enclosefi
within its orbit, on or under the earth. The idea that salt water is
simply fresh water somehow flavoured by the earth was commonly
held in the scientific period.

The earth-encircling river differs from other .elemcnts of the
popular world-picture in that it is not so obviously based on
experience. The sky looks hemispherical and, to some eyes, impene-
trable; it is called ‘brazen’, therefore, and treated as ice-like or solid
even by Anaximenes and Empedocles. The earth appears to be flat,
and the horizon to be circular. Yet experience cannot so easily suggest
that the ultimate horizon is bounded by a fresh-water riven:. Voyagers
may have broughtback reports of vastseasbeyond the Mediterranean,
but these would be salt. Springs bubbling up from the earth may
suggest underground rivers, but these need not entail a §urroupdmg
river. The possibility must be considered, then, that this particular
conception originated in the great river-civilizations of Egypt 'and
Mesopotamia, and was somehow introduced into Greece and given
a specific Hellenic form. It will be seen on pp. g2f. that Thales’ idea
of the earth floating on water was probably so borrowed; and the
coincidences in detail between Greek versions of certain myths, apd
Babylonian or Hittite versions, prove that conceptions not native
either to the Aegean area, or to the proximate culture-centres of the
Greek-speaking peoples before their entry into Greec‘c, had embedded
themselves in Greek thought even by the time of Hesiod and probably
much earlier. Such coincidences are briefly discussed on pp. 43-6.
The isolated Homeric references to Okeanos as origin of all things
will also appear (pp. 16f) as a probable allusion to non-Greek
mythological ideas. In Babylonian accounts, and in some Egyptian
versions, the earth was regarded as drying out, or thrusting itself up,
in the midst of the primeval waters.! The development of such an
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idea is not surprising in Mesopotamia, where the land had indeed
been formed from the marshlands between the two rivers; nor in
Egypt, where the fertile land emerged each year as the Nile floods
receded. The earth that emerges from an indefinite expanse of
primeval water will still be surrounded by water. This does seem to
provide a plausible, though not a certain, motive for the formation
of the Greek concept of Okeanos.? In this popular development of
the primeval-water motif the earth is regarded as being solidly
rooted, once it has emerged, and the indefinite waste of water (which
seems always to have been conceived as having an upper limit, a
surface) is contracted into a vast but not necessarily illimitable river.®

! Cf. the Babylonian creation-epic, which originated probably in the second
millennium p.c.: tablet I, 16 (Pritchard, ANET, 6of.), ‘When on high the
heaven had not been named, Firm ground below had not been called by name,
Naught but primordial Apsu, their begetter, (And) Mummu-Tiamat, she who
bore them all, Their waters commingling as a single body; No reed-hut had been
matted, no marshland had appeared. ..’ {Trans. E. A. Speiser. Apsu and Tiamat
were the male and female principles of primeval water. Sometimes, but perhaps
not here, they represent fish and salt water respectively.) For Egypt cf. e.g. the
twenty-fourth-century s.c. text from Heliopolis, ANET, p. 3: ‘O Awm-Kheprer,
thou wast on high on the (primeval) hill. ..’ (The primeval hillock was the first
patch of land to rise above the boundless waters; it was located in many different
cult-centres, and is symbolized by the pyramid.) Also another version, from the
Book of the Dead (in this form, latter part of second millennium): ‘I am Atum
when I was alone in Nun; [ am Re in his (first}) appearances, when he began
to rule that which he had made.” (Trans. J. A. Wilson, Atum was the creator-god
worshipped at Heliopolis and equated with the sun-god Re. Nun is the primeval
expanse of waters.)

* In origin "Qxecvds was perhaps a non-personal descriptive term, conceivably
related to Akkadian ‘uginna’, meaning ‘ring’, or Sanskrit ‘a-¢dyina-h’,
meaning ‘that which surrounds’. Its development as a mythological figure, as
sometimes in Homer and Hesiod, must have been comparatively late. See also
M. L. West, Hesiod, Theogony (Oxford, 1966), p. 201,

# Okeanos has a further bank in the (probably late) underworld-episode in the
Odyssey (xxav, 11) and in Hesiod, where ‘ beyond Okeanos® { Theog. 215, 274, 204)
is ‘the region no man knows’ (M. L. West).

The encircling river was presupposed in the myth that the sun,
after crossing the sky with his horses and chariot, sails in a golden

bowl found the stream of Okeanos and so arrives back in the east
Just before dawn:

7 Mimnermus fr. 10 Diehl
"HéNog pdv yap wévov EAAayev fipaTa mévra,
oUdt koT' &umavos ylyvera olUSepia
Irroioiv Te kol elrréd, Emrel poSobdncruros “Heos
"Creavdy mpoiTrolis” olpavdy eloavapil:
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TOV piv yap Sid kUpo gépel ToAUfpaTos eV
kotiAn ‘Headorou yepaiv ManAapévn

xpuoolU TipfevTos, UTémTepos, &xpov i’ UBwp
eUSovh’ Gpadéws xopov &’ ‘EamepiBuv

yoiav & AiddTrwv, Tva 81 Body &pua kai Trrmor
tovdo’, 69p” "Heos Apiyéveia pban:

WO’ EmePiidoed’ E)dov dyéwv Ymepiovos vids.

= Helios gained a portion of toil for all his days, nor is there ever
any rest for his horses and himself, when rosy'-ﬁngcred' Dawn,
leaving Okeanos, mounts the sky; for him does his lovely bed bear
across the wave, hollow and fashioned by the hands of I:Icphaes}us
out of precious gold, and winged; swiftly does it bear him sleeping
over the surface of the water, from the dwelling of the Hesperides
to the land of the Aithiopes, where his swift chariot and his horses
stand till early-born Dawn shall come; there does the son of
Hyperion mount his car.

This detail (on which see also Stesichorus fr. 8, 1-4 Page) is not
mentioned in Homer.* In Egypt the sun was conceived as travelling
from west to east in a ship, across the subterranean waters. This may
or may not have been the origin of the Greek account; but the cboxce
of a cup or bowl may be based upon the round shape of t}ne sun itself,
and suggests a more empirical and not wholly mythopoeic approach.
In Heraclitus (227) the sun itself is described as a hollow bowl ﬁl}ed
with fire, and there may have been a popular account of this kind
which gave way to the more graphic conception of the sun as a
charioteer,
1 The sun rises from Okeanos (¢.g. &. vi1, 422), but there is no suggestion of a
vessel of any kind. The refinement of the sun sailing round Okeanos could be
post-Homeric. At Od. X, 191 the sun goes under the earth, but this probably just
means ‘sets’. The stars in Homer bathe in Okeanos (e.g. fl. v, 6; xvits, 489) ; they

can hardly all have boats, and might be conccived as going through ‘Okc_anos
and passing under the carth, though such details need not have been visualized.

(ii) Okeanos as the source or origin of all things

8 Homer Il. x1v, 200 (repeated at xi1v, go1. Hera speaks)
el yép dyouévn TolugdpPou melporTa yfxin;,
"Qureavdy Te Beddv yéveow kal unTépa Tnblv. ..

9 Homer {I. x1v, 244 {Hypnos speaks)
&\hov by kev Eywye Becov oleryeverduoy
peiex korreuviioai, xai & TroTopoio Péedpa
*Qrecvol, d5 TEp YéVEDIS TEVTETOL TETUKTON
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Znwds &’ ol &v Eywye Kpoviovos &coov ikoipny
oUBt kaTevvioony’, 8Te pr) arTés ye kehelor.

8 For I am going to see the limits of fertile earth, Okeanos
begetter of gods and mother Tethys. ..

9 Another of the everlasting gods would I easily send to sleep,
even the streams of river Okeanos who is the begetter of all; but
Zeus son of Kronos would I not approach, nor send to sleep, except
that he himself so bid me.

The preceding section outlined the usual account of Okeanos in
Homer. In the present passages the description of Okeanos as origin
of the gods (8) and of all things (g) is unique and unexpected, going
far beyond what was implied by 6. It is notable that outside the
particular episode in which these two passages occur, the Aids 4mrén
or Deception of Zeus by Hera (X1, xtv, 153-360 and xv, init.), there
is atmost nothing in Homer that can reasonably be construed as
specifically cosmogonical or cosmological in content; that is, as going
beyond the accepted outline of what has been termed the popular
world-picture. Even in this episode there is not very much.! Indeed,
there is little which might not be explained without introducing
cosmological interpretations, if a slight oddity of expression is
allowed. That might apply even to Okeanos: 8 and g need imply little
more than that the river of Okeanos is the source of all fresh water
(as in 6); water is necessary for life, therefore life must have
originated, directly or indirectly, from Okeanos. This would not
explain his parenthood of the gods in 8, but that could be a poetical
extension. It would also invelve limiting the application of Tévreaon
in g to living creatures and plant-life, but again the same kind of
poetic looseness might be presupposed. It must be admitted, however,
that the references, if so understood, would be pointlessly abbreviated
and give a somewhat bizarre effect.
! Namely 14 (Night); K. xv, 189-g3 (division of the world between Zeus,
Poseidon, Hades); f1. xtv, 203f,, 274 (= xv, 225), 279 (the only Homeric refer-
ences to Kronos, the Titans and Tartaros except for two important passages in
bk. viu, £l vin, 136, and 478fL.); Ji. xav, 271; xv, 371, (two of the four references
in Homer to Styx as oath of the gods). The last two cases might be regarded as

intrusions with Hesiodic affinities, though they are not derived from the Hesiodic
poems that we know,

To Plato and Acristotle, at least, 8 and ¢ certainly seemed to have
some kind of cosmological relevance:

10 Plato Theaetetus 152 ..."Ounpos, (8s) elmdov *Qreavév Te
Beddv yéveow kal pnTépa Tnédv mévra elpnkev Ekyova pofis Te xal
Kwhoews. (Cf. also 12.)
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11 Aristotle Met. A3, 983ba7 (following 85) eioi 8¢ Tives ?T Kad
Tous TopTaRaious kal oAU mWpd Tis viv yevéoews Kaiﬁ-rrpc:rroug
georoyficavTas olTas olovtal (sc. domep Oaliis) mepl ThHS PUoEws
UmohaPeiy “Oxeavdy T yap kad Tnflv Eroinoov 'rﬁs. y:evéfreg:;
mrocrépas kal Tov Sprov Tév Bedov UBwp, THY xor?\ouu’évnv Ut cTddv
Triryo TGV TOMTEOY TIHTaTOV iV Yop T TpeoPUTaTov, Spkos &t
16 Tipotoréy dotw. {Cf. also 15.)

10 ...Homer, who by saying ‘Okeanos begetter of gods and
mother Tethys’ declared all things to be offspring of flux and
motion.

r1  There are some who think that the very ancient and indeed
first speculators about the gods, long before the present age, made
the same supposition about nature (sc. as Thales); for they wrote
that Okeanos and Tethys were the parents of coming-to-be, and
the oath of the gods water — that which by the poets themselves
is called Styx; for what is oldest is most honourable, and the most
honourable thing is used as an oath,

Plato in 10 and elsewhere is obviously not entirely serious in his
treatment of Homer as forerunner of the flux-idea assigned to
Heraclitus, so we cannot be sure of the precise value he attached to
the Homeric Okeanos-passage. Aristotle obviously took it seriously,
and later antiquity was persuaded through him to accept Okc:fnos
and Tethys as representative of an early cosmogonical theory, since
Eudemus adduced the same passage (obviously following Aristotle
in 11) in the Peripatetic history of theology.!

! As we know from the disagreement of Damascius, the Neoplatonist writer, in
the last sentence of 16, Cf. Philodemusin 17 and Athenagoras 18, p. 20 Schwa'rlz
(DK 1813); Plutarch de Is. et Osir. 34, 364D even assumed that Homer, like
Thales, must have got the idea from Egypt.

It has often been assumed that there is another and earlier class
of testimony for the cosmogonical importance of Okeanos, namely
early Orphic poetry:

12 Plato Cratylus 4028 ...domep U "Ounpos ’Oxeavév Te Beddv
yéveaiv’ pnow ‘kad unTépa Tndiv'- olpe &8 kal ‘HoloBos. Aéye 8¢ rou
ko "Opeeus &

Qeavds mpddTos KaAAippoos fipe yauoro,
& pa kagryviTny dpopnTopa Tnbuv dmuey.

13 Plato Timacus 400-E . . .wreioréov 8¢ Tols elpnkdow Eumpoabey,
fcydvors piv Bedov olow, w5 Epacav, gagix B¢ ov ToUs ye alrTéw
mpoydvous elbbaw-...MMjs Te kai OUpavol maibes "Qxeavds Te xad
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TnbUs dyevéodny, TouTwy 5t Gdprus Kpdvos Te kal ‘Péa xai oot perd
TOUTWV. ..

12 ...as Homer, again, says ‘Okeanos begetter of gods and
mother Tethys’; and I think Hesiod too. Orpheus, too, says
somewhere that ‘Fair-streamed Okeanos first began the marriages,
who wed Tethys, his sister by the same mother’, _

13 ...we must believe those who formerly gave utterance, those
who were, a5 they said, offspring of the gods, and must, I suppose,
have truly known their own ancestors:. ... Okeanos and Tethys
were born as children of Ge [earth] and Quranos [sky], and their
children were Phorkys, Kronos, Rhea and their companions, .,

But the Orphic verses of 12, though established by Plato’s time, are
not necessarily so early in origin even as the sixth century B.c. {(but
see pp. 29ff. below for new evidence of relatively early ‘Orphic’
beliefs). In any case, the view they express does not necessarily differ
greatly from that of the Hesiodic Theogony, as Plato may have
perceived. There, Okeanos, Tethys and the other Titans are born to
Gaia and Ouranos at a comparatively late stage from the point of
view of cosmogonical production, but it is in their generation that
the regular reproduction, by bisexual means, of fully personal figures
(as opposed to world-constituents like Tartaros or Pontos) begins. 13,
in which ‘offspring of the gods’ shows that Plato is describing an
Orphic view, indicates that according to one Orphic account
Okeanos and Tethys were the parents of Titans (including the
theogonically vital pair Kronos and Rhea), and not their coevals as
in the Theogony. That is probably another reason for wp@TOS in the
Orphic verses of 12; Okeanos and Tethys are the first fully
anthropomorphized couple, prior even to Kronos and Rhea. Hesiod
had assigned less importance to QOkeanos than might have been
expected, especially in view of the well-known Homeric passages 8
and g; so the Orphic versions presumably emended the Hesiodic
account to the extent of putting Okeanos and Tethys one generation
earlier than the Titans.

The evidence does not show that there existed in Greece at a
comparatively early date a systematic doctrine of the cosmogonical
priority of Okeanos. Hesiod gives no indication of it, and later
suppositions seem to be based on two unusual Homeric passages,
which are left as the only direct evidence for any such cosmogonical
theory. They might have meant no more than that water is essential
for life, though this would be rather oddly expressed. It was seen in
(i) that the idea of an encircling river Okeanos may well have been
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adapted from Egyptian or B;bylonian belicf:s. It was part of those
beliefs, too, that the world ongmated from primeval water (see n. 1
on p. 12); the isolated Homeric passages could, then, be a rcff:rtzlpce
to that basic near-eastern assumption. The concept of the encircling
river had, of course, become assimilated in Greece at a far earlier date.

3. Night

(i) In Homer
Homer [ x1v, 258 (Hypnos speaks) '
"o ...kaid ké P’ &oTov &’ albépos EuPoche 11'6v-rcp (se. Zes)
el pfy NUE Spfreipa Bedv todwoe kal &vBpdov:
Thy iképny petywy, & Bt TadoaTo Xwopevds Tep:
&ze1o yap uf NukTi 8of) &woblpc ¢pSor.

14 ...and he [Zeus] would have cast me from the aither into the
sea, out of sight, had not Night, subduer of gods and men, saved
me; to her did I come in flight, and Zeus ceased, angry tl}ough
he was; for he was in awe of doing what would be displeasing to

swift Night.

This is the only place in the Homeric poems where Night is fully
personified. Again, as with the two special Okeanos passages, it
occurs in the episode of the Deceit of Zeus; and again there is an
unusual implication of special power or priority among the gods.
Zeus’ respect for Night hereis certainly strange, and quite unp'fxrallf:led
in Homer and Hesiod. In view of later interpretations it might
suggest that the poet of this episode km;w some story about N}'?( as
a cosmogonical figure. But the reference is an 1sol:§tcd one, a}n_d !mght
be no more than a poetical development of the idea u"npllclt in the
phrase NUE Bufiteipa Oeddv, ‘Night subduer of gods’: even gods
are overcome by sleep, hence even the virtually all-powerful Zeus
hesitates to offend Night, the mother of sleep, lest she should subdue
him on some unsuitable occasion.

(i) An archaic cosmogonical concept according to Aristotle

15 Aristotle Me2. Ng, 1091bg ..ol 82 moinTad 'oi &pxolt'Tm ;cfurn
dpoiws, i Pacikevav kal &pyew paciv ol Tolus mpwTous olov NukTa
xed O\’;p:vgv i Xdos 7 'Qxeavdv, &Ar& Tov Ala. (Cf. Met. A6, 1071b27
ol Beordyor of &x NukTds ysvvdovTes: also ibid. 1072a8.)

15 ...the ancient poets similarly, inasmuch as they say that not
the first figures have rule and kingship (Night and Ouranos or
17
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Chaos or Okeanos, for example), but Zeus. (Cf. ...those writers
about the gods who generate from Night.)

Aristotle thus accepted that there were poets and writers about the
gods who put Night “first’, or who generated from Night. He may
have had the Homeric passage, 14, in mind; but this alone would
hardly motivate his inclusion of Night, and it seems probable that
he was thinking partly of ‘Orphic’ verses (on which see 30, (2) and
pp- 32f1.) but also of the post-Hesiodic cosmogonies, compiled mainly
in the sixth and fifth centuries, to be described under (iii). In these,
Night, which was produced at a very early stage (though not the first)
in the Hesiodic cosmogonical account (31), and was classed with
Gaia, Okeanos and Ouranos in other more casual references in the
Theogony (20 and 106f.), is elevated to the first stage of all, either by
herself or jointly with other figures, Air or Tartaros. It is natural that
both Day and Night should come into being as soon as Sky and Earth
have separated, to occupy the gap between the two.

(iii) fn cosmogontes assigned to Orpheus, Musaeus and Epimenides

16 Damascius de principiis 124 (DK1B12) 4 8 wapk 16 Mept-
ToTnTIKG EUBAUY dvaryeypampbun s Tob *Opgéws olioa feoroyia
wav & vonTdv toidmnoey. . .&mwd Bt Tiis Nuktds EmorfcaTo THY
&pxfv, &g’ fis xal “Ounpos, ¢l kai pf guvexfi memoinTon THy yevea-
Aoyiow, Totnow' o ydp &moBextéov EUSHuou Aéyovros Ti &md
"eavol kad TnBUos &pyeta. ..

17 Philodemus de pietate 470 (DK 385) &v 5t Tois s "Emipevidny
(sc. &vagepouévors Errecv) &€ "Aépos kad NukTds T& évTa ouoThva,
(bomep kad) "Ounpos {&mopai yvet’ *Queavdv ik Tndlos Tous Oeols
yevviv. .. (Cf. also 27.)

18 Philodemusde pictate 137,5 v pév Tiow bk Nuirds kal Taptdpou
Abyeton T& TavTa, v 8¢ Tiow € “AiBov kol Aidépos: & B THy
Titavouayiav ypdyas & AlBépos pnoiv, *Axovciraos 8¢ &k Xdous
TpwToU TEAAC &v B¢ Tois dvapspoptvars eis Movoaiov yéypomran
Téprapov wpdTov (kad NDuxTar.

16 The theology ascribed to Orpheusin Eudemus the Peripatetic
kept silence about the whole intelligible realm. .. but he made the
origin from Night, from whom Homer too (even though he does
notdescribe the succession of generations as continuous) establishes
the beginning of things; for we must not accept it when Eudemus
says that Homer begins from Okeanos and Tethys. . .

17 In the verses ascribed to Epimenides all things are composed
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from Air and Night; as Homer, also, declared that Okeanos begets
the gods from Tethys. ..

18 In some sources all things are said to come from Night and
Tartaros, and in some from Hades and Aither; the author of the
Titanomacky says they came from Aither, and Acusilaus says that
the other things come from Chaos, which was the first; while in
the verses ascribed to Musacus it is written that Tartaros and Night
were first.

Orphic cosmogonies will be discussed in §4; meanwhile 16 shows that
Eudemus did not explain the Orphic priority of Night as being
dependent on the Homeric passage, 14.' This was because he
considered that Homer clearly assigned cosmological priority to
Okeanos and Tethys (8, 9). 17 and 18 confirm that there were
poetical accounts, composed probably in the late seventh or the sixth
century B.C. (and including, perhaps, ‘Orphic’ poetry, ¢f. 30, (2}),
which made Night (in association with Aer or Tartaros, both
conveying the idea of darkness) the origin of the world. But with the
exception of "Afip in ‘Epimenides’,? the cosmic figures involved are
alt to be found in the Hesiodic cosmogony proper, 31; and even Afp,
implying mist and darkness rather than the transparent stuff we call
‘Air’, is an element of the Hesiodic description although it does not
achieve personification — thus in the second stage of production,
before Night, comes misty Tartaros, TépTtapd T fiepdevra (but see
p- 35 n. 1). When we see from Damascius’ reference to ‘Epimenides’
in 27 that Night and "Anp produce Tartaros, it begins to look as though
these people were working strictly within the limits of the Hesiodic
formulation —at least down to the production of an egg (pp. 26—9).
That is equally the case with Musaeus® and Acusilaus* according to
18.

! The importance of Night for Orphics is confirmed by 30, the Derveni papyrus.
Much later she was described in the Orphic Rhapsodies (see p. 23 n. 1) as a figure
of great importance, the near-equal and successor of Phanes-Protogonos: 19
Proclus in Plato Crat. 3968 (Kern fr. 101) (®évns) oxfimrrpov 8" &piSelketov elo
Xépeoow / Ofike 8eds Nuxrds, {Iv' &xn) Pooirniba muhy. (/Phanes] placed his
Jamous sceptre in the Aands of goddess Night, so that she might have the prevogative of
rulership.)

* The hexameter cosmogony and theogony ascribed to Epimenides was probably
not by him (as Philodemus evidendy suspected), but may nevertheless have
originated in the sixth century B.c. Damascius, too, stated that Aer and Night
were Epimenides’ first principles, and gave Eudemus as his source for this (27).
Philodemus, therefore, who must also have relied on Eudemus’ standard history
of theology, provides in 17 an earlier confirmation of Damascius’ reliability.

* The name of Musacus, mythical disciple of Orpheus and eponymous author
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of oracle-literature, tended to become attached to any kind of other-worldly
verses - including, evidently, a theogonical poem like that assigned to Epimenides.
The late sixth century b.c. is a plausible terminus ante guem for such a poem and
ascription; compare the case of Onomacritus, who according to Herodotus VI,
6 (DK28204) was banished from Athens by Hipparchus when, having been
entrusted with the collection and arrangement of Musaeus’ oracles, he was found
to have inserted a spurious one.

¢ Acusilaus of Argos (late sixth or early filth century B.c.) was a genealogist who
might well have given a summary and of course unoriginal account of the first
ancestors; although some of the material assigned to him was later suspected.
According to Damascius (DK g81) he made a limited rearrangement of the
Hesiodic figures which came after Chaos; but he is almost entirely irrelevant to

the history of Presocratic thought, and scarcely deserves the space accorded him
in DK.

A fresh consideration may be introduced here. After the episode
of the defeat of the Titans in the Theogony comes a series of passages
(734-819) of which some at least are additions to the ‘original’ text;
they are short variant descriptions apparently designed to improve
on the integral references to the underworld. If this is so, they belong
to the later part of the seventh century B.c. at the earliest, while the
early sixth century seems a likelier period for their composition. Thus
in 2, which is certainly by Hesiod, Night surrounds the ‘throat’ of
Tartaros, and above are the roots of the earth — in itself probably a
genuinely primitive conception. But in 34 (q.v., with discussion on
pp- 40f.) this conception is further developed, and the sources and
limits of all things are located in the great windy gap which is
probably a later specification of Chaos in line 116 (31); the halls of
dark night are said to be in or around this xdopa. It is easy to see
that this trend of thought could lead to the elevation of Night to be
representative of the original, inchoate state of things. In the original
cosmogonical account (3r) Night comes at an early and important
stage; the tendency to rearrange the Hesiodic figures is already
indicated for the sixth century (probably); Homer provided one
piece of cryptic encouragement for a further elevation of Night; and
added elaborations of the Hesiodic picture of the underworld tended
to reinterpret Tartaros and Night as local forms of an originative
Xé&os. The new Orphic evidence (pp: §1f.) provides some support for
Aristotle’s judgement in 15, but even so there seems little indication
so far that the idea of an absolute priority of Night occurred early
enough, or in a sufficiently independent form, to have had much
effect on quasi-scientific cosmogonical thought.
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4. Orphic cosmogonies

Several variationsin cosmogony were ascribed to *Oppixot, ‘Orphics’.
These have been described as people who, uniting elements from the
cult of Apollo KaBé&poios, purifier, on the one hand and from
Thracian reincarnation beliefs on the other, thought tha.t tl.le. soul
could survive if it were kept pure, and elaborated a partly u'fdwldual
mythology, with Dionysus as a central figure, to illustratle thls'theory.
The Thracian Orpheus, with his sexual purity, his mus‘lcal.glfts and
his power of prophecy after death represented the combination of the
two elements; such Orphic beliefs were recorded in sacred accounts,
lepol Aéyor. Now this description would certainly be true, say, of the
third century B.C.; but there has been much controversy about how
early there appeared a distinct class of people with well-defined and
individual beliefs of this kind. One view, well represented by
W. K. C. Guthrie in chapter x1 of The Greeks and thetr Gods (London,
1950) is that the Orphic doctrine was already set out ifl sacred books
in the sixth century B.c. A completely different view had~ been
advanced by Wilamowitz and, most clearly, by I. M. Linforth in 7he
Arts of Orpheus (Berkeley, 1941}; he analysed all the then extant texts
mentioning Orpheus and Orphics and showed that, at any rate until
300 B.C., the description “Orphic’ was applied to all sorts of ideas
connected with practically every kind of rite (tehe). There were
writings attributed to Orpheus, asindeed to Musaeus and Epimenides
(see pp- 18f.), as early as the sixth century B.C.; Heroclotus' knew of
Orphics and Pythagoreanssharing a taboo in the fifth; Orphic oracle-
and dispensation-mongers were familiar to Plato, and ‘so-called
Orphic accounts’ to Aristotle, But the corpus of individual sectarian
literature (of which descriptions of Hades, accounts of theogony and
cosmogony, hymns, etc., are known to us) could not for the most
part — so Linforth argued — be traced back earlier than the Hellenistic
period, and in its present form mostly belongs to the Roman period.
It may be, as Linforth held, that there was no exclusively Orphic
body of belief in the archaic age. However, Orpheus was then
beginning to be treated as the patron saint of rites and ritual ways
of life — and death; and his name, like that of his legendary disciple
Musaeus, became attached to theogonical literature of this period.
Beliefs about reincarnation were becoming current in the Greek
world, particularly on its fringes, and some adherents of these beliefs
were calling themselves *Opgixol, as well as Bacchants, by the fifth
century. The formation of an exclusive sect with a definite body of
relevant sacred literature was beginning even then, as pp. 29ff. will
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confirm; other elements are almost certainly later in origin, and often
show awareness of the details of oriental cult and iconography.! Some
of these will be considered next.

! Most conspicuously, Time, Xpbvos, as a primary cosmogonical figure may
derive from the Iranian hypostatization Zvran Akarana (unending time). But this
Iranian concept finds its carliest testimony in a late fourth-century B.c. Greek
reference by Eudemus as reported in Damascius, and there is no reason to think
that it was formulated as early as the Greek archaic period. ‘Time’ is a
sophisticated cosmogonical concept in Plato’s Timaeus; it was also personified,
probably as an etymology of Kronos, by Pherecydes of Syros as carly as the sixth
century, though probably not with a profound abstract significance (see n. 1 on
p-28and n. 1 on p. 57). Its oriental derivation in the Orphic accounts is indicated
by its concrete shape as a multi-headed winged snake. Such multipartite
monsters, as distinct from simpler fantasies like centaurs, are orientalizing in
character, mainly Semitic in origin, and begin to appear in Greek art around
700B.C. They were, of course, extremely popular as decoration during the seventh
and the first quarter of the sixth centuries. (Minoan art, too, had had its monsters,
mainly dog-headed deities and other relatively simple theriomorphic creations.)
That the winged-snake form of Time is much later in its Greek appearances than
the orientalizing period in art is chiefly suggested by the identification of an
abstraction with such a form. This shows an acquaintance with rather complex
castern (especially Assyrian or Babylonian) modes of thought — something very
different from the mere borrowing of a pictorial motif, or even the assimilation
of a fully concrete myth-form. Such extravagances of the imagination evoked little
sympathy in the Greek mind before the Hellenistic period.

NEOPLATONIC ACCOUNTS OF ORPHIC COSMOGONIES

The later Neoplatonists (fourth to sixth centuries A.D.), and in
particular Damascius, with their long schematic allegorizations of
earlier mythological accounts, are the most prolific source for Orphic
versions of the formation of the world. These writers are more reliable
than appears at first sight, since much of their information was
derived from summaries of Eudemus’ great Peripatetic history of
theology. In some cases fragments of late Orphic poetry can be
adduced to confirm details of the Neoplatonic descriptions, which are
tiresomely diffuse (and are therefore schematized in (ii) and (iii)
below) and are expressed in the peculiar terminology of that school.
Four accounts of a cosmogony specifically named as Orphic are
extant.

(i) Derivation from Night

Damascius in 16 (q.v.) stated that according to Eudemus ‘the
theology ascribed to Orpheus...made the origin of things from
Night’. According to the Rhapsodies,’ Night was the daughter of
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Phanes (see n. 1 on p. 19 and n. § on p. 24), himself descended frgm
Chronos. She was given prophetic powers by Phanes, succeeded t.um
as ruler, and seems somehow to have given birth for a second time
to Gaia and Ouranos.? The secondary and repetitive nature of this
production of sky and earth, and the obvious intention to .mak’e
Phanes the ultimate creator of the world, suggest tha! _N ight’s
cosmogonical priority (as distinct from her unc.loubted position as a
venerable figure among the gods) is here mainly the result of the
derivative and syncretistic character of the Orphic theogony.

! The so-called Orphic Rhapsodies (lepol Adyot &v ponyepdlons k8 according to the
Suda s.v. "Opeevs), of which many fragments survive (Kern,_ frr_. 59-235), mostly
through quotation in Neoplatonic works, are a late compilation of hexameter
verses of varying date of composition. Most are post-Hellenistic and many much
later. Yet the Derveni papyrus {go) shows that some derive from the _ﬁl'_th or even
the sixth century B.c. Nevertheless no other author before the full Christian peno.d
seems to have heard of most of them, and it seems highly probable that their
elaboration into an Orphic Hied was not taken in hand until the third or fourth
century A.D. Genuinely archaic beliefs might, of course, be embedded in some
of these verses, late as they are in compilation. )

¢ 20 Orph. Rhaps. fr. 109 Kern (from Hermias) (NU§) | 8& wéwv Noidw Te kai
Ovpevdy ebpiv Erikre / Beibév 7 I dgaviw gavepols of T° elol yevidAny. (And
she [ Night ], again, bore Gaia and broad Ouranos, and revealed them as manifest, from being
unseen, and who they are by birth.) But Phanes had aiready created 'Olympus, sun,
moon and earth {fir. 89, g6, 91-3, 94 Kern, from the Rhapsodies), and sky is
also presupposed.

(ii)  The usual Orphic theology’ in the Rhapsodies

21 Damascius de principiis 1293 (DK1B12) &v piv Toivuv Tais
pepoptvais TowrTans “PenpepBions "Opgikais 1) BecAoyia f5e :ris éfr'nu:ﬁ
epi TO vonTov, fiv kai of pradoogor Sieppnvetouov, &vi wév Tiis pés
T6v SAwv &pxfis Tov Xpdvov TiBévres.. . (the full description, ﬁ?r
which see DK, is lengthy and expressed in difficult Neoplatonic
terms. The substance of it is here given schematically:

Al
Xpévosi—e—ﬁ—p 1 6v? [or &pyths X1y, - Pévng®
Xéos or vegéirm} [~ Mfms,
"Hpkemaios])

... 7oy pdv 1) oubing *Opgixt) BeoAoyia.

2r In these Orphic Rhapsodies, then, as they are known, th.is is
the theology concerned with the intelligible; which the philos-
ophers, too, expound, putting Chronos in place of the one origin
ofall...
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Aither
(ChronosZ_ }‘ — egg? [or shining tunic, —» Phanes®
Chaos or cloud] [~ Metis,
Erikepaios])

-..Such is the usual Orphic theology.

! Cf. 22 Orph. Rhaps, fr. 66 Kern (from Proclus) Albépa ptv Xpbvos oUros
&ytipaos &pditéunTis / yelvaro, kal péya ydopa TeAwprov Evla ked Evla. (This
Chronos, unageing and of imperishable counsel, produced Aither, and a great, mighty gulf
here and there.) Syrianus (fr. 107 Kern) also gave Aither and Chaos as the second
stage, but after ‘one and the good’ as first. The uéya Xé&opa is taken directly from
Hesiod Theogony 740 (34).

* Cf. 23 Orph. Rhaps. fr. 70 Kern (from Damascius) &merver 5 Eveute uyors
Xpdvos albépr Bicp / wedv &pyugiov. ( Then great Chronos made in divine aither a stlvery
£gg.) On the egg see pp. 26—9 below.

? Phanes, connected by the Orphics with alvev etc., is an exclusive Orphic
development, of a comparatively late date, of the Hesiodic cosmogonical Eros
(31); also perhaps of the phallus swallowed by Zeus according to 30, (6) and
(7). Winged, bisexual and self-fertilizing, bright and aitherial, he gives birth to
the first generation of gods and is the ultimate creator of the cosmos.

(iii) The version of Hieronymus and Hellanicus

24 Damascius de principiis 123 bis (DK1B13) # 8% kord TOV
‘lepdovupiov pepopévn kal ‘EAAGvikov (se. *Op@iki) BeoAoyia),! elmrep )
kal & alrds Eoi, oUTws Exerr Udwp fiv, pnotv, &€ &pxiis kad UAn, &€
fis &mwdoyn ) yij... See DK fof full description, of which a summary
is given here:

USwp Altnp
. _ | Xpdvos &yfpaos —| Xdos }3 - Qv ~ Beds dadparos
UAn = yfl J(a winged, multi- "EpePos (having wings
headed, bisexual and animal
snake; also called heads)

Heracles, and

accompanied by

"Avéryxn and

"AbpdoTaa)
24 The Orphic Theology which is said to be according to
Hieronymus and Hellanicus (if indeed he is not the same man) is
as follows: water existed from the beginning, he says, and matter,
from which earth was solidified. . .

Water } Unageing Chronos/ Aither
Matter — Earth ,Heracles - {Chaos } — Egg — an incorporeal
(with Necessity and Erebos god
Adrasteia)
24
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1 These authors cannot be identified with certainty. Damascius evidently
suspecied that they might be the same person, but more probably, for example,
one was the epitomizer of the other, Hieronymus may be the author of Phoenician
antiquities mentioned at Josephus Ant. 1, g4; a winged symbol for El-Kronos
comes in ‘Sanchuniathon’, Eusebius P.E. 1, 10, 36 (sec p. 41 n.}. Hellanicus may
have been the father {2nd-1st cent. B.c.) of onc Sandon, probably of Tarsus, an
Orphic writer mentioned in the Suda; this is much more likely than that he was
the fifth-century B.c. Lesbian logographer.

2 &y ToUTOIs & Xpdvos wdv Eytvunaey, says Damascius — i.e. in Aither, Chaos and
Erebos. It is not explicitly stated that the ‘incorporeal god’ comes out of the
egg, but he obviously does so; compare 25, and see next note for &doducrros.

(iv) Athenagoras’ variant of (iii)

25 Athenagoras pro Christianis 18, p. 20 Schwartz (DKi1B13)
... fiv y&p Udwp &pyxh kot aiTov (sc. ‘Opeéar) Tois dAols, &md 5¢ Tol
Uboros TAUs koréoTtn, dk 8t ékatépwv dyewnBn 3dov, Bpdwcov
PO TIEQUKUIaY Exwov KeQOAN Y AfovTos, Bikx ptoou Bt alrrddv Beol
mpbowtov, Svopa ‘HpaxAfis kad Xpévos. (So far this is almost
identical with the version of Hieronymus and Hellanicus.) oUTtos &
‘HpaxAdis dyéwwnoey Utreppéyeles dv, & gupAnpoupevov Umd Plas
70U yeyewwnkdTos ék moaparpiPiis els SUo Eppdyn. TO LV olv kard
kopuotiy avtoU OUpavds elvan Etedéofn, 1O B¢ kérew tvexBiv Iy
TtpoiiAe 8¢ kai 8eds Tis SrodpaTos.! OUpavds 58 M mybels yewwd
fnAsias piv KhwBd Adyeow "ATpoTrov... (a theogony of the Hesiodic
type follows).

1 yn Sik oparos MS; em. Lobeck, accep. Dicls, Kranz; tpltos #8n dodpoerds
Th. Gomperz. - In any case Phanes is meant. iowperos and dodpartoes are easily
confused, and we cannot be certain that instances of the latter in the texr of 24
are necessarily correct. Siodpares implies ‘bisexual’ {which Phanes was);
‘incorporeal’, of a being described as having more than its quota of bodily
attribuces, and those of a very peculiar sort, is perhaps odd even in a Neoplatonist.

25 ...for water was the origin for the totality of things, according
to him {Orpheus], and from water slime was established, and from
both of them was generated a living creature, a snake with a lion’s
head growing on to it, and in the middle of them the face of a god,
Heracles and Chronos by name. This Heracles generated a huge
egg, which being completely filled by the force of its begetter burst
into two through friction. So its top part ended up as Ouranos,
and the underneath part as Ge; and a certain double-bodied god
also came forth. And Ouranos having mingled with Ge begets, as
female offspring, Clotho, Lachesis and Atropos...

Of these four types of Orphic-denominated cosmogony, (i) men-
tions a first stage, Night, that does not occur in the others. Night’s

25




PRESOCCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

importance in the Orphic pantheon probably depended, directly or
indirectly, on modifications to the Hesiodic sckema of cosmogony and
theogony (see §5). Eudemus seems to have known Orphic accounts
similar to the earlier versions associated with Epimenides and
Musaeus, and the Derveni papyrus (30, (2)) confirms that Night was
there given a specific cosmogonical function as a secondary parent
of Ouranos and Gaia. (ii) is termed the usual Orphic account
presumably because it more or less corresponded with the broad
picture given in the late Rhapsodies. (iii) is an elaboration of (ii).
It cannot, as it stands, be pre-Hellenistic; its fantastic concrete
description of the abstract Chronos is a sign of late origin or at least
of late remodelling. (iv) is quoted by a second-century Christian
apologist of Neoplatonic leanings; it gives one significant detail, the
splitting of the egg to form sky and earth, which is completely absent
from the later Neoplatonic accounts. (iii) and (iv) have a first stage,
slime in one form or another, which is no doubt an eclectic
philosophical-physical intrusion. It might conceivably be taken
directly from Lonian systems like that of Anaximander, but is more
likely to have come from derivative Stoic cosmogony.

THE EGG IN EARLIER GREEK SOURCES, NOT SPECIFIGALLY
ORPHIC

26  Aristophanes Birds 693 (the chorus of birds speak)

Xé&os fijv rai NUE “EpeBés e péhav mpddTov kal TdpTapos evpls,

I 8" 008’ "Afyp 08’ OUpavds fiv: "EpéBous & tv &mreipoat kdATroIS
TikTel TpdTIoTOV Utrnuépiov NUE 1) pedavémrrepos by,

€€ oU meprTeAdopévans dpans EBAoTEV "Epws 6 obfeivds,

oTiAPwv védTov TTEpUyoiv Xpuoaiv, elkds dvepdoxeot Bivans. 697
oUTog 8t Xd&er wTepbevTi pryels vyie katd TépTapov edpuv
tvedTTEVOEY Yévos Huétepov, kal TpddTOV dviyaryev Es @és.
TpdTEpOV 8" ok fijv yévos davérwv mpiv “Epas Euvépeaifev &ravrar
Sunryvupévaov 8 Etépawv Etépors yéver OUpavds *Qreavds Te

kol I mavTov Te Bedov pardpav yévos &obitov. d8e wév dopev
TOAU TPeoPUTATOl TTAVTWY poxdpwv.

26 First of all was Chaos and Night and black Erebos and wide
Tartaros, and neither Ge nor Aer nor Quranos existed; in the
boundless bosoms of Erebos black-winged Night begets, first, a
wind-egg, from which in the fulfilment of the seasons ardent Eros
burgeoned forth, his back gleaming with golden wings, like as he
was to the whirling winds. Eros, mingling with winged, gloomy
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Chaos in broad Tartaros, hatched out our race and first brought
it into the light. There was no race of immortals before Eros
mingled all things together; but as one mingled with another
Ouranos came into being, and Okeanos and Ge and the unfading
race of all the blessed gods. Thus we are by far the oldest of all
the biessed ones.

27 Damascius de principits 124 (DK 3p5; from Eudemus) Tov 8¢
Empevidny Blo mpuwTas dpxds Umobiofon ‘Aépa kal NukTa. . €
&v yewndijvan Téprapov...t§ dv 0o Titdvas!...dv wydévrev
GAAACIS OV yevéaBon. . .k ol A SAANY yevedy TpoeABeiv.

' The manuscript has ¥ Tivds, but Kroll's emendation to 800 Tit&vas
(accepted by Kranz in DK) is indicated by the etymology implied in the
Neoplatonist parenthesis that follows the disputed word, THv vonthy peodtnTa
oUrw KeAéoavTa, S16T B &Gugpo * Bioctelver’ 16 Te &xpov xal 16 Tépas. The other
omissions in the text as printed above are Neoplatonic paraphrases which throw
no light on the interpretation.

27 Epimenides posited two first principles, Air and Night. . . from
which Tartaros was produced. . . from all of which two Titans were
produced...from whose mutual mingling an egg came into
being. . .from which, again, other offspring came forth.

26 was written in 414 B.c. or shortly before. The only thing we can
say with certainty about the content of 27 is that it is pre-Eudemian;
but in view of the proliferation of mythological accounts in hex-
ameters, concerned with genealogy and therefore liable to begin
with a theogony, probably towards the end of the sixth century B.c.,
it might be tentatively dated between then and the middle of the fifth
century (on Epimenides see 17 and n. 2 on p. 19). Thus an egg as an
element in cosmogony, which is a typical feature of later Orphic
accounts as recorded in the Neoplatonic tradition, is mentioned
certainly near the end of the fifth century and probably before that.
Were these earlier accounts specifically Orphic in character?

The manner of production of the egg does not differ significantly
in the earlier and in the later, definitely Orphic accounts. In the
latter, Chronos in a late and bizarre form begets the egg in Aither
or in Aither-Chaos-Erebos (23, 24). In 26 Night produces the egg
in Erebos; in 27 it is begotten by two Titans ~ presumably Kronos
(cf. 52?) and Rhea — who are themselves the product of Air-Night
and Tartaros. There is no mention of Chronos, of course, but
Pherecydes of Syros (pp. 57—60) had already associated Kronos
with Chronos, and there may be a connexion here with the later
accounts; see also 52 and discussion.! There is a distinct similarity
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between what is produced from the egg in the birds’ account and in
the later Orphic versions; golden-winged Eros is an obvious prototype
of the Orphic Phanes.* Yet most of Aristophanes’ bird-cosmogony
is indubitably derived from the Hesiodic Theogony, with appropriate
modifications. Chaos, Night, Erebos and Tartaros are involved in the
first stages of both accounts; only Earth is postponed in Aristophanes,
to be produced (in some ways more logically) simultaneously with
Sky. The egg is a ‘wind-egg’ partly to make it more bird-like, partly
because of the traditional windiness of Tartaros (34). So Night, Chaos
and Eros are all winged, because this is-meant to be a birds’
cosmogony. It is a parody of a traditional type of cosmogony; yet
the original of a parody must be recognizable, and while the Hesiodic
elements are clear enough the egg is non-Hesiodic. Eminently suited
to bird-generation as it is, the device is unlikely to have been just
invented by Aristophanes for that reason. It must have been familiar
as a means for producing, not necessarily a cosmogonical figure, but
at least an important deity like Eros.?

' The Kronos-Chronos identification was also made in Orphic circles, cf. e.g.
Proclus in Plato Crat. 3968 (Kern fr. 68). This does not imply that Pherecydes
was an Orphic or took his ideas from early Orphic sources (though the Suda
reports, probably on account of these similarities, that he ‘collected Orpheus’
writings’); rather that the later Orphic eclectics used him for source-material
Just as they used Hesiod and other early mythological writings. In any case the
assimilation of the two names was an obvious move.

* The language of the Rhapsodic account is indeed strongly reminiscent of
Aristophanes; compare xpuoelas wrepUyeoat gopelpevos fvBa kal Bvba (sc.
®évns), ‘Phanes...borne here and there by golden wings® (fr. 78 Kern), with
line 697 of 26). &vba xal Evda in the Orphic verse, as in 22, recalls Hesiod Theagony
742 (34), part of the description of windy Tartarus; Hesiod is indeed the
chief linguistic and formal model for the Rhapsodics.

? Possibly the birth of Helen from an egg is significant here; connected with a
tree-cult perhaps of Mycenean origin (M. Nilsson, Gesch. d. griech. Religion 1°
(Munich, 1967), 22 and 211), she is a ward and representative of Aphrodite-Eros
in Homer.

One reason for doubting an early Orphic use of the egg-motif may
be that, if there were any such early use, one would expect later
applications to be consistent with an earlier tradition, which in a
sacred-book sect would tend to be regarded as sacrosanct. Yet three
quite different later uses are known. First, the egg simply produces
Phanes (21, 24). Secondly, in 25 the upper part of the egg forms the
sky, the lower part the earth; the equivalent of Phanes emerges too,
and sky and earth then mate as in Hesiod or the popular tradition.
Thirdly, certain Orphics used the arrangement of shell and skin (and
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resumably also of white and yolk) asananalogue for the arrangement
of sky (outer heaven) and aither:

28 Achilles fsag. 4 (DKi1B12, Kern fr. 70) Tiv 8¢ Té&w fiv
SeBaxapey TG opapwpaTt of "Opgikol Aéyouot TapamAnsiav elven
7 &v Tois Gois Sv yap Exar Adyov 1o Amrupov dv T (P, ToUTov &v
-rc'p wavti & oUpowds, kol 6 EEfpTNTAN ToU oUpavol KUKAOTEPRS &
aldhp, oUTws Tol Aetripou & Upfv.

28 The arrangement which we have assigned to the celestial
sphere the Orphics say is similar to that in eggs: for the relation
which the shell has in the egg, the outer heaven has in the universe,
and as the aither depends in a circle from the outer heaven, so does
the membrane from the shell.

RECENT DISCOVERIES AND PROVISIONAL CONCLUSIONS

Conclusions that might be formed from the evidence presented so far
have been given something of a new dimension by recent discoveries.
First, the well-known series of gold plates carrying instructions for
the dead and found in graves in Magna Graecia and Crete has now
been extended by an important new example from Hipponion
(modern Vibo Valentia) in southern Italy, inscribed as early as ¢. 400
B.C. After the usual ipstructions to the dead person — a woman in this
case — not to drink from the spring by the white cypress but from the
water flowing out of the lake of Memory further on (on which see
G. Zuntz, Persephone (Oxford, 1971) 355ff.), the text continues as
follows:

29 Gold plate from Hipponion (after G. Pugliese Carratelli, Parola
del Passato 29 (1974), 108—26 and 31 (1976), 458-66), 10-16:
elrov: Uds Malas kad "Opavd &otepbevros. 10
Siyen 8 &ui alios kol &mwdAAvpar: &Ad 847" 8k
yuypdv UBop popéov TE MyepoaUves &wd Alp[v]als].
kad 8¢ Tot EAeBo(w) (o)l Umd Xbovior Baoidé,
kel 8¢ To1 Séooom migv T&s Mvapootves &r[6] Auvas.
kel 82 kad ouyvdv hoBdv Epyex(1), &v Te kad &AAol 15
niaTon kad Poyxor hiepdv oTeixoat KA e)evol.

29 Say: ‘[l am] the son of Earth and starry Sky. I am parched
with thirst and am dying; so quickly give me cold water flowing
forth from the lake of Memory.” And the Kings of under the earth
will pity you, and they will give you to drink from the lake of
Memory. And it is a thronged road you are setting out on, a holy
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one along which other famous initiates and bacchants are
proceeding.

In the concluding verse the typical eschatology of the gold-plate
believers is credited, for the first time in the surviving evidence, to
‘bacchic initiates’ — that is, to followers of Dionysus with secret
religious beliefs. Bacchic funerary practices were equated with
Orphic ones by Herodotus, 11, 81, who added significantly that they
were really Pythagorean and Egyptian. G. Zuntz (op. cit.) had argued
that the gold tablets are specifically Pythagorean, but the connexion
with Dionysus here suggestsan Orphic association, rather. Herodotus’
scepticism implies that there were no clear-cut sectarian divisions, but
it is perhaps significant that Dionysus was to become the central
figure of the special Orphic myth of the creation of men out of the
ashes of the Titans who had killed and eaten the child-god. Moreover
there is fresh evidence on this point, also, for in 1951 bone tablets
were found in the central sanctuary in Olbia in the Crimea, an
ancient Milesian colony; on one of them was scratched, probably in
the fifth century B.c., the name ‘Orphikoi’ and also an abbreviation
of ‘Dionysus’, whose name also occurs on several of the other tablets;
see also p. 208 n. 1 and for further discussion the valuable article by
M. L. West in ZPE 45 (1982) 17-29. It was in Olbia, too, according
to Herodotus 1v, 78-80, that a king Skyles had become an initiate
into the ecstatic cult of Dionysus the Bacchant.

The claim that the soul of the dead person is instructed to make
in 29, 10, ‘I am the son of Earth and starry Sky’, is puzzling in
itself, but presupposes a link between the dead person and the early
gods. Such a link would be supplied by the (possibly later) myth of
Dionysus and the Titans; but a relatively early Orphic interest in the
succession of the first nature-gods is now revealed by a remarkable
papyrus roll discovered at Derveni near Thessalonica in 1962,
Half-burnt over a grave around 330 B.c., the roll contained an
allegorical commentary by someone versed in Anaxagoras and
Diogenes of Apollonia on a theogony attributed several times to
Orpheus. The commentary contains no hint of Platonic or Aristotelian
influence, and Walter Burkert (e.g. in Griechische Religion der archaischen
und klassischen Epoche (Stuttgart, 1977), 473) suggests ‘scarcely later
than 400 B.c.” as probable date of composition. That would put the
Orphic theogony itself — it was composed in hexameters, several of
which are quoted — into the fifth century B.c., conceivably even into
the sixth. A few of the quoted verses are identical or nearly so with
bits of the late compilation, the so-called Orphic Rhapsodies, on
which see n. 1 on p. 23. That does not alter the fact that much of
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apsodies is Hellenistic or Graeco-Roman, but it shows that the
;,Tjgil:::ir?gs of beliefs that can be termed specifically Orphic, and were
recorded in sacred verses, were much earlier than Wilamowitz or
Linforth would have allowed.

A full publication of the papyrus has been delayed for many years,
put is now being prepared by Professprs Tsa.nt.sanoglou and
parassoglou of the University of Thessalonica. Until its appearance
any discussion must be provisional; buf Professor R. Merkelbach has
now published his version of the text in an appendix (pp. 1-12) to
ZPE 47 (1982), and it is from there that the folloyv‘mg. particularly
relevant extracts from the Orphic poem are drawn.’T he-xr application
and supplementation are sometimes partially determmcd. by.thelr
context in the (extremely wild) ancient commentary, which is not

oted here. '

g:)l Selected verses quoted from ‘Orpheus’ by the Derveni com-
mentator (numbers in parentheses are purely for reference in this
book; the roman and arabic figures that follow refer to columns, and
lines in each column, respectively):

(1) X, 5 (Kpdvos) 8s péy’ Epe€ev (Tov OUpavédy) (cf. x, 7-8)
(2) x, 6 OUpavds Edgppovidns, &5 TphTIoToS ﬂaoi?\euoev’
(3) x1,6 tk ToU &) Kpdvos [a]UTis, EmerTal ﬁlé pnTieTa Zeds
(4) vi, 1 E€ &[BUTor]o. .. xpfigan (sc. THy NUkTa)

vII, 10 [# &%) &xpnoev &mavrta T& of Béfms. . ... ... Jon ,
(5) 1%, 1 ZeUs ptv Emwel 87 worpds foU mwhpa [O€]ogaT

’ axotoa(s]

(6) 1x, 4 aioiov ka[T]émivey, 85 aibépa Exbope TpLdTOS

(7) xi, 3-6  TpwToydvou Paoiréws aldoiov, Toy 8 &pa TrévTes
&B&varror TTpootpuy pdiapes Beol HBE Béonvan
kai woTapol kod Kpfiven EmfjpaTol &Z\?}a Te w&v-:a
[Blosa 16T fiv yeyadT', alTds gy &po poyvos
EVTO.
(8) x1x, 36 'Queavds...Eunoaro...chévos pEya. . .e’t’xp‘x‘: péovTa,
? s¢. pfioarro 87 *Qeavoio péya oBévos elph PEovTos
(restit. Burkert, altt) } ’ )
(9) xx, 3 (oehivm, of. XX, 10) §f TTOAACTS paivel pepoTTETal éTT
&meipova ydiav ‘ )
(10) xx11, g-10 BNTPSS &V PIASTNTL, ..eelovw‘ ul)seqvon_, ¢f. Xx,
1-2 pn[Tp]0s. . .&as, ? sc. unTPOS éag‘éeéhcov pry 81y~
peven Ev pIASTNTI (restit. Burkert, alit)

o (1 [Kronos] who did a great decc! [to Ouranos]
s Ez% Ouranos son of Euphroné [Night], who reigned
first
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(3) after him Kronos next, and then counsellor Zeus
(4) that [Night] prophesied from her inner

sanctuary...and she prophesied everything that
was lawful for. ..

(5) Zeus, having heard the oracles from his father

(6) swallowed down the phallus [of him] who first leapt
up to the upper air

(7) of the phallus of the first-horn king; and from him

[it?] grew all the immortal biessed gods and
goddesses, and rivers and lovely springs and
everything else that was then in being; but he came
into being alone

(8) he devised the great might of Okeanos with broad
streams
(9) [moon] who shines for many mortals over the
boundless earth
(10) wishing to mingle in love with his mother

As might be expected, much of the Orphic theogony revealed
by the commentator’s quotations closely resembles the Hesiodic
theogony, to be considered in §5; it is the departures from it that
are interesting and possibly significant. The first king in heaven is
Ouranos, Sky; but he is son of Night (2) (i.e. in 30), who therefore
occupies the same position as Hesiod’s initial Chaos (31, 1) —and
bears out Aristotle’s information in 15. Kronos now gains the
kingship with a ‘great (or dreadful) deed’ (1), presumably by
castrating Ouranos as in Hesiod (39). Next king is Zeus (3), who
apparently receives oracles both from Kronos himself (5) and from
Night in her sanctuary (4). He is not swallowed by Kronos as in
Hesiod (p. 46), rather he himself swallows a phallus (6), indeed the
one severed from Ouranos by Kronos (7, 1). As a result of that act
he brings everything into being out of himself gods and goddesses,
rivers, springs, everything (7, 2—4), including no doubt Pontos and
(8) Okeanos (as in a closely similar passage of the Rhapsodies, fr. 167
Kern) as well as the moon (g). Finally he commits incest with his
mother (10) — Rhea, who is probably also identified, here as in the
Rhapsodies, with Demeter; the offspring in that case (as Burkert
suggests) would be Persephone, with whom he may have then
coupled to produce the chthonic form of Dionysus.

Some elements of the much later Rhapsodic account are present
in all this, but others are excluded — notably the winged god Phanes
(see n. 3 on p. 24). But Phanes was swallowed by Zeus in the depths
of Night according to the Rhapsodies (fr. 167 Kern), and so it looks
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r bowdlerizing taste replaced the phallus by Pham?s.
::,}t]l;?: ggez :ziephallus come fgrom? Obgiously, like most other details
{ the Succession-myth (pp. 44f), from near-eastern sources. In t}:
g{urrian-Hittite Kumarbi myth, described on P 46, it is Kumarbi
hat cuts off the sky-god’s phallus; he swallows it, bcc.omcs pregnant
t :th the weather-god, and has a painful delivery. This seems to have
:;en too strong meat for Hesiod or his closer sources; the act ?f
castration survives (see 39 below),-but the phallus Is then' sxml;: y
thrown into the sea; any swallowing is by Kronos (equivalent in other
respects to Kumarbi) of his children — a somftwhat tamer conceﬁmonl;
also a probable theme of folktale. I't begins to appear ats) t ougd
«Orpheus’ preserved the original oriental account whereby a go
becomes pregnant by swallowing the sever'ed Rhallus; howev;r, 1tb|s
not the castrator himself that does so, nor is this the means w ;re y
he is displaced by the weather-god. Rather the weather-god ( e;s)l
swallows the phallus, which seems to have bec:n prc§erved asa syrr}l1 (l)
or instrument of generation in order to give l?xrth to the w ol ﬁ
universe in a second and final sct of creation — just as Phanes wi
i in the later Rhapsodic account. o
do"I‘l}?: ::ﬁ;vance of Orphic geliefs to Prgsocra.tic philosophy is sul!,
even in the light of the new evidence, fairly slight. Fresh s-)up.po.rc; is
given to the priority of Night, perhaps re_lated to the Hcquul: i c:
of initial Chaos, as also to a wide variety of cosmogonica au;x
theogonical elaborations of Hesiod in the fifth ?md even perhaps the
sixth century B.c. Orphic departures fronr.x H'esmd are not numerous
judging by the Derveni papyrus, but are significant in that they seem
to restore and to develop motifs from the near-eastern Succes;wn-’
myth which Hesiod himself had toned down, especially over ell:s
pregnancy and subsequent birth of the whole of nature. That makes
it more likely that Pherecydes of Syfos (§68), and _pex:haps ccrt:}m
sixth-century Presocratics too, were indebted to As1_auc sources o;‘
otherwise unattested ideas. Apart from that, the main ongmah.ty 0
the Derveni theogony may have lain in. the conception of thCISIngle
creator-god, combining the demiurgical powers of Baby ?m;n
Marduk (see p. 43) with the sexual-generation theme o ;1 e
Hesiodic Theogony. But it is in the new aspect of . the gold-tad et
material that the greatest interest may u.ltlmately lie; for that does
much to confirm that there were people in the fifth century B.C., at
least, who related cosmogonic speculation to concern with the_ fate
of the soul after death. That is something the initiates at Eleusis do
not seem to have done, and it does mu_ch to account .for tl-_le
productive and comprehensive world-view of Heraclitus in

particular.
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5- The Hesiodic cosmogony, and the separation
of earth and sky

There is an obvious sense in which Hesiod should have been directly
considered before this, since his Theogony and Works and Days were
both composed probably in the early seventh century B.c., and many
of the themes developed by ‘Orphics’ and others, and already
discussed, are clearly influenced here and there by his treatment. Yet
they belong to a tradition of popular, non-analytic ideas about the
world and its development that found occasional expression in
Homer (see §§1-3). Hesiod, on the other hand, although he worked
only a generation or so later than the composer (or composers) of
the Jliad and Odyssey, represents an apparently quite new attempt to
systematize the ancient myths. He too deals with the relations of gods
and goddesses to each other and to more primitive powers, but with
the evident intention not only of red ucing age-old mythical material
to some kind of order but also of demonstrating the ultimate sources
of Zeus’ authority and grandeur. It is the cosmogonical developments
described in the Theogony, which led up to that, that are singled out
for special attention in the pages which follow; but Works and Days,
with its emphasis on Zeus’ eventual rule of the world in accordance
with Order or Justice (Dike), was also a probable if less obvious
influence on Presocratic ideas — especially, through Heraclitus, on
the concept of an underlying arrangement of the cosmos, on which
see further §7 below.

31 Hesiod Theogony 116

"H To1 uév wpdmioTa Xdos Yéver', ardp Emerta 116
o ebpUoTepvos, évrev E5og &opots alef, 117
Téprapd 1" fepdevra puyéd XBovds eUpuobeing, 119
A8’ “"Epos, 85 kéAAioTos &v &bavéTolot Oeoion, 120

AvopeAtis, TévTwy 5t Beddv TévTwy T &vBpddTreov
Sduvaron dv oThBecor véov kad Emippova Boulv.

tx Xéeos §° "EpePés Te péAauv e NUE Eyévovro

NukTos 8 ot AlBrp Te kod ‘Huépn &Eeyévovro,

oUs Téke kuoapévn "EpéBer piAdTnT Mrysioa. 125
laiie 8¢ To1 pédTOV iV Eyelvarto Toov gauTi)

OUpawdv &oTepbevd’, Tvar Wy Trepl mévra KoAUTTTO!1,

Spp’ €in poxdpecot Beois E5og &opots adef.

yelvarro 8 Olpea uokpd, Bedov yoplevras tvaiAous
Nupgécwv, of vaiouov &v’ oUpea Pnoonevra. 130
1) 8¢ kol &TpUyeTov TéAaryos Tékev, oiSuari Buiov,
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TTévTov, &tep PIASGTNTOS Epiuépou alrrdp EerTar
OUpaved edvnbeioa Ték’ *Qreavdv Padudivny,
Koidv e Kpidv 8" ‘Ymeplovd 1" *larretdv Te. . . 2

gt Verily first of all did Chaos come into being, and then
broad-bosomed Gaia [earth], a firm seat of all things for ever, and
misty Tartaros in a recess of broad-wayed earth, and Eros, wl'.no
is fairest ameng immortal gods, looser of limbs, and subdues in
their breasts the mind and thoughtful counsel of all gods and all
men. Out of Chaos, Erebos and black Night came into being; and
from Night, again, came Aither and Day, whom she conceived and
bore after mingling in love with Erebos. And Earth first of all
brought forth starry Ouranos [sky], equal to herself, to cover her
completely round about, to be a firm seat for the blessed gods for
ever. Then she brought forth tall Mountains, lovely haunts of the
divine Nymphs who dwell in the woody mountains. She also gave
birth to the unharvested sea, seething with its swell, Pontos,
without delightful love; and then having lain with Ouranos §he
bore deep-eddying Okeanos, and Koios and Krios and Hyperion
and Iapetos. ..

! Line 118, &avérev of Exouot képn vigdevtos ' OMUumou, is inorganic and quite
inappropriate here, and has been omitted. It occurs in the medicval MSS, but
is absent from quotations by Plato (Symp. 1788) and ps.-Aristotle (M.X.q. i,
975a11), as well as by Sextus Empiricus and Stobaeus. Line 11g was a.'ls'o omitted
in these quotations (as, apparently, in the copy used by Zeno of Qmum: SV'F
I, 104—5), and a scholiast remarks &Betsitan (it is marked as SPI.II‘IOUS’); yet :t
is quoted in its correct place by Chalcidius {in Tim. 122), who omitted 1 18. Plato’s
continuation of 117 by 120 is not necessarily significant; he was solely interested
in Eros, and quoted what was relevant to Eros and no more. The scholiast’s dou'bt,
and post-Platonic omissions, may have originated in Plato’s omissic:m; or the line
may have been felt to be incongruous, having been added at the time when the
variant descriptions of Hades accrued (p.20).

% The list of Titans is completed in the lines that follow; Gaia’s subsequent
offspring are patently non-cosmological. At 154ff. comes the story qf the
mutilation of Kronos (39). At 211f. there is a reversion to the producnor} of
personified abstractions, e.g. by Night and Strife, but they have no cosmological
significance.

The author of the Theagony decided to trace back the ancestry of the
gods to the beginning of the world, and 31 is his account of the earliest
stages, in which the production of cosmic constituents like Ouranos
(sky) graduaily leads to the generation of vague but fully anthropo-
morphic mythical persons like the Titans. This poetical cosmogony,
composed presumably early in the seventh century B.c., was not,
however, invented by Hesiod ; its occasional irrationality and redupli-
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cation of stages indicate that it is a synthesis of at least two earlier
variant accounts. For example, Erebos (which may be of Hittite
etymology), although there is some vagueness about it in Homer,
must be locally related to the whole complex Gaia—Hades—Tartaros
("EpéPeagv Umd xBovds at Theogony 669); yet it is produced a stage
later than Gaia and Tartaros. It might be explained as a local
differentiation, as Mountains and Sea {Pontos) are produced as local
differentiations from Earth; but in that case it should naturally
originate from Tartaros or Gaia and not from Chaos. It is grouped
with Night, no doubt, because it shares :a major characteristic
{darkness), as Aither is grouped with Day. Generation is of opposites
(e.g. of Aither and Day by Erebos — whose neuter gender does not
inhibit parental activities — and Night), or of similars (Erebos and
Night from Chaos, see p. 41), or of local differentiations. Some births,
however, cannot be explained on any of these principles — notably
that of Ouranos from Gaia. Again, there is inconsistency over the
method of production. Eros is produced at the first stage of differen-
tiation, presumably to provide an anthropomorphic, sexual expla-
nation of subsequent differentiation. It is not, however, consistently
used. Gaia produces Pontos ‘without love’ at 132; Night mates with
Erebos at 125 but produces again ‘ without sleeping with anyone’ at
213; Chaos at 123, and Gaia again at 126, produce independently
though Love is already in existence. Immediately after producing
Pontos independently at 132, Gaia produces the more fully per-
sonalized Okeanos by mating with her son and consort Ouranos.!

L Inview of his cosmological importance as the surrounding river (§ 2) one would
expect Okeanos to occur earlier, rather than later, than Pontos, which can
properly be regarded as a detail of the earth. The production of Okeanos by Gaia
and Ouranos may have a rationalistic motive, since the surrounding stream forms
the point of contact between earth and the enclosing bowl of sky.

‘Firstofall Chaos came-to-be’: the primacy of Chaos is remarkable,
and a careful enquiry must be made into what Hesiod is likely to have
meant by Xdos here. Three interpretations may be rejected
immediately: (i) Aristotle (Phys. A1, 208b2g) took it to mean ‘place’.
But interest in this and related spatial concepts probably began with
the Eleatics, much later than the Theogony, and finds its first major
expression in Plato’s Timaeus. (i1) The Stoics followed Zeno of Citium
(e.g. SVF1, 103), who perhaps took the idea from Pherecydes of Syros
(DK 7B 14}, in deriving x&os from xéeoBau and therefore interpreting
it as what is poured, i.e. water. (iii) The common modern sense of
chaos as disorder can be seen e.g. in Lucian Ameres 32, where Hesiod’s
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ydos is interpreted as disordered, shapeless matter. This, again, may
be Stoic in origin,

The noun is derived from 4/, meaning ‘gape, gap, yawn’, as in
yodvew, xaokew, etc. Of the certain uses of the word before 400 B.c.,
one group simply refers to the cosmogonic Xdos of this passage (so
Acusilaus in 18, Aristophanes Birds 6g3, Clouds 627) ; the other group
has the special meaning ‘air’, in the sense of the region between sky
and earth, the region in which birds fly (so Bacchylides 5, 27,
Euripides fr. 448 (Nauck?), Aristophanes Clouds 424, Birds 1218). One
may suspect that Bacchylides’ poetical and perhaps original use of
the highly individual phrase &v &TpUTe x&er (as that in which the
cagle flies — the free air, as opposed to earth or sea) was consciously
imitated by Euripides and Aristophanes, either lyrically {Birds 1218)
or as a convenient though not necessarily serious interpretation to be
placed on the cosmogonical chaos of Hesiod. The evidence, then, does
not point to an extensive use of x&os as the space between sky and
carth, though such a use was certainly known. Here we must consider
another instance of the word in the Theogony itself:

32 Hesiod Theogony 695 (Zeus hurls thunderbolts at the Titans)
€3ee B2 ¥Boov maaa kel "Qreavoio péedpe
TOVTOS T &TpUyeTos ToUs B’ &ugetre Bepuds duTur
Trrivas xfovious, pAdE & adbépa Siav Tkavey
&omevos, Sdooe 8 &pepde ko IpBipwy mep EdvTwy
aUy T pappaipouca Kepauvol Te oTEpOTHS TE.
kaGper 8¢ Beoméorov kaTéyev Xdos: eloato 8 &vta 700
opBoAuoion i8elv A8 olaan dooav dxolom
aiTens &5 el Mada kai Obpavds ebpls Umepbe
TiAvaror Tolos yd&p ke péyas Umd Solmos dpwpet. . .

32 The whole earth boiled, and the streams of Okeanos, and the
unharvested sea; and them, the earth-born Titans, did a warm
blast surround, and flame unquenchable reached the holy aither,
and the darting gleam of thunderbolt and lightning blinded the
eyes even of strong men. A marvellous burning took hold of Chaos;
and it was the same to behold with the eyes or to hear the noise
with the ears as if earth and broad heaven above drew together;
for just such a great din would have risen up. ..

There has been dispute about which region of the world is represented
by X&os in line 700. Either {a) it represents the whole or part of the
underworld — there is a parallel for this usage at Theogony 814 (35),
perhaps one of the added variants (see pp. 20 and 40); or (4) it
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represents the region between earth and aither. But (a) would be
difficult: why should the keat penetrate to the underworld {the
concussion of missiles does so at 681ff., but that is natural and
effective)? The Titans are not in the underworld, but on Mount
Othrys (632) ; we have been told that the flash reaches the upper air,
and it is relevant to add that the heat, also, filled the whole
intermediate region. The following lines imagine earth and sky as
clashing together — again, the emphasis is certainly not on the
undcrworld. An objective judge would surely conclude that Xéos at
line 700 describes the region hetween earth-and sky.

In view of the basic meaning of x&os (as a gap, i.e. a bounded
interval, not ‘void’ or anything like that),’ and of one certain
fifth-century usage as the region between sky and earth, and of
another use of the word in the Theogony in which the meaning is
probably the same, serious attention must be paid to an interpretation
propounded most notably by Cornford (e.g. Principium Sapientiae
(Cambridge, 1952) 194[.}, that X&os yéver” in the first linc of 31
implies that the gap between earth and sky came into being; that is, that
the first stage of cosmogony was the separation of earth and sky. This
would not be consistent with one existing and indubitable feature of
the cosmogony, the postponement of the birth of Ouranos until a
second stage, at lines 126f. (Production from Chaos, lines 123ff., and
from Gaia, 126ff., may take place simultaneously.) Apart from this
peculiarity, the other conditions fit the proposed interpretation;
earth, with its appendage Tartaros, appears directly the gap is made;
so does Eros, which in its most concrete form as rain/semen exists
between sky and earth according to poetical references.? It seems not
improbable that in the Hesiodic scheme the explicit description of
the formation of Ouranos has been delayed through the confused use
of two separate accounts (a confusion which can be paralleled from
other details of the scheme), and that it is implied in line 116 at the
very first stage of cosmogony. The separation of sky and earth is
certainly reduplicated in the Theogony, in a fully mythopoeic form,
in the story of the mutilation of Kronos (39); though reduplication
of accounts of a different logical character (quasi-rationalistic and
mythical) is easier to accept than reduplication on the same,
quasi-rationalistic level.

! A comparison has often been drawn between xé&os and ginnunga-gap in the
Nordic cosmogony. This gap (which, however, preceded the creation of the giant
from whom earth and sky were made) has been taken to imply simply an
indefinite empty space: but it is important to observe that in Snorrt’s schema-
tization it is conccived as being terminated by the rcalm of ice (Niffheim) to the
north and that of fire (Afuspelisheim) to the south. This certainly does not
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invalidate the supposition that x&os implies primarily a region of vast size, but
secondarily and implicitly its boundaries.
2 Not in Homer or Hesiod; most notably in 33 Aeschylus fr. 44, 1—% (from the
Danaids) 1pd kv dyuds olpavds Tpda xBbva,

Epwos 8t yodav AoquPdvel ydpou Tuyey.

Suppos 8' &’ ebvartiipos olpavol Teadsy

tuoe yoiay 1) 3¢ TikTeTon PpoTois

pfiAwy Te Bookds kail Piov AnuiTpiov,
{(Holy sky passionately longs to penetrate the carth, and desire takes hold of earth to achieve
this union. Rain from her bedfellow sky falls and impregnates earth, and she brings forth
for mortals pasturage for flocks and Demeter’s livelthood.) This idea of the rain actually
fertilizing the earth may be of great antiquity.
Cornford’s interpretation may be helped by the verb used to
describe the first stage of cosmogony: not fiv but yéver’, perhaps
implying that X&os was not the eternal precondition of a differentiated
world, but a modification of that precondition. (It is out of the
question that Hesiod or his source was thinking of the originative
substance as coming into being out of nothing.) The idea that earth
and sky were originally one mass may have been so common (see pp.
42—4) that Hesiod could take it for granted, and begin his account
of world-formation at the first stage of differentiation. This would be,
undoubtedly, a cryptic and laconic procedure; and it seems probable
that something more complicated was meant by Xéos yéver' than,
simply, ‘sky and earth separated’ — though I am inclined to accept
that this was originally implicit in the phrase. The nature of the gap
between sky and earth after their first separation may well have been
somehow specified in the popular traditions on which Hesiod was
presumably drawing. There was, conceivably, an attempt to imagine
what would be the appearance of things when there was simply dark
sky,and earth, and the gap between. Here we must turn for assistance
to two of the elaborations (see p. 20) on the Hesiodic description
of the underworld.

34 Hesiod Theogony 736
Evha 3t yfis Svogeptis xal Taptdpov HepdevTas
mwévTOU T' &TPUYETOIO Kal aUpavol doTepoevTOS
E8eing mévToov Tyal kai meipaT” Excv
Apyoé’ elpwevta, T& Te aTUyéouat Beol Tep,
XGoua pEy’, oUBE ke TAVTa TeAeaPdpov Eis EvicuTodv 740
oUBas koI, & TpddTa TUAéwy Evrosde yévoito.
&AM rev BvBa kel EvBa gépor TTpd BUsAAa BuAAns
dpyahén Bewodv B¢ kol &bavéTolot Beoiot
ToUTO Tépars: NukTos & Epefevviis oikia e
ECTIKEY VEPEANS KEKOAVDUEVA KUQVENGIV. 745
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35 Hesiod Theogony 811 (following a repetition of lines 736-9,
vide 34)

Bvha 88 papudpeai Te TUAGH kai x&Akeos oUBds

&oTepgts, piznot Binvexéeoay &pnpas,

aUTopuiis pdodev St Bedv EkTooBev drrdvTwy

Trrijves vaiouat, Trépnu Xdeos 30¢epoio.

34 There of murky earth and misty Tartaros and unharvested
sea and starry sky, of all of them, are the springs in a row and the
grievous, dank limits which even the gods detest; a great gulf, nor
would one reach the floor for the whole length of a fulfilling year,
if one were once within the gates. But hither and thither storm on
grievous storm would carry one on; dreadful is this portent even
for immortal gods; and the dreadful halls of gloomy Night stand
covered with blue-black clouds.

35 There are gleaming gates, and brazen threshold unshaken,
fixed with continuous roots, self-grown; and in front, far from all
the gods, dwell the Titans, across murky Chaos.

Of these, 34 is evidently an attempt to improve 726-8 (2), where
Tartaros (perhaps its upper part) is said to be surrounded by Night,
and above it are the roots of earth and sea. In meipar’ there is a more
exact reversion to the apparent source of 2, i.e. /l. vui, 478-g, T&
veiaTa mefpad’. . . yaing kal wévTo10; while Tyyad are introduced as
being especially appropriate to the sea. 740ff. are a special and
peculiar development of 720ff. 35, on the other hand, which follows
a repetition of the first four lines of 34, begins with a slightly altered
line (£I. vim, 15) from the Homeric description of Tartaros (1), then
continues with the ‘roots’ of 2, quite vague this time, and ends with
the x&oua péy” of 740 repeated as Xé&eos. Both passages contain
inconsistencies compatible with their being somewhat superficial
expansions; for example the alteration of the reasonable idea that the
roots of earth are above Tartaros to the idea that the ‘sources and
boundaries’ of earth, sea, sky and Tartaros are in Tartaros (34). What
is interesting is the further description of Tartaros as a xdoua péy’,
a great gulf or chasm (cf. Euripides Phoen. 1605), full of storms and
containing the halls of Night. In 35 this gulfis described as ‘gloomy
Chaos’ (we need not concern ourselves with its peculiar geography,
except to note that Chaos is not absolutely unbounded). This must
contain a reference to the initial X&os of line 116 (31), and it seems
reasonable to suppose that the author or authors of these expansions
understood the initial X&os to be dark and windy, like Tartaros. This
interpretation gains some support from the fact that in the original
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cosmogonical account Erebos and Night (both, presumably, gloomy)
are produced from Chaos.

The evidence seems 1o point to the following conclusion. For
Hesiod’s source, at all events, the first stage in the formation of a
differentiated world was the preduction of a vast gap between sky
and earth. By Hesiod the emphasis is placed on the nature of the gap
itself, not on the act of separation which produced it. The gap is
conceived as dark and windy — because aither and sun had not yet
come into being, and night and storms go together. The same kind
of description is applied, quite naturally, to the lightless gulfs of
Tartaros; and sometimes Tartaros is considered in terms of, or
actually as part of, the original gap.!

' G. Vlastos (Gromorn 27 (1955), 74-5) finds 34 significant for the origin of
Hesiod's cosmogonical X&os, and even suggests that it was from here that
Anaximander got the idea of 76 dmeipov. U, Holscher, 100 (Hermes 81 (1953},
391 401), has completely rejected the Cornford interpretation, and takes X&os
to be a dark and boundless waste. He supports this by the assumption that a
cosmogony, attributed to Sanchuniathon (a Phoenician said to have lived before
the Trojan war) by Philo of Byblus ap. Eusebium P.E. 1, 10, is really of great
antiquity, much older than Hesiod. According to the summary in Eusebius the
first state of things was gloomy, boundless air and wind (x&os 8oAepdv, tpepidbes
is onc of its descriptions). When this ‘passionately desired its own &pyai’
{whatever that may mean) there was intermixture. Mot (some kind of slime) was
preduced, and became the sowing of creation. Now it is true that the discoveries
at Ras Shamra and clsewhere have shown (¢) that some motifs in Greek
mythology originated long before Homer and Hesiod, and outside Greece; (§)
that Phoenicia had its own versions of myths about the early history of the gods,
in the second millennium B.G., and was a mecting-place of cultures. It is also true
that in the theogony attributed to Sanchuniathon, after the cosmogonical
summary, there is one detail {a deity, Eliun, in the generation before Ouranos)
which doces not correspond with Hesiod and does correspond with the cognate
Hittite account of the second millennium (see pp.45f.}. But this may be a detail
of the genuine and ancient local cosmogonical tradition, which could be
incorporated at any date: it does not prove that every part of the whole farrago
assigned to Sanchuniathon (Hermes Trismegistus and all) has any claim to
incorporate ancient material. In particular, it does not even begin to suggest that
the cosmogonical account is anything but what it appears 1o be, i.e. a Hellenistic
eclectic pastiche of Hesiod and later cosmogonical sources {there is a possible
mention of an egg). To use it as a means of interpreting Xé&os in the Theogony,
and of showing that the idea of an originative windy darkness was already
established for Hesiod to assimilate, must be considered interesting rather than
scientific.
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THE SEPARATION OF EARTH AND SKY IN GREEK LITERATURE

36 Euripides fr. 484 (from Melanippe the Wise)
KOUK Euds & pibos &AN” Eudis unTpodS Tépa,
g oUpavos Te yaid T Ay popehy pice
el 8’ tycopiobnoay &AAAGY Sixa
TikTovoL TrévTa KéVESWKAY £l pdos,
Bévdpn, meTed, Bfpas, oUs 8° daun TpEQel,
yévos Te BunTév,

37 Diodorus 1, 7, 1 (DK6885, 1) kard y&p Thv ¢ &pxiis Tév
SAwv oUoTaoy piav Exev iBkav obpavév Te kal yiiv, Memerypévng
aUTGY TTis PUaEWS” peT Bt TaUTa SlaoTdvTwv THV cwudTwy &1
EAHAWY TOV uEv kéTHOV TrepIAaPeiv &mracav THY dpwuémy v aliTd
ouvtabv. . !

38 Apollonius Rhodius 1, 496
fledev 8° dos yaia kal olpavos f15¢ 8dhacoa
T Tpiv ¢ &GAAGAOIO1 if ouvapnpdTa LopeT)
veixeos E§ dAooio Sitkpifev &ypis ExaoTar
?8" G5 Epmredov aitv &v odbépl Téxpap Exovo
&oTpa oeAnvain Te kai Aehioio kéAeuBor. . .2

36 And the tale is not mine but from my mother, how sky and
earth were one form; and when they had been separated apart
from each other they bring forth all things, and gave them up into
the light: trees, birds, beasts, the creatures nourished by the salt
sea, and the race of mortals.

37 For by thc original composition of the universe sky and earth
had one form, their natures being mingled; after this their bodies
parted from cach other, and the world took on the whole
arrangement that we see in it. ..

38 Hesang how earth and sky and sea, being formerly connected
with each other in one form, through destructive strife separated
apart each from the other; and how stars, moon and the sun’s paths
have forever in the aither a firm boundary. ..

! The cosmogony and anthropogony in this first book of Diodorus (who, shortly
after this passage, quoted 36) were ascribed by Diels 10 Democritus. There is no
mention of atoms, as Cornford noted; but some details of later stages may
nevertheless come from the Mikpds Siékooos (p. 405 and n.). The development
of society is similar to that described by Protagoras in the Platonic dialogue. The
whole account is eclectic, but its main features are of fifth-century origin and
predominantly Ionian character; as such it may well embody traditional
cosmogonical ideas.
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z Orpheus is the singer. The cosmogony has nothing in common with special
«Orphic’ accounts (§4); Apollonius would naturally put into Orphcus’ mouth
the most primitive-sounding version that he knew.

It has been suggested above that the implied, although not empha-
sized, first stage of the Hesiodic cosmogony was the separation of sky
and earth. That this idea was familiar enough in Greece is shown
by 36-8. Only 36, admittedly, is even as early as the fifth century;
but it is particularly important as explicitly describing the separation
of sky and earth as being passed on from mother to child, i.e. as a

pular and traditional account. No scientific parallel is known;
though the idea may have been, merged with specialized Ionian
theories as in 37 and its continuation.

SEPARATION IN NON-GREEK SOURCES

The splitting of earth from sky is a cosmogonical mechanism that was
widely used, long before the earliest known Greek cosmogonical
ideas, in the mythological accounts of the great near-eastern cultures.
(It is in fact common to many different cultures: cf., most notably,
the Maori myth of the separation of Rangi (sky) and Papa (earth)
by their constricted offspring, a close parallel to 39.) Thus a gloss from
the end of the first millennium B.c. on the Egyptian Book of the Dead
explains that ‘Re began to appear as a king, as one who was before
the liftings of Shu had taken place, when he was on the hill which
is in Hermopolis® (ANET, 4). Shu is the air-god which is sputtered
out by Re and lifts the sky-goddess, Nut, from the earth-god, Keb.
In the Hurrian-Hittite ‘Song of Ullikummi’ (ANET, 125; Gurney,
The Hittites, 1go—4) Upelluri, a counterpart of Atlas, says: ‘When
heaven and earth were built upon me I knew nothing of it, and when
they came and cut heaven and earth asunder with a cleaver I knew
nothing of it.” In the Babylonian Creation-epic (1v, 137ff.; ANET,
67) Marduk splits the body of the primeval water-goddess Tiamat
and makes one half of it into sky {containing the celestial waters) and
the other half into Apsu, the deep, and Esharra, the ‘great abode’
or firmament of earth. This is the first stage in the composition of the
world as we know it, though a secondary stage in the far older history
of the Babylonian pantheon. In another, later Semitic version,
Genesis i, the primeval waters are similarly divided: ‘ And God said,
Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide
the waters from the waters. And God made the firmament, and
divided the waters which were under the firmament from the waters
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which were above the irmament; and it was so. And God called the
firmament Heaven.” (Gen. i, 6-8.)!

! The opening words of the first chapter of Genesis, ‘In the beginning God
created the heaven and the earth. And the carth was without form, and void’,
are a confusing anticipation of what is to follow. The initial state is boundless,
dark water; the first stage of differentiation is the separation of the waters into
those of the sky and those of the earth, The anticipation in the initial summary
provides a parallel for the reduplication involved in the Hesiodic cosmogony
(p-38).

The separation of sky and earth was implied, therefore, in various
non-Greek mythological accounts older than Hesiod. It will be seen
in the next section that Hesiod’s description of the earliest generations
of gods is a version of a basic near-eastern myth, which is also
reproduced in an extant Hurrian-Hittite form. There is nothing
surprising, therefore, in the separation-motif appearing in Hesiod —
whether implicitly in the quasi-rationalistic Xé&os yévet” of the formal
cosmogony, or more explicitly, but in fully mythopoeic guise, in the
mutilation-story now to be considered.

THE MUTILATION-MYTH IN THE THEOGONY

39 Hesiod Theogony 154
Sooot yap lMains Te kai OUpovols Eeyévovo,
BewoTaTol Taibwv, ageTépy 8 fxBovto Tokij
& apyiis’ kai TGV ptv STws TIS TPATA YévorTo
TAvTas ATOKPUTTTOOKE, Kol £ls pdog ok dvieoxe,
[aing év xeuBudov, ko 8 EmeTépmeTo £y
Oupavds 1) & vrds orovayizeto Mafa weAdpn

oTewopévn BoAinv 8¢ kv T éppdooaTo Téyvnv. 160
.. .€loe B¢ wv (sc. Kpdvov) kpiyaoa Adyc: Evédnke Sk xepoiv
Gprny kapxapddovta, BéAov & UmeBfkaTo TaVTA. 175

fiABe B8 NUkT' Emrywv péyas Obpavéds, &uel 8¢ Main

iveipov gIAdTHTOS EméoxeTo kad p° Eroviotn

wévT” O & &k Aoyeoio Taus péfaro erpl

oxoui), de€irepl) 88 meAcwpiov EAAGPeV GpTmv

MaKprv, kKapxapodovta, pidov 8’ &mod undea TaTpds 180
toouptvas flunoe, wdhv §° Eppuye pépeabo

tEomiow. ..

{The drops of blood fertilize Gaia and generate Furies, Giants and
Melian nymphs; the severed parts fall into the sea, and from the
foam Aphrodite is born.)
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g9 All who came forth from Gaia and Quranos, the most dire
of children, from the beginning were hated by their own begetter;
and just as soon as any of them came into being he hid them all
away and did not let them into the light, in the inward places of
Gaia; and Ouranos rejoiced over the evil deed. And she, prodigious
Gaia, groaned within, for she was crowded out; and she contrived
a crafty, evil device. . .she sent him [Kronos] into a hidden place
of ambush, placed in his hands a jagged-toothed sickle, and
enjoined on him the whole deceit. Great Quranos came bringing
Night with him, and over Gaia, desiring love, he stretched himself,
and spread all over her; and he, his son, from his place of ambush
stretched out with his left hand, and with his right he grasped the
monstrous sickle, long and jagged-toothed, and swiftly sheared off
the genitals of his dear father, and flung them behind him to be
carried away...

The details of the present version suggest that Ouranos did separate
from Gaia, in the daytime at least: but why in this case could not
Gaia emit her offspring during his absence? It is probable that in
other versions of the story Ouranos covered .Gaia continuously (as
Rangi covers Papa in the Maori myth), so that in a manner of
speaking ‘sky and earth were one form’. There can be little doubt
that this crude sexual account envisages, on another and less
sophisticated plane, the same cosmogonical event that is implied first
by Xé&os yévetr’ and second by [aia. . .dyelvaro Toov tauth OYpovidy
in the deliberate cosmogony of 3r.!
! The most obvious parallel for the repetition in mythopoeic form of an event
that has already been accounted for in a quasi-rationalistic and much more
sophisticated summary is seen in Genesis: the abstract Elohim of the first chapter
is replaced by the fully anthropomorphic and much cruder Jahweh of the second,
and the vague ‘God created man in his own image’ of chapter i is repeated in
a far more graphic and more primitive form in the second chapter, where Jahweh
creates man out of dust and breathes life into his nostrils. (For man formed from
clay cf. e.g. the Old Babylonian text ANET, 99 col. 4, as well as the Greek
Prometheus-myth.)

That some of the contents of the Theagony are of non-Greek origin
and of a date far earlier than Hesiod’s immediate predecessors is most
strikingly shown by the parallelism between the Hesiodic account of
the succession of oldest gods and the Hittite Kumarbi-tablet, of
Hurrian origin and in its extant form dating from around the middle
of the second millennium B.c.! In the Hittite version the first king
in heaven is Alalu, who is driven out by the sky-god Anu; Anu is
deposed by the father of the developed gods, Kumarbi (equivalent
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to Kronos ‘father of the gods’). As Anu tries to escape into the sky
Kumarbi bites off, and swallows, his member. On being told that he
has become impregnated with the storm-god and two other * terrible
gods’, Kumarbi spits out the member, which impregnates the earth
with the two other gods; Kumarbi cannot, however, rid himself of
the storm-god, and eventually gives birth to him. With the help of
Anu, it is evident, the storm-god (to whom the Greek equivalent is
obviously the thunder-and-lightning god Zeus) deposes Kumarbi
and becomes king in heaven. The similarities to the Greek myth are
obvious: the succession sky-god, father of gods, storm-god is common
to each; so is the emasculation of the sky-god by Kumarbi/Kronos,
and the impregnation of earth by the rejected member. There are,
of course, significant differences too: the Hittite version (like other
near-eastern accounts) has a god, Alalu, before the sky-god; what
Kronos swallows is a stone (by mistake for the storm-god, Theog. 468fF.,
and after swallowing all his other children); and it is Rhea, not he,
that bears the storm-god Zeus. It is thought that in the broken part of
the Hittite tablet there may have been some reference to Kumarbi
eating a stone, but this is uncertain. It should be noted that in Hesiod,
also, the sky-god (with Gaia) helps the storm-god to survive. The
Hittite version carries no implication that the emasculation of the
sky-god was concerned with the separation of sky from earth; indeed,
no earth-goddess is involved. This is an important difference, but it
suggests, not that the Greek separation-motive had no second-
millennium archetype, but that the Greek version incorporates
variants which do not happen to be found in the Hittite account. The
Greek version was not derived specifically from the Hittite, of course;
there was a widely diffused common account, with many local
variants, of which the Hittite tablet gives one version and Hesiod
another — a version, moreover, which had suffered the vicissitudes of
transmission to a younger and very different culture.

' For the Kumarbi tablet see ANET, 120-1; Gurney, The Hittites, 190-2;
R. D. Barnett, 7HS 65 (1945), 100f.; H. G. Giiterbock, Kumarbi (Ziirich, 1946),
1o00ff.; G. S. Kirk, Myth, its Meaning and Functions in Ancient and Other Cultures
(Berkeley and Cambridge, 1970), 214-19. The ‘Song of Ullikummi® (see p. 43)
records, on separate tablets, the further doings of Kumarbi while he is king in
heaven; that sky and earth had been separated is plainly implied there.
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6. ‘Mixed’ theogonies

(A) ALCMAN

The Spartan lyricist Alcman was active around 600 B.c., and it was
a great surprise when the publication of Oxyrhynchus l?apyrus no.
2390 in 1957 revealed that one of his poems had contained a kind
of theogonical cosmogony (‘in this song Aleman concerns himself
with nature” as the commentator put it, fr. 3, col. i, 26), perhaps
arising out of an invocation of the Muses as children of Earth. Of
the poem itself we have the merest glimpses; the papyrus (of the
second century A.D.) preserves parts of a prose commentary, crudgly
Aristotelian in character, on the poem, which was evidently quite
puzzling and had attracted several other attempts at interpretation
(col. i, 27f.). The central part of the commentary is as follows in 49;
but it is important to note that it also contained lemmata, that is,
short phrases from Alcman on which the comment was hung, a.nd
that &k B¢ T& [ early in col. ii (line g), followed by the ex;ilanatnorj
wopov &md Tig Top.[ in line 6, shows by the dialect form Té& for Tol
that Alcman himself undoubtedly did use the term mwépos — with
which Tékuwp, a poetical form in any case, is firmly associated. Other
lemmata (which follow 40) are Tpéay [vs and then &udp Te kai as?.{xvu
xed TpiTov okdTos, that is, ‘ venerable’ and ‘day and moon and, third,
darkness’.

40 Alcman fr. 3 {Page), col. ii, 7-20
o yap fip§aro ) UAn katagkeva|obijva
tyéveTto Trépos TIs olovel dpxiy- Aléye
olv & "Alkpdw THY TAnY wév[Twv TeTa-
parypévny kod &ménTov: elta [yevé- 10
oBat Tivé gnow TdV Karaokeud([ovTa
TavTe, eita yevéobon {md]pov, ToU [BE wé-
pou TapeABdvTog Eraxoioutii[oa] Té-
Kueop: xai EoTiv & piv Trépos olov &py, TO Bt Té-
kpwp olovel TéAos. Tiis OéTiBos yevo- t5
wévns Gpyxh kai TE[A)o[s TaUT]a mévTwy &-
yéve[T]o, xad T piy vy [Spoliav Exer
TV @Uo Ti ToU YoAkol YA, 1) B¢
OéTis T[f1] Tob TeviTov, & Bt wdpos Kai TO Té-
Kpowp T &pxijt kai Tén TéAe. .. 20

40 For when matter began to be arranged ther(? came into b.ei.ng
a kind of way [or passage, poros], as it were a beginning [or origin,
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arché]. So Alcman says that the matter of ail things was disturbed
and unmade; then someone [masculine] came into being who was
arranging everything, then a way [pores] came into being, and
when the way had passed by, a limit [or goal, tekmor] followed on.
And the way is like a beginning [or origin], whereas the limit is
like an end [or limit, telos]. When Thetis had come into being these
became beginning and end of all things, and the totality of things
has a similar nature to that of the bronze material, Thetis to that

of the craftsman, and the way and the limit to that of the beginning
and the end... &

The commentator assimilates Alcman to Aristotle’s discussion of
the four ‘causes’ - that is, preconditions or aspects of physical
existence —in Physics B. There is indeed an obvious resemblance
between Thetis (especially if we accept that her name might have
been associated with the root meaning of Tiévan, 8éaBa, i.e. to place
or set in place) and the efficient cause or craftsman, as also of Poros
and the formal cause, and Tekmdr and the final cause; but Aleman
was certainly thinking in less abstract and perhaps less analytical
terms than that. Quite what his line of thought was has been matter
for much recent speculation, none of it really compelling: tekmar (the
vacillation over whether or not to print a capital letter is deliberate)
is the sign that shows the way or poros (so Burkert); poros represents
paths in the primeval sea, tekmdr signs of direction through it (West) —
or the stars (Vernant); Poros is ‘apportionment’ (cf. mémpwron
< *mépw) to balance Aisa in Alcman fr. 1, 13 (on which see further
p- 49) (Page). Thetis is of course a sea-goddess, which accounts for
West’s attractive conjecture; but her name, with the possible
derivation noted above, together with an ancient cult of her in Sparta
itself, may be more germane. For Poros and Tekmor we must hesitate
between more concrete and more abstract meanings, with a natural
inclination to the former: between physical path or track, and the
way or means of passage or progress; and between visible sign, mark
or limit, and end or culmination (both of these being Homeric). And
the degree of abstraction or the reverse must correspond for the two
different terms; thus ‘limit’ in a more concrete sense might
conceivably be Okeanos (cf. §2), especially if Thetis has her sea-
goddess connotation among others; but it is not easy to see what the
‘path’ might then be.

The lemma about skotos, darkness, conceivably suggests an affinity
with Night (§3). The commentator (24f.) set darkness at the stage
at ‘which matter was still ‘unseparated’, which means that ‘and,
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third® (in relation to day and moqn) has to be_ given a‘logical and
not a chronological sense. He continued by saying that ‘there came
into being by the agency of [...] way and limit and dz'irkncss , in
which the lacuna presumably contained the name of. Thetis. Darkness
here may represent the primeval state, akirf to I_-Ies:od’s. Qhaos ) ‘5),
despite the commentator’s implication at this point that it is not prior
to poros and tekmar. - .

Difficulties are compounded by the probability that in the frag-
mentary verses 13f. of Alcman’s fr. 1 {Page), the ‘Partheneion’, Poros
was linked with Aisa as ‘eldest of the gods’. The commentator on
v. 14 there (Page, Lyrica Graeca Selecta (Oxford, 1968) p. §) r:iakes the
remarkable suggestion that Poros is the same as Hesiod’s Chaos,
although the context itself, defective though it is, would seem to
require man’s destiny or portion as the general sense of both Aisa and
Poros — which is why Page suggested a connection w"lth the root of
mérporTan ete. for the latter, rather than the more 9bv10us_ TTGPdOD etc.
1t seems not improbable, however, that the link with Hesiodic Ch‘aos
is derived by the Partheneion-commentator from our cosmogonical
fragment; and it may give a clue to the sense of Poros there,
whatever its role in the Partheneion. Yet poros, qua passage or way,
cannot be identical with Chaos in the sense of dark, unformed matter
(or anything like that); it must succeed or impinge. upon it, as Fhe
commentator in 40, 8—12 implies. The mention of Hesiod is interesting
nevertheless, and may suggest, what we might otherwise be inclined
to suspect, that Alcman like other dabblers in cosmogonical matters
was always aware of the Hesiodic account in the background.

Yet Poros and Tekmor, no less than Thetis, are definitely non-
Hesiodic (and are not apparently orientalizing either). They tz}ntallzc
us — but what might they have implied for the Presocratics? No
important or specific influence at any rate; but they dempnstrate that
cosmogonical speculation was in the air around Thales’ time, not only
in Tonia but also amid the very different cultural environment of
mainland Greece — of Sparta, indeed, which Anaximander seems to
have visited a generation later (pp. 103—5). Moreover _that kind of
cosmogonical imagination was not simply concerned _w1th the elab-
oration or minor rearrangement of traditional Hesiodic concepts (as
‘Epimenides’ had been, see §3 (iii)), l?ut ex.tended to novel
metaphorical applications of broad general ideas like those.mclud.ed
in the range of meanings that can be assigned to tekmar — with whxc.h
one might be tempted to connect Anaximander’s more prosaic
obverse, 7d &weipov or the Indefinite.
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(B) PHEREGYDES OF SYROS

This Pherecydes was a mythographer and theogonist, and must be
distinguished from the fifth-century Athenian genealogist of the same
name, also from a later and less important Lerian.! According to
Aristotle he was not entirely mythological in his approach:

41 Aristotle Met. Ng, 1091b8 .. .&mei of ye peperypévor atddv (sc.
T8V SeoAdywy) [kad] TG uf pubixdss &wovta Aéyew, olov Depexidng
xai ETepol Tives, TO yevvijoav trpdiTov &pioTav TiBéaot, kal ol Mdyou.

41 ...since the ‘mixed’ theologians, those who do not say
everything in mythical form, such as Pherecydes and certain of the
others, and also the Magi, make the first generator the dest thing.
! F. Jacoby, Mnemosyne 13 (3rd scries), 1947, 13T, finally discredited Wilam-
owitz’s theory that ‘ Pherecydes’ was a generic name attached ta all early lonian

prose writing not specifically ascribed, as ‘Hippocrates’ became attached to all
medical literature.

DATE

Pherecydes was active in the sixth century B.c., perhaps around the
middle of it. Ancient authorities diverge: according to one tradition
he was roughly contemporary with the Lydian king Alyattes (c.
6o5-560 B.c.) and the Seven Sages (conventionally dated around
Thales’ eclipse, 585/4, or the archonship of Damasias, 582/1);
according to another, dependent on Apollodorus, his acme was in the
59th Olympiad, 544-5471 B.C., and he was a contemporary of Cyrus.
The Apollodoran dating thus makes him a generation younger than
Thales and a younger contemporary of Anaximander. It accords
with the later Pythagorean tradition which made Pythagoras bury
Pherecydes (p. 52}, though this event was itself probably fictitious.
None of these chronological traditions looks particularly historical,
and we know that such synchronisms were assigned by the Hellenistic
chronographers largely on a priori grounds. Yet interest in Pherecydes
was certainly alive in the fourth century B.c. {a crucial era for the
transmission of information about the archaic period), and the broad
limits of dating, i.e. in the sixth century, are unlikely to be wrong.
! The early dating is seen e.g. in the Suda (DK 742) and in Diog. L. 1, 42
(DK ga 1, after Hermippus). The later dating appears e.g. in Diog. L. 1, 118 (after

Aristoxenus) and 1, 121 (after Apollodorus) — see DK 7A1; also in Cicero Tusc.
1, 16, 38 (DK 7435), Pliny N.f. vii, 205, Eusebius Chron. (DK 7A14).
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PHERECVDES’ BOOK

2 Diogenes Laertius 1, 119  a@zeTan 8t ToU Zupfou 16 T¢ PipAiov
5 ouwvtypoyev o0 ) &pyfi* Z&s udv kad Xpévos floav &el kad Xbovin. ..
(for continuation see 49).

43 Suda sv. Pherecydes &oti 8¢ &movra & ouvéypaye ToiTer
‘Errréuvyos fTol Oeokpaoix ) Ceoyovia. (Eom 3¢ Geoloyia v
pipriors T Exovoa Beddv yéveow kai SiaBoyds.)

44 Diogenes Laertius 1, 116 ToUTédv pnon ©ebmoutos mpistov
Trepl pUoewc kai Seddv ypdapar.  Cf. Suda s.v. Pherecydes mpdyTov
5t ovyypa@tiv Efeveykeiv Te3dd Adyw Twis ioTopolaiv,

42 There is preserved of the man of Syros the book which he
wrote of which the beginning is: ‘Zas and Chronos always existed
and Chthonie. ..’

43 Everything he wrote is as follows: Seven Recesses or Divine
Mingling or Theogony. (And there is a Theology in ten books
containing the birth and successions of the gods.)

44 This man is said by Theopompus to have been the first to
write on nature and the gods. — Some relate that he was the first
to bring out a book in prose.

According to 42 Pherecydes’ book (or what was taken for it) survived
in Diogenes’ time, the third century a.p. The opening words might
be known well enough from the entry in Callimachus’ catalogue of
the Alexandrian library (the patronymic, omitted here, was given
shortly before as BaPuas, ‘son of Babys’). That the book survived the
burning of the Library in 47 B.c. may be confirmed by a longer
quotation, 50; though this and other fragments could have survived
through the medium of handbooks or anthologies. The title is given
in 43. "Ewrdpuyos, ¢ (of ) seven recesses’, seems to be the book’s true
title; variants descriptive of the contents are added, as often, but are
probably of later origin.! The ‘ten-volume theology’ is probably a
confusion with a ten-volume work on Attic history (itself beginning,
no doubt, from gods and heroes) ascribed to the Athenian Pherecydes
in the lines that follow in the Suda. The precise reference of the
cryptic and unusnal title ‘ (of) seven recesses’ is very obscure: see
pp. 58f. 44 exemplifies the widespread tradition that this was the
carliest prose book. What Theopompus (fourth century B.c.) must
actually have said is that Pherecydes first wrote about the gods ir
prose, as opposed to e.g. Hesiod. Prose annals were presumably
recorded before Pherecydes, but he and Anaximander {whose book
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may have been roughly contemporary, and might possibly be
assigned to 547/6 B.c., pp. to1f.) might well have been the first
substantial prose writers to have survived.
! Some incline to accept ‘five recesses’ from 50 as the title, with Diels followed
by Jaeger and others, on the strength of Damascius’ statement there that the

divine products of Chronos’ seed, when disposed in five recesses, were called
TIEVTEUUY OS.

H1S LIFE AND LEGEND
(i} The connexion with Pythagoras

Many miracles were attributed to Pherecydes, e.g. predictions of an
earthquake, a shipwreck, the capture of Messene. These were
variously located : in Sparta, near Ephesus, in Samos, in Syros, and
so on. The difficulty is that the same miracles were also attributed
to Pythagoras. Apollonius the paradoxographer, not certainly using
Aristotle, said that ‘ Pythagoras afterwards indulged in the miracle-
working, Teparormoila, of Pherecydes’ (DK 14, 7); and it was
certainly accepted in the Peripatetic circle that when Pherecydes fell
ill of louse-disease in Delos his disciple Pythagoras came and cared
for him until his death {(Diog. L. 1, 118, Diodorus x, 3, 4; DK741
and 4). So Aristoxenus asserted, and Dicaearchus too according to
Porphyry Life of Pythagoras 56. Porphyry also related (as quoted by
Eusebius, DK 746) that according to the fourth-century B.c. writer
Andron of Ephesus the miracles belonged properly to Pythagoras;
but that Theopompus plagiarized the miracle-stories from Andron
and, to disguise his theft, assigned them instead to Pherecydes and
slightly altered the localities involved. Andron was far from critical,
however, since he invented another Pherecydes of Syros, an astron-
omer {Diog. L. 1, 119, DK 741); and Porphyry’s explanation of the
divergence is unconvincing. The confusion and disagreement which
patently existed in the fourth century show that reliable details of the
life of Pherecydes were lacking. If Pherecydes had been a sage of the
type naturally to attract miracle-stories (as Pythagoras was), the
connexion between two similar contemporaries would have been
invented whether it existed or not; but apart from the feats otherwise
attributed to Pythagoras, Pherecydes seems to have had little of the
shaman or magician about him. It has been suggested that the whole
tissue of legend might have arisen from a well-known fifth-century
B.C, comment:
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45 [Ionof Chios ap. Diogenem Laertium 1, r2o0  “lwv 8’ & Xids gnot
mept aUTol {sc. Pepexydou):
@5 & pev fvopén Te kekaopévos {82 kai aidoi
kal iuevos yuydj TepTrvdw Exer PloTov,
eitrep TTuBaydpns ETUuws cogds, 8s mepl TévTwy
advbpwrmwv yvoouas elde xod EEéuadey.

45 Ion of Chios says about him [Pherecydes] : ‘Thus did he excel
in manhood and honour, and now that he is dead he has a
delightful existence for his soul — if Pythagoras was truly wise, who
above all others knew and learned thoroughiy the opinions of
men.’

As H. Gomperz maintained (Wiener St. 47 (1929), 14 n. 3), this
probably means no more than ‘If Pythagoras is right about the
survival of the soul, then Pherecydes’ soul should be enjoying a
blessed existence’. It might have been misinterpreted, even in
antiquity, to imply a friendship between the two men, and have en-
couraged the transference to Pherecydes of stories about Pythagoras.
Elaborate biographical accounts were invented on the slightest
pretext, especially in the third and second centuries B.c. (see e.g.
p- 182); even so one hesitates to suppose that the fourth-century
controversy can have been founded on evidence so slight as Ion’s little
encomium. Yet none of the evidence on this point looks at all
convincing, and it is as well to preserve a high degree of scepticism
about the relationship between the two men.

(1) Alleged access to Phoenician secret books

46 Suda s.v. Pherecydes Bidax8fjven 8¢ U’ ool MuBerydpay
Adyos, auTdy Bt oik Eoxnkévar xalnynThy, AN tauTdv dokfioo
kTnodusvov T& Qowikwy &mdkpupa PiPric. (See also 60.)

46 There is a story that Pythagoras was taught by him; but that
he himself had no instructor, but trained himself after obtaining
the secret books of the Phoenicians.

The assertion that Pherecydes was self-taught probably means no
more than that no teacher could conveniently be supplied for him
when his complete biography came to be written. That he used
Phoenician secret books (an unlikely story) is another piece of
§peculation of the type beloved by the biographical compilators. Yet
it must have had some foundation, and may be based on apparently
oriental motifs in his thought; he was later connected with Zoroas-
trianism (n. 2 on pp. 65f.), and the battle of Kronos and Ophioneus,
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like that of Zeus and Typhoeus in Hesiod, had important Phoenician
affinities (p.68).

(1) The solstice-marker

47 Diogenes Lacrtius 1, 119 odzetan 8¢ ToU Zupiou 16 T¢ PiAiov
- (cf. 49) .. .ozeTon 88 kai HAoTpéTIOV v Zipw TR viioq.

48 Homer Od. xv, 403 -4, with scholia
viieds TIs Zupin KIKAHOKETAL, € OV &KoV,
"OpTtuying kaBumrepBev, 681 Tpomad fighiolo.

66 Tpomral fiediowo] fvda gaolv elvan HAiou omhralov, B’ ol onua-
oUvTan Tds Tol fHAiov Tpomds (QV). ofow ds mpods Tas TpoTds HAiou,
& tomw éwl T& SuTiké pépn Umepdvesley Tiis Andou (BHQ). — olres
’ApioTapyos kal ‘Hpwdiawés (H).

47 There is preserved of the man of Syros the book...[cf. 49]
...and there is preserved also a solstice-marker in the island
of Syros.

48 ‘There is an island called Syrie — perhaps you have heard of
it — above Ortygie, where are the turnings of the sun.’

Where are the turnings of the sun] They say there is a cave of the
sun there, through which they mark the sun’s turnings (QV). As
it were toward the turnings of the sun, which is in the westward
direction, above Delos (BHQ). — So Aristarchus and Herodian
(H}).

The implication in 47 that a solstice-marker preserved tn Syros in
Diogenes’ time had belonged to, or been used by, Pherecydes must
be approached with caution. (A solstice-marker is a device to mark
the point at which the sun ‘turns’ on the ecliptic, at midsummer or
midwinter.) There seems to be some connexion with a cryptic couplet
in Homer, 48. The scholia show that two alternative interpretations
of this couplet were known in Alexandria: either (a) 88 TpoTai
fieioro describes Syrie (rather than Ortygie), and means that there
was there a bearing-marker in the form of a cave; or () the meaning
is that Syrie lies ‘above’, i.e. north of, Ortygie, and also west of it,
where the sun ‘turns’ in the sense of setting.! Both (a} and (4)
improbably assume that Ortygie represents Delos, and Sjrie Syros
(which lies some twenty miles slightly north of west from Delos).?
Now whatever the intended meaning of the Homeric phrase,?® there
evidently was a sun-cave reported from Syros in the Alexandrian
period, and this is presumably the form of marker that Diogenes
referred to three or four centuries later. We hear of another type of
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natural solstice-marker from Itanos in Crete in the fourth century
p.C., and such things must have been relatively common for calendar
purposes. The sun-cave in Syros canmot, it seems, have been the
original motive of the Homeric reference, but it was nevertheless
seized upon at a later date (and certainly, one would think, later than
Pherecydes) in an attempt to explain the description in the Odyssey.
Whatever its antecedents, it would as a matter of course have become
associated with the island’s most notable inhabitant, Pherecydes.
Although there is no other evidence that he was a practical scientist,
many other sixth-century sages, especially the Milesians, were known
to have had applied as well as theoretical interests; and it would be
almost inevitable for an Alexandrian scholar, for instance, auto-
matically to provide a historical association between the only two
apparently scientific products of Syros — Pherecydes and the solstice-
marker. Reluctant as one is, therefore, 10 disconnect such a pleasing
device from such an intriguing man, extreme scepticism again seems
desirable.

! This sense of Tpowai is absolutely unparalleled and highly improbable,
especially since Tpotrai fighiowo are mentioned three times in the Hestodic Works
and Days, always meaning solstice. But {a), as well as (8), is virtually impossible;
for even though Tpomad fiehiolo can, and indeed docs, mean ‘solstice’ or
‘solstices’, it cannot conceivably in any kind of Greek mean a device (whether
a cave or anything else) for marking or ebserving solstices,

? There were other actual Ortygias as well as Dclos {to which the namc is only
appited in contexts which could have been affected by learned speculation on
48): notably the istand forming parc of Syracuse, and a precinct near Ephesus.
‘OpTuyin means ‘of the quail® {$p7VE), and might be applied to any locality at
which quails habitually rested in their migrations between Egypt and the north.
One difficuity in identifying Ortygie with Delos is that the two places are
distinguished in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo {16); another is that Zupin has
a short upsilon and ZUpos a long one. The connexion of Syrie with Syracuse is
also philologically improbable. H. L. Lorimer { Homer and the Monuments { London,
1950}, 8ofl) argued for Supin referring to Syria (which, she maintained, might
have been naively taken for an island), and for Tpomai meaning ‘sunrise’, i.e.
the east. But it seems impossible that Syria should be termed an island; and the
Phoenicians would hardly have been conceived as spending a whole year trading
with a place so near their own country (cf. Od. xv, 455).

% 861 1pomai fieriowo could describe either Syrie or Ortygie. Here another
observation of Miss Lorimer’s is of great importance: the only other place in
Homer where Ortygie is mentioned is 0d. v, 123, where Orion, having been
carried off by Eos, is slain in Ortygie by Artemis. The implication is that Ortygie
was the dwelling-place of Eos, the dawn, and thereforc that it lies in the east.
Miss Larimer thought that solstices could not carry a directional meaning. But,
since solstices would normally be observed at sunrise and in summer, and so in
the north-east-by-east direction, that is what the phrase might suggest. Thus the
intention may be to indicate the general direction of this probably mythical
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Ortygie. In fact the dwelling-place of Eos was often conceived as being Az,
commonly identified with Colchis; and Colchis does lie roughty north-east-by-
east from the centre of the Tonian coastline.

THE CONTENTS OF HIS BOOK
(i) The primeval deities; initial creation by Chronos; the recesses

49 Diogenes Laertius 1, 119 agzeran 8¢ ToU Suplou 6 e PifAiov
& ouvtypayev oU f) &pxA* (Fr. 1) Z&s pév kol Xpdvos fioav &el xal
XBovin- Xfovin 8¢ Svoua tyéveto IR, tmeadh) Ut Z&s yiv yépas
S1801.

50 Damascius de principiis 124 bis  Qepexidns 8¢ & ZUpios Z&vTa ptv
elvan &el kal Xpévov kai XBoviav Tés Tpeis TpdrTas dpyds. .. oV Bt
Xpdvov Trorfjocn &k Tol yévou tauTtol Tlp ked TrveUpa ked UBwp. . .EE
v &v TévTE puyois Sinpnuéveov TOAARY EAANY Yevedv ouoTivon
Bedov, THv TrevTépuyov kKeAoupévny, TalTov 8t Tows elTreiv TTEVTEKOT POV,

49 There is preserved of the man of Syros the book which he
wrote of which the beginning is: ‘Zas and Chronos always existed
and Chthonie; and Chthonie got the name of Ge, since Zas gave
her Ge as a present [or prerogative].’

50 Pherecydesof Syros said that Zas always existed, and Chronos
and Chthonie, as the three first principles. ..and Chronos made
out of his own seed fire and wind [or breath] and water. . .from
which, when they were disposed in five recesses, were composed
numerous other offspring of gods, what is called ‘of the five
recesses’, which is perhaps the same as saying ‘of five worlds’.

Zas and Chronos and Chthonie ‘always existed’: this resolves the
difficulty of creation ex nihilo. An analogous declaration is seen, some
two generations later, in Heraclitus’ world-order, which no god or
man made, but always was, and is, and shall be (217); and a little
later still in Epicharmus fr. 1 (DK 2381 - probably genuine), where
the case is explicitly argued. But already in the sixth century B.C. the
divinity assigned to Anaximander’s &meipov and Anaximenes’ air
probably implies that these, too, had always existed. It is surprising
to find this concept stated so explicitly, of plural beings and in a
theogonical context, at this relatively early date. Yet the gods who
always existed are probably conceived as original forms (by
etymology) of conventional figures from the traditional theogony;
and one of them is ‘Time’, which might naturally be felt, without
any deep abstract reflexion, to have been unborn. Thus Pherecydes
was not trying to solve a logical difficulty about creation so much
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as to substitute a new first stage, dependent on etymology and
particularly on a new understanding of Kronos the father of the gods,
for the imprecise, if more rationalistic, ‘Chaos came into heing’ of
Hesiod.

The names are unusual. Z&s (accusative Z&vta) is obviously an
etymological form of Zels, and is perhaps intended to stress the
element 30- (an intensive prefix), as in 34Beos, 3ams. XBovin, from
x8cv, is presumably intended to represent Earth in a primitive role,
perhapsas the abode of chthonic daimons, and at all events with stress
on its under-parts. As for Xpévos, it has been argued, notably by
Wilamowitz, that the true reading must be Kpévos: Kronos played
an important part in Pherecydes’ theogony according to one extant
fragment, 57, and ‘Time’ is a sophisticated cosmogonical concept for
the sixth century B.c. But Xpdvos, which is widely supported in the
sources, is almost certainly correct; the other two figures are
etymologizing variants of well-known theogonical figures, and we
naturally anticipate a similar case with the third. The substitution of
Xpbvos for Kpovos is just what we should expect here.! It appears
likely that by the later stages of the theogony the primeval trio
assumed their familiar form as Zeus, Kronos and Hera.? That
Pherecydes was addicted to etymologies emerges clearly from our
scanty evidence; thus, in addition to the idiosyncratic derivations of
names already discussed, X&os was perhaps connected by him (as
later by the Stoics) with yéeaben (p. 60 n.), and so interpreted as
water; Rhea was called *Pfi (DK 7Bg}, and perhaps connected with
peiv etc.; Okeanos was called Ogenos (53); the gods called a table
Buwpos ‘watcher over offerings’ (DK 7B 12).

! Wilamowitz roundly declared that ‘Time’, as a cosmogoni}:al god in‘ the sixth
century, was impossible. Certainly the abstraction implied in the xpdvou bikn
{Solon, see 111), or THy ToU Xpdvou T&Ev (Anaximander, see 110}, is less start-
ling in its implications, as are the Xpbvos & wévrwy athp of Pindar O/. 2, 17
and the hypostatized Time of tragedy; though the two last instances provide
some parallel. The Iranian cosmogonical Time, oran Akarana, was introduced
as a refinement of Mazdaism and cannot be assumed earlier than the fourth cen-
tury B.c. (n. on p. 22}, though the possibility of oriental inﬂu'ence in this respect
cannot be entirely discounted. The Chronos of the late Orphic cosmogonies was
presented in a Hellenistic shape, and cannot be taken as any kifld of parallel or
precedent for the sixth century B,c. The connexion of Kronos with Chronos was
certainly made by later Orphics (cf. e.g. Kern Orph. Frag, fr. 68), but according
to Plutarch (de £s. et Osir. 32) this was a common Greek identification; we cannot
say whether or not Pherecydes was the originator.

* Chthonie gets the name of Ge, Earth, at a subsequent stage, presumably when
Zas presents her with the cloth embroidered with earth in 53. But at thal_poxnt
she apparently takes over the control and guardianship of marriages; this was
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Hera’s prerogative (as FounAia) according to the general view, and in so far as
Chthonie-Ge is the wife of Zas-Zeus she is also thought of as becoming Hera.
Hera was probably not an carth-goddess in origin, but there are other isolated
cases where she replaces Gaia; for example, she appears to be the mother of
Typhaon in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, 351, also in Stesichorus (£, Magn.
772. 50); cf. 52, and Virgil Aen. 1v, 166.

Damascius in 50 is following Eudemus. Chronos makes fire, wind
and water out of his own seed,! and this is implied to take place at
an early stage. The episode cannot be entirely invented, though it
would not be surprising if some details were distorted. One is
reminded of Egyptian cosmogonical accounts in which the first
world-constituents are produced by the onanism of a primeval god,
notably that of Atum-Re mentioned in the Memphis theology
(ANET, 5); and also of the mutilation of Ouranos 8y Kronos in 39,
where certain mythological figures are begotten by Ouranos’
member and the blood from it. The idea that the human seed is
creative, and therefore that a primary deity’s seed is cosmogonically
creative, is neither surprising nor illogical. What is surprising here,
however, is the things which are thus created: they smack of fifth-
century four-element theory, earth being omitted because already
accounted for in the very name of Chthonie-Ge. mvelpe looks
suspiciously anachronistic, even though Anaximenes emphasized its
importance at roughly this period (pp. 144ff.}). These substances
cannot have formed the raw material of later cosmic arrangement,
for according to 50 what they produce is not a world but deities of
some kind. In fact, we would suggest that the seed producing fire,
wind (wvebpa) and water is probably a later rationalizing interpre-
tation, perhaps Stoic in origin but based on the Aristotelian concept
(itself to some extent indebted to Diogenes of Apollonia, cf. 616 fin.)
that the human omépua, seed, contains gUpguTov Trvelpa, innate
breath, which is also described as being ‘hot’ and aitherial (cf. e.g.
de gen. animalium B3, 736b33fl.). In accounts of early Stoic physiology,
too, the seed is described as mveUpa ped” Uypol (‘breath with
moisture’, Arius Didymus on Zeno) and is associated with Trvelpa
&vlepuov, ‘warm breath’, It therefore seems probable that the three
unexpected products of Chronos’ seed — fire, wind and water — are
an intrusive later interpretation of the nature of the seed itself, and
that originally it was Chronos’ semen that was placed in the recesses.
As for these, the seven in the title as given in the Suda might be
obtained by adding to the five recesses connected with Chronos in
50 the two other pre-existing deities Zas and Chthonie, the latter of
which, certainly, had a local and indeed a recess-like connotation.
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Alternatively all seven recesses could have heen part of Chthonie; it
;s notable that the Babylonian world of the dead was conceived as
having seven regions,? and in the myth of the Descent of Ishtar, Ishtar
has to pass through seven gates (ANET, 107f.).°

1 Qr possibily, if Kern’s atto¥ for MS tautol is right, out of Zas’. But there is
no essential conflict with 41, where 10 yewwijoav wp&Tov must be Zas-Zeus; for
it is Zas who first creates the parts of the world (53), while Chronos produces
theogonical, not cosmogonical, constituents.

2 Tn the first eleven chapters of the Hippocratic treatise Mepi ¢PSopdSwv the world
is divided into seven parts to correspond with the seven parts of the human body,
Some scholars date this fragmentary and unattractive work in the sixth century
8.c. There seem to be no strong grounds for such an early date, and stylistically
a fourth-century 8.c. origin is more probable.

3 Compare the doorsand gates that Porphyry found in Pherecydes: 51 Porphyrius
de antro nymph. 31 ... 7ol Tuplou Pepaxvdov puyols xal BéBpous kai &vTpa kal
BUpas kai TOAas AéyovTos kai Sid TouTwv alviTroptvou Tas TV Yux @Oy yevioels
kai &woyevéoers (.. .when Pherecydes, the man of Syros, talks of recesses and pits and
caves and doors and gates, and through these speaks in riddles of the becomings and deceases
of souls). The recesses, pits and caves suggest that something more elaborate than
mere depressions in the earth was in question.

A possible clue to the production by Chronos from his own seed
appears in the following:

52 2bin Homeri Il. u, 783 gaci v IMiv &yavaktoloov il 76
ove TGV Mydwtwv SicParelv Ala Ti) "Hpg: Thv 8t mpds Kpdvow
&reeABoloav Egeimelv: Tov Bk Solvan alrTi) B¥o @&, 16 18iw yploovTa
Bopdd kai keAevoavTa kaTd Yiis &mobéobal, &' Gy dvabodnosTon
Safucv 6 &roaTthowv Aia Tis dpxfis. 1 8¢, s elyev dpyiis, EeTo alird
umo 1o “Apipov s Kidixias. &vadobévtos St 1oU Tugpdoves "Hpa
SicAhayeioa Al TO Tév Ekpaiver & Bt kepoauvwoas AlTvny TO Spos
DOVOPaTEY.

52 They say that Ge in annoyance at the slaughter of the Giants
slandered Zeus to Hera, and that Hera went off and told Kronos
about this. He gave her two eggs, smearing them with his own
semen, and telling her to store them underground: from them, he
said, a daimon would be produced who would displace Zeus from
power. And she in her anger put them under Arimon in Cilicia.
But when Typhon had been produced, Hera had become recon-
ciled to Zeus, and revealed everything; and Zeus blasted Typhon
and named the mountain Aetna.

The exegetical class of older Homeric scholia retains much learned
material from the Hellenistic era (so H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri
Iliadem 1 (Berlin, 1969}, xii}. This particular commentadds a Homeric
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clement {Arimon) to those seen in fifth-century poetry (Pindar Pysh.
1, 16ff, Aeschylus Pr. 351ff.). Orphic influence is also possible,
although the eggs are placed not in the windy wastes of Aither or
Erebos (as in the Rhapsodic account) but in Gaia. That Kronos not
Chronos is named is not necessarily important {see p. 57). The
notable thing is that Kronos impregnates two eggs (why two?) with
his own seed, and that the eggs have to be placed underground, kot yis,
possibly in a recess of some kind - here, under a mountain. From the
eggs, when fertilized by the seed, comes Typhon/Typhoeus, an
analogue of Pherecydes’ Ophioneus (pp. 66fT.). There does seem to
be a striking paralle! with the cryptic mention of Chronos’ seed in
50, if s0, it provides some confirmation of the speculation that some
kind of theogonical figure or figures (‘numerous other divine
offspring’) came directly from Chronos’ seed.! It makes a faint
possibility, too, that generation from an egg (but not of cosmological
constituents) occurred in Pherecydes (sce pp. 26-9) — though this
device became so popular in Hellenistic and later accounts that it
might well have been imposed on a simpler story.

! Porphyry (¢f. DK 787) mentioned people who took what he called Ty tkporv,
in Pherecydes, to refer to semen; though they applied the same interpretation
to Hesiod’s Styx and Plato’s Ameles. H. Gomperz (Wiener St. 47 (1929), 19 n.
10) suggested that Chronos produced a generation of primeval deities from the
fpor), just as his later form Kronos did from Rhea; this would in fact fi¢ in with
the suggestion made above, that fire, wind and water are an intrusive gloss. The
connexion of Rhea, called ‘Pfj by Pherecydes (DK 789), with &por seems quite
possible. A further but more remote possibility is that Chronos’ semen became
primeval water. We are told in one source (Achilles Isag. 3, DK7B14) thal
Pherecydes, like Thales, declared the element to be water, which he called xéos
(presumably deriving it from yéeoBou, if the whole thing is not Stoic accommo-
dation). The Suda, too, says that ‘he imitated the opinion of Thales’ (DK 7 a2);
though Sextus, on the other hand, said that his principle was earth {DK 74 10).
Great penetration is not to be sought in these interpretations, but it does seemn
probable that Pherecydes understood Hesiod’s Chaos in a special sense, perhaps
because of a specious etymology. The surviving fragments show that there was
no question of water coming first; but the special interpretation of Chaos may
have been connected with Chronos’ seed at a relatively early stage of cosmic
development.

(1) The wedding of Zas and Chihonie and the embroidering of the cloth

53 Grenfell and Hunt Greek Papyri Ser. 11, no. 11, p- 23 (3rd cent.
A.D.) (DK7B2) ol)T¢ mololow T& olkia ToAA& Te kad MEY QL.
Emel 8¢ TaUTa E€eTéAecav TévTa Kad XphuaTa kol Bgpdrovras Kkad
Beparradvas kol TEAAa 8oa 8ef TrévTa, el 61 TévTa EToTue yiyverai
TOV yduov Toielotv. k&meidh TpiTn fuépn yiyvetan 76 yduew, TéTe
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oIl P&pos péya Te Kl kKoAOY Kad &v ot {TroikiAAeL [jv) K‘od
-Zg;f?vévtu? 'rsd '5}ynvoﬁ (Badparrer *** ‘[col. 2] ﬁoy?\éusvos') y&p
oto ToUs yéuous elvan TouTew oe TI{u®d). ov B¢ pot Xolipe Kai UUVIIO'GI.
1aUTé Pao1v dvakaAuTTTHpIX TTP@TOV yevéoBan® &k ToUTou Bt & vouos
tytveTo kai Beoiot kad &vBpwmordow. 1) 8¢ mv &ueiPe)Ton Sefa-

pdévn €U TO) @&(pos. ..

1 The aturibution to Pherecydes, and the supplements of (‘n'o'lKiN\sl...') w0
{8bpara), are confirmed by Clement of Alexandria Strom. v, 9, 4, ®. 56 Zupn'os
Aeyer Z&s Touel dpos. .. 'Qynvol Swpara. Other supplements by Blass, Weil,
Dicls; text as in DK, except for alterations to the slightly erroneous record there
of gaps in the papyrus.

53 His halls they make for him, many an}i vast. And when they
had accomplished all these, and the furniture and manservants
and maidservants and everything else necessary, when everything
was ready, they hold the wedding. And on the th'll‘d day of the
wedding Zas makes a great and fair cloth and on it he decorates
Ge and Ogenos and the halls of Ogenos*** “for \'lehll'!g [or some
such word] marriages to be yours, I honour you with this. Hail to
you, and be my consort.” And this they say was the first Ana-
calypteria: from this the custom arose both for gods and for men.
And she replies, receiving from him the cloth.. ..

The marriage is between Zas and Chthonie, as is cqnﬁrmed by 56.
Zas’ declaration *desiring [or some such word] marriages to belong
to you’ suggests strongly that Chthonie is here partially equated »jrlth
Hera, the goddess of marriage (n. 2 on pp. 571.) The preparations
are of a fairy-tale quality, and are carried out by unspecified agents.
On the third day of the wedding festivities' Zas makes a great cloth:
decorating it with Ge {earth) and Ogénos (cwc-lcntly Pl'ferecydets
name for Okeanos).? He presents it to Chthonie; the gift of this
representation of Ge seems to be what was referred to in 49, v.vhere
Chthonie took the name Ge ‘since Zas gave her earth as a gift [or
prerogative]’. With the cloth he also gives her Ogenos, which may
be regarded as a part of the earth’s surface in the broad sense but
is not a prerogative of Chthonie in the way that Ge is. Chthonie
initially represents the solid structure of earth rather than its
variegated surface, Ge and Ogenos. Now the main question is
whether the weaving or embroidering of earth and Okeanos is an
allegory of an actual creation-act. It seems probable that it is;
otherwise, what is the point of Zas undertaking this odd and
unmasculine task — one very different, for example, from Hephae-
stus’ decoration of the shield of Achilles in flzad book xvur? Not simply
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to symbolize the gift of Ge, or as a mythological precedent for the
Anacalypteria, the Unveiling of the bride; there is this actiological
element in the story, as is explicitly stated, but the gift need not have
been of this bizarre kind if it had no more significance than that of
an Unveiting-gift.* A more positive indication is provided in the
following:

54 Proclus in Tum. n, p. 54 Diehl & ®epexiiBns EAeyev €ls "Epwrta
peToPePAfiobon Tov Al wéAdovTa Snuloupyeiv, &1 87) Tov KéGPOV X
TV EvavTinw guvioTds eis dporoyiav kai iriav flyaye kad TowuTd-
TNTO TG EvEoTTELpE Kl EveoTiv THY 81” dAwv Siikouoaw.

54 Pherecydes used to say that Zeus had changed into Eros
when about to create, for the reason that, having composed the
world from the opposites, he led it into agreement and peace and
sowed sameness in all things, and unity that interpenetrates the
universe.

The whole of this from dT1 8% onwards is palpably Stoic interpret-
ation with a slight Neoplatonic colouring, and tells us nothing about
Pherecydes. The first statement, however, that Zeus turned into Eros
when about to create, must be based on something in Pherecydes.
It suggests first that Zas did undertake some kind of cosmogonical
creation, and secondly that he did so as Eros, or at least in some erotic
situation. "This might appear to mean no more than the liaisons and
births of the Theogony; but that some particular description was
envisaged is shown also by 56, in which a specific Eros exists between
Zas and Chthonie.” This tells us clearly that Zas’ creation is
concerned with an erotic situation between himself and Chthonie;
the wedding itsell may, therefore, be meant, and since we hear
nothing of any offspring of cosmogonical relevance, while the
depiction of earth and Okeanos (whether surrounding river, or sea
in general) is the prelude to the consummation of the marriage and
could well represent a cosmogonical act, we may provisionally accept
that such is the case — especially after consideration of 55 below.

! Wedding ceremonies took three days in all, the final unveiling accompanied
by gifts, and the consummation, taking place on the third ; so Hesychius s.v., who
put the &vakchumTipix on the third day, though all other ancient authoritics
{none of them carly} imply that the whole ceremony took only one day.

* Ogénos (Ogénos in Lycophron and Stephanus of Byzantium) is an odd variant
of "Qkearvés, on which sce p. 12 n. 2. Phereeydes” use of it is another indication
of his preterence for archaizing or etymological forms.

3 A mémAos was given to Harmonia by Cadmus at their wedding (Apolledorus
1L, 4, 2}, but we are not told that it was decorated in any particular way, and
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Cadmus did not make it. Nor does there seem to be more than an adventitious
connexion with the lepds yéyos at Plataea (cf. L. R. Farnell, The Cults of the Greek
States 1 (Oxford, 1896), 244), in which a statue carved from an oak-trec was

dressed as a bride to represent Hera. '
4 Cf. the golden-winged Eros who is imagincd as groomsman at the wedding of
Zeus and Hera in the hymeneal song in Aristopbanes, Birds 173711

(ii) The winged oak and the cloth

Isidorus (the Gnostic, 1st-2nd cent. A.p.) ap. Clement. Al .§trom.
v, 53, 5 (DK7B2) ...Iva pdbwor Ti EoTv 1 Owémep’os BpUs kai
15 W aUTi) TemoikiAubvov @dpos, mévta Soa Depexidng &AAN-
yopfioas t0eoAdynoev, AaPoov &mrd Tils ToU X TpognTeias TV
YTedbeaw.

56 Maximus Tyrius tv, 4, p. 45, 5 Hobein léOO\d .KCI'} TOU Zulp(ou
Ty Toinov okdTEl Kai TOV Zijva kad Thy XBovinv xai ToV v ToUTOIS
"EpwTa, kad THY “Ogiovéws yéveow xai THY Bedov udynv kai TO
§EvBpov Kai TOV TIETTAOV.

55 ...that they may learn what is the winged oak and the
decorated cloth upon it, all that Pherecydes said in allegory about
the gods, taking his idea from the prophecy of Ham.

56 But consider also the work of the man of Syros, and Zz'ls and
Chthonie and the Eros between them, and the birth of Ophioneus
and the battle of gods and the tree and the robe.

We learn in 55 that the embroidered cloth (i.e. that. given by Zas
to Chthonie in §3) was somehow on a winged oak; this must also. be
what ‘the tree and the robe’ refer to in 56. One modern suggestion
(by H. Gomperz, Wiener St. 47 (1929),22) is that the oak represents
the frame of the loom on which Zas made the cloth. This m\.folves
taking UmréTrTepOS to mean simply ‘swift’, with total suppression of
the concrete wing-image; there is no parallel for such a use with a
concrete subject. More serious, a loom could hardl}' be called an
qak-tree, simply, even in a fantastic context. According to another
interpretation (Diels, SB Ber. 1897, 147f.) the oak reserqbles the mast
on which Athene’s peplos was carried in the Panathenaic procession.
It is true that 56 uses the word mémAos, and ‘winged’ might be
explained as describing the cross-piece on which the robe was hung;
but there is really no reason whatever for thinking of the Panathenaia,
and to refer to the mast as an oak would be distinctly odd.! Both
Diels and K. von Fritz (author of the article on Pherecydes in Pauly-
Wissowa) believed that an allegorical version of Anaximander is _alsp
in question: the earth is shaped like a tree-trunk because it is
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cylindrical as in Anaximander (see 122); it is described as a tree
because Anaximander said that a sphere of flame fitted round air and
fearth like the bark round a tree (121); the earth is winged because
it floats free in space (123); the embroidering of its surface is
reminiscent of Anaximander’s map (pp. 104f.); and the treatment of
Okeanos as an integral part of the earth’s surface is a new development
found also in Anaximander. But none of these arguments is valid, let
alone cogent: the shape of the earth cannot be represented by the
shape of the trunk alone, which is not the only or even the most
conspicuous part of an oak-tree; Anaximander’s bark round a trec
1s a stmile; ‘winged’, if it is to be given an abstract connotation at all,
would tend to mean ‘swift-moving’ rather than ‘floating’; Anaxi-
mander’s map had no known connexion with his cosmology; and the
tendency to integrate Okeanos with the inner seas is occasienally
detectable even in Homer, Other alleged borrowings from Anaxi-
mander (Time, and ydvos ~ ydvipov) are no more convincingly in
favour of an interpretation which von Fritz was over-optimistic in
calling ‘practically certain’.
! Diels, followed by e.g. Jaeger, Mondolfo and von Fritz, was impressed by the
whol? context (DK 78 5} of 59 below, where Origen reports that Celsus interpreted
certain rites and mythological incidents as symbolizing the subjection of matter
by god. Two passages in Homer, then Pherecydes’ description of Tartaros (5g},
and finally the Panathcnaic peplos are so interpreted; the last is said to show * that
a motherless and immaculate deity prevails over the boastful Earthborn’, and
it did, of course, traditionally represent the victory of Athena over Encelad,us in
the battle of gods and giants. The interpretation is quoted as a scparate instance,
parallel to the Pherecydes extract because adduced as another illustration of the

same thesis; but there is nothing to suggest that Pherecydes should be interpreted
tn ierms of the Panathenaia.

The following interpretation is proposed as more probable than
any of those described above. The oak represents the solidly fixed
substructure and foundations of the earth (the ‘frame’ of the earth,
Zeller suggested). Its trunk and branches are the support and roots
of the earth. That the earth has roots is part of the popular
world:picture {pp. 9f.), and a tree’s branches, in winter, appear as
large inverted roots. That the roots of earth and sea were sometimes
conceived as being above Tartarus, and that Tartarus itself could be
imagined as a narrower pit beneath, is clearly shown by the
important description at Theogony 726ff., already quoted as 2:
fAround Tartarus a brazen fence is drawn; and all about it Night
in three rows is poured, around the throat; and above are the roots
of earth and unharvested sea.” The throat or neck that is Tartarus
{or a part of it) corresponds with the trunk of the oak-tree, the roots
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which are above it correspond with the branches.! The oak is
«winged’ partly, at least, because of the spreading, wing-like ap-

carance of these same branches. On them Zas has laid the cloth
embroidered with Earth and Ogenos; these represent the earth’s
surface, flat or slightly convex, rather, as indeed it appears to be. We
cannot say whether Ogenos is conceived as a surrounding river or
as the sea. The oak is specified because it is associated more than any
other tree with Zeus (cf. the prophetic oaks in his shrine at Dodona,
0d. x1v, 328), and because of its notable strength and the great spread
ofits branches. Thus according to the interpretation offered here Zas
must have chosen, or magically grown, a broad oak as the foundation
of the earth; or (following a suggestion by T.B. L. Webster) he
summoned an oak from afar which magically flies to him, using its
branches as wings. Zas then weaves a cloth, decorating it with earth
and Okeanos, and lays the embroidered cloth on the outspread
pranches of the oak to form the earth’s surface.?

! 59 mentions Tartaros below the earth, which suggests that Pherecydes broadly

accepted the popular world-picture, not the rationalized construction of Anaxi-

mander. The kind of world-tree postulated above must be distinguished from e.g.

the Scandinavian world-tree Yggdrasil, whose branches form the heavens, not the

support for the earth’s surface; though the roots of the tree are regarded as

supporting the carth.

2 A clue to the meaning of the winged oak and the cloth is apparently given by
Isidorus’ comment in 55 that Pherecydes ‘ took the supposition from the prophecy

of Ham’. Unfortunately, little can be determined about this work. Harnack

suggested that Ham in this context is a name for Zoroaster (Bidez and Cumont,

Les Mages hellénisés n (Paris, 1938), 62 n.); this identification was occasionally
made, cf. 0p. cil. 1, 43; I, 49-50. Zoroaster was well established as a sage by the
carly Hellenistic period, and Aristoxenus had stated that Pythagoras visited

Zoroaster in Babylon (Hippolytus Ref. 1, 2, 12; DK 14, 11). Of the vast mass
of pseudo-Zoroastrian literature produced in the Hellenistic epoch, there was a
work On Nature in four books, and special accounts of the magical propertics of
stones and plants, as well as descriptions of Hades. The book on nature seems
to have contained nothing of cosmogonical interest, but, like the rest, to have
dealt with astrology, minerals and so on. A second wave of Zoroastrian litcrature
was produced in the first two centuries A.p. by various Gnostic sects - in the
Clementine apocrypha, by the Sethians, by the disciples of Prodicus. More of
genuine Zoroastrianism (dualism of goed and evil, importance of fire) was to be
found in these works than in the earlier group. It is a question to which group
Isidorus was referring; though the facts that Isidorus’ father Basilides inclined
to Iranian dualism, and that the Ham—Zoroaster identification is probably first
found in a Gnostic source, suggest that it was the later one. On the other hand
Isidorus is less likely to have been taken in by a product of his own age. But in
ncither group can we detect anything which might have been regarded as a
significant precedent for the winged oak or the embroidered cloth; we cannot
even assume that Isidorus was struck by the oriental character of Pherecydes’
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allegory, since much of the Greek Zoroastrian literature was not oriental in origin
or colouring. One cannot be certain that Pherecydes’ allegory had not itself been
absorbed into some pseudo-Zoroastrian source, and so misled Isidorus.

(iv) The fight between Kronos and Ophioneus

57 Celsus ap. Origen. ¢. Celsum v1, 42 (DK7B4) ®epexibnu 8¢
TOAAG &pxaidTepov yevdpevov ‘Hpaadeitou pubotrorsiv oTpaTeiav
oTpaTel TapaTaTTopévn Kal Tiis piv fyepova Kpbdvov {&mo)8156-
vai, Tiis Etépas & "Ogqiovéa, TpokAfjoels Te Kal &uiddas arédv
loTopelv, ouvbrikas Te orTois yiyveoBaur v’ dmédrepor atrréov els Tdv
"Qynvov tumréowaot, ToUTous ptv elvan veviknpévous, Tous 8 EEddoavTag
kal vikfjoavTas, TouTous Exev ToV oUpavdy,

58  Apollonius Rhodius 1, 503 (following 38)

("Opeels) fierdev 8’ dos TpddTOV "Oglwv Evpuvdun e
"Qreavis vigoevTos Exov kpdTos OUAUNTOIO"
&s Te Pin xal yepoiv & piv Kpbuey elkade TIPS,
1) 8¢ ‘Péy, Ereoov 8 dvi kUpaov *Qxeavoio
ol 8t Téws paxdpecar Oeois TiTfiow dvaoaov,
Sppax Zebs ET1 koUpos ET1 ppeot vima elScog
Awaiov vafeokey Ymrd oréos. .

59 Celsus ap. Origen. ¢. Celsum w1, 42 (DK7B5) Talra 8¢ 7&
‘Ounjpou #rrn oUTw vonbévra Tov Depexdny gnoiv (se. KéAoos)
elpnkéven 16 (fr. 5) Kelvng 8¢ Tiis wolpas Evepbév tomv 1) Taprapin
oipar pUA&ooovot & ot Buyartépes Boptou “Apmruiad Te kad
OUeAhor EvBa Zels EPddAer Becov Sraw Tis EEuPplon.

57 Pherecydes, who lived much earlier than Heraclitus, made
the myth that army was drawn up against army, and he gave
Kronos as leader of one, Ophioneus of the other, and recounted
their challenges and struggles, and that they made an agreement
that whichever of them fell into Ogenos, these were the vanquished,
while those who thrust them out and were victorious were to
possess the sky.

58 He [Orpheus] sang how first of all Ophion and Eurynome,
daughter of Okeanos, held sway over snowy Olympus; and how
by strength of hands the former yielded his lordship to Kronos,
the latter to Rhea, and they fell in the waves of Okeanos; and the
other two meantime held sway over the blessed gods, the Titans,
while Zeus, still a boy and still having childish thoughts in his
heart, dwelt by the Dictaean cave. ..

59 [Celsus] says that with this interpretation of these Homeric
lines in mind Pherecydes has said: “Below that portion is the
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portion of Tartaros; the daughters of Boreas, the Harpies, and
Storm, guard it; there Zeus expels whosoever of the gods behaves
insolently.’

Pherecydes evidently described in some detail an encounter between
Kronos (probably derived from the primeval deity Chronos: see
p. 57) and Ophioneus, the preliminaries of which appear in 57. This
must form part, at least, of * the battle of gods’ in Maximus’ summary
(56). Ophioneus is obviously connected with &gis, snake, and is a
snake-like monster of the type of Typhoeus in the Hesiodic Theogony
(line 825, Typhoeus had a hundred snake-heads). The battle with
Kronos is otherwise known from rare Hellenistic references, of which
the description in 58 is the most important. There, Ophion (as he
is there called) has a consort, the Oceanic Eurynome, while Kronos
is helped by Rhea. There are enough divergences to suggest that
Apollonius is not merely copying Pherecydes,! and it seems that there
was an old story, not mentioned in Hesiod, which formed part of the
manifold lost mythology of Kronos and related his encounter with
a monster. In Pherecydes the victor is to have possession of the sky
(and so become, or remain, supreme god); according to Apollonius
in 58 (supported by a scholion on Aristophanes Clouds 247) Ophion
and Eurynome had already ruled on Olympus and were trying to
repel a challenge. There may be a reference here to the concept of
Okeanos and Tethys as the first gods (8, 9); Eurynome was a
daughter of Okeanos,* and with Ophion may represent a second
generation replacing, somehow, that of Ouranos and Gaia. Yet in
Pherecydes there is nothing to suggest that Ophioneus had ever ruled
the sky; Maximus in 56 mentions the birth of Ophioneus and the
battle of gods’, which may suggest that Ophioneus was, like Typhoeus
in Hesiod, an unsuccessful challenger for power; and Tertullian (de
corona 7, DK 7B4) asserted that according to Pherecydes Kronos was
the first king of the gods. Further, Pherecydes cannot have accepted
the usual view, seen in Apollonius, that Zeus was a child in Crete
during part of the reign of Kronos. The primeval Zas probably turned
into Zeus (Zeus not Zas occurs in 59; though this could be due to
carelessness in the transmission), just as Chronos probably turned
into Kronos, and this would scarcely be by the medium of a birth.,
In Pherecydes, as in the common version, Kronos-Chronos must have
eventually been deposed by Zas, to be despatched below the earth
(as in Homer, /1. x1v, 203f., and Hesiod). Unfortunately 59, which
locates the ‘portion’ of Tartaros below, presumably, that of Gaia
(rather than of Hades in the sense of /. v, 16), does not mention
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Kronos; it seems to come from a description of the assignment of parts
of the cosmos to different deities, which followed Zeus’ final subjection
of his adversaries in Homer and Hesiod also.
! Nor need we believe that Apollonius was reproducing an ancient Orphic
account. There is a great deal in this cosmogony and theogony as sung by
Orpheus in the Argonautica that is not Orphic (see also 38 and n. 2 on p. 43).
2 Also at I, xvir, 38T ; Theog. 358. At Theog. 295fT. another Oceanid, Callirhoe,
produced the snake-woman Echidna, who mated with Typhaon.

The battle of Kronos against Ophion has obvious correspondences
with that of Zeus against Typhoeus in the Theogony. The cosmic fight
with a snake-god is not, of course, exclusive to Greece, but is found
all over the Near East long before Hesiod, in both Semitic and
Indo-European contexts. Compare the fight of Marduk with the
serpent-aided Tiamat in the Babylonian creation-myth (ANET,
62fT.); the victory of the storm-god over the dragon [lluyanka in the
Hurrian-Hittite story of that name (ANET, 125f.; Gurney, The
Hittites, 1811T.); and the nightly overcoming of the dragon Apophis
by the Egyptian sun-god Re in his journey under the earth (ANET,
6-7). The battle between Zeus and Typhoeus-Typhon (who was
equated with the Egyptian Seth) was in later accounts, though not
in Hesiod, located in Cilicia, especially on Mount Casius near the
proto-Phoenician Minoan entrepit of Ras-Shamra/Ugarit. It clearly
coincided with a local version of the sky-god and snake-monster
motif, and this corrcspondence may have been the chief motive for
the assertion that Pherecydes borrowed from the Phoenicians:

60 Philo Byblius ap. Eusebium P.E. 1, 10, 50 Topé Powikwv i
Kot Depexudng AaPaov Tés dgoppds Eeordynoe Tepl ToU Top” aUT
Aeyouévou "Ogiovéws Beol kal TG "Opiovidév.!

1 Itisa question whether the ‘Ogiovidon are literally ‘ the children of Ophioneus’,

or simply his army or supporters, cf. 57. If the former, one may compare the
monsters born to Typhaon by Echidna at Theogony 306ff. - though these are not

involved in the Typhoeus episode.

60 From the Phoenicians Pherecydes, oo, took his impulse,
when he wrote about him whom he called the god Ophioneus, and
the children of Ophioneus.

The earlier parallel of the Hesiodic Typhoeus makes it unnecessary
to suppose that Pherecydes was borrowing directly from an oriental
source, and one may wonder whether the reference in the Suda (46)
to his access to Phoenician secret books was based on anything more

than the Ophioneus—Typhon comparison.
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THE ORDER OF EVENTS IN PHERECYDES BOOK

The evidence reviewed in the preceding pages presents us with a
nu.rr'zber of phases described by Pherecydes: (a) the three pre-existing
dchs; ({1) the making by Chronos out of his own seed of things
disposed in lﬁve recesses, which produce other generations of gods;
(¢) the making of the cloth by Zas, the depiction on it of Earth anci
Ogenos, the wedding of Zas and Chthonie, and the presentation of
the cloth, followed (?) by the spreading of it over the winged oak;
(d) thc. battle between Kronos and Ophioneus; (¢) the assignment’
of portions to different deities, perhaps implied in 59.

Several incidents must have taken place about which we possess
no information; for example, Chronos-Kronos was presumably
sgpplantcd by Zas-Zeus, as in the common account, but Pherecydes’
views here are unknown. Another problem is the birth of Ophioneus
menuoncf:l in Maximus’ summary, 56: who were the parents? It
secms unlikely that Zasand Chthonie were (although all mytholog}cal
weddings have offspring, and we do not know the offspring of this
parucula{ one), since it must be assumed that the battle of Kronos
and O;_)hloneus, the reward of which is possession of the sky, takes
plaf:e either during or as a prelude to the rule of Chronos-K’ronos
which seems to have preceded the wedding of Zas and Chthonie anci
the assumed creation of earth and Okeanos. But a difficulty arises
here. In the fight between Ophioneus and Kronos the loser is to be
he who fallls into Ogenos; but according to the creation-allegory
interpretation Ogenos is made at the wedding of Zas and Chthonirg
which should therefore precede and not follow the Ophioneus-ﬁght’
This difficulty applies to all reconstructions that make the weavin :
of the cloth a creation-allegory; for Chronos’ mastery of the sk lgs
suggested by all the other evidence (especially 50 and the analZ
of ttle Ho'meric—-l-lesiodic account) to have preceded the period go};‘
Zas ac‘tlvuy. Either, therefore, Pherecydes was inconsistent in pre-
supposing Ogenos before it had been formally created; or Ogenos
existed l‘vefore it was woven into or embroidered on t};e cloth; or
Oger}os 15 not an original element in Celsus’ account of the Krotios—
Ophioneus fight. The last of these hypotheses is not impossible. A
somcw.ha't different version of this encounter is known from .tl;e
Hellenistic period, and is best seen in 58. There Ophion and his bride
E.urynomc, the daughter of Okeanos, ruled the sky, but were forcibly
dasp}ace_d by Kronos and Rhea and fell into the waves of Okeanos
Fallmg into Okeanos makes sense for an Oceanid and her consort: bué
in Pherecydes there seems to be no place for a female consort of’ any
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kind, let alone an Oceanid. It is possible, therefore, that Celsus or
his source transferred into the Pherecydes version a detail from a
rather different Hellenistic version, and adapted it to the known
Pherecydean terminology.

Yet if Zas and Chthonie cannot jointly have produced Ophioneus
after their wedding, it remains true that the earth-goddess Chthonie-
Ge is the obvious parent for a snake (whose home is traditionally in
the earth), just as Gaia is normally the mother of the snakish
Typhoeus. A liaison between Zas and Chthonie before their marriage
(as suggested by Il. x1v, 296) would fit the order of 56: the passion
of Zas and Chthonie, the birth of Ophioneus, the battle of gods, the
tree and the robe (and, therefore, the marriage). But thereis no strong
reason for assuming that Maximus set down these themes in the exact
order in which they occurred in Pherecydes’ book; and the dramatic
force of the description of the wedding, which has obvious literary
pretensions, would undoubtedly be weakened if Zas and Chthonie
had been living together for ages beforehand. It seems more probable
that if Ophioneus was the child of Chthonie the father, if any, was
other than Zas. Here Chronos springs to mind. His seed was placed
in ‘recesses’, presumably in the earth, according to 50; and there was
a story, known only from 52 and not connected there with Phere-
cydes, that Kronos impregnated two eggs with his seed, gave the eggs
to Hera to place underground, and so produced the snakish Typhoeus
(to whom Ophioneus is similar). If this is the case, Chronos with
Chthonie would produce Ophioneus and, perhaps, other monsters;
Ophioneus would attack Chronos (already perhaps called Kronos)
and be defeated; Zas in his turn would attack and overthrow Kronos,
and would marry Chthonie, now to be called Ge and in some ways
to become equivalent to Hera; in so doing he would create earth and
sea aswe know them (the existence of sky being somehow presupposed,
perhaps implicit in Zas himself). How Zas subjected Kronos we do
not know; it might be thought that Ophioneus was acting as his
agent, but in view of 58 it must be assumed that Ophioneus was
defeated and that Kronos was deposed by some other means. In this
case the order of events might be: three pre-existing deities; Chronos
rules the sky, plants his seed in Chthonie; birth of Ophioneus (with
other chthonic creatures) ; Ophioneus challenges Kronos, but fails;
Kronos somehow subjected by Zas; marriage of Zas and Chthonie-
Ge-Hera, and creation of our world ; apportionment of spheres, Zeus’
enemies in Tartaros. But it must be emphasized that most of this is
very speculative indeed.!
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t Plato probably had Pherecydes in mind in 61 Sophist 2426-D  udBov Twa
tkaoTos padvetad por Binyeloda waioly dx olow fuiy, & piv s Tpia T4 dvTa,
rorepel 82 &AANRAo1S bvioTe ATV &TTar TrY), ToTE Bk Kad pida yryvdpeva yéuous
¢ xad TEKOVS Kal Tpo@ds TV Ekydvwv TapéxeTtal. .. { Each seems to me to tell us
a kind of story, as though we were children, one saying thai exisiing things are three, and
that certain of them in some way fight with cach other at times, and al times they becomne
good friends and provide marriages and births and nurlurings of thetr offspring ... )

GONCLUSION

In spite of all uncertainties, Pherecydes is not a negligible figure in
the history of Greek cosmogonical speculation. As Aristotle wrote in
41, his approach is not purely mythical. The assertion that three
deities always existed implies a rational amendment of the traditional
genealogical pattern; yet the method of creation pursued by Chronos
is as crudely anthropomorphic as anything in Hesiod, to whom he
is obviously indebted for the broad outline of the succession-myth.
The allegory of the decorated cloth, if correctly interpreted, is
genuinely mythic, and that shows that Pherecydes accepted the naive
but not unempirical view of the structure of the world outlined in
§1. His interest in etymology and consequent handling of the first
gods is the first clear manifestation of a way of thinking conspicuous
in Aeschylus and Heraclitus, and it evidently still impressed Orphic
eclectics of three and more centuries later. Pherecydes was an in-
dividualist both in his handling of the traditional stories of the gods
and in his use of uncommon motifs, There is little indication of any
very direct near-eastern influence, except conceivably in the seven
recesses ; but oriental motifs are none the less relatively dense. More-
over there is one general respect in which his narrative is closer to
oriental accounts than to Greek ones. It is evident that in his book
many incidents concerning the three pre-existing deities were related
before the cosmogony proper (that is, the formation of earth and
Ogenos) was reached. This may be compared with the Babylonian
creation-myth, for example, where the splitting of Tiamat to form
sky and earth comes only at the end of a long saga of the gods; and
contrasted with the Hesiodic Theogony, where the cosmic constituents
are produced almast immediately and as prelude to the history of the
gods. But this may be simply because Hesiod, and not Pherecydes
and the Babylonian cosmogony, is quasi-rationalistic.
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7. Toward philosophy

The ideas considered so far, whatever their occasional stirrings of
scientific interest, have been bound up with the whole background
of gods and myths, and the shape and development of the world are
seen primarily in their terms. Much of the progress toward something
approaching philosophy is made by transcending that kind of
world-view and reaching after a more direct, less symbolic and less
anthropomorphic one. Defining the twists and turns of that progress
has been a favourite occupation of modern scholars, but the matter
15 less straightforward than is often assumed.

One of the cruder guesses is that what was principally required was
the abandonment of personification, so that the interplay of sky and
earth (for example) need no longer be seen in terms of a sexual
relation between Ouranos and Gaia; cosmic components could be
directly identified, much as Empedocles’ ‘roots’ were, and organizing
principles could be expressed as forces of separation and aggregation,
for example, rather than as Ares and Aphrodite or even War and
Harmony. In fact the Presocratics were slow to reject entirely these
uscful and malleable symbols - they had, of course, to disappear
eventually, at least before anything resembling logic could appear —
and often contented themselves, like Heraclitus, with reinterpreting
their functions and values. Even' the very idea of personification had
not been wholly anti-rational. The division of the world between a
plurality of deities and daimons with different properties and powers
was in itself a valuable act of classification; what was ultimately
retarding was the institutionalizing of a mode of interpretation that
men are apt to overplay even at their most rational, namely by seeing
the world in human terms as animate or even purposive. In
particular, the genetic model of nature differentiating itself out of
primordial ‘parents’ proved hard to abandon; but Heraclitus, for
one, succeeded, in part at least by confronting that particular
mythico-religious model (exemplified most plainly in Hesiod’s
Theogony) with another and even more powerful one, exemplified in
Works and Days, of Zeus cternally ruling the developed world with
the assistance of Justice.

It is important not to exaggerate the sheer irrationality of the
world-view that the Presocratic tradition camc to build upon and
eventually overthrow. That it had strong clements of un-reason, here
and there, is of course incontrovertible ; but at the same time ancient
Greece in Homer’s age (the latter part of the eighth century B.C.),
or even in the period he purported to describe (say the thirteenth
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century B.C.), was in no real sense a primitive place. Both the
admimstrative structure of the latter and the literary perception and
organization of the former are strong evidence of both logical and
psychological refinement. The Homeric conception of Odysseus, for
instance, is of a man capable, in most ways at least, of philosophy —
distinguished not so much by ‘cunning’ as by the power of analysing
complex circumstances and making rational choices as a result. We
see this when he debates the detailed alternatives open to him, and
their multiple possibilities of consequence, as he swims despondently
off the rocky coast of Scheria in Odyssey book v. His relation to gods
and goddesses, even to Athena, is almost incidental to most of his
decisions and behaviour; he is a rational man with a strong sense of
what properly counts in human existence.

In a rather different way Hesiod, too, though ostensibly a purveyor
of a mythical and therefore ultimately irrational picture of the world,
was exercising a useful kind of reasonableness in grading and
synthesizing tales from different regions and with different emphases.
But he did much more than that — more, too, than gathering together
the imerest.ing cosmogonical themes of § 5. For the plan o[‘Eompiling
a systematic cosmogony and theogony on the one hand, followed
by an examination of the rule of order (or its perversion) in the
developed world on the other, isone that presupposes a comprehensive
view of the world (its organization and principle of operation as well
as man’s part within it) which is un-philosophical only because of
the symbolic language of myths in which it is expressed and
admittedly, to some extent conceived. It is for that reason thaé
scholars have from time to time been tempted to treat Hesiod as the
.ﬁrst Presocratic philosopher; but between him and Anaximander, for
instance, there is an enormous gulf whose nature it is important to
glimpse even if we cannot fully understand it.

lfor the transition from myths to philosophy, from mutkos to logos
as 1t 1s sometimes put, is far more radical than that involved in a
simple process of de-personifying or de-mythologizing, understood
cither as a rejection of allegory or as a kind of decoding; or even than
what might be involved (if the idea is not complete nonsense) in an
almost mystical mutation of ways of thinking, of intellectual process
itself. Rather it entails, and is the product of, a change that is
political, social and religious rather than sheerly intellectual, away
from the c!osex;l traditional society (which in its archetypal form is
an oral society in which the telling of tales is an important instrument
of stability and analysis) and toward an open society in which the
values of the past become relatively unimportant and radically fresh
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opinions can be formed both of the community itsell and of its
expanding environment.

It is that kind of change that took place in Greece between the
ninth and the sixth centuries B.c. — a change complicated, to be sure,
by the exceptional persistence of non-literacy there. The growth of
the polis, the independent city-state, out of earlier aristocratic
structures, together with the development of foreign contacts and a
monetary system, transformed the Hesiodic view of society and made
the old divine and heroic archetypes seem obsolete and, except when
they were directly protected by religious cult, irrelevant. Much, no
doubt, of the rational undertone of the Homeric tradition, as well
as the classificatory craft of Hesiod, survived; but in the speculative
and cosmopolitan societies of Ionia, not least in Miletus itself, they
took on a sharper form and were applied, without too much
distraction from myths and religion, to a broader and more objective
model of the world.
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THE IONIAN THINKERS

It was in Jonia that the first really rational attempts to describe the nature of
the world took place. There, material prosperity and special opportunities for
contact with other cultures — with Sardis, for example, by land, and with the
Pontus and Egypt by sea — were allied, for a time at least, with a strong cultural
and literary tradition dating from the age of Homer. Within the space of a
century Miletus produced Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes, cach domi-
nated by fhe assumption of a single primary material, the isolation of which was
the most important step in any systematic account of reality. This attitude was
clearly a development of the genetic or genealogical approach to nature
exemplified by the Hesiodic Theogony and described in chapter 1. After the great
Milesians, however, the attitude was moderated or abandoned. Xenophanes is
here treated among the Ionians (chapter v), but in fact he does not fit into any
general category. Born and brought up in Colophon, and strongly aware of
Ionian ideas {more so, apparently, than Pythagoras), he moved to western Greece
and was only incidentally interested in the details of cosmogony and cosmology.
In Ephesus, meanwhile, the individualistic Heraclitus outstepped the limits of
material monism, and, while retaining the idea of a basic (though not a
cosmogonic) substance, discovered the most significant unity of things in their
structure or arrangement. Here there is a parallel with Pythagorean theories in
the west of the Greek world. Pythagoras and (a little after him) Parmenides
were influential thinkers, and for a time the western schools were all-important;
but the Ionian materialistic monism reasserted itself, to a certain extent, in
the compromises of some of the post-Parmenidean systems.
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CHAPTER 11

Thales of Miletus

DATE

Traditionally the earliest Greek physicist, or enquirer into the nature
of things as a whole (85), Thales predicted an eclipse which took place
in 585 B.c. (74). He was presumably not active, therefore, much
earlier than the beginning of the sixth century.!

! The eclipse took place in Ol. 48, 4 (585/4) according to Pliny, N.H. u, 33
{DK11a5), whe presumably followed Apollodorus; and a year or more later
according to the Eusebian scheme (DK 114 5). Modern calculations put it on 28
May 585 B.G.,i.e.in Ol. 48, 3. Tannery’s view that the eclipse predicted by Thales
was that of 610 is now rejected. Apollodorus according to Diogenes Lacrtius 1,
37-8 (DK 1 tat) put Thales’ birthin Ol. 35, 1 (640), hisdeathin Ol. 58 (548-545)
at the age of seventy-eight. There is a fault in the mathematics here: probably
Ol 35, 1 is a mistake, by the common confusion of § and 8, for OL. 39, 1 (624).
Apollodorus, then, characteristically placed Thales’ death around the epoch-year
of the capture of Sardis, his acme at the time of the eclipse, and his birth the
conventional forty years earlier. This accords approximately with a different and
slightly earlier dating authority: Demetrius of Phaleron, according to Diog. L.
1, 22 (DK 11A1), placed the canonization of the Seven Sages (of whom Thales
was a universally accepted member) in the archonship of Damasias at Athens,
i.e. 582/1 B.c,, the epoch-year of the first restored Pythian festival.

NATIONALITY

62 Diogenes Laertius 1, 22 (DK t1a71 init.) fjv Tolvuv 6 Oaiis,
@ pdv ‘HpdBotos kai AolUpis ko AnpdkpitTds @oor, ToaTpds pév
EEoaiou pnTpds 8t KheoPouhivng, ik Tédv OnaiBawv, of el dolvikes,
elrysvéotaTol TGOV &dwd Kadpou kai *Ayfivopos. . .#ToAlToypagBn Bt
(sc. "Ayfvwp) v MidfTe 67 fiABe oUv Neidew Exmeabvrt Qowvikng.
65 8’ ol whelovs paaiv, iBaryevnis MiAfiatos fiv (sc. Qofis) kai yévous
Aoptrpol.

63 Herodotus 1, 170 {[rom 65) ...OocAéw &vdpods MiAnciov. .. T
&uékabev yévos #ovTos Doivixos. . .

62 Now Thales, as Herodotus and Douris and Democritus say,
was the son of Examyes as father and Cleobuline as mother, from
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the descendants of Theleus, who are Phoenicians, nobles from the
line of Cadmus and Agenor...and he [Agenor] was enrolled as
a citizen in Miletus when he came with Neileos, when the latter
was exiled [rom Phoenicia. But most people say that Thales was
a true Milesian by descent, and of high family.

63 ...of Thales, a man of Miletus... being a Phoenician by
ultimate descent. ..

The story of Thales’ Phoenician ancestry, barely mentioned by
Herodotus in 63 (though 62 makes it appear as though he had said
more; the references in Douris and Democritus are otherwise
aunknown), was later much elaborated, partly, no doubt, to support
the common theory of the eastern origins of Greek science. If Thales
drew the attention of the Milesians to the navigational value of the
Little Bear, used earlier by Phoenician sailors (see %8), this would
add to the force of Herodotus’ comment. The probability is that
Thales was as Greek as most Milesians.?

U (f. 64 Herodotus 1, 146 ... Mo "Opxopévioi ot (sc. the lonian colonists)
dvapepeiyarta ko) Kadpeiol kai ApUores... (... Minyans from Qrchomenus are mixed
with them [the lomian colonists ], and Cadmeians and Dryopes... ). Thus Thales’
‘Phoenician’ ancestors were probably Cadmeians trom Boeotia and not fill-
blooded Semites. His father, Examyes, seems to have had a Carian name,
Herodotus went on to say that even the ostensibly purest Ionian families were
mixed by intermarriage with Carian women.

PRACTICAL ACTIVITIES

65 Herodotus 1, 170 ¥pnoTh 88 xai mwplv §j Sagbapiivan “lwviny
Oartw &avBpds MiAnciov Eytveto (se. fi yvoun), 1O dvékadev yévos
tovTos Doivikos, &5 EkéAeue Ev PouAsuThplov “leovas EkThicbon, 1o 8
glvan &v Téw (Téwv yap péoov elvar leving), Tas 88 &Alas ToAlag
oikeopévas pndtv flooov vopizeohon katd mep &l Sfjuol elev.

66 Herodotus 1, 75 <s 8¢ &miketo &mwl Tov "Aduv ToTaudv &
Kpoicos, TO &vlelimev, G5 piv £y Adyw, katd Tds fovoas yepupas
BiePipace TOV oTpaTdHY, €5 8t O TOAADS Abyos ‘EAAveov, Bakfis ol
& Midfiaios BiepiPaoe. &tropéovTos yap Kpoloov dkws of Siaprioetan
Tov TToTOpdY & oTpaTds (o yap 81 lvai kw TolTov Tév Ypdvov T
YepUpas TauTas) Aéyetan Tapedvra TOV Oaliiv v 16 oTpaTtoméSey
wolfjoan Ty TOV ToTaudy E§ dpioTepiis ¥elpds péovra ToU GTpaToU
kad ek Segifis péety, Trorfjoon 8t OBe: Gvwbev ToU oTpaTomédou &pEhusvov
Bipuya Pabéav dpuooelv &yovTa unvoeidéa, Skws &v TO oTpaTdTESOV
i8punévoy kaTd v TOU AdPol, TAUTT KaTd THY B1kpuxa EKTPOTTOPEVOS
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