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MMIIAA™™MMAA AND    KKAA££AAPP™™II™™

PURIFYING  IMPURITY 

AND  POLLUTED  PURIFICATION

Î·ı·›ÚÔÓÙ·È ‰’ ôÏÏ̌ˆ ·¥Ì·ÙÈ ÌÈ·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔÈ
(Heracleitus DK 22B5)

K·ı·›ÚÔÓÙ·È ‰’ ôÏÏˇ̂  ·¥Ì·ÙÈ ÌÈ·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔÈ ÔxÔÓ Âú ÙÈ˜ Âå˜ ËÏeÓ
âÌ‚a˜ ËÏ÷á àÔÓ›˙ÔÈÙÔ. Ì·›ÓÂÛı·È ‰’ iÓ ‰ÔÎÔ›Ë, Âú ÙÈ˜ ·éÙeÓ
àÓıÚÒˆÓ âÈÊÚ¿Û·ÈÙÔ Ô≈Ùˆ ÔÈ¤ÔÓÙ·. Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ àÁ¿ÏÌ·ÛÈ ‰b ÙÔ˘-
Ù¤ÔÈÛÈ Âû¯ÔÓÙ·È, ïÎÔÖÔÓ Âú ÙÈ˜ ‰fiÌÔÈÛÈ ÏÂÛ¯ËÓÂ‡ÔÈÙÔ, Ôû ÙÈ ÁÈÓÒÛÎˆÓ
ıÂÔf˜ Ôé‰’ ≥Úˆ·˜ Ô¥ÙÈÓ¤˜ ÂåÛÈ.

In a number of extant fragments (B5, 14, 15, 96) Heracleitus refers
to facts of Positive Religion, important sacramental practices, in what
appears to be downright condemnation in the manner of, say,
Xenophanes. But on deeper examination the appearance is proven to
be illusory and it is of the utmost importance to expose the true
meaning of his dark sayings, particularly in these cases. 

Heracleitus' general attitude to religion is far from negative. The
existence of Gods as supreme cosmic potencies is attested and
explained; B53. The ultimate reality, ever-living fire involving the law
of its self-transformation (B30) is the essence of universal common
reason, the reason which is the common essence of all reality (B1; 2),
the one, single, wise being (íÓ Ùe ÛÔÊeÓ ÌÔÜÓÔÓ) which is and is not
appropriately called Zeus (ZËÓe˜ ùÓÔÌ·, with a Pherecydean reference
to the life (˙ÉÓ) signification residing in this divine name); B32: íÓ Ùe
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ÛÔÊeÓ ÌÔÜÓÔÓ Ï¤ÁÂÛı·È ÔéÎ âı¤ÏÂÈ Î·d âı¤ÏÂÈ ZËÓe˜ ùÓÔÌ·. (cf. B50:
ÔéÎ âÌÔÜ, àÏÏa ÙÔÜ ÏfiÁÔ˘ àÎÔ‡Û·ÓÙ·˜ ïÌÔÏÔÁÂÖÓ ÛÔÊfiÓ âÛÙÈÓ íÓ
¿ÓÙ· ÂrÓ·È, the very ever-living fire which underlies all reality, v.
B67). The complementary impropriety of the appellation resides in
the fact that such ultimate reality is also Death; for death is the
common human experience of awakening, while sleep is man’s private
imagination; B21: ı¿Ó·Ùfi˜ âÛÙÈÓ ïÎfiÛ· âÁÂÚı¤ÓÙÂ˜ ïÚ¤ÔÌÂÓ, ïÎfiÛ·
‰b Â≈‰ÔÓÙÂ˜ ≈ÓÔ˜ (cf. B89: ÙÔÖ˜ âÁÚËÁÔÚfiÛÈÓ ≤Ó· Î·d ÎÔÈÓeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ
ÂrÓ·È, ÙáÓ ‰b ÎÔÈÌˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ ≤Î·ÛÙÔÓ Âå˜ ú‰ÈÔÓ àÔÛÙÚ¤ÊÂÛı·È; v. B1).
Zeus (no doubt) Thunderbolt is the steering principle of the cosmic
Whole; B64: Ùa ‰b ¿ÓÙ· Ôå·Î›˙ÂÈ KÂÚ·˘Ófi˜. This governing
principle coimplicating all existence is the divine effective thought
(ÁÓÒÌË); Β41: ÂrÓ·È ÁaÚ íÓ Ùe ÛÔÊfiÓ, â›ÛÙ·Ûı·È ÁÓÒÌËÓ, ïÙ¤Ë
âÎ˘‚¤ÚÓËÛÂ ¿ÓÙ· ‰Èa ¿ÓÙˆÓ. Such ÁÓÒÌË, directive-
implementing thought, is the prerogative of the Gods; B78: qıÔ˜ ÁaÚ
àÓıÚÒÂÈÔÓ ÌbÓ ÔéÎ ö¯ÂÈ ÁÓÒÌ· ,̃ ıÂÖÔÓ ‰b ö¯ÂÈ.

In B102 we possess a precious piece of radical theodicy: Ùˇá ÌbÓ
ıÂˇá Î·Ïa ¿ÓÙ· Î·d àÁ·ıa Î·d ‰›Î·È·, ôÓıÚˆÔÈ ‰b L ÌbÓ ô‰ÈÎ·
ñÂÈÏ‹Ê·ÛÈÓ L ‰b ‰›Î·È·. (Obviously, common reason reflects or
rather constitutes that divine attitude as it consists in the universal
harmony of the cosmic whole; it is so far as this common reason is
refracted and privatised in a singular understanding that an opinioned
(ñÂÈÏ‹Ê·ÛÈÓ) division into things just and unjust takes place). The
Delphic Oracle is accepted as a divine institution where the God
neither manifests nor hides but signifies the real; B93: ï ôÓ·Í, Ôy Ùe
Ì·ÓÙÂÖfiÓ âÛÙÈ Ùe âÓ ¢ÂÏÊÔÖ ,̃ ÔûÙÂ Ï¤ÁÂÈ ÔûÙÂ ÎÚ‡ÙÂÈ àÏÏa ÛËÌ·›-
ÓÂÈ. 

Together with the Olympian dimension of ancient religiosity, its
chthonic aspect is also fully endοrsed, particularly in one of its most
characteristic modes of operation: the Eriniac Lex Talionis, of
pollution and retribution, as the essence of a self-regulated, ineluctable
lawfulness of cosmic justice; B94: ≠HÏÈÔ˜ ÁaÚ Ôé¯ ñÂÚ‚‹ÛÂÙ·È
Ì¤ÙÚ·Ø Âå ‰b Ì‹, \EÚÈÓ‡Â˜ ÌÈÓ ¢›ÎË˜ â›ÎÔ˘ÚÔÈ âÍÂ˘Ú‹ÛÔ˘ÛÈÓ (v. the
Essay on self-sustainable natural order). Hades and life after death are
highly significant and potent realities; B98; B27: àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ Ì¤ÓÂÈ
àÔı·ÓfiÓÙ·˜ ±ÛÛ· ÔéÎ öÏÔÓÙ·È Ôé‰b ‰ÔÎ¤Ô˘ÛÈÓ. Cf. B98: ·î „˘¯·d
çÛÌáÓÙ·È Î·ı’ ≠AÈ‰ËÓ; which entails a ghostly, smoky existence of
souls in Hades (in tune with common religious perceptions), v. B7; Âå
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¿ÓÙ· Ùa ùÓÙ· Î·Óe˜ Á¤ÓÔÈÙÔ, ÚÖÓÂ˜ iÓ ‰È·ÁÓÔÖÂÓ. This further
implies the appropriateness of fire-sacrifices in the rites to the dead
(just as to Gods and Daemons): the transmutation of the offering into
smoke and odours is the proper way to reach, affect and, aboriginally,
feed the Powerful (the ÎÚÂ›ÙÙÔÓÂ˜). 

Deciphering the exact Heracleitean view of Sibylline prophesies
depends only partly on the precise extent of the Heracleitean
quotation in B92. In this passage Plutarch (de Pyth. orac. 6, 397A)
contrasts the artistic magic attraction (ÎËÏÔÜÓÙ· Î·d Î·Ù·ı¤ÏÁÔÓÙ·)
exercised by the Sapphic stanzas to the immensely long-ranging
influence of the Sibylline Prophesies, unsmiling and uncouth and
unscented as they are in point of style, issued from a raving mouth
(Ì·ÈÓÔÌ¤Óˇˆ ÛÙfiÌ·ÙÈ): Ôé¯ ïÚ÷Ä… ¬ÛËÓ ¯¿ÚÈÓ ö¯ÂÈ Ùa ™·ÊÈÎa
Ì¤ÏË, ÎËÏÔÜÓÙ· Î·d Î·Ù·ı¤ÏÁÔÓÙ· ÙÔf˜ àÎÚÔˆÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜; ™›‚˘ÏÏ· ‰b
Ì·ÈÓÔÌ¤Ó̌ˆ ÛÙfiÌ·ÙÈ Î·ı’ ^HÚ¿ÎÏÂÈÙÔÓ àÁ¤Ï·ÛÙ· Î·d àÎ·ÏÏÒÈÛÙ·
Î·d àÌ‡ÚÈÛÙ· ÊıÂÁÁÔÌ¤ÓË ¯ÈÏ›ˆÓ âÙáÓ âÍÈÎÓÂÖÙ·È ÙFÉ ÊˆÓFÉ ‰Èa ÙeÓ
ıÂfiÓ. From the last clause, «Ì·ÈÓÔÌ¤Óˇˆ ÛÙfiÌ·ÙÈ» at last is surely
Heracleitean (the minimalist ascription, as with H. Fränkel). On the
other side «¯ÈÏ›ˆÓ âÙáÓ âÍÈÎÓÂÖÙ·È ÙFÉ ÊˆÓFÉ» should also be
considered safely Plutarchean. We can speculate about the point of the
Heracleitean reference to Sibyll' s «raging mouth». Most likely, the
truth issuing from such a frenzied mouth was contrasted with the
falsehood of circumspect, yet separated and dispersed, private
undertanding (å‰›· ÊÚfiÓËÛÈ˜) immersed, as this is, unaware in its
dreamlike stupor. In the former, but not in the latter, truly operated
the divine ÁÓÒÌË and common reason: the god was speaking. Thus
«‰Èa ÙeÓ ıÂfiÓ» was explicitly or implicitly a crucial part of the
Heracleitean point. It is probable (but by no means certain) that the
stylistic description («àÁ¤Ï·ÛÙ· Î·d àÎ·ÏÏÒÈÛÙ· Î·d àÌ‡ÚÈÛÙ·
ÊıÂÁÁÔÌ¤ÓË»), as well as the contrast to a highly elaborate artistic
performance, are Plutarch’s own. In any case, the adoption of the
notion of divine frenzy revelatory of reality is sufficient to characterise
positively Heracleitus' attitude in the present question.

Against this background of positive appreciation of Positive
Religion, Heracleitus’ famed Frs. B5, 14, 15, 96, appear in their
apparent sense as anomalies. But the key for the resolution of the
seeming discrepancy of attitude is not far to be sought: it lies in the
very kernel of Heracleitean philosophy, the doctrine of the unio
oppositorum. 
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In B15 the point is clearest: the sacred Bacchic procession and
hymnology would have been a shameless parading, if it were not
devoted to Dionysus; or, in the terminology of the unity of opposites,
the rites are both sacred and shameless, the one pole intensifying the
other. Just as the object of worship in these observances is both
Dionysus and Hades, or the two opposites projected onto their
underlying unity. Eå Ìc ÁaÚ ¢ÈÔÓ‡Û̌ˆ ÔÌcÓ âÔÈÔÜÓÙÔ Î·d ≈ÌÓÂÔÓ
÷pÛÌ· ·å‰Ô›ÔÈÛÈÓ (pudenda; the awsome thing - ·å‰ÔÖÔ ,̃ pudendus - is
the sexual organ), àÓ·È‰¤ÛÙ·Ù· ÂúÚÁ·ÛÙ’ ôÓ (the hypothesis is
expressed in the modality of the unreal); ˆéÙe˜ ‰b ≠A˚‰Ë˜ Î·d ¢ÈfiÓ˘-
ÛÔ ,̃ ¬ÙÂ̌ˆ Ì·›ÓÔÓÙ·È Î·d ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ.

The same sense is elicited without real difficulty from B14: Ù›ÛÈ ‰c
Ì·ÓÙÂ‡ÂÙ·È ^HÚ¿ÎÏÂÈÙÔ˜ ï \EÊ¤ÛÈÔ˜; Ó˘ÎÙÈfiÏÔÈ ,̃ Ì¿ÁÔÈ ,̃ ‚¿Î¯ÔÈ ,̃
Ï‹Ó·È ,̃ Ì‡ÛÙ·È˜Ø ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ àÂÈÏÂÖ Ùa ÌÂÙa ı¿Ó·ÙÔÓ, ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ Ì·ÓÙÂ‡-
ÂÙ·È Ùe ÜÚØ Ùa ÁaÚ ÓÔÌÈ˙fiÌÂÓ· Î·Ù’ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈ· àÓÈÂÚˆ-
ÛÙd Ì˘ÂÜÓÙ·È. The «‚¿Î¯ÔÈ˜, Ï‹Ó·È˜» in this passage corresponds
exactly to the «Ì·›ÓÔÓÙ·È Î·d ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ» of B15; thus the reference
in the former must be meant in the same way as in the latter; i.e. as a
case of the unio oppositorum. All mysteries and mysteric rites (of
official or vagrant chthonicity, practices and observances by the entire
band of wizardry and possessedness, night-wanderers, magicians,
bacchants, lenaists or mysts) are both eminently sacred and
thoroughly profane: this mutually reinforced complementarity of
holiness and profanation corresponds to the fundamental unifying
tension between hiddenness and relevation, between what is occult in
the order of reality and what is manifest in it. The intense
unhallowedness of many mystericl rituals, if seen in unipolar
abstraction from their deeply rooted consecration, makes them similar
in character to medicinal cures. Healing operations inflict on the
patient pain and distress just like, and similar to, the workings on the
organism of the malady under which the individual suffers. The
remedies are torturing (burnings and cuttings and multiple torments),
just as the afflictions of sickness. B58: Ôî ÁÔÜÓ å·ÙÚÔ›, ÊËÛdÓ ï ^HÚ¿-
ÎÏÂÈÙÔ ,̃ Ù¤ÌÓÔÓÙÂ ,̃ Î·›ÔÓÙÂ ,̃ ¿ÓÙFË ‚·Û·Ó›˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ (this is probably
part of the quotation as well) Î·Îá˜ ÙÔf˜ àÚÚˆÛÙÔÜÓÙ·˜, â·ÈÙ¤Ô-
ÓÙ·È ÌË‰bÓ ôÍÈÔÈ ÌÈÛıeÓ Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈÓ ·Úa ÙáÓ àÚÚˆÛÙÔ‡ÓÙˆÓ,
Ù·éÙa âÚÁ·˙fiÌÂÓÔÈ Ùa Î·d ·î ÓÔÜÛÔÈ (Ùa Î·d ·î ÓÔÜÛÔÈ is
Wilamowitz' correction of the οbviously erroneous Ùa àÁ·ıa Î·d Ùa˜
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ÓfiÛÔ˘˜ in the ms.). Heracleitus' idea must have gone deeper than
noticing the similarity of the patient' s sufferings under malady and
therapy alike: the further point is that what the physician does is
simply to help at the proper time the processes under which the
organism passes as the illness evolves and expends itself (e.g. as the
tumor of an inflammation is ulcerated, then cut by itself as in a
wound, and finally healed). Both because they rack their patients, and
by reason of their essentially simple abetting of Nature' s operations
which cure within sickness on their own, doctors are not really entitled
to their fees (â·ÈÙ¤ÔÓÙ·È ÌË‰bÓ ôÍÈÔÈ ÌÈÛıeÓ Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈÓ), a typically
Heracleitean striking formulation with the purpose of drawing
attention to the root-identity of what is beneficial with what is
harmful: the very same organic process is simultaneously the
development of the malady and the automatic restoration of health in
the suffering living being. The path is indeed the same whereby an
erupting sickness is spent out, and the organism is healed. ^O‰e˜ ôÓˆ
Î·d Î¿Ùˆ Ì›· Î·d ˆñÙ‹ (B60). The point is once again the unio
oppositorum, as indeed the very context of B58 makes clear: the
medicinal extract is subsumed as illustration under the general
observation that good and bad is the same: Î·d àÁ·ıeÓ Î·d Î·ÎfiÓ (sc.
≤Ó âÛÙÈÓ).

The analogy between sacred, mystieric rites of intense profanity
and painful cures of maladial afflictions is explicity invoked by
Heracleitus himself, when he referred to the ribaldry of foul talk and
indecent action in connexion with august, saving mysteries, as
remedial. B68: Î·d ‰Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ ÂåÎfiÙˆ˜ ·éÙa (there has been mention
of ÛÙ¿ÛÈ˜ ÙáÓ Ê·ÏÏáÓ and ·åÛ¯ÚÔÏÔÁ›·È) ôÎÂ· ^HÚ¿ÎÏÂÈÙÔ˜ ÚÔ-
ÛÂÖÂÓ ó˜ âÍ·ÎÂÛfiÌÂÓ· Ùa ‰ÂÈÓa Î·d Ùa˜ „˘¯a˜ âÍ¿ÓÙÂÈ˜ àÂÚÁ·˙fi-
ÌÂÓ· ÙáÓ âÓ ÙFÉ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÈ Û˘ÌÊÔÚáÓ. The formulation of the
interpretation is indeed Iamblichan (de mysteriis I, 11); but there
cannot be any reasonable doubt that both the word (ôÎÂ·) and its
intended meaning are veritably Heracleitean. Sacred obscenity in rites
of heightened efficacity as a highly puissant tool in establishing direct
access to the divine power-structure of the World, is a vast and mighty
subject in the context of ancient Greek (and in fact of any natural)
religiosity. For Heracleitus, it is one cardinal example of the universal
cosmic Law, the unity of the opposites: the highest tension in one
direction generates mightiest momentum toward the opposite one.
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Existence is in general in a state of dynamic equilibrium, as in a
pendulum. Thus acute shamelessness can become curative: sacred
obscenity is a remedy (ôÎÔ˜); intensified passion can best heal
immoderation in passion by sublimating it and endowing it with
pregnant meaning (as in Aristotle's theory of tragic catharsis; ‰È’ âÏ¤Ô˘
Î·d Êfi‚Ô˘ ÂÚ·›ÓÔ˘Û· ÙcÓ ÙáÓ ÙÔÈÔ‡ÙˆÓ ·ıËÌ¿ÙˆÓ Î¿ı·ÚÛÈÓ);
dirt can cleanse and purify.

And this provides the key for the Heracleitean understanding of
B5: Î·ı·›ÚÔÓÙ·È (sc. men) ‰’ ôÏÏ̌ˆ ·¥Ì·ÙÈ ÌÈ·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔÈ ÔxÔÓ Âú ÙÈ˜ Âå˜
ËÏeÓ âÌ‚a˜ ËÏ̌á àÔÓ›˙ÔÈÙÔ. Ì·›ÓÂÛı·È ‰’ iÓ ‰ÔÎÔ›FË, Âú ÙÈ˜ ·éÙeÓ
àÓıÚÒˆÓ âÈÊÚ¿Û·ÈÙÔ Ô≈Ùˆ ÔÈ¤ÔÓÙ·. Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ àÁ¿ÏÌ·ÛÈ ‰b ÙÔ˘-
Ù¤ÔÈÛÈÓ Âû¯ÔÓÙ·È, ïÎÔÖÔÓ Âú ÙÈ˜ ‰fiÌÔÈÛÈ ÏÂÛ¯ËÓÂ‡ÔÈÙÔ, Ôû ÙÈ ÁÈÓÒ-
ÛÎˆÓ ıÂÔf˜ Ôé‰’ ≥Úˆ·˜ Ô¥ÙÈÓ¤˜ ÂåÛ›. The practice occasioning the
Heracleitean analysis is the potent purificatory rite in which blood-
guilt is cleansed by ceremonial washing in the blood of a sacrificial
animal, especially swine. In the Eleusinian Mysteries the first and
purificatory stage of initiation involved purgation through pig-blood
as a general cathartic operation eliminating all stains of guilt and
rendering the individual fit to receive the august Mysteries. That blood
shed can be cleansed by still more blood, that purification from
sanguinary defilement can be effected through further blood-pollution
(Î·ı·›ÚÔÓÙ·È ... Ì·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔÈ), is like believing that one soiled in mud
can be washed up by mud: somebody doing this would be thought
mad, as well as still dirty (Ì·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔ˜ as well as ÌÈ·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔ ,̃ Kranz).
Raving (Ì·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔ˜) connects to the Sibylline «frenzied mouth»
(Ì·ÈÓÔÌ¤Óˇˆ ÛÙfiÌ·ÙÈ in B92), and also to the dark, mystic and
maenadic cohorts of B14 (Ó˘ÎÙÈfiÏÔÈ˜, Ì¿ÁÔÈ˜, ‚¿Î¯ÔÈ˜, Ï‹Ó·È˜,
Ì‡ÛÙ·È˜; cf. supra). The madness is effective: it relies on the working
of the supreme law (unio oppositorum). Blood does cleanse blood,
when raised to high tension ritually; Pollution does purify when
sweeping the ground clear through accumulated enormity. 

Heracleitus does not deny the efficacy of the rituals, here as
elsewhere: he explains them by identifying the cause of their power
and the mode of their operation. He is, naturally, impatient with those
(the many) who lack true understanding of the processes and the
realities involved, when they arrogate to themselves the faculty of
comprehension, imprisoning unwittingly their own souls into the
confines of dreamlike, private (i.e. idiotic) thinking (B1, 2, 17, 19, 34,
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49, 56, 70, 72, 73, 89, 104, 121). The wise man will search for the
cause of the appearances and for the reality of phenomena; he is like
the gold-hunter who digs huge amounts of ore to find a little gold
(B22: ¯Ú˘ÛeÓ ÁaÚ Ôî ‰È˙‹ÌÂÓÔÈ ÁÉÓ ÔÏÏcÓ çÚ‡ÛÛÔ˘ÛÈ Î·d ÂñÚ›ÛÎÔ˘-
ÛÈÓ çÏ›ÁÔÓ). Heracleitus gives by implication a clear example of this
attitude and procedure in discovering truth within the very fragment
in question (B5). Just like the apparent (Ì·›ÓÂÛı·È ‰’ iÓ ‰ÔÎÔ›Ë)
raving of washing mire by mire and cleansing pollution through
pollution is the common practice of praying to the statues of Gods (or
the Icons of the Saints in a different context). But in pinpointing what
this co-ordinate madness consists in, Heracleitus signifies (ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ
like Apollo in Delphi) the real cause and true explanation of the
practice: for someone to pray to the statues is like conversing with
buildings (ïÎÔÖÔÓ Âú ÙÈ˜ ‰fiÌÔÈÛÈ ÏÂÛ¯ËÓÂ‡ÔÈÙÔ), thereby betraying
that he ignores who really are the gods and heroes (Ôû ÙÈ ÁÈÓÒÛÎˆÓ
ıÂÔf˜ Ôé‰’ ≥Úˆ·˜ Ô¥ÙÈÓ¤˜ ÂåÛÈ). But to talk to a dwelling place while
one naturally intends to speak to those dwelling within is an ignorant
misfocusing of address. And similarly, to implore the statues, while
naturally one wishes all along to pray to the Powerful, is an ignorant
misfocusing of address: one confuses the residence with the residents;
statues are the domiciles of divine, daemonic and heroic potencies.
Further, by analogy, to believe that the blood as such cleanses blood-
stains is indeed absurd; it is sacrificial blood that is so effective, it is
blood shed as offering and in atonement which purifies blood shed as
appropriation and in offence. What works the wonder is not the blood
of expiation itself but that in it which constitutes the union of blood-
guilt and blood-sanctification, the spirit and law of blood as wielded
by the blood-powers. This fact accounts also for the possibility of a
direct break-through for the few elect, of a dramatic short-cut in the
normal processes of natural self-regulation. Those freed from the
chains of dire Necessity (Î‡ÎÏÔ˘ ‰’ âÍ¤Ù·Ó ‚·Ú˘ÂÓı¤Ô˜ àÚÁ·Ï¤ÔÈÔ
boasts the mystic soul on her road to salvation after death in the
Orphic golden testimonies), men entirely purified from the stains of
creation in Becoming, worship with offerings spiritual as against the
blood-sacrifies of the vast majority of humanity, fully immersed as this
majority is into the mire (‚fiÚ‚ÔÚÔ˜) of this-wordly existence (cf. B13:
Ì‹ÙÂ ‚ÔÚ‚fiÚˇˆ ¯·›ÚÂÈÓ). Thus the doctrine of the two kinds of
sacrifice (B69) is smoothly understood. 
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In the light of those natural interpretations of B5, 14 and 15, B96
is also to be construed. The pattern is the same: a practice of positive
religiosity (Ùa ÓÔÌÈ˙fiÌÂÓ·, Β14) is deemed absurd, indeed insane.
Blood purification appears as sheer raving; in the mysteries people are
initiated unhallowedly; the ribaldry of the Bacchic ritual would seem
sheer shamelessness; funereal rites and worship of the dead, centered as
they were round the corpse, its burial and its tomb, appear equally as
mighty madness: for the dead body is more worthless and repulsive, is
to be thrown away more than even the excrement of a living organism;
B96: Ó¤Î˘Â˜ ÁaÚ ÎÔÚ›ˆÓ âÎ‚ÏËÙfiÙÂÚÔÈ. And yet the corruption of
death is the same process as the generation of the living; one' s death is
another' s birth (cf. B88; 77; 62). Dead bodies are the erstwhile
domiciles (‰fiÌÔÈ) of potent residents who had died in them and now
live again as spiritual powers in elemental vehicles; the dead as such are
also in themselves the stuff of new origins. The connexion of the
inhabitants with their dwellings was always to varying degrees internal
and organic; on the one end of the spectrum of interrelationship and
co-binding lies the view that will combine archaic Hylozoism with the
doctrine of the transmigration of souls and of Eternal Rebirth. The
connexion of the soul with its body is maximal at each incarnation,
and yet the mutual attachment is utterly ephemeral since the one term
of the synthesis changes completely upon each return of the
permanent other. At the other end and End, Christianity endorses the
absolute co-belonging of the two factors, the self-same body being
resurrected (and, if saved, thereby transfigured) to be animated by the
same soul. The common ancient Greek experience emphasised
implicitly the attachment of the psychic essence to its particular
corporeal envelop by mortuary practices and observances
concentrating on the dead body and its place of burial; nonetheless,
the connexion of the two factors is severed irrevocably at death and
man (its bloodless soul) exists as an enfeebled ghost in the world of
Shades. Yet the destiny of the Heroes of old, superior men whose
colossal feats and awsome death signalized their daemonic nature (the
mightier, Ôî ÎÚÂ›ÙÙÔÓÂ˜), was believed (as the world-view developed
and was increasingly articulated) to be realisable not only in the
mythical (however real) past, but also in the present. This is
Heracleitus' standpoint (yet see infra for Hippolytus' identification of
his position with the doctrine of bodily resurrection); in primis, B25:
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ÌfiÚÔÈ ÁaÚ Ì¤˙ÔÓÂ˜ Ì¤˙ÔÓ·˜ ÌÔ›Ú·˜ Ï·Á¯¿ÓÔ˘ÛÈ: greater fate is sorted
out for greater achievement in life and death. And so the warriors
fallen after marvellous martial exploits in battle are honoured by Gods
and men; B24: àÚËÈÊ¿ÙÔ˘˜ ıÂÔd ÙÈÌáÛÈ Î·d ôÓıÚˆÔÈ. In the case of
these select few, death enhances their power, instead of unnerving
them as is the common lot. This strengthening discloses their
daemonic nature: they were fallen angels, mightier beings who had
died in human mortality and are now, through the death of the man,
reborn in their previous condition. B62: àı¿Ó·ÙÔÈ ıÓËÙÔ›, ıÓËÙÔd
àı¿Ó·ÙÔÈ, ˙áÓÙÂ˜ ÙeÓ âÎÂ›ÓˆÓ ı¿Ó·ÙÔÓ, ÙeÓ ‰b âÎÂ›ÓˆÓ ‚›ÔÓ
ÙÂıÓÂáÙÂ˜ (cf. B77). The reference is to men who are immortal dying
to mortality at their birth, mortals dying to immortality at their death,
who are living the death of the mightier ones (with whom they are
ultimately identical), and have died their superior life by being born
into this-worldy existence. The dead souls go to Hades; and when the
god (ultimately, the god of fire, the fire-god, fire as god, i.e. Zeus with
the regnal Thunderbolt, the Sun, Apollo; in Hades the god is Hades,
who is also the same as Dionysus) manifests himself in the horrendous
place and alights there, the mighty dead are quickened and
resurrected, they are enlivened and empowered, they become
guardians of the quick and the dead. This is the lot of those who have
proven their loftier descent in the cycle of their fallen (human) life and
through their (second) death - those who have earned it not as
recompense but as right by reason of their nature, being thus restituted
to the order to which they essentially belong. Such is the Heracleitean
Eschatology of B63: öÓı· ‰’ âfiÓÙÈ â·Ó›ÛÙ·Ûı·È Î·d Ê‡Ï·Î·˜ Á›ÓÂ-
Ûı·È âÁÂÚÙd ˙ÒÓÙˆÓ Î·d ÓÂÎÚáÓ. \EfiÓÙÈ refers to the god while the
subject of â·Ó›ÛÙ·Ûı·È Î·d Á›ÓÂÛı·È are the dead men. Hippolytus,
by whom the fragment is preserved (Ref. Omn. Haer. IX, 10),
interprets it correctly by emphasising the divine causality in the
resurrection of the dead, although it errs in wishing to make
Heracleitus a precursor of the Christian doctrine of corporeal
revivification, of the resurrection of the identical body in which the
mightier substance had died and from which it is now relieved; (ibid)
Ï¤ÁÂÈ ‰b (sc. Heracleitus) Î·d Û·ÚÎe˜ àÓ¿ÛÙ·ÛÈÓ Ù·‡ÙË˜ <ÙÉ˜>
Ê·ÓÂÚÄ˜, âÓ wÈ ÁÂÁÂÓ‹ÌÂı·, Î·d ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ Ôr‰Â Ù·‡ÙË˜ ÙÉ˜ àÓ·ÛÙ¿-
ÛÂˆ˜ ·úÙÈÔÓ, Ô≈Ùˆ˜ Ï¤ÁˆÓØ öÓı· ‰’ âfiÓÙÈ etc. Diels (ad loc.) rightly
conceived that the main point in the incomplete fragment is the effect
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on the dead of the appearance of god: «Der Gott erscheint. Die in der
Finsternis des Todes Liegenden, etc.». We need not åfiÓÙÈ to bear the
full weight of divine Epiphany; öÓı· ‰’ âfiÓÙÈ means when (god) is
there, when he is present, or by his being there. The idea of movement
is anyway conveyed by the interchanges between the identical
opposites: Dionysus (the productive Power) is the same with Hades
(the destructive Might), while Helios and Apollo are still the same
fundamental reality, the «logical, reasonable, everliving fire». 

For Heracleitus, the living and the dead is one and the same, just as
the woken and the sleeping, or the young and the old. The opposites
change into one another; the very fact of such continual
transmutation whereby every opposite changes first into its particular
opposite and then again into itself manifests the underlying identity.
B88: Ù·éÙfi Ù’ öÓÈ ˙áÓ Î·d ÙÂıÓËÎe˜ Î·d [Ùe] âÁÚËÁÔÚe˜ Î·d
Î·ıÂÜ‰ÔÓ Î·d Ó¤ÔÓ Î·d ÁËÚ·ÈfiÓØ Ù¿‰Â ÁaÚ ÌÂÙ·ÂÛfiÓÙ· âÎÂÖÓ¿ âÛÙÈ
ÎàÎÂÖÓ· ¿ÏÈÓ ÌÂÙ·ÂÛfiÓÙ· Ù·ÜÙ·.

Existence is pendulum like. Being is constituted as a tension;
tension is intrinsically bipolar; intensification in one sense accumulates
momentum toward its opposite. Opposites are complementary
aspects of the same reality, the poles of the tension of being. Existence
is dynamic. A single, simple entity cannot normally exist in tension.
Yet there is one substance which is inherently tensional, which involves
a rhythm of living and dying, of presence and absence, of activation
and de-activation. This is fire; it is in its own nature endowed with a
principle of change: it implicates its own kindling and extinguishing.
This is the core of Heracleitus' resolution of Dualism into Monism;
historically and systematically speaking, this is in effect his answer to
Pythagoreanism. 

To say in this context that corpses are more execrable than dung is
similar to and has the same point as saying that they are mad who pray
to the statues of Gods, that it is sheer frenzy to purify blood by blood,
that the mysteries are unhallowed the way they are operated, that it is
utter shamelessness to enact Bacchic rites. There is of course validity in
these claims. But the point of making them is in fact to draw attention
to the efficacity of the unspeakable rites of sacred obscenity if they are
properly «embedded»; to the sanctity of significant profanity; to the
extraordinary cathartic value of appropriate abominations; and to the
exact identification of the living with the dead and of the sought for
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with the cast away. The Bacchanalian pomp with its Phallus-
celebrations would be a shameless affair if it were not enacted in the
worship of Dionysus, the selfsame Dionysus who is identical with
Hades. But infernal obscenity is too powerful a reality, pregnant with
portentous symbols, capable of transforming shamelessness to
awfulness.

The object of the following analysis will be purification through
defilement, with the focus on the archetypal case where blood-stains
and blood-guilt are cleansed by sacrificial pig’s blood. In the next Essay
the general theory of Pollution and Purgation will be given, providing
a perfect example of a self-regulated system of permanent long-term
equilibrium (or in other words, of necessary justice). 

Aristophanes in Acharnenses 747 speaks of ¯ÔÈÚ›· Ì˘ÛÙËÚÈÎ¿ to
which the Scholiast remarks: ÙÈ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Ì˘ÛÙËÚ›ÔÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜
¯ÔÖÚÔ˜ ı‡ÂÙ·ÈØ àÓ¿ÎÂÈÙ·È ‰b Ùe ˙ˇáÔÓ ÙFÉ ıÂˇá (sic also in Suda s.v.).
≤Î·ÛÙÔ˜ ‰b ÙáÓ Ì˘Ô˘Ì¤ÓˆÓ ñbÚ ë·˘ÙÔÜ öı˘ÂÓ. Ù·ÜÙ· ‰b Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È
Ì˘ÛÙËÚÈÎ¿. Similarly in Acharn. 764 we have Ì˘ÛÙÈÎa˜ ¯Ô›ÚÔ˘˜ (they
are female pigs), to which again the scholiast has: ¢Èa Ùe âÓ ÙÔÖ˜
Ì˘ÛÙËÚ›ÔÈ˜ ÙÉ˜ ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜ ¯Ô›ÚÔ˘˜ ı‡ÂÛı·È. And so in Pax 374-5: â˜
¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈfiÓ ÌÔÈ Ó˘Ó ‰¿ÓÂÈÛÔÓ ÙÚÂÖ˜ ‰Ú·¯ÌÄ˜Ø / ‰ÂÖ ÁaÚ Ì˘ËıÉÓ·› ÌÂ
ÚdÓ ÙÂıÓËÎ¤Ó·È, where see the scholia. See also Ranae 337-8, where
•·Óı›·˜ on watching the sacred procession of the mystae exclaims: t
fiÙÓÈ· ÔÏ˘Ù›ÌËÙÂ ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜ ÎfiÚË, / ó˜ ä‰‡ ÌÔÈ ÚÔÛ¤ÓÂ˘ÛÂ ¯ÔÈ-
ÚÂ›ˆÓ ÎÚÂáÓ. The scholia have: ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ ÁaÚ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Ì˘ÛÙËÚ›ÔÈ˜ ÙÔÜ
¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜ (of course this ¢ÈfiÓ˘ÛÔ˜ is òI·Î¯Ô ,̃ the
Eleusinian Dionysus) ÙeÓ ¯ÔÖÚÔÓ, ‰ÈfiÙÈ Ï˘Ì·ÓÙÈÎfi˜ âÛÙÈ àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ;
that is, as is explained by another scholion, the pigs are destructive of
these Gods' gifts (cerealia and vines): ó˜ Ï˘Ì·ÓÙÈÎÔd ÙáÓ <ÙÔÖÓ> ıÂÔÖÓ
‰ˆÚËÌ¿ÙˆÓ; this piece of «rationalisation» is of course to be kept at a
low tone even though supported by the poetic imagination of Ovid,
Fasti, I 349 sqq., where he proclaims that the first animal sacrifice was
of pigs, and required by Demeter: 

Prima Ceres avidae gavisa est sanguine porcae
ulta suas merita caede nocentis opes etc.

That the original animal sacrifice was of pigs is also reported by
Varro, De re rust. II, 4, 9. He also attempts an etymological derivation
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of the word: sus Graece dicitus yς olim thysus (ıÜ˜;) dictus ab illo
verbo quod dicunt ı‡ÂÈÓ, quod est immolare; thus pig is the animal
appropriate Î·Ù’ âÍÔ¯‹Ó for sacrifice. He further finds the trace of that
primary animal sacrifice in the ritual of Eleusis, where at the initiis
Cereris a pig was sacrificed. (He then goes on to mention other
occasions for sacrificing pigs). - Cf. further, on the same theme, Ovid,
Metam. XV, 111 sqq.:

------------------------- et prima putatur
hostia sus meruisse mori, quia semina pando
eruerit rostro, spemque interceperit anni.

Cornutus explains in the same way the killing of Adonis (whom he
associates with the ‰ËÌËÙÚÈ·Îe˜ Î·Úfi˜) by a wild bear; Theologia
Graeca, 28 (p. 54.21 sqq. BT): ÙÔÜÙÔÓ (sc. ÙeÓ òA‰ˆÓÈÓ) Ï‹Í·˜
Î¿ÚÔ˜ àÓÂÏÂÖÓ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ‰Èa Ùe Ùa˜ y˜ ‰ÔÎÂÖÓ ÏËÈ‚fiÙÂÈÚ·˜ ÂrÓ·È. The
same type of explanation is offered regarding the standard sacrifices of
he-goats to Dionysus (op.cit., 30, p. 60.20 sqq.): ÙeÓ ‰b ÙÚ¿ÁÔÓ ·éÙ̌á
(sc. Ù̌á ¢ÈÔÓ‡Û̌ˆ) ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ ‰Èa Ùe Ï˘Ì·ÓÙÈÎeÓ ‰ÔÎÂÖÓ ÙáÓ àÌ¤ÏˆÓ Î·d
ÙáÓ Û˘ÎáÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙÔÜÙÔ Ùe ̇ á̌ÔÓ.

On the other hand, the objectivistic and profoundly naturalistic
spirit of the Greeks, together with their fundamental and innate
(despite misleading appearances) traditionalism in all spiritual matters,
should make us cautious about dismissing even what appears as easy,
shallow rationalization on the part of latter ages. Thus, in our
particular case, a passage of Plutarch helps us to understand the power
that a Greek could feel behind such seeming rationalisations, a power
which could facilitate if not his acceptance, at least his serious
consideration of it. We know from innumerable testimonies and from
Porphyry's De Abstinentia most elaborately (utilising Theophrastus'
lost De pietate) how strong in Greece was also the feeling that killing
and eating a living being, even the least significant and most noxious
animal, is a kind of sacrilegious act, an impiety, a violation of the
divine order; it is a thing Ê‡ÛÂÈ, naturally, wrong in a deep religious
sense. The sacredness of life and the awe and fear man feels towards it
even in his most abject or materialistic condition, is at the core of this
experience. Faced on the one hand with this deep-lying ineradicable
consciousness of the sacredness and inviolability of life and every living
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being, and on the other with the practice of killing animals and eating
flesh, they, being what they were, ought to find a reason for this
discrepancy, an objective, religiously sanctioned cause for the
divergence of act from feeling. So they connected the annihilation of
life and the eating of dead bodies with the cardinal religious
ceremonial act: the sacrifice; and also thought of such practices as a
necessary way of disposing of dangerous and harmful animals - in fact
they claimed a divine oracle in support of even this elementary
extension of the fundamental law of self-defence. It is of no
consequence whether the oracle was afterwards invented or the
«reasons» mentioned were figured out subsequently. For what is later
is, as always in such cases, the elaboration, the formulation, the
analysis, if you like even the explicit consciousness, of the already
existing and powerfully operating unthought-out reasons and
unpurposed motives. The point of real importance remains unassailed:
deep awareness of the sacredness of life and of the horror of taking it
away and eating the dead body goes seamlessly together with the
«dedication» (cf. the Latin «devotio») of such heineous acts to the
godhead as the sole adequate reason for their committment, divinity
itself commanding their performance in the presence of some kind of
felt necessity, the bounds of which are not to be transcended. So, for
instance - and in order to return to the Plutarchean passage, the
mention of which prompted this basic analysis - fish is especially
prohibited to be eaten according to the above logic, in so far as it lives
in almost a different world from us and cannot be conceived in any
way as being harmful to us and our pious interests: Quaestionum
Convivalium VIII, 8, 730 A-B: Ùe ‰b ÙáÓ ı·Ï·ÙÙ›ˆÓ Á¤ÓÔ˜ ÔûÙ’
à¤Ú· ÙeÓ ·éÙeÓ Ôûı’ ≈‰ˆÚ àÓ·Ï›ÛÎÔÓ ìÌÖÓ Ôé‰b Î·ÚÔÖ˜ ÚÔÛÈfiÓ,
àÏÏ’ œÛÂÚ ëÙ¤Ú̌ˆ ÎfiÛÌ̌ˆ ÂÚÈÂ¯fiÌÂÓÔÓ Î·d ¯ÚÒÌÂÓÔÓ ¬ÚÔÈ˜ å‰›ÔÈ ,̃
ÔR˜ ñÂÚ‚·›ÓÔ˘ÛÈÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜ â›ÎÂÈÙ·È ‰›ÎË ï ı¿Ó·ÙÔ˜, ÔûÙÂ ÌÈÎÚaÓ
ÔûÙÂ ÌÂÁ¿ÏËÓ ÙFÉ Á·ÛÙÚd ÚfiÊ·ÛÈÓ Î·Ù’ ·éÙáÓ ‰›‰ˆÛÈÓØ àÏÏa
·ÓÙe˜ å¯ı‡Ô˜ ôÁÚ· Î·d Û·ÁËÓÂ›· Ï·ÈÌ·ÚÁ›·˜ Î·d ÊÈÏÔ„›·˜ ÂÚÈ-
Ê·Óá˜ öÚÁÔÓ âÛÙ›Ó, â’ Ôé‰ÂÓd ‰ÈÎ·›̌ˆ Ù·Ú·ÙÙÔ‡ÛË˜ Ùa ÂÏ¿ÁË Î·d
Î·Ù·‰˘ÔÌ¤ÓË˜ Âå˜ ÙeÓ ‚˘ıfiÓ. 

But before this passage, Plutarch gives in a few phrases the gist of
the ancient feeling regarding animal killing and eating; ibid. 729, E-F:
...ó˜ ÙôÏÏ· (sc. ˙̌á·) ÌbÓ ·åÙ›·Ó êÌˆÛÁ¤ˆ˜ ·Ú¤¯ÔÓÙ· ÙÔÜ Î·Îá˜
¿Û¯ÂÈÓ ÙàÓıÚÒ̌ˆ, ÙÔf˜ ‰’ å¯ıÜ˜ Ôé‰bÓ à‰ÈÎÔÜÓÙ·˜ ìÌÄ˜, Ôé‰’, Âå
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¿Ó˘ ÂÊ‡Î·ÛÈÓ, ‰˘Ó·Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜. ¿ÚÂÛÙÈ ‰b ÙáÓ ÙÂ ÏfiÁˆÓ Î·d ÙáÓ
îÂÚáÓ ÂåÎ¿˙ÂÈÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ·Ï·ÈÔÖ ,̃ ó˜ Ôé ÌfiÓÔÓ â‰ˆ‰‹Ó, àÏÏa Î·d ÊfiÓÔÓ
˙̌ÒÔ˘ Ìc ‚Ï¿ÙÔÓÙÔ˜ öÚÁÔÓ âÓ·Áb˜ Î·d ôıÂÛÌÔÓ âÔÈÔÜÓÙÔØ Ï‹ıÂÈ
‰’ âÈ¯ÂÔÌ¤Óˇˆ (sc. ˙÷ÒˆÓ) Î·ıÂÈÚÁfiÌÂÓÔÈ, Î·d ¯ÚËÛÌÔÜ ÙÈÓÔ˜, œ˜
Ê¿ÛÈÓ, âÎ ¢ÂÏÊáÓ âÈÎÂÏÂ˘Û·Ì¤ÓÔ˘ ÙÔÖ˜ Î·ÚÔÖ˜ àÚ‹ÁÂÈÓ ÊıÂÈÚÔÌ¤-
ÓÔÈ ,̃ õÚÍ·ÓÙÔ ÌbÓ Î·ıÈÂÚÂ‡ÂÈÓ, öÙÈ ‰’ ¬Ìˆ˜ Ù·Ú·ÙÙfiÌÂÓÔÈ Î·d ‰ÂÈÌ·›-
ÓÔÓÙÂ˜ «öÚ‰ÂÈÓ» ÌbÓ âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó Î·d «Ú¤˙ÂÈÓ», œ˜ ÙÈ Ì¤Á· ‰ÚáÓÙÂ˜ Ùe
ı‡ÂÈÓ öÌ„˘¯ÔÓØ ô¯ÚÈ ‰b ÓÜÓ ·Ú·Ê˘Ï¿ÙÙÔ˘ÛÈÓ åÛ¯˘Úá˜ Ùe Ìc ÛÊ¿Ù-
ÙÂÈÓ ÚdÓ âÈÓÂÜÛ·È Î·Ù·ÛÂÓ‰fiÌÂÓÔÓ. Ô≈Ùˆ˜ ÂéÏ·‚ÂÖ˜ Úe˜
±·Û·Ó à‰ÈÎ›·Ó qÛ·Ó. - The suggestion about öÚ‰ÂÈÓ and Ú¤˙ÂÈÓ is
excellent. Notice the Delphic injunction àÚ‹ÁÂÈÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Î·ÚÔÖ˜ ÊıÂÈ-
ÚÔÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜; and consider it in the context of an agricultural society, with
the produce of earth being the paramount symbol of an orderly,
peaceful and civilized human communion; and you will understand
the force behind such statements as that pigs are sacrificed to Demeter
because they harm her fruit, and he-goats to Dionysus because they
harm his fruit. A certain tendency in some quarters nowadays to
consider such claims as childish, betrays naivety: for we manifestly
prove that we have lost the awareness of the meaning and power of
symbol.

By another scholion to the above quoted passage from
Aristophanes, Ranae, 337-8, we learn of the custom of sacrificing (and
eating?) pigs at the Thesmophoria; the pig sacrifices are now said to be
devoted to Demeter and Persephone (ÙÈ ¢‹ÌËÙÚÈ Î·d KfiÚFË ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ Ùe
˙̌áÔÓ). The invocation of Persephone in conjunction with the ¯Ô›ÚÂÈ·
ÎÚ¤· in our passage should not be taken as an indication that such
sacrifices were especially offered to Persephone: the Scholiast's
interpretation of the reason for the invocation is correct: ÂåÎfiÙˆ˜ ‰’ âÓ
≠÷A‰Ô˘ JÓ âÈ‚ÔÄÙ·È ÙcÓ ¶ÂÚÛÂÊfiÓËÓ. It is the place, not necessarily
or primarily the practice, that makes Persephone apposite recipient of
the sacrifice here. The sacrifice of pigs was (we should have assumed in
any case), incorporated in a purgative, purificational, cathartic ritual -
though the exact significance of this will be clear when we shall return
to the point later. Clement Strom. V, 70, 7 sqq. (p. 689 Potter): ÔéÎ
àÂÈÎfiÙˆ˜ ôÚ· Î·d ÙáÓ Ì˘ÛÙËÚ›ˆÓ ÙáÓ ·Ú’ ≠EÏÏËÛÈÓ ôÚ¯ÂÈ ÌbÓ
Ùa Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·, Î·ı¿ÂÚ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ‚·Ú‚¿ÚÔÈ˜ Ùe ÏÔ˘ÙÚfiÓ, ÌÂÙa Ù·ÜÙ·
‰’ âÛÙd Ùa ÌÈÎÚa Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈ· ‰È‰·ÛÎ·Ï›·˜ ÙÈÓ· ñfiıÂÛÈÓ ö¯ÔÓÙ· Î·d
ÚÔ·Ú·ÛÎÂ˘É˜ ÙáÓ ÌÂÏÏfiÓÙˆÓ, Ùa ‰b ÌÂÁ¿Ï· ÂÚd ÙáÓ Û˘Ì¿-
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ÓÙˆÓ, Ôé Ì·Óı¿ÓÂÈÓ öÙÈ ñÔÏÂ›ÂÙ·È (male Stählin Ôy μ. <ÔéÎ> öÙÈ
ñ.), âÔÙÂ‡ÂÈÓ ‰b Î·d ÂÚÈÓÔÂÖÓ Ù‹Ó ÙÂ Ê‡ÛÈÓ Î·d Ùa Ú¿ÁÌ·Ù·.
Clement refers to the Eleusinian mysteries, the mysteria par excellence
(cf. Aristotle, Ars Rhetorica 1401a14: ...àÊ’ Ôy Á’ âÛÙdÓ ì ÙÈÌÈˆÙ¿ÙË
·ÛáÓ ÙÂÏÂÙ‹Ø Ùa ÁaÚ Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈ· ·ÛáÓ ÙÈÌÈˆÙ¿ÙË ÙÂÏÂÙ‹). And
he distinguishes three moments in them, corresponding to the well-
known triple division in Î·ı·ÚÌfi ,̃ Ì‡ËÛÈ˜ and âÔÙÂ›·. Hermeias,
Comm. in Platonis Phaedrum 250B-C (p. 178 ed. Couvreur)
distinguishes ÙÂÏÂÙ‹, Ì‡ËÛÈ ,̃ âÔÙÂ›·, allocating the first to Î·ı·Ú-
Ìe˜ Î·d Ùa ¬ÌÔÈ·. He ingeniously interprets the distinction between
Ì‡ËÛÈ˜ and âÔÙÂ›· as one between psychic understanding and
noetic vision. He furthermore makes it clear that the reference both by
Plato and himself is to the Eleusinian mysteries: Ùe ‰b «Ì˘Ô‡ÌÂÓÔÈ»
Î·d «âÔÙÂ‡ÔÓÙÂ˜» ó˜ àe ÙáÓ ÙÂÏÂÙáÓ ÙáÓ âÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÈ Ï¤ÁÂÈ
(p. 178.26)1. For the distinction between Ì‡ËÛÈ˜ and âÔÙÂ›·, apart
from the loci classici of the Platonic corpus, cf. Suda s.v. âfiÙ·È and
âÔÙÂ‡ÂÈÓ (and cf. Scholia ad Aristoph. Ranae 745). 

The purificational rites must have been indispensable as much to
the Ì‡ËÛÈ˜ as to the âÔÙÂ›·, occuring both in the ÌÈÎÚa Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈ·
(the Î·Ù’ òAÁÚ·Ó) and in the Great Eleusinia in Boedromion. (Thus
when the Scholiast on Plutus 845 speaks of the ÌÈÎÚa as ÚÔÎ¿ı·ÚÛÈ˜
and ÚÔ¿ÁÓÂ˘ÛÈ˜ ÙáÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏˆÓ, we must understand this as an
analogical relationship only: as ÚÔ¿ÁÓÈÛÈ˜ is to the Î·ı·ÚÌe˜ proper,
so the ÌÈÎÚa Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈ· stand to the ÌÂÁ¿Ï·). Plutarch, Phocio, ch.
XXVIII, confirms the use of pigs in Eleusinia, indeed on the most
important day of the Great Mysteries (20th of Boedromion, ì ÂåÎ¿˜);
speaking of the ominous happenings, presaging the occupation of
Mounychia by a Macedonian garrison, (an event occuring on the
êÁÈÒÙ·ÙÔÓ ÙÔÜ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˘, the day of the ceremonial procession in the
conduct of the mystic Iacchus from Athens to Eleusis), happenings
which took place in the preceding few days, he says: M‡ÛÙËÓ ‰b ÏÔ‡Ô-
ÓÙ· ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ âÓ K·Óı¿Úˇˆ ÏÈÌ¤ÓÈ2 ÎÉÙÔ˜ Û˘Ó¤Ï·‚Â etc.; that is, a
Ì‡ÛÙË˜ (a person already having been initiated in the Lesser
Mysteries) was washing a piglet (perhaps for the cathartic sacrifice
before becoming âfiÙË˜). Such lavation, especially in the sea, is
clearly purgative and cathartic 3; it probably took place on the second
day of the Mysteries (16th of Boedromion), a day called ≠AÏ·‰Â
MÜÛÙ·È (To the sea, ye Mystics)4.
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The close association of the purificatory pig with the Eleusinian
ritual in general is, thus, certain5. There remains the further important
point of elucidating the pig' s purgatory and expiatory function. But,
before understanding this, we must gain a higher standpoint.

Ancient Greek religion and morality was fundamentally
naturalistic in the most profound sense of the word (nothing of course
having to do with modern naturalism). Irreverence, sacrilege, wrong -
and evil - doing and crime sealed the unfortunate perpetrator with
literal, metaphysical stain; all wrong-doing was a form of sacrilege
proceeding from, and in its turn causing, real pollution manifesting
itself in various types of physical taint and defilement. From such
condition there was no escape other than one religiously effected, a
ritual purification. One form that such purification could assume, or
one element in the complex ritual achieving the desired purification (a
ritual varying in its details from place to place and from time to time,
but identical in its essence) consisted in the use of a Î¿ı·ÚÌ·. A
Î¿ı·ÚÌ· is something purgatory which by attracting and absorbing
the Ì›·ÛÌ·, the pollution, frees the defiled place or man from its or
his stain by becoming itself tainted, stained, polluted. It is thus that by
disposing finally of the Î¿ı·ÚÌ· in a religiously appropriate manner,
one effects complete cleansing: one is free from metaphysical guilt.

This is in a few words the essence of the matter. But it is highly
instructive to notice the details of the evidence supporting the
account.

K¿ı·ÚÌ· could be a man6. But here we are concerned with pig-
purgation. Pollux in treating of the various magistracies of the
Athenian Republic, mentions the ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ and adds (VIII,
104): \EÎ¿ı·ÈÚÔÓ ¯ÔÈÚÈ‰›ÔÈ˜ ÌÈÎÚÔÖ˜ ÔyÙÔÈ ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó Î·d Ùe ı¤·-
ÙÚÔÓ. Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ ‰b ÙÔÜÙÔ Ùe (pro Î·d) ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ âÎ·ÏÂÖÙÔ. Cf. Sch. in
Aristoph. Ecclesiaz. 128: ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜: ï ÙáÓ Î·ı·ÚÛ›ˆÓ ÚÔËÁÔ‡-
ÌÂÓÔ˜ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ âÎÎÏËÛ›·È˜ - a lemma taken over by Suda in one of its
entries on ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô .̃ Small pigs7 were used as piacular, or, more
correctly, purgatory vehicles, wiping off (as it were) all pollution and
evil influence from the Assembly and the Theatre. As to the Assembly
of the People, we know that before any business could be transacted
there, this lustration and purification had to be performed by priestly
magistrates whose special function this was8. So Aeschines, Contra
Timarchum p. 19 (ed. Reiske) mentions a law according to which, the

30 CHAPTER  1



following was the order in the proceedings when the Assembly was
convoked upon the beginning of a session: âÂÈ‰aÓ Ùe Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ
ÂÚÈÂÓÂ¯ıFÉ Î·d ï Î‹Ú˘Í Ùa˜ ·ÙÚ›Ô˘˜ Âé¯a˜ ÂûÍËÙ·È, etc. The
ancient scholia to this passage are very informative and revealing, but
before quoting them, I shall enlarge on other corroborative evidence. 

Harpocration s.v. Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ has the following explanation
(repeated by Suda s.v. without the reference to the Aeschinian locus):
AåÛ¯›ÓË˜ Î·Ùa TÈÌ¿Ú¯Ô˘. öıÔ˜ qÓ \Aı‹ÓFËÛÈ Î·ı·›ÚÂÈÓ ÙcÓ âÎÎÏË-
Û›·Ó Î·d Ùa ı¤·ÙÚ· Î·d ¬Ïˆ˜ Ùa˜ ÙÔf˜ ‰‹ÌÔ˘ Û˘Ófi‰Ô˘˜ ÌÈÎÚÔÖ˜ ¿Ó˘
¯ÔÈÚÈ‰›ÔÈ ,̃ ±ÂÚ èÓfiÌ·˙ÔÓ Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·. ÙÔÜÙÔ ‰b âÔ›Ô˘Ó Ôî ÏÂÁfiÌÂÓÔÈ
¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯ÔÈ, Ô¥ÂÚ èÓÔÌ¿ÛıËÛ·Ó Ô≈Ùˆ˜ õÙÔÈ àe ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈÛÙÂ›-
¯ÂÈÓ j àe ÙÉ˜ ëÛÙ›·˜. We have here two additional pieces of
information: a) This purification was taking place in all public
meetings and not only in the Sovereign Assembly and theatres; b) The
officiating priests were named after either their going round to execute
their function or from the hearth (as if it was ÂÚÈÂÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜). The
connection with the hearth-altars, to take the second point first, is
further illustrated and set into its proper prospective by a passage
which appears in three sources: Suda s.v. ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜, Photius s.v.
and in the Corpus Paroimiogr., Apostolius, XIV.21. In substance the
passage is as follows: ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜Ø ï ÂÚÈÎ·ı·›ÚˆÓ ÙcÓ ëÛÙ›·Ó Î·d
ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó Î·d ÙcÓ fiÏÈÓ 9, àe ÙÉ˜ ëÛÙ›·˜ j ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈÛÙÂ›¯ÂÈÓ.
òIÛÙÚÔ˜ ‰b âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ \AÙÙÈÎÔÖ˜ ÂÚ›ÛÙÈ¿ ÊËÛÈ ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÙ·È Ùa
Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·. (And so the scholiast on Aristoph. Ecclesiaz. 130: ÂÚÈ-
ÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜: ï ÙáÓ Î·ı·ÚÛ›ˆÓ ÚÔËÁÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ âÎÎÏËÛ›·È˜.
¶ÂÚ›ÛÙÈ· ÁaÚ Ùa Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·). Î·d Ôî Ùa îÂÚa Î·ı·›ÚÔÓÙÂ˜ ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú-
¯ÔÈØ öÍˆıÂÓ ÁaÚ ÂÚÈ¤Ú¯ÔÓÙ·È ¯ÔÈÚÔÊÔÚÔÜÓÙÂ˜. (The Paroemiο-
grapher's mss. have Ì·¯·ÈÚÔÊÔÚÔÜÓÙÂ˜, but this is clearly
inadmissible). ëÎ¿ÛÙÔ˘ ÙáÓ îÂÚáÓ, ÔåÎ›·˜ Ìc ·ÚÈ¤ÌÂÓÔÈ ‰ËÌÔÛ›·˜
Î·d ÂÚ›‰ÚÔÌÔÓ â¯Ô‡Û·˜10. Thus according to Istrus the function of
the Peristiarchoi was extended to the ÎÂÚ¿, holy places, and also public
buildings in which a ÂÚ›‰ÚÔÌÔ˜, a gallery, (presumably) ran round
the central hearth-altar or perhaps round the building itself.

From the evidence so far then, I conclude that the office of the
Peristiarchos was a priestly magistracy in charge of the public
purifications performed at the beginning of each Assembly, in all
public meetings and councils and for state buildings and places. From
the fact that on most (if not all) of these occassions there was a hearth
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or altar11, in connection with which the lustration was performed (e.g.
there was in the first place a circumabulation, being extended
afterwards to embrace the whole of the space12), the Peristiarchoi's
function was thought to be connected with all hearths and altars, or
they were considered responsible for the purgatory lustration of all
holy places and temples (as Istros seems to maintain in the extant
fragment above mentioned). But I think such enlargements of the
Peristiarchoi's jurisdiction are rather unreal; they were restricted to
their public function as against what happened both in the properly
hieratic sphere and in the private one13. (Of course similar rites to
those entrusted to their care were naturally carried on both in temples
by proper priests and privately in houses and private places, or for
private uses)14. There may, on the other hand, have been other priests,
in properly religious function, who could have been called ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú-
¯ÔÈ, or, even, all persons carrying around Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù· for the
purgation of a place (especially where a hearth-altar was involved),
whether in a properly priestly, public or private capacity, might have
been called ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯ÔÈ in the performance of their function,
especially in cities other than Athens, for which particular case the
restriction I proposed is abudantly proven by the main bulk of our
evidence15. 

We have seen that the pig-purgations played a major role in both
public and private lustration ceremonies. But there are still more
important details to be collected from our sources on this matter. The
pig used, as we have observed, was a very young one, a ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ, a
piglet, or even a suckling-pig, a ‰ÂÏÊ¿ÎÈÔÓ16; and the same custom
was prevalent with the Romans in the case of the sacres or sacri
porci17. It was to be without any kind of blemish, as was the case with
every sacrificial victim. Cf. e.g. Aristophanes, Acharnenses 784-5,
where the Scholiast commenting on the Î¤ÚÎÔÓ ÔéÎ ö¯ÂÈ, says: Ùa ÁaÚ
ÎfiÏÔ˘Ú· âÓ Ù·Ö˜ îÂÚÔ˘ÚÁ›·È˜ Ôé ı‡ÂÙ·È, Î·d Î·ıfiÏÔ˘ ÂÚ iÓ Ìc Fq
Ù¤ÏÂÈÔÓ Î·d ñÁÈb˜ Ôé ı‡ÂÙ·È ÙÔÖ˜ ıÂÔÖ .̃ The lustral pig was sacrificed18,
its blood was sprinkled around and its body was carried in a
procession encircling the place to be purgated. Incense might
afterwards be burnt. Τhe carcass of the pig was probably thrown
finally into the sea. So the scholiast on Aristophanes Acharnenses 44:
ÂåÒı·ÛÈÓ Ôî \AıËÓ·ÖÔÈ ı‡ÂÈÓ ‰¤ÏÊ·Î· Î·d Ú·›ÓÂÈÓ Ùa˜ Î·ı¤‰Ú·˜ Ù̌á
·¥Ì·ÙÈ ·éÙÔÜ Âå˜ ÙÈÌcÓ ÙÉ˜ ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ ,̃ âÂÈ‰c ÙÔf˜ Î·ÚÔf˜ ·éÙÉ˜
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‚Ï¿ÙÂÈ. The connection of this purificatory rite with Demeter is
very important: the Eleusinian ritual can be seen as a large-scale
purification of body and soul. On the other hand the last sentence
presents again the superficial, pseudo-rationalising explanation which
we disposed with above. The scholiast then interposes information on
the matter in the particular case of the Assembly purification: ÙÈ
Î·ı·›ÚÔÓÙ·È Ôî âÓ ÙFÉ \EÎÎÏËÛ›÷· ¯Ô›ÚÔ˘ ÛÊ·˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Î·d ï Ú‹ÙˆÚ
Ì·ÚÙ˘ÚÂÖ (a reference to Aeschines 4.11 (ed. Stephanus), a passage
already referred to above): âÂÈ‰aÓ Ùe Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ ÂÚÈÂÓÂ¯ıFÉ Î·d ï
Î‹Ú˘Í Ùa˜ ·ÙÚ›Ô˘˜ Âé¯a˜ ÂûÍËÙ·È, ÙfiÙÂ ‰c ÎÂÏÂ‡ÂÈ ‰ËÌËÁÔÚÂÖÓ. In
the third part of the scholion, the Scholiast returns to the general
point: Ùe ‰b ı˘fiÌÂÓÔÓ ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ âd Î·ı¿ÚÛÂÈ ÙáÓ ÙfiˆÓ Î¿ı·ÚÌ·
âÎ·ÏÂÖÙÔ, ï ‰b ÂÚÈÎ·ı·›ÚˆÓ Î·ı·ÚÙ‹ .̃ Î·d ·Úa ÌbÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÎˆÌÈÎÔÖ˜
Î¿ı·ÚÌ· Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È (e.g. by Aristophanes in the very passage the
Scholiast is commenting upon), AåÛ¯›ÓË˜ ‰b âÓ Ù̌á Î·Ùa TÈÌ¿Ú¯Ô˘
(loc. cit.) Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ Î·ÏÂÖ. No mention of ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ here,
simply because he has in mind the general practice and not the
specifically public one; this further confirms our restriction as to the
duties of the ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ above explained. 

Complementary and confirming information is provided by the
Scholiast to the Aeschinean passage above-mentioned. He says: âÂd
öıÔ˜ qÓ ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔÓ: ÂåÛ‹Ú¯ÂÙfi ÙÈ˜ (ï ÏÂÁfiÌÂÓÔ˜ ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜) ï
ÂÚÈÎ·ı·›ÚˆÓ ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó ‰Èa ¯Ô›ÚÔ˘ âÂÛÊ·ÁÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Î·d ôÏÏˆÓ
ÙÈÓáÓ (what were these other things exactly? Clearly purificatory
substances, at any rate, sponges used to wipe away pollution by
absorbing it), Î·d Ùa Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ· Ï·‚gÓ öÚÚÈÙÂÓ Âå˜ ÙcÓ ı¿Ï·ÛÛ·Ó. n
Î·d ï ÔÈËÙc˜ ÂrÂÓ: (Homer, A 314) Ôî ‰’ àÂÏ˘Ì·›ÓÔÓÙÔ Î·d Âå˜
±Ï· Ï‡Ì·Ù’ ö‚·ÏÏÔÓ19. ErÙ· ÂåÛ‹Ú¯ÂÙÔ ï ÎÉÚ˘Í, n˜ ı˘ÌÈ·ÙÂ‡Û·˜
ÚfiÙÂÚÔÓ Î·d ·éÙe˜ ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó (here we have the burning of
incense), ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ â‚fi·: T›˜ àÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÈÓ ‚Ô‡ÏÂÙ·È etc20.

We do not know the exact type of sacrifice involved in these
purificatory rites. If the text of Photius' Lexicon s.v. Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ is
correctly transmitted and he was correctly informed, then the pig
carried round the place to be cleansed was roasted or boiled, or at any
rate parched. He says: Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓØ ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ qÓ çÙeÓ ˇz âÎ¿ı·ÈÚÔÓ
ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó Ôî ÏÂÁfiÌÂÓÔÈ ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯ÔÈØ ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ ‰b àe ÙÔÜ
ÂÚÈÛÙÂ›¯ÂÈÓ. I suggest that we should connect this piece of evidence
with what the Scholiast to Aristophanes Thesmoph. 236 says (a
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passage already reffered to above): ÌÂÙa ÁaÚ Ùe Ù˘ıÉÓ·È, Ùa ‰ÂÏÊ¿ÎÈ·
ÊÏÔÁ›˙ÔÓÙ·È ¥Ó· „ÈÏˆıáÛÈÓ: after the sacrifice the suckling pigs are
parched so that they can be striped of all their hair. It is, then, in such a
parched condition, and without any hair that they can serve as Î·ı¿Ú-
Ì·Ù·. Hair, and particularly wool, was considered unclean in mysteric
contexts especially. 

Despite the fact that a proper sacrifice took place, the pigs were
clearly not to be eaten, off-scourings (and with the plenitude of
pollution upon them) as they are; in fact we are told that they were
thrown into the sea; or, in other cases, thrown away at road junctions,
at trivia 21. 

There remains another, and very important, point to be made,
indeed the crucial issue of the matter: why were pigs considered such
suitable lustrational victims? Eustathius, the vastly learned bishop, had
noticed the fact: Comment. ad Iliad. p. 1183, 17: ™ËÌÂ›ˆÛ·È ‰b ¬ÙÈ
âÈÙ‹‰ÂÈÔ˜ â‰fiÎÂÈ Úe˜ Î·ı·ÚÌeÓ ï ÛÜ˜ ó˜ ‰ËÏÔÖ AåÛ¯‡ÏÔ˜ âÓ Ù̌á:

ÚdÓ iÓ ·Ï·ÁÌÔÖ˜ ·¥Ì·ÙÔ˜ ̄ ÔÈÚÔÎÙfiÓÔ˘
·éÙfi˜ ÛÂ ̄ Ú¿ÓFË 22 ZÂf˜ Î·Ù·ÛÙ¿Í·˜ ̄ ÂÚÔÖÓ

(Fr. 197 Hermann = 340 Dindorf = 327 Radt).

The ritual referred to by Aeschylus consisted in washing the
polluted one’s hands in the purificational victim' s blood. We have a
description of the ritual in Apollonius, Argonautica IV, 693 sqq. Jason
and Medea go to the sorceress Circe, they fall on the hearth as
wretched suppliants, silently beseeching her help: they are polluted by
the murder of Medea' s brother. Circe performs the purificational
ritual in awe of and with reverence for ZÂf˜ ̂ IÎ¤ÛÈÔ ,̃

701 n˜ Ì¤Á· ÌbÓ ÎÔÙ¤ÂÈ, Ì¤Á· ‰’ àÓ‰ÚÔÊfiÓÔÈÛÈÓ àÚ‹ÁÂÈ.

The invocation of him is essential: Zeus ^IÎ¤ÛÈÔ˜ hears the
supplication on behalf of the murderer as well as that on behalf of the
victim. Supplication is in itself sacred, irrespective of motive and
context. Now the cleansing consisted of holding above the murderers
(as they were laying down) a suckling pig, and sacrificing it (by the
standard procedure of cutting its throat) invoking ZÂf˜ K·ı¿ÚÛÈÔ ,̃ so
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that the blood (together with some other libations) should wash the
pollution from the guilty hands:

704 ÚáÙ· ÌbÓ àÙÚ¤ÙÔÈÔ Ï˘Ù‹ÚÈÔÓ ≥ ÁÂ ÊfiÓÔÈÔ
ÙÂÈÓ·Ì¤ÓË Î·ı‡ÂÚıÂ, Û˘e˜ Ù¤ÎÔ ,̃ w˜ öÙÈ Ì·˙Ôd
Ï‹ÌÌ˘ÚÔÓ ÏÔ¯›Ë˜ âÎ ÓË‰‡Ô ,̃ ·¥Ì·ÙÈ ̄ ÂÖÚ·˜
Ù¤ÁÁÂÓ, âÈÙÌ‹ÁÔ˘Û· ‰¤ÚËÓØ ·sÙÈ˜ ‰b Î·d ôÏÏÔÈ˜
ÌÂ›ÏÈÛÛÂÓ ̄ ‡ÙÏÔÈÛÈ, Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ àÁÎ·Ï¤Ô˘Û·
ZÉÓ·, ·Ï·ÌÓ·›ˆÓ ÙÈÌ‹ÔÚÔÓ îÎÂÛÈ¿ˆÓ.
(retaining îÎÂÛÈ¿ˆÓ instead of îÎÂÛ›FËÛÈ).

Then the off-scourings, the Ï‡Ì·Ù· (cf. supra), the filth (that is, as
we have seen above, mainly the lustrational victim), are removed far
away by Circe's attendant Nymphs23, whereas she completes the ritual
by combusting offering cakes and other piacula together with
«sombre» (i.e. àÔ›ÓÔ˘ ,̃ libations without wine) votive offerings on the
hearth: 

710 Î·d Ùa ÌbÓ àıÚfi· ¿ÓÙ· ‰fiÌˆÓ âÎ Ï‡Ì·Ù’ öÓÂÈÎ·Ó
NË˚¿‰Â˜ ÚfiÔÏÔÈ, Ù·d Ôî fiÚÛ˘ÓÔÓ ≤Î·ÛÙ·.
^H ‰’ ÂúÛˆ ÂÏ·ÓÔf˜ ÌÂÈÏÈÎÙÚ¿ ÙÂ ÓËÊ·Ï›FËÛÈÓ
Î·ÖÂÓ â’ Âé¯ˆÏFÉÛÈ ·Ú¤ÛÙÈÔ ,̃ ùÊÚ· ̄ fiÏÔÈÔ
ÛÌÂÚ‰·Ï¤·˜ ·‡ÛÂÈÂÓ \EÚÈÓÓ‡· ,̃ ä‰b Î·d ·éÙe˜

(sc. ZÂf˜ MÂÈÏ›¯ÈÔ˜, another «aspect» of ZÂf˜ ^IÎ¤ÛÈÔ˜ and
K·ı¿ÚÛÈÔ˜; here he is associated with the Erinyes, to whom only ôÔÈ-
ÓÔÈ, ÓËÊ¿ÏÈÔÈ, non intoxicated, ı˘Û›·È are suitable)

ÂéÌÂÈ‰‹˜ ÙÂ ¤ÏÔÈÙÔ Î·d õÈÔ˜ àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚÔÈÛÈ 
(i.e. to Jason and Medea)

etc.24

We have here nothing less than an outline of the ancient Greek
purificational rite for murder. The agreement with Aeschylus25 on
three essential points is remarkable: a pig is involved; the washing with
the victim's blood of one's own hands; the association of the ritual
with Zeus (clearly Zeus K·ı¿ÚÛÈÔ˜26, or MÂÈÏ›¯ÈÔ ,̃ the «daemonic»
Zeus). 
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Furthermore, we find here combined all the elements already
noticed, but relatively dispersed in a variety of cases. Such dispersion,
obviously, does not imply real separation in reality, in time or in place:
we must never forget the meagreness and mutilated condition of our
extant sources. (There is no systematic account of sacral antiquities
available to us. What we learn of them comes from accidental notices,
descriptions that serve primarily a different purpose than the adequate
representation of the sacral reality in its fullness. It belongs to the
objective situation of the evidence as it confronts us to be fragmentary
and dispersed. We have to collect, combine and re-constitute that
reality as a living whole, from the glimpses that its scattered and
incomplete condition allows us to have of it). However it is a very
welcome proof of the speculatively and scientifically reached
conclusions, when one is able to point to evidence which, by
exhibiting all the dismembered elements in their natural coordination,
provides a demonstration of the orderly connectedness of the entire
field. 

And such a case is the one before us. We find in the Apollonius
passage: the suckling pig as lustrational victim, as piaculum; the
wiping out of pollution mainly by washing one's hands in the pig' s
blood; the existence of other concomitant cathartic libations27; the
removal far away of the Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù· or Ï‡Ì·Ù·, of the off-scouring;
the connection with the hearth; the involvement in the ritual of the
«daemonic» Zeus, ZÂf˜ MÂÈÏ›¯ÈÔ˜ or K·ı¿ÚÛÈÔ˜28. Furthermore, the
role of ¤Ï·ÓÔÈ and ôÔÈÓÔÈ ÛÔÓ‰·› in the ritual - mild offerings that
were burnt on the hearth emerges clearly for the first time here. 

It is worthwhile to observe how the purificational ritual could vary
depending on the purpose and nature of the case, while preserving an
essential identity in its fundamental pattern. Compare e.g. the
purification for homicide in Apollonius, the Î¿ı·ÚÛÈ˜ in the
Assembly, and the lustration of Caesar's naval army in Appian, \EÌÊ˘-
Ï›ˆÓ Ε, 96. In the last one altars are erected by the sea, absolute silence
is held, sacrifices are conducted, Î·d ÙÚd˜ âd ÛÎ·ÊáÓ ÂÚÈÊ¤ÚÔ˘ÛÈÓ
àÓa ÙeÓ ÛÙfiÏÔÓ Ùa Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ· (obviously the sacrificial victims),
Û˘ÌÂÚÈÏÂfiÓÙˆÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜ ÙáÓ ÛÙÚ·ÙËÁáÓ, Î·d â·ÚˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ â˜
Ù¿‰Â Ùa Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·, àÓÙd ÙÔÜ ÛÙfiÏÔ˘, Ùa à·›ÛÈ· ÙÚ·ÉÓ·È. ÓÂ›Ì·-
ÓÙÂ˜ ‰b ·éÙ¿, Ì¤ÚÔ˜ Âå˜ ÙcÓ ı¿Ï·ÛÛ·Ó àÔÚÚ›ÙÔ˘ÛÈ Î·d Ì¤ÚÔ˜ Âå˜
ÙÔf˜ ‚ˆÌÔf˜ âÈı¤ÓÙÂ˜ ±ÙÔ˘ÛÈ, Î·d ï Ï·e˜ âÂ˘ÊËÌÂÖ. Notice that
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the priests imprecate that the à·›ÛÈ· (ill-omened and untoward
things) should fall on the Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù· rather than on the ships and the
army. Here we have the essential nature of all purification: it absorbs
metaphysical filth leaving pure and sound the desired field. The off-
scourings are divided (after being carried round) into two parts, one
thrown into the sea (we have already observed this way of disposing of
the Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù·), the other combusted on the altar (ïÏÔÎ·‡ÙˆÌ·).
Both methods are meant to secure the annihilation of the noxious
power of the defilement while, especially with the second method of
the burnt-offerings, the presiding dark powers and safeguards of
cosmic order are also satisfied. 

But let us revert once more to the subject of the special suitability
of pigs in cathartic rituals. Pausanias, V, 16, 8 informs us that before
performing the rites which fall upon them to enact, the ^EÏÏ·ÓÔ‰›Î·È
and the sixteen Women are lustrated by a pig (actually with pig's
blood) suitable for purification (i.e., I think, unblemished and not as
yet weaned) and water: ïfiÛ· ‰b j Ù·Ö˜ ëÎÎ·›‰ÂÎ· Á˘Ó·ÈÍdÓ j ÙÔÖ˜
ëÏÏ·ÓÔ‰ÈÎÔÜÛÈÓ \HÏÂ›ˆÓ ‰ÚÄÓ Î·ı¤ÛÙËÎÂÓ, Ôé ÚfiÙÂÚÔÓ ‰ÚáÛÈ ÚdÓ
j ¯Ô›Úˇˆ ÙÂ âÈÙË‰Â›ˇˆ Úe˜ Î·ı·ÚÌeÓ Î·d ≈‰·ÙÈ àÔÎ·ı‹ÚˆÓÙ·ÈØ
Á›ÓÂÙ·È ‰b ÛÊ›ÛÈÓ âd ÎÚ‹ÓFË ¶È¤Ú÷· Ùa Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·29.

Further, the Scholiast to Apollonius IV.704:

ÚáÙ· ÌbÓ àÙÚ¤ÙÔÈÔ Ï˘Ù‹ÚÈÔÓ ≥ ÁÂ ÊfiÓÔÈÔ

comments on Ï˘Ù‹ÚÈÔÓ (i.e. that which delivers one from the power of
pollution, which dissolves the bondage of defilement, which sets one
free) as follows: Ùe Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ Ï¤ÁÂÈ, âÛÙd ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ ÌÈÎÚfiÓ, ¬ÂÚ Ôî
êÁÓ›˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ ı‡Û·ÓÙÂ˜ (again we find that the lustrational victim is
firstly sacrificed), Ùa˜ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ ÙÔÜ êÁÓÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Ù̌á ·¥Ì·ÙÈ ·éÙÔÜ ‚Ú¤-
¯Ô˘ÛÈ. 

Hesychius has the following entry s.v. \AÊÚÔ‰ÈÛ›· ôÁÚ·:

™ÔÊÔÎÏÉ˜ ¢·Ó¿FË
°fiÓÔÓ ÙÂ Ì‹ÏˆÓ Î’ àÊÚÔ‰ÈÛ›·Ó ôÁÚ·Ó.

Oî Ì¤Ó, ÙÔf˜ ¤Ú‰ÈÎ· ,̃ Ô¥ ‰c Úe˜ ÙeÓ Î·ı·ÚÌeÓ êÚÌfi˙Ô˘ÛÈÓØ (ÙFÉ
‰b ıËÏÂ›÷· ·ÏÂ‡ÔÓÙÂ˜ ·îÚÔÜÛÈÓ ·éÙÔ‡˜)30. Î·Îá˜ ‰¤Ø ¯Ô›Úˇˆ ÁaÚ
Î·ı·›ÚÔ˘ÛÈ Î·d àÚÓ›̌ˆ, àÏÏ’ Ôé ¤Ú‰ÈÎÈ. Ï¤ÁÂÈ ÔsÓ ÙcÓ ÙáÓ Û˘áÓ (sc.
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ôÁÚ·Ó) ‰Èa Ùe Î·ÙˆÊÂÚb˜ ÂrÓ·È Ùe ˙̌áÔÓ Úe˜ Û˘ÓÔ˘Û›·Ó. Î·ÚÄÓ Á¤
ÙÔÈ Î·d Î·Ú·›ÓÂÈÓ àe ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ (i.e. from Î¿ÚÔ˜, the wild boar).
¢‡Ó·Ù·È ‰b Î·d ÙcÓ ÙáÓ ·åÁáÓ ÁÔÓcÓ ‰ËÏÔÜÓØ Î·d ÁaÚ Î·d ÙÔÜÙÔ Ùe
˙̌áÔÓ Ï›·Ó âÙfiËÙ·È Úe˜ Ùa àÊÚÔ‰›ÛÈ· œÛÙÂ Î·d ë·˘Ùe ñ‚Ú›˙ÂÈÓ. (It
can work self-arousal).

Sophocles in the quoted passage from the Danae must refer to
animals suitable to purification. He mentions sheep, and then refers to
some other kind indirectly, calling it àÊÚÔ‰ÈÛ›· ôÁÚ·. Hesychius
mentions three views as to exactly which animal is meant. Setting
aside the third as not relevant to our inquiry, we see that the first
candidate is the pigeon, and this, as explained in n. 30, does answer
nicely. The second view is supported by people who object that doves
are not used in purifications, but sheep and pigs are, and then explain
the adjective àÊÚÔ‰ÈÛ›· by the known fact of the latter animal's
extreme sexuality31. There is, however, an unnoticed difficulty raised
by ôÁÚ· since there is no known special connection between
purifications and wild boars; but the expression could be merely
poetic, though I am not happy with this solution. It is preferable to say
that, without knowing the context in the drama, the supposition
cannot be ruled out that some particular circumstance explained the
reference to boars rather than to pigs. Unless the ôÁÚ· refers rather to
the «chasing» of the sow by the boar. However, it is not as significant
for our purpose to decide on the more probable interpretation of
Sophocles' verse as it is to notice that many philologists have gone out
of their way to reject a very plausible and, in all appearances, nicely
fitting interpretation (I am speaking of first-order adaequatio here, of
course), on the strength of the convinction that, in mentioning
purificatory animals, Sophocles must have referred to pigs. Eustathius
records both possibilities. In continuing the passage which gave us the
Aeschylean verses on purification by means of the pig's blood (Comm.
in Iliad p. 1183) he says: Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ‰¤, Ê·ÛÈ, Î·d \AÊÚÔ‰ÈÛ›· ôÁÚ· Î·ıa
¤Ú‰ÈÍ, Ô≈Ùˆ Î·d ÛÜ˜Ø Î·d ÁaÚ Î·d ï ¯ÔÖÚÔ˜ Î·ÙˆÊÂÚc˜ Âå˜ àÊÚÔ‰›-
ÛÈ·. ≠OıÂÓ Î·Ùa AúÏÈÔÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈÔÓ, Î·d Î¿Ú·ÈÓ· Á˘Ó‹, ì çÚÁáÛ·
Úe˜ Ì›ÍÂÈ˜Ø Î·d Î·ÚÄÓ Î˘Ú›ˆ˜ Ùe çÚ¤ÁÂÛı·È Î¿ÚÔÓ ÙcÓ yÓ.

But let us ask again our principal and crucial question: why were
pigs considered so appropriate in purifications? The already referred-to
scholia on Aeschines, Contra Tim. p. 4.10, give us the answer. After
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explaining the purification at the Assembly by the Peristiarchos, it
continues: \EÎ¤¯ÚËÙÔ ‰b ï ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ ¯Ô›Úˇ̂  Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ÙÔÈÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜
àÎ·ı¿ÚÙÔÈ ,̃ ‰Èa ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ÙÔf˜ àÎ·ı¿ÚÙÔ˘˜ ‰‹ÌÔ˘˜ Î·d Ùa ÓÂ‡Ì·Ù·
(spirits) Ùa ÔÏÏ¿ÎÈ˜ âÓÔ¯ÏÔÜÓÙ· Ù·Ö˜ ‰È·ÓÔ›·È˜ ÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ,
œÛÙÂ ÔÏÏ¿ÎÈ˜ ôÏÏˆ˜ ‚Ô˘ÏÂ‡ÂÛı·È, ≤ÏÎˆÓ Úe˜ Ùa ı‡Ì·Ù· Î·d
œÛÂÚ àÔ¯ˆÚ›˙ˆÓ ÙÉ˜ âÎÎÏËÛ›·˜, ¥Ó· Î·ı·Úá˜ ‚Ô˘ÏÂ‡ÛËÓÙ·È. ï
‰b ÎÉÚ˘Í ‰Èa ÙáÓ ı˘ÌÈ·Ì¿ÙˆÓ âÈÎ·ÏáÓ Ùa ıÂÖ· <ÂrÏÎÂ> (or
<Û˘ÓÉÁÂ>; there is a lacuna here in the mss.) ÙÔÖ˜ ïÌÔ›ÔÈ˜ Ùa ¬ÌÔÈ·, ¥Ó·
‰Èa ÙÉ˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ·ÚÔ˘Û›·˜ àÁ·ıfiÓ ÙÈ ö¯ˆÛÈÓ Ôî \AıËÓ·ÖÔÈ ‚Ô˘ÏÂ‡Â-
Ûı·È.

We have here the principles of homoeopathetic magic; more than
that, we have a particular operation of the Homoeopathetic Principle
in general, a principle so dominant in ancient Greek experience,
appearing already, in its application to social life, in Homer, Odyssey,
ρ 218: 

ó˜ ·åÂd ÙeÓ ïÌÔÖÔÓ ôÁÂÈ ıÂe˜ ó˜ ÙeÓ ïÌÔÖÔÓ.

The Scholiast relates the proceedings to the particular purpose in
view, i.e. the deliberations in the Assembly, but, clearly, the scope of
his explanation is universal. Impure animals attract impure spirits32,
pure incense releases the activity of beneficent divinities. Akin acts on
akin, the similar «senses», tunes in and receives and resonates the
activity of the similar. In studying the ancient, particularly the ancient
Greek, mind, one meets again and again with clear, and not too clear,
workings of this general principle: from the notion of knowledge
being of the similar by the similar to that remarkable phenomenon,
Greek homosexuality; from medical homoeotherapy to the emotional
catharsis in tragedy. And so on. 

But the action of the similar on the similar is normally additive or
even multiplicational, it augments the weight of the manifestation of
the character in question. In this way the polluted stuff, when
powerful enough, attracts the pollution attached to the person who
has committed a transgression of the divine, cosmic order, and thus
cleans it: the substance full of abomination is then cast away, and the
person is ridden from the defilement of his offence. Such Rites of
Riddance, and corresponding Rituals of Aversion (luring horrendous
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powers to stay away and remain unencountered), did indeed pertain
preeminently to ancient religiosity. Yet Heracleitus' point is deeper and
more far-reching, like an occult harmony mightier than any exposed
one. Till now the Principle of Homoeoattraction has been applied
externally to the sullied person: it is a case of Purifying Impurity,
defilement which cleanses by absorbing the stains of guilt. But the
Principle may also operate internally: now it is the polluted person
which attracts and absorbs the offered impurity thereby intensifying its
condition of defilement. If properly conducted, the process effects
thorough purification. In this case, it is a question of intrinsically
Polluted Purification rather than of an extrinsically Purifying
Pollution. Herein lies the significance of the Heracleitean doctrine. 

Homoeoactivity and homoeopassivity in this stronger sense
presuppose at the root the identity of opposites. For a heightened
concentration (in power and energy, if not in substance) of an essence
can act restrictively on a consubstantial mass only by exercising a
forcefully contrary infuence. Since all existence is dualistic in nature
and bipolar in appearance, the intensification of a character, by
moving to one extreme, approaches the common root of the
opposition which it manifests the one pole of, and thus excites the
contrary tendency and activates the reverse movement. By reason of
the inherent tension of being, once at the extremest intensity of its
particular character of existence, a thing must start changing toward its
opposing complementarity, which from now on will have to make
itself felt with increasingly potency. The Pendulum of Being must
reverse the direction of movement precisely when it is at its maximal
distance from the middle position in one direction. So that by pushing
in one direction at the limit, one actually causes the beginning of the
reverse movement. Such extremity is reached either by (a series of )
enormities perpetrated according to the Law of Blood; or through the
enormity of ritual awfulness that symbolically (and magically)
reproduces the former in a controlled manner. In the first case
tremendous destruction accompanies the final purification; in the
second, the tremendous energy involved is channelled in a saving
process. In any case, the Order of Existence remains inviolable. The
Law of Blood secures absolute and necessary Cosmic Justice. 
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NOTES

1. Plutarch, Demetrius, ch. 26, uses the ÙÂÏÂÙ‹ in the general sense, in which,
for instance, Aristotle, apud Synesius, Dio, 10 (Fr. 15, Ross), uses it when he
àÍÈÔÖ ÙÔf˜ ÙÂÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜ Ôé Ì·ıÂÖÓ ÙÈ ‰ÂÖÓ àÏÏa ·ıÂÖÓ Î·d ‰È·ÙÂıÉÓ·È; an
apophthegm which Michael Psellus (v. Cat. des Man. Alchem. Grecs ed.
Bidez vol. 6, 171) very pertinently relates to the Eleusinian TÂÏÂÙ·› and
comments on as follows when he distinguishes between the ‰È‰·ÎÙÈÎfiÓ
(teachable) and ÙÂÏÂÛÙÈÎfiÓ: Ùe ‰b ‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔÓ (sc. Ùe ÙÂÏÂÛÙÈÎfiÓ) ·éÙÔÜ ·ıfi-
ÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ ÓÔÜ ÙcÓ öÏÏ·Ì„ÈÓ (sc. Á›ÓÂÙ·È)· n ‰c Î·d Ì˘ÛÙËÚÈá‰Â˜ \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤-
ÏË˜ èÓfiÌ·ÛÂ Î·d âÔÈÎe˜ Ù·Ö˜ \EÏÂ˘ÛÈÓ›·È˜ (âÓ âÎÂ›Ó·È˜ ÁaÚ Ù˘Ô‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ ï
ÙÂÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ Ùa˜ ıÂˆÚ›·˜ qÓ, àÏÏ’ Ôé ‰È‰·ÛÎfiÌÂÓÔ˜). Similarly when, for
instance in Sch. Aristoph. Pax, 374 we read that ÙÈ ÙÔÖ˜ Ì˘Ô˘Ì¤ÓÔÈ˜ âÛÙdÓ
öıÔ˜ ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ ı‡ÂÈÓ, here Ì˘Ô‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ is used in the broad sense signifying any
mystic or rather mysteric rite (especially one pertaining to the Eleusinian
worship of Demeter, Persephone and Iacchus). We need not associate the
sacrifice of the pig with the Lesser Mysteries in contrast to the greater ones.

2. One of Piraeus' harbours (cf. Sch. οn Aristoph. Pax 145). A special
purificatory role was played in the context of the Eleusinian mysteries by two
rivulets, called PÂÈÙÔ› or PÖÙÔÈ (the grammarians differed over the name, e.g.
Horus favoured the former, Herodianus the latter, cf. Etym. M. s.v. and
Scholia ad Thucyd. II, ch. 19), of salt water (âÂd Ùfi ÁÂ ≈‰ˆÚ ı¿Ï·ÛÛ¿ âÛÙÈ
ÛÊ›ÛÈ, Pausanias I, 38, 1), coming from one source (Photius s.v. PÂÈÙ¿: âÓ
\EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÈ ‰‡Ô Ó·Ì¿ÙÈ· ÊÂÚfiÌÂÓ· âÎ ÌÈÄ˜ ËÁÉ˜ Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓ· PÂÈÙ¿Ø Ô≈Ùˆ˜
™ÔÊÔÎÏÉ˜), their water disappearing into the earth, hence of chthonic
significance in the chthonic Eleusinian ritual. (V. Etym. M. s.v. PÂÈÙe˜  j
PÖÙÔ˜: ...‰Èa Ê¿Ú·ÁÁÔ˜ ñe ÁÉÓ Ú¤ÔÓÙÂ˜ âÓ Ù̌á £ÚÈ·Û›̌ˆ (sc. Â‰›̌ˆ) ÏË-
Û›ÔÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÔ˜; hence described by Hesychius s.v. as ÚˆÁÌ·›, fractures of
the earth); the one of them being especially associated with Demeter (ÚÂ-
Û‚˘Ù¤Ú· ıÂ¿), the other with Persephone (ÓÂˆÙ¤Ú·, v. Hesychius s.v.); in
them the ı›·ÛÔÈ (the associations of mystics themselves) took their
purificatory bath (Hesychius: ¬ıÂÓ ÙÔf˜ ÏÔ˘ÙÚÔf˜ êÁÓ›˙ÂÛı·È ÙÔf˜ ıÈ¿ÛÔ˘˜;
for a different ritual connected with the rivulets, see Pausanias I, 38, 1). It is
to this cleansing, purification and expiation, rather than to the pig-Î·ı¿Ú-
Ì·Ù· that the priest named ^Y‰Ú·Ófi˜ (v. Hesychius s.v., ï êÁÓÈÛÙc˜ ÙáÓ
M˘ÛÙËÚ›ˆÓ, cf. also ñ‰Ú¿Ó· and ñ‰Ú¿ÓË) was presiding over. In this context
it is extremely important to notice that àÓ‡‰ÚÔÓÔ˜ or àÓ‡‰ÚÂ˘ÙÔ ,̃ according
to Hesychius s.v., is the ôÙ·ÊÔ˜Ø Ôé ÏÂÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˜, Ôé‰b ÙáÓ ÓÔÌÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ
Ù˘¯áÓ: the ordinary preparation of the dead is transplanted and transformed
in the Eleusinian ritual as a preparation for the beatific life of the initiated.
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3. V. Homer A 314 ÔQ ‰’ àÂÏ˘Ì·›ÓÔÓÙÔ Î·d Âå˜ ±Ï· Ï‡Ì·Ù’ ö‚·ÏÏÔÓ, very
significantly before offering splendid sacrifices to Apollo. Such a purgative
lavation in the sea of a sacrificed pig as Î¿ı·ÚÌ· is mentioned by the
Scholiast to Aeschines, Contra Timarchum 23, an important passage which
will be discussed below.

4. Cf. Hesychius s.v. For the fixing of the day on the 16th, cf. Polyainus,
Strategemata III, 11; Plutarch Phocion ch. VI (where an ÔåÓÔ¯fiËÌ· is also
introduced on that day by Chabrias for his victory); idem, de Gloria Athen.
349F. (Harrison, Prolegomena etc. p. 152, erroneously refers the ·ÓÛ¤ÏË-
ÓÔ˜ to that victory.

5. Numismatic evidence strikingly confirms this, too. Eleusinian coins normally
bear on the one side Triptolemos in the Serpent chariot of Demeter, holding
ears of corn, and on the other a pig with a torch below it and an ivy spray at
the lower exergue.

6. Cf. e.g. Scholia, Aristophanes Plutus 454: Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù· âÏ¤ÁÔÓÙÔ Ôî âd
Î·ı¿ÚÛÂÈ ÏÔÈÌÔÜ ÙÈÓÔ˜ õ ÙÈÓÔ˜ ëÙ¤Ú·˜ ÓfiÛÔ˘ ı˘fiÌÂÓÔÈ ÙÔÖ˜ ıÂÔÖ .̃ ÙÔ˘Ùd ‰b
Ùe öıÔ˜ Î·d ·Úa PˆÌ·›ÔÈ˜ âÂÎÚ¿ÙËÛÂ. Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ‰b Î·d Î·ı·ÚÈÛÌfi˜,
cleansing. We are now confronted with the great subject of Ê·ÚÌ·Îfi .̃ For a
useful collection of relevant evidence consult Gerhard' s dissertation: «Die
Ê·ÚÌ·ÎÔ› in Ionien und die ™‡‚·Î¯ÔÈ in Athen». Cf. also Suda s.v.
Î¿ı·ÚÌ·, where, referring to an Aristophanian passage it says: ñbÚ ‰b
Î·ı·ÚÌÔÜ fiÏÂˆ˜ àÓF‹ÚÔ˘Ó âÛÙÔÏÈÛÌ¤ÓÔÓ ÙÈÓ¿, nÓ âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó Î¿ı·ÚÌ·.
Further cf. Photius s.v. ÂÚ›„ËÌ·: Ô≈Ùˆ˜ â¤ÏÂÁÔÓ Ùˇá Î·Ù’ âÓÈ·˘ÙeÓ
âÌ‚·ÏÏÔÌ¤Ó̌ˆ ÙFÉ ı·Ï¿ÛÛFË ÓÂ·Ó›÷· â’ à·ÏÏ·ÁFÉ ÙáÓ Û˘ÓÂ¯fiÓÙˆÓ Î·ÎáÓ:
«ÂÚ›„ËÌ· ìÌáÓ ÁÂÓÔÜ»Ø õÙÔÈ ÛˆÙËÚ›· Î·d àÔÏ‡ÙÚˆÛÈ˜Ø Î·d Ô≈Ùˆ˜ âÓ¤-
‚·ÏÔÓ ÙFÉ ı·Ï¿ÛÛFË, óÛ·ÓÂd Ùˇá ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓÈ ı˘Û›·Ó àÔÙÈÓÓ‡ÓÙÂς. One
should also be reminded in this context of the Apostle's remarkable passage
in I. Corinth. IV, 13.

7. Its diminutive dimensions makes the point of Aristophanes' joke in Eclesiaz.
129: ï ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô ,̃ ÂÚÈÊ¤ÚÂÈÓ ¯Úc ÙcÓ Á·ÏÉÓ - as the Scholiast remarks:
ÙcÓ Á·ÏÉÓ: Âå˜ ÙcÓ ÏÂÙfiÙËÙ· ÙÔÜ ‰ÂÏÊ·Î›Ô˘ (sc. àÓ·Ê¤ÚÂÙ·È or
something similar): ‰ÂÏÊ¿ÎÈÔÓ is the suckling pig, a diminutive animal
jokingly referred to as a cat.

8. Naturally this purification de rigeur did not exclude other lustrational rituals
being performed on special occasions. Thus we learn from Plutarchus,
Praecepta Gerendae Reipubl. 814B, that the Athenians on learning the
Argive ÛÎ˘Ù·ÏÈÛÌfiÓ in which one thousand and five hundred people were
killed by their compatriots, ÂÚÈÂÓÂÁÎÂÖÓ Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ ÂÚd ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó
âÎ¤ÏÂ˘Û·Ó: such monstrosity, by its very enormity was likely to spread its dire
filth and contaminate places far away from its place of perpetration, as in
Athens.
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9. Is not here the singular ëÛÙ›·Ó significant? Could it mean the hearth of the
city, for instance, perhaps the hearth-altar in the Prytaneion? The close
connection of Vesta and the ¶Ú˘Ù·ÓÂÖÔÓ as the hearth of the city is well
known. Cf. a locus classicus, Pindar, Nemea, XI, 1: ¶·Ö P¤· ,̃ ± ÙÂ ¶Ú˘Ù·-
ÓÂÖ· Ï¤ÏÔÁ¯·˜, ^EÛÙ›·, / ZËÓe˜ ñ„›ÛÙÔ˘ Î·Û›ÁÓËÙ· etc., where the
Scholiast says: Ú˘Ù·ÓÂÖ¿ ÊËÛÈ Ï·¯ÂÖÓ ÙcÓ ^EÛÙ›·Ó, ·ÚfiÛÔÓ ·î ÙáÓ
fiÏÂˆÓ ^EÛÙ›·È âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ¶Ú˘Ù·ÓÂ›ÔÈ˜ àÊ›‰Ú˘ÓÙ·È Î·d Ùe îÂÚeÓ ÏÂÁfiÌÂÓÔÓ
ÜÚ âd ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ àfiÎÂÈÙ·È. We know also that in Athens there was ôÛ‚Â-
ÛÙÔÓ ÜÚ (the inextinguishable fire), as in the Temple of Vesta in Rome:
Pluarchus, Numa, ch. IX: âÂ› ÙÔÈ ÙÉ˜ ^EÏÏ¿‰Ô˜ Ô˘ ÜÚ ôÛ‚ÂÛÙfiÓ âÛÙÈÓ,
ó˜ ¶˘ıÔÖ Î·d \Aı‹ÓËÛÈÓ, Ôé ·Úı¤ÓÔÈ, Á˘Ó·ÖÎÂ˜ ‰b Â·˘Ì¤Ó·È Á¿ÌˆÓ
ö¯Ô˘ÛÈ ÙcÓ âÈÌ¤ÏÂÈ·Ó. This last character differs from the Roman Vestals;
where notice the superior wisdom of Greeks (though the matter has a more
profound religious significance as well): elderly women are the guardians of
the Flame, who are chaste and pure from aphrodisiac contamination by
being beyond the limit of sexual intercourse with men. The paroemiographer
has plural in the passage under discussion, but it is obviously a loose, if not
incorrect statement: Î·d ÁaÚ ÔyÙÔÈ (sc. Ôî ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯ÔÈ) ÂÚÈÂÎ¿ı·ÈÚÔÓ Ùa˜
ëÛÙ›·˜ Î·d Ùa˜ âÎÎÏËÛ›·˜ Î·d Ùa˜ fiÏÂÈ .̃ In any case public hearth altars
must be meant: the ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ was a public priest - magistrate (cf. also
Hesychius s.v. Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·).

10. This is a locus difficilis. The text of the last sentence is mine. The
parοemiοgrapher's mss. have (ed. Leutsch) ÔåÎ›·˜ ÂÚÈÏËÌÌ¤ÓÔÈ (sic) ‰ËÌÔ-
Û›·˜ Î·d ÂÚ›‰ÚÔÌÔÓ ö¯ÔÓÙÂ˜ (sc. Ôî ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯ÔÈ; but what is then the
ÂÚ›‰ÚÔÌÔ˜? Α net' s rope ?). Photius (ed. Naber) has: ëÎ¿ÛÙÔ˘ ÙáÓ îÂÚáÓ
ÔåÎ›·È˜ ÂÚÈÂÈÏËÌÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ‰ËÌÔÛ›·È˜ Î·d ÂÚ›‰ÚÔÌÔÓ ö¯ÔÓÙÂ ,̃ the last word of
which I would emend in this connection to â¯Ô‡ÛË˜ or better ö¯ÔÓÙÔ˜, so
that the meaning would be that they were going round those îÂÚa which
were incorporated in the midst of public offices and which had a ÂÚ›‰ÚÔÌÔ˜
(a portico, or something of the sort, all round): this sense I would propose, if
the one indicated in the text is found to be defective. Finally Bekker in his
Suidas has: ëÎ. ÙáÓ îÂÚáÓ ÔåÎ›·È˜ ÂÚÈÂÈÏËÌÌ¤ÓÔÓ (but this must be a
typographical mistake for ÂÚÈÂÈÏËÌÌ¤ÓÔ˘) ‰ËÌÔÛ›·È˜ Î·d ÂÚ›‰ÚÔÌÔÓ ö¯Ô-
ÓÙÂ˜, to which the same difficulties and solutions are appropriate.
Palaeographically the mistake might have originated from a supra lineam
addition of Ì‹, like this: Ìc ·ÚÈ¤ÌÂÓÔÈ, which ÌË was misread as ÏË and
incorporated within the word instead of being prefixed to it.

11. Cf. Hesychius s.v. ëÛÙ›·Ø ‚ˆÌe˜ j ÔåÎ›·, for ëÛÙ›· in the broader sense of the
altar or even the building itself (metaphorical probably in the latter case - cf.
the expression ñbÚ ‚ˆÌáÓ Î·d ëÛÙÈáÓ).
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12. Aristophanes Acharnenses 43 sq. ÎÉÚ˘Í: ¿ÚÈÙ’ â˜ Ùe ÚfiÛıÂÓ, / ¿ÚÈı’, ó˜
iÓ âÓÙe˜ qÙÂ ÙÔÜ Î·ı¿ÚÌ·ÙÔ˜. One was safe and exempt from maleficent
influences only within the circle of protection determined by the carrying
round of the purificatory objects. The Mantineans wanting to cleanse their
city after it has been polluted by the presence of the guilty Cynaethian
Î·ı·ÚÌeÓ ÙÉ˜ fiÏÂˆ˜ âÔÈ‹Û·ÓÙÔ ÛÊ¿ÁÈ· ÂÚÈ·Á·ÁfiÓÙÂ˜ Î‡ÎÏˇˆ ÙÉ˜
¯ÒÚ·˜ ê¿ÛËς (Athenaus XIV 626F).

13. For the distinction between îÂÚ¿, ‰ËÌÔÛ›·, å‰›· cf. also among may other
relevant passages Aristotle, Politics 1267b34, where it is applied to the
question of the distribution of land, according to the theory of Hippodamos.

14. There is a final question to be examined, as to the extent of the jurisdiction of
the Peristarchos. Hesychius s.v. Î¿ı·ÚÌ· says: Ùe ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ, ˇz ÙcÓ ëÛÙ›·Ó
âÎ¿ı·ÈÚÔÓ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ âÎÙÚÔ›·È˜ (sic cod.)· ï ‰b âÈÙÂÏáÓ ‰ËÌÔÛ›ˆ˜ ÂÚÈ-
ÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ âÏ¤ÁÂÙÔ. \EÎÙÚÔ›·È (or rather âÎÙÚÔ·›, as perhaps we should
read here with Valesius) are the trivia and tetravia or fork-like junctions of or
branches off a road, cf. Hesychius s.v. \AÙÚ·fi˜; Aristoph. Ranae 113 (with
Scholia); Xenophon Hellenica VII, 1, 29: Euripides, Rhesus, 881. We need
not assume that hearths or altars were erected at such junctions, even though
some sacred object or other (^EÎ¿ÙÂÈÔÓ, Herma or Apollo \AÁ˘ÈÂ‡˜) was to be
found there. But I think that Hesychius here alludes to a significant practice
incorporated in the rites of purification of houses: the Î¿ı·ÚÌ·, the off-
scouring, was thrown in the streets and, particularly, in road junctions or
trivia. Eustathius (commenting on Odyssey χ 481 where purification by fire
and brimstone (the magical ıÂÈÒÛÂÈ˜) is being performed after the slaughter
of the suitors and the hanging of the maidens), among other very important
information says: Î·d ≤ÙÂÚÔÈ ÌbÓ ‰ËÏÔÜÛÈ ÙÚfiÔ˘˜ Î·ı·ÚÛ›ˆÓ ëÙ¤ÚÔ˘˜Ø L
(sc. Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·) Î·d âÍ¿ÁÔÓÙÂ˜ ÙáÓ ÔúÎˆÓ (hence we have to do with a
purification of a house, of an ëÛÙ›·) ÌÂÙa Ùa˜ âı›ÌÔ˘˜ â·ÔÈ‰a˜ ÚÔÛ¤ÚÚÈ-
ÙÔÓ àÌÊfi‰ÔÈ˜ öÌ·ÏÈÓ Ùa ÚfiÛˆ· ÛÙÚ¤ÊÔÓÙÂ˜ Î·d â·ÓÈfiÓÙÂ˜ àÌÂÙ·-
ÛÙÚÂÙ›. òAÌÊÔ‰ÔÈ or ôÌÊÔ‰· probably relate to a schema (something
similar to a ÙÚ›Ô‰Ô˜) where a main road has smaller roads or lanes coming off
it). We thus learn of the practice of throwing away in such places the off-
scourings of the preceding Î·ı·ÚÌe˜ without looking at them, and going
back home without turning to look behind. Eustathius further mentions
such disposing of Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù· in trivia during the ¶ÔÌ·Ö·, in connecting
further on various forms of lustrational riddance : Î·d Ôî Ùe ‰ÈÔÔÌÂÖÓ (or
‰ÈÔÔÌÂ‡ÂÈÓ) ‰b ëÚÌËÓÂ‡ÔÓÙÂ˜ Ê·ÛdÓ ÙÈ ‰ÖÔÓ âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó ÎÒ‰ÈÔÓ îÂÚÂ›Ô˘ Ù˘ı¤-
ÓÙÔ˜ ¢ÈU MÂÈÏÈ¯›̌ˆ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Î·ı·ÚÌÔÖ˜ Êı›ÓÔÓÙÔ˜ M·ÈÌ·ÎÙËÚÈáÓÔ˜ ÌËÓe˜ ÙÂ
õÁÔÓÙÔ Ùa ¶ÔÌ·Ö·, Î·d Î·ı·ÚÌáÓ âÎ‚ÔÏ·d Âå˜ Ùa˜ ÙÚÈfi‰Ô˘˜ âÁ›ÓÔÓÙÔ.
Τhis clarifies Hesychius’ meaning. He further comments that the one who
performed this disposal or riddance ‰ËÌÔÛ›ˆ ,̃ that is as a state functionary,
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on behalf and with the authority of the state and for public purposes, was
called ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜. This confirms our restriction on the extent of duties
laying on that magistracy.

15. My point is nicely illustrated by a lemma in that most learned and reliable
from the extant grammatico-lexicographical works of antiquity - I mean of
course Hesychius' Lexicon. We read there s.v. Î¿ı·ÚÌ·: Ùe ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ, ž ÙcÓ
ëÛÙ›·Ó âÎ¿ı·ÈÚÔÓ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ âÎÙÚÔ›·È˜ (sic cod.)Ø ï ‰b âÈÙÂÏáÓ ‰ËÌÔÛ›ˆ˜
ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ âÏ¤ÁÂÙÔ. The case is clear: K¿ı·ÚÌ· was the young pig by
means of which they were purifying the ëÛÙ›· âÓ Ù·Ö˜ âÎÙÚÔ›·È˜ whatever
this means - and we shall attend to this matter in a moment. The person who
was performing these purifications ‰ËÌÔÛ›ˆ ,̃ i.e. as a public function, was a
city-official, our very ¶ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô .̃ He was the magistrate responsible for
the public purification of public hearth-altars as distinct both from strictly
priestly lustrational ceremonies (especially in strictly sacred [îÂÚÔ‡˜] places)
and from private purgational proceedings. 
But what exactly were these purifications âÓ Ù·Ö˜ âÎÙÚÔ›·È˜? And first af all
what are the âÎÙÚÔ›·È? \EÎ-ÙÚÔ·› were roads off a main highway, such as
one meets with when travelling from a town to another, leading to some out
of the way places. The verb âÎÙÚ¤ÂÛı·È was also used to signify one's taking
such a sideway, as we can see, very appositely, from Pausanias' periegesis; cf.
e.g. II, 25, 8; 36, 2; III, 10, 6; 21, 5. The verb, in the same use, may be also
found in Aristophanes Fr. 282 Blaydes = 275 Di = Fr. 293 PCG, apud Pollux
X.185: Ôy Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ Ôî ÎÂÚ·ÌÂÖ˜ Ùa˜ Ï›ÓıÔ˘˜ öÏ·ÙÙÔÓ, ÏÈÓıÂÖÔÓ Î·ÏÂÖ
(perhaps <ÙeÓ>) ÙfiÔÓ âÓ ¢Ú¿Ì·ÛÈÓ j NÈfi‚÷Ë \AÚÈÛÙÔÊ¿ÓË˜, ÂÚd ÙÔÜ
K˘ÎÏÔ‚fiÚÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ÔÙ·ÌÔÜ Ï¤ÁˆÓØ

ï ‰’ â˜ Ùe ÏÈÓıÂÖÔÓ ÁÂÓfiÌÂÓÔ˜ âÍ¤ÙÚÂ„Â.

But I should rather write âÍ¤ÛÙÚÂ„Â here with most of the mss. and the old
vulgate text; for if the meaning is supposed to be «turned off» (as Blaydes
would have it) then âÍÂÙÚ¿Ë should here have been used. Unless an object
is omitted, like Ï›ÓıÔ˘˜ for instance, as is suggesed in Meineke Fr. Com. Gr.
II p. 1061, countenanced less explicitly by Dindorf and adopted by Bergk;
but then the use of the verb is of course irrelevant to the present signification
(other ideas for a grammatical object are <¿ÓÙ·> Kock, <ıû‰ˆÚ> or <ë·˘ÙfiÓ>
Kaibel). For K˘ÎÏÔ‚fiÚÔ˜ river v. Fr. 293 PCG. Cf. also Fr. 644; with notes.
Furthermore, the verb can be used, naturally, for any deflection from one's
way, whether one takes or indeed follows an actual proper road: cf.
Xenophon, Anabasis, IV, 5, 15: âÓÙ·Üı’ âÎÙÚ·fiÌÂÓÔÈ âÎ¿ıËÓÙÔ, Î·d ÔéÎ
öÊ·Û·Ó ÚÔÂ‡ÂÛı·È, of a group of utterly exhausted soldiers, unable to
follow the main body over the rugged wilderness to which their retreat led
them. 
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For the substantive, âÎÙÚÔ›·È, see Aristophanes Ranae, 113, where in the
midst of a funny list of what one encounters in wanderings, we find âÎÙÚÔ-
¿˜, the scholiast explaining: âÎÙÚÔ·d ‰b âÎÓÂ‡ÛÂÈ˜ ÙáÓ ï‰áÓ, ¬Ô˘ ÙÈ˜
âÎÙÚ·ÉÓ·È ‰‡Ó·Ù·È - though he probably means here places where one can
stand by the road, rather than ways off it, as the sequel suggests more
strongly: ‰Èa Ùe âÎÙÚ¤ÂÛı·È ÙÉ˜ ï‰ÔÜ Î·d ÎÚ‡ÙÂÛı·È, ¬Ù·Ó Ù·Ú·¯‹ ÙÈ˜
Á¤ÓËÙ·È ÙáÓ ÓÂÎÚáÓ. In Euripides, Rhesus, 879-81 we read:

ñÌÄ˜ ‰’ åfiÓÙ·˜ ÙÔÖÛÈÓ âÓ ÙÂ›¯ÂÈ ̄ ÚÂgÓ
¶ÚÈ¿Ì̌ˆ ÙÂ Î·d Á¤ÚÔ˘ÛÈ ÛËÌÉÓ·È ÓÂÎÚÔf˜
ı¿ÙÂÈÓ ÎÂÏÂ‡ÂÈÓ ÏÂˆÊfiÚÔ˘˜ Úe˜ âÎÙÚÔ¿ .̃

For such tombs of eminent (heroic) persons by the side of public ways v. J.
Kirchmann de Furerib. Roman. Lib. II, 22. If, less probably, ÏÂˆÊfiÚÔ˘ (with
or without a change of ÎÂÏÂ‡ÂÈÓ to ÎÂÏÂ‡ıÔ˘ with Dobree) is the correct
reading here, the point remains. 
A most clear illustration of the desired use of âÎÙÚÔ‹ is provided by
Xenophon Hist. Graeca VII, 1, 29, where, in connexion with soldiers
moving on the road from Midea to Sparta, we read: ó˜ ‰’ âÁ¤ÓÔÓÙÔ âÓ ÙFÉ â’
EéÙÚËÛ›Ô˘˜ âÎÙÚÔFÉ etc., which means the way leading to Eutresia off the
Midea-Sparta road. It is also evident that we have a junction (Û˘Ì‚ÔÏ‹)
there, as is in fact explicitly said in loc.cit.: ï ‰b (sc. \AÚ¯›‰ËÌÔ˜), Ôy¤Ú âÛÙÈ
¯ˆÚ›ÔÓ â›Â‰ÔÓ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ Û˘Ì‚ÔÏ·Ö˜ ÙÉ˜ ÙÂ â’ EéÙÚËÛ›ˆÓ Î·d ÙÉ˜ âd
MÈ‰¤·˜ ï‰ÔÜ, âÓÙ·Üı· âÎ‚a˜ ·ÚÂÙ¿Í·ÙÔ ó˜ Ì·¯Ô‡ÌÂÓÔ .̃ I believe that the
reason why such a junction is more appropriately characterised by âÎÙÚÔ‹
rather than called straightforwardly a ÙÚ›Ô‰Ô˜ is firstly that the latter
expression implies a fork-like junction like this:    , rather than a diversion like
this:   ;
and secondly that the âÎÙÚ¤ÂÛı·È suggests taking a lesser, in some way, road
off the main traffic line, whereas all the branches off a ÙÚ›Ô‰Ô˜ stand more or
less on the same footing. Of course just as the verb has a more general
meaning, so the substantive. \EÎÙÚÔ·› can be off-growths or branches or
cross-phenomena of any kind, cf., e.g., Diodorus III, 14: Ùa˜ ‰b ÔåÎ‹ÛÂÈ˜
ö¯Ô˘ÛÈÓ (sc. Ôî \I¯ı˘ÔÊ¿ÁÔÈ) ÔéÎ ôÔıÂÓ ÙÉ˜ ı·Ï¿ÙÙË˜ ·Úa Ùa˜ Ú·¯›·˜,
Î·ı’ L˜ ÂåÛ›Ó Ôé ÌfiÓÔÓ ‚·ıÂÖ·È ÎÔÈÏ¿‰Â˜, àÏÏa Î·d Ê¿Ú·ÁÁÂ˜ àÓÒÌ·ÏÔÈ,
Î·d ÛÙÂÓÔd ·ÓÙÂÏá˜ ·éÏáÓÂ˜ ÛÎÔÏÈ·Ö˜ âÎÙÚÔ·Ö˜ ñe ÙÉ˜ Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ‰ÈÂÈ-
ÏËÌÌ¤ÓÔÈ. ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ‰b ÙFÉ ¯ÚÂ›÷· ÙáÓ âÁ¯ˆÚ›ˆÓ ÂÊ˘ÎfiÙˆÓ êÚÌÔ˙fiÓÙˆ˜,
Ùa˜ âÎÙÚÔa˜ Î·d ‰ÈÂÍfi‰Ô˘˜ Û˘ÁÎÂ¯ÒÎ·ÛÈ Ï›ıÔÈ˜ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔÈ ,̃ etc. These last
ways out are evidently not proper roads. Cf. also idem III, 25 sub in. In fact
an âÎÙÚÔ‹ can also be a branch of a canal, v. The Flinders Petrie Papyri, Part
II, p. 40. And there is of course the whole range of possibilities constituted by
the very construction of the word, âÎ-ÙÚ¤ˆ. 
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The word is found transliterated in Latin (ectropas esse multas), Varro,
Menippeae Fr. 418 Bücheler = p. 198.3 Riese; it corresponds exactly, in its
entire field of meaning and specifically in connexion with roads, to the Latin
diverticulum or deverticulum. In fact the correspondence is so close that we
can illustrate some uses of the Greek word so very clear and explicit in their
precise significance by the analogy to the Latin use and meaning. The main
road and the smaller by-road leading to a country house are nicely illustrated
by Terence, Eunuch, IV, 2, 7; and similarly in Suetonius, Nero, 48. Cf. also
Cicero, In Pisonem, 22 §53; Frontinus, Aquad., 5: concipitur Appia via
Praenestina deverticulo etc.; Curtius Rufus III, 13, 9. Such examples as Pliny'
s XIV, 5 (...in eodem Nomentano (sc. agro) decimi lapidis ab urbe
diverticulo) or XXXI, 25 sub in (idem et Virginem adduxit ab octavi lapidis
diverticulo duobus millibus pass. Praenestina via) and VI, 26 (diverticulo
duum millibus), testify to the Romans practicality and efficaciousness: main
roads were marked with stones as sign-posts, and side ways could thus be
referred to without mentioning the places to which they were leading - as is
always the case in Greece. Servius, commenting on Virgil's 

Objiciunt equites sese ad divortia nota etc.

(Aeneas IX, 379, cf. Tacitus Agricola, 19), confirms my explanation of the
âÎÙÚÔ‹ to the letter: Ad divortia: vias in diversa tendentes, hoc est, ad
diverticula viae militaris. He then refers to the already quoted passage from
Terentius, Eunuchus, and concludes: Diverticula autem sunt semitae
transversae, quae sunt a latere viae militaris. Via militaris being the main
highway, the scheme   -picturing a smaller way (semita) leading off from the
highway - is exactly what Servius has in mind. 
On the other hand, Donatus in his Commentary on the above quoted
Terentian passage brings attention to that other meaning of diverticulum
which we suggested above for âÎÙÚÔ‹ in connexion with Aristophanes,
Ranae, 113 and the scholia ad loc: a place for travellers to put up, then an
inn, a lodging. Donatus explains: diverticulum est, ubi iter de via flectitur. Et
proprie diverticula dicuntur in via domicilia, ad quae de itinere divertendum
sit. The connexion of the two meanings is natural: such inns were likely to be
found at crossroads. A further extension will cover all taverns and will give
the word the implication of a place of low reputation. See for the neutral
sense Livy, I, 51 sub fin., in which case the place is indeed where Turnus was
staying, but still, since he was away from Aricia, that was not his home but
other, perhaps hired, lodgings; for the disreputable tavern v. Tacitus Annales
XIII, 25. 
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Moving out of the main road could be at times an act of hiding or of
avoidance - hence diverticulum assumed the nuance of a refuge, a retreat or a
lurking place - as indeed the Greek scholiast to the quoted Aristophanian
passage has alredy intimated. But that was only a shade of meaning: we
should not fall in the trap prepared for us by the modern practice which pays
mechanical attention to the context in determining the sense of a certain
usage in isolation from the semantic field to which the word employed
belongs in its various applications - and maintain that the meaning of the
word in the particular instance «there» (as if there is a «there» without an
«everywhere») is subterfuge or retreat or whatever. For all cited examples
make it clear that the sense of the word is basically way-out or off, sometimes
taken, of course, metaphorically. Consider for instance Plautus, Captivi III,
3, 8

nec confidentiae usquam hospitium est, nec diverticulum
dolis, etc.

He despairs of finding an «exit», an escape for his cunning schemes, just as he
fails to see any refuge for his trusting; my point being highlighted by this
contrast between hospitium and diverticulum. And similarly in instances like
Cicero, Partitiones oratoriae, 39 (§136); Oratio pro Roscio Comoedo, 17
(§51); Quintilianus XII, 3, 11; IX, 2, 78; Pliny X, 71 (§140). Naturally such
misuses of the scientific method under the pretext of rational methodology
were unavailable in pre-«critical» times: no word for this feigned meaning is
to be found e.g. in Gesner' s Thesaurus.
Let us return to our main path, from which we diverted in order to clarify the
terminology respecting cross- and off-roads, where purification rites were
often performed in antiquity.

16. See e.g., Pollux VIII, 104; Aristophanes, Pax 374; Hesychius s.v. Î¿ı·ÚÌ·;
Photius and Harpocration and Suda s.v. Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ; cf. Aristophanes,
Ecclesiaz. 129 with the Scholion, as explained above. Further, for the sacrifice
of a female swine who has just given birth to Terminus v. Ovidius Fasti II
656: lactens porca. For female pigs sacrificed during the Mysteries, cf. the
Ì˘ÛÙÈÎa˜ ¯Ô›ÚÔ˘˜ of Aristophanes, Acharnenses 764. The suckling pigs, after
their sacrifice, were held above fire in order to be stripped bare of hair:
Aristoph. Thesmoph. 238: ÔúÌÔÈ Î·ÎÔ‰·›ÌˆÓ, ‰ÂÏÊ¿ÎÈÔÓ ÁÂÓ‹ÛÔÌ·È, where
the Scholiast: ÌÂÙa ÁaÚ Ùe Ù˘ıÉÓ·È Ùa ‰ÂÏÊ¿ÎÈ· ÊÏÔÁ›˙ÔÓÙ·È, ¥Ó·
„ÈÏˆıáÛÈÓ. 

17. Suckling pigs, if without any blemish and fit for sacrifice, were called sacres
or sacri in Latin. They were at most two months old, as we learn from Varro,
De Re Rust. II, 1, 20: Fere ad quatuor menses a mamma non disjunguntur
agni; hoedi tres, porci duo; e quis quoniam puri sunt ad sacrificium, ut
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immolentur, olim appellati sacres; quos appellat Plautus (Menaechm. II, 2,
15) cum ait etc. And further, op. cit. II, 4, 16: cum porci depulsi sunt a
mamma, a quibusdam delici appellantur, neque jam lactentes dicuntur qui a
partu decimo die habentur puri; ab eo appellantur ab antiquis sacres, quod
tum ad sacrificium idonei dicuntur primum, itaque apud Plautum in
Menaechmis, cum insanum quem putat etc., with reference to the Plautian
passage above mentioned. (If I am correctly interpreting the passage, «neque
jam lactentes dicuntur» refers not to delici, where the remark would be
trivially true, but rather to sacres. The gist, I presume, is this: even though
really suckling, they were not however called [ordinary] sucking-pigs but
sacres). According to Varro, then, the unblemished suckling pigs at least ten
days old, were sacri and fit for sacrifice. Festus does not seem to impose any
lower age limit, but the relevant passage is mutilated: sacrem porcum dici ait
Verrius ubi jam a partu habetur purus, a qua re appelatum esse sacrem dicit
(the two Plautian examples are mentioned in the sequel - the one already
referred to and the other in Rudens IV.6 init. - together with some other
missing illustrations). Pliny on the other hand, posits the limit at the fifth day
after parturition: Suis foetus sacrificio die quinto purus est etc. 

18. This must be emphasised. Sacrifice proper was involved in purifications.
Thus, e.g. in the ritual (different in detail, because performed for a different
purpose, but identical in the essential pattern) for the lustration of Caesar's
fleet in Appianus, \EÌÊ˘Ï›ˆÓ E, 98, proper altars (‚ˆÌÔ›) are erected, and
ı˘Û›·È are conducted on them (Ôî îÂÚÔ˘ÚÁÔd ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ etc.),

19. §‡Ì·Ù· are the Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù·: cf. Hesychius s.vv. ÏÜÌ· and Ï‡Ì·Ù’ ö‚·ÏÏÔÓ.
(Suda explains them as excrementa). The word was used to signify generally
that by which one cleanses and wipes off dirt, so it was also applied to the
cleansing and purging of a woman after giving birth to a child; cf.
Callimachus, Hymn to Jupiter 17 (where the scholiast has: Ï‡Ì·Ù·Ø Î·ı¿Ú-
Ì·Ù·) and Pausanias VIII, 41, 2 (who also refers to the Homeric verse). But
the general sense was the one which Spanheim, in his most elaborate
commentary to Callimachus, defines (on Hymn to Jupiter, 17): §‡Ì·Ù·
caeteroquin appellatae quaeris sordes, a quibus quis erat purgandus. In the
most general sense cf. Callimachus Hymn to Apollo, 109. §‡Ì·Ù· as the
moral and metaphysical filth or pollution which has to be wiped off, cf.
Sophocles, Ajax 654 sqq.: Ajax speaks after his madness and his infatuated
fury under the influence of which he committed the slaughter of the cattle in
the belief that he was killing his enemies:

àÏÏ’ ÂrÌÈ Úfi˜ ÙÂ ÏÔ˘ÙÚa Î·d ·Ú·ÎÙ›Ô˘˜
ÏÂÈÌáÓ· ,̃ ó˜ iÓ Ï‡Ì·ı’ êÁÓ›Û·˜ âÌa
ÌÉÓÈÓ ‚·ÚÂÖ·Ó âÍ·Ï‡ÍˆÌ·È (with Hesychius) ıÂÄ .̃
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Purification is the only means of placating the Goddess. We observe here the
intimate connection of lustration and expiation. The Scholiast ad locum has
Ï‡Ì·Ù·Ø ÌÔÏ˘ÛÌÔd (sordes) and gives one form of purification: öıÔ˜ qÓ ÙÔÖ˜
·Ï·ÈÔÖ ,̃ ¬ÙÂ j ÊfiÓÔÓ àÓıÚÒÔ˘, j ôÏÏ·˜ ÛÊ·Áa˜ âÔ›Ô˘Ó, ≈‰·ÙÈ àÔÓ›-
ÙÂÈÓ Ùa˜ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ Âå˜ Î¿ı·ÚÛÈÓ ÙÔÜ ÌÈ¿ÛÌ·ÙÔ˜. (Water is not however an
appropriate detergent because of its purity. We need a substance in some way
involving dirt, capable of attracting dirt: sea water, or better still, blood. Soap
is produced from oils, even from the worst oils). 
In Euripides, Helena, 1271: ó˜ Ìc ¿ÏÈÓ ÁFÉ Ï‡Ì·Ù’ âÎ‚¿ÏÏFË ÎÏ‡‰ˆÓ, the
codex has Ï‡Ì·Ù· but is impossible in this context: it is about offerings to
one who perished at sea. So Hermann proposed ı‡Ì·Ù· (accepted by
Dindorf ) and Nauck ¿ÏÈÓ ı˘Ï‹Ì·Ù·, perhaps better since the offerings
included blood of animals, a laid couch, bronze weapons, fruits of the earth,
all to be thrown into the sea from a ship sailing far from the land (so far that
the beach-waves be barely visible). In Aeschylus, Prometheus, 718 sq.
‹Ì·Ù·, Ï‡Ì·Ù·, ‰Â›Ì·Ù’ ‰Â›Ì·Ù’ àÌÊ‹ÎÂÈ / Î¤ÓÙÚ̌ˆ „‡¯ÂÈÓ „˘¯aÓ âÌ¿Ó it
appears difficult to interpret Ï‡Ì·Ù· adequately; but seeing the verse in the
context of the preceding narration of her fate by Io, we must refer ‰Â›Ì·Ù· to
the nightmarish dreams besetting Io at the beginning of her troubles: cf.
ù„ÂÈÓ öÓÓ˘¯ÔÈ 672, çÓÂ›Ú·ÛÈ 682, Ó˘ÎÙ›Ê·ÓÙ’ çÓÂ›Ú·Ù· 684; the ‹Ì·Ù·
refers naturally to the transformation that Io suffered, v. 700 sqq; and
Ï‡Ì·Ù· must refer to the sending away, the getting rid of as a scapegoat, the
casting out of Io by her father as an abomination on the strength of a
Delphic oracle: vv. 690-695. This interpretation, confirmed by the imminent
destruction threatened if Io' s father does not comply with the oracle, both is
in tune with the central core of the meaning of Ï‡Ì·Ù· - Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù·, and
suits the context nicely. (We can see here how superficial it is to set aside
lightly the text as it is transmitted in order to make it follow subjective
fancies; see what Hermann did to the passage by being offended by the series
of the three substantives).

20. A different scholion to the same effect is preserved in another ms.: ï ÏÂÁfiÌÂ-
ÓÔ˜ ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜ îÂÚÂÖÔÓ Ï·‚gÓ (hence the pig is properly sacrificed before
being used as a Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ as I have observed above) ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ Î·ı·›ÚÂÈ ÙcÓ
âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó. ÙÔÜÙÔ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È Î·d Î·ı·ÚÌe˜ Î·d Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ. The Scholiast, after
referring to Aristophanes, Acharnenses, 44, continues: öıÔ˜ ‰b qÓ Î·ı·›ÚÂÈÓ
ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó Î·d Ùa ı¤·ÙÚ· (this was also part of the duties of the ¶ÂÚÈ-
ÛÙ›·Ú¯Ô˜, as we saw above) ÌÈÎÚÔÖ˜ ¯ÔÈÚÈ‰›ÔÈ˜ (suckling pigs), L Î·ı¿ÚÛÈ·
âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó, Î·d ÚÔÛËÁÔÚÂ‡ÔÓÙÔ Ôî ÂÚÈÎ·ı·›ÚÔÓÙÂ˜ ÂÚÈÛÙ›·Ú¯ÔÈ (the two
ÂÚ› - signify the going around)... Ùe ‰b Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ qÓ ¯ÔÖÚÔ˜ âÛÊ·ÁÌ¤ÓÔ˜
(hence we have again the element of the sacrifice), ‰È’ Ôy âÎ¿ıËÚ·Ó ÙcÓ
âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó.
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21. One might further play with the idea of connecting such sacrifices with some
sacrifices to Vesta in which the sacrificed animal could not be offered to, or
shared by, somebody else, nor could it be taken away: cf. e.g. Hesychius s.v.
^EÛÙ›÷· ı˘fiÌÂÓ·ÈØ qÛ¿Ó ÙÈÓÂ˜ ı˘Û›·È, àÊ’ zÓ Ôé¯ ÔxfiÓ ÙÂ qÓ ÌÂÙ·‰ÔÜÓ·È j
âÍÂÓÂÁÎÂÖÓ; Eustathius, Odyss. 1579.43: ·ÚÔÈÌ›· Ùe ëÛÙ›÷· ı‡ÔÌÂÓ, àÊ’ zÓ
ÔéÎ öÛÙÈ Ê·Ûd ÌÂÙ·‰ÔÜÓ·È Ôé‰b âÍÂÓÂÁÎÂÖÓØ ¥Ó· ÂúË Ùe ëÛÙ›÷· ı‡ÔÌÂÓ Ù·éÙeÓ
Ù̌á Ôé‰ÂÓd ÌÂÙ·‰È‰fi·ÌÂÓ ÙáÓ ÙÉ˜ ëÔÚÙÉ .̃ Cf. further, Zenobius (in Corpus
Paroemiagr.) IV, 44; Diogenianus (ibid.) II, 40 and IV, 68; Suda s.v. ^EÛÙ›÷·
ı‡ÔÌÂÓ and îÛÙ›·; Photius s.v. ëÛÙ›÷· ı˘fiÌÂÓ·È. Aristophanes alludes to this
fact in Plutus 1138, where the Scholist notices that ó˜ âÓ âÓ›·È˜ ı˘Û›·È˜
ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ (sc. àÏÏ’ ÔéÎ öÎÊÔÚ· or âÎÊÔÚ¿ - see the Scholiast),
referring also to a fragment of Theopompus, probably the one which
Zenobius also has in mind (cf. Fr. IV of K·ËÏ›‰Â˜ with Fr. Incertum VIII,
Meineke Fr. Com. Gr. Vol. II p. 801 and 818 respectively); cf. Euphro,
\A‰ÂÏÊÔ›, Fragment in Meineke vol. IV p. 487 v. 20 (apud Athenaeus IX
380A). As I have said, it might appear attractive to associate these sacrifices
with the pig-sacrifices for purificatory purposes which we are examining; for,
if nothing else, both kinds are very closely associated with the hearth-altar
that existed at the innermost, central part of houses or buildings. But the
sacrificial victims of the type of sacrifices mentioned in this note seem to be
only prohibited from being shared by people other than the family and their
servants, that is persons resident in the house in which the sacifice is being
offered to Vesta; and the purpose seems to be rather to confirm and
strengthen by religious means the unity of the household than to purge and
purify it from any stain. Therefore, it is better to keep the two types separate. 
On the other hand we find in Latin authors cases which seem to bridge the
difference. Thus, Propertius V, 1, 23 refers to lustrations in compita (ÙÚÈfi-
‰Ô˘˜) by means of pigs; such purgations must be connected with the
Compitalia, on the calends of May (even if they occur also outside their
context). But the Compitalia are in honour of the Lares, and so unless we
make too drastic a distinction between the public and the household Lares (a
distinction which in any case should be taken very cautiously into
consideration, cf. e.g. Ovid, Fasti V 129 sqq.), we have lustrations by pigs
performed in the name and in honour of spirits presiding over the
protection, safety and well-being of the household. And we should bear also
in mind Plautus, Rudens IV, 6, init.. where porci sacres are intended for
sacrifice to Lares familiares, cum auxerunt nostram familiam; here it is
presisely the spirit of household self-consciousness in its achievements which
provides the human basis of the service to Lares. (For the appelation porci
sacres, see supra). And similarly in Tibullus I, 10, 25 sqq., the Lares are
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invoked as preservers and protectors, clearly the Lares patrii (v. 15) and a
sacrifice of a pig is promised together with interesting ritual details:

at nobis aerata, Lares, depellite tela!
hostia erit plena mystica porcus hara:
hanc pura cum veste sequar, myrtoque canistra
vincta geram, myrto vinctus et ipse caput.

Mystica porcus corresponds to the Ì˘ÛÙÈÎfiÓ or Ì˘ÛÙËÚÈÎeÓ ¯ÔÈÚ›‰ÈÔÓ of
Aristophanes as we saw above. Horatius also testifies for the close connection
of pig-sacrifices to Lares aequis, again in connection with personal well-being
and safety: Satire II, 3, 164-5: immolet aequis / hic porcum Laribus. In
Carmen III, 23, 4, we have the offering of incense (we recall the burning of
incense in the Assembly in conjunction with the pig-purification), the
primitia of corn and a sow, in order to placate Lares. This last detail is also
significant for our purpose, because, through expiation placation is
connected with purification. - In Plautus, Menaechm. II, 2, 15 sqq., a sacer
porcus is associated with the purgation and purification of somebody from
his madness (which is a sort of pollution); cf. Varro, de Re Rust. II, 4, 16 who
mentions and explains the passage. Could this purification involve an
(expiatory) sacrifice to Lares? We know how appropriate to Lares pig-
sacrifices were considered. And their mother being Mania (M·Ó›· or
Madness), what more suitable than that the purgation and wiping off of
madness should involve piacular or expiatory sacrifice to them and their
mother; for whose close connection in ritual, and for instructive information
as to their nature consult Macrobius, Saturnalia I, 7, 34-5 (and also
Arnobius, Adversus Nationes III, 41). In the Macrobius passage, we also
observe, by the way, that the daemons of the Compita and Compitalia, and
the tutelary divinities of the Household must be indistinguishable.
To conclude then: Lares, the household divinities, the daemons of the hearth
par excellence, also the spectres of the compita, are particularly honoured
with suckling-pig sacrifices; placation and purgation are associated with
them; and, in general, offerings and sacrifices to them seem to be of the
daemonic type, to which their nature is in accord (cf. e.g. the views of
Nigidius Figulus and Varro in Arnobius, loc. cit.)  - I mean by daemonic type
of sacrifices the one which directly and essentially involves placation,
expiation, purgation; and I contrast to this the Olympian type of sacrifice
which is mainly and eventually honourific; this crucial distinction will be
elaborated elsewhere. 
On the other hand, the Greek purificatory rites involving also suckling-pig
sacrifices were, as we saw, especially connected with the hearth and hearth-
altars; and being explicitly purificatory rites they belong to the «daemonic»
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worship, in the technical sense of the term alluded to above. Some factors,
like the burning of incense (cf. also Juvenalis, XII, 89-90; IX, 137) have been
found in both groups of rites; as also the connection with road-junctions. 
To which divinity or divinities are then the sacrifices offered which are
involved in the purificatory rites above detailed? We are not told, but we may
perhaps surmise that they were hearth-divinities, to judge by analogy -
confessedly, a not altogether reliable guide.
We are now, at last, in a position to locate, tentatively, in their proper context
the group of ^EÛÙ›÷· ı˘fiÌÂÓ·È sacrifices with which we began this note. If our
hypothesis as to the nature of the divinities involved in the Greek purificatory
rites above examined is correct, then ^EÛÙ›· would stand to these daemonic
divinities as Vesta stands to Penates and Lares. If, then, the ^EÛÙ›÷· ı˘fiÌÂÓ·È
sacrifices were really offered to ^EÛÙ›·, the ritual would be the Οlympian (or
quasi-Οlympian) analogue of the «daemonic» rites constituting the
purgatory ceremonies of our subject. If, on the other hand, the «^EÛÙ›·» of
the proverbial expressions refers rather to the actual hearth than to the
presiding Olympian deity, then the sacrifices in question could be classified as
a type of Lares-ritual. Whatever the answer may be as to whether the
sacrificial victim was eaten by the members of the household alone or not
even by them (and it should be noticed that the Aristophanian passage
referred to above - Plutus, 1136 sqq. - supports the former alternative, for
Hermes asks to be received as Û‡ÓÔÈÎÔ˜ (v. 1147), as cohabitant or belonging
to the same household, in order presumably to have the restriction satisfied.
Not to speak of the natural interpretation of what the ancient lexicographers
say), however that is, that question should be answered, the result could be
reconciled without too much violence with both alternatives. A decision
between them is very difficult.

22. XÚ¿ÓFË pro ms. ¯Ú¿Ó·È Porson in his note on Euripides, Orestes 910;
Hermann defends ¯Ú¿Ó·È: «Recte enim se habet optativus, si haec non vatis
alicuius, sed alius hominis verba sunt referentis quid vel vates vel oraculum
dixisset» - not without verisimilitude. XÚÄÓ·È Stallbaum.

23. Perhaps it is significant that they are NË˚¿‰Â˜: we know from inscriptions
that ZÂf˜ N¿˚Ô˜ was worshipped at Dodona, that there was a festival in his
honour (N¿˚·) and that the warden of the Temple of Zeus there was called
N·˝·Ú¯Ô .̃ V. Inscr. Gr. V2, 118.21; Sylloge Inscr. Gr.3 1206.7. Or perhaps
the Nymph's connection with the water of springs and rivers was meant
(such water carrying further away the Ï‡Ì·Ù·), although one would expect
to find reference to the cathartic virtue of the sea instead, as we have noticed
above. Interestingly, there are two complementary functions and dimensions
of lustration: the one (that of the sea) takes in and neutralises, it digests the
pollution; the other (pure water) carries it away.
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24. In Orpheus, Argonautica the story is told differently, but the pollution and
filth covering the culprits because of the murder which they committed is
conveyed very vividly, as does the necessity of divine purification involving
the «magic» ritual known to Orpheus. Circe says to Medea referring to her
deeds with Jason:

1230 Ôé‰b ÁaÚ ûÌÌÂ ¿ÙÚFËÛÈÓ ÔúÔÌ·È pÛÛÔÓ îÎ¤Ûı·È,
Âå âÓ àÓ·ÁÓ›ÛÙÔÈÛÈÓ àÏÈÙÚÔÛ‡Ó·È˜ àÎ¤ÔÓÙÂ ,̃
Ì¤ÛÊ’ ¬Ù·Ó âÎÓ›„ËÛıÂ Ì‡ÛÔ˜ ıÂ›ÔÈÛÈ Î·ı·ÚÌÔÖ˜
\OÚÊ¤ˆ˜ å‰ÌÔÛ‡ÓFËÛÈ ·Úa ÎÚÔÎ¿ÏÔÈÔ M·ÏÂ›Ë˜

(near T·›Ó·ÚÔÓ, the place of the gates of
Hades).

Ôé‰b ÁaÚ ìÌÂÙ¤ÚÔÈÔ ‰fiÌÔ˘ ı¤ÌÈ˜ âÛÙÈÓ îÎ¤Ûı·È
ÚÔÛÙÚÔ›Ô˘˜Ø ÙÔ›̌ˆ ÁÂ Ï‡ıÚ̌ˆ Â·Ï·ÁÌ¤ÓÔÈ âÛÙ¤.

"With such filth you are defiled": we recall here the mud-ritual of the Orphic
purifications. Orpheus does perform the necessary ritual, as we are told at the
end of the poem:

1363 \AÏÏ’ ı’ ñ’ ÂåÚÂÛ›FË˜ M·ÏÂÒÙÈ‰·˜ îÎfiÌÂı’ ôÎÚ· ,̃
K›ÚÎË˜ âÓÓÂÛ›FËÛÈÓ àÔÚÚ›„ÂÛı·È öÌÂÏÏÔÓ
àÚa˜ Aå‹ÙÂˆ Î·d äÏÈÙfiÔÈÓÔÓ \EÚÈÓÓ‡ÓØ
‰c ÙfiÙ’ âÁg MÈÓ‡·ÈÛÈÓ âÊ’ îÂÚa Ï‡ÙÚ· Î·ı·ÚÌáÓ
Ú¤Í·, etc.

The pattern and the terms (as underlined) are the same with those of the
ordinary ritual described by Apollonius and commented on in extenso above.
The difference is that to the ordinary ritual, the Orphic one is meant to be
substituted here: No sorceress can perform it, only Orpheus through his
esoteric knowledge (gnosis) of things arcane (å‰ÌÔÛ‡ÓË), in the vicinity of the
entrance to the Hades. Thus the purification for a particular crime is meant
to be associated with the universal catharsis necessary for the promised
beatitude after death, according to Orphism. Such all-potent purifications
constitute the sacred ransom (Ï‡ÙÚ·), which resolves (Ï‡ÂÈ) the bondage of
necessity that keeps the human soul in the labyrinth of incessant this-wordly
ordeals. The rite involved here could be, as we have hinted, the Orphic mud-
ritual.

25. This is one of the numerous agreements in details between earlier and later
sources, agreements which provide the empirical support for the a-priori
evident thesis that the Ritual is practically unalterable in the context of a
historical phase and with reference to the appropriate space-constants; (it can
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be only further augmented by the accretion of new ritual observances, or,
very rarely, be diminished by the falling into disuse of others). Real changes
in it presuppose change of the entire cultural environment in its most basic
and essential elements, change of culture on the whole; and even then the
qualifications are easily recognizable, just because of the profound change of
the outlook they then involve. Such change happened once only in the
history of ancient Greece: it was marked by the introduction, or elevation
into dominance, of the Olympian dimension in Religion and the
accompanying relative de-chthonization (i.e. en-light-ment) of beliefs, life
and cultus.

26. Cf. Herodotus I, 44 ... âÎ¿ÏÂÂ ÌbÓ ¢›· Î·ı¿ÚÛÈÔÓ, Ì·ÚÙ˘ÚfiÌÂÓÔÓ Ùa ñe
ÙÔÜ ÍÂ›ÓÔ˘ ÂÔÓıg˜ ÂúË, âÎ¿ÏÂÂ ‰b â›ÛÙÈfiÓ ÙÂ Î·d ëÙ·ÈÚ‹ÈÔÓ, ÙeÓ ·éÙeÓ
ÙÔÜÙÔÓ çÓÔÌ¿˙ˆÓ ıÂfiÓ etc.

27. Cf. e.g. Scholia on Aeschines, Contra Timarchum, p. 4.10 sqq.: ...ï ÂÚÈÎ·-
ı·›ÚˆÓ ÙcÓ âÎÎÏËÛ›·Ó ‰Èa ̄ Ô›ÚÔ˘ âÂÛÊ·ÁÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Î·d ôÏÏˆÓ ÙÈÓáÓ. 

28. Such involvement may seem at first to invalidate forthwith my reasoning and
concluding hypothesis in n. sub fin. above. But we should note that we have
to do here with a ritual specifically intended for purification from homicide.
The placation of the Furies and the satisfaction of Zeus MÂÈÏ›¯ÈÔ˜ is essential
here. Such variations in the ritual depending on the type of purification at
hand are probable. Thus in the catharsis before an Assembly could begin its
business, (being not a purgation from any specific act of crime, but rather the
precautionary cleansing and taking away of all possible focuses of pollution
and contamination), there was not a washing of hands in blood but a
sprinkling of the sacrificial blood onto the sitting places around, as we have
seen above. 
It would be inappropriate here to contend that the Erinyes have definite
affinities with the Latin Mania, mother of Lares, in support of the hypothesis
vis-à-vis the evidence from Apollonius. For the Furies cause Ì·Ó›· (madness,
fury), in relation to a committed crime, whereas the Latin Mania seems to be
closer in nature to the Greek òAÙË. 
On balance then, the hypothesis can stand, as nothing more than a
(working) hypothesis.

29. For the use of water in purification cf. Pausanias II, 31, 8-9, regarding the
purification of Orestes according to the Troizenians: Î·ıÉÚ·È ‰¤ Ê·ÛÈÓ \OÚ¤-
ÛÙËÓ Î·ı·ÚÛ›ÔÈ˜ Î·d ôÏÏÔÈ˜ Î·d ≈‰·ÙÈ Ù̌á àe ÙÉ˜ ≠IÔ˘ ÎÚ‹ÓË .̃ In both
passages we have a connection with a spring of fresh water. Should we relate
this to the fact that it is NË˚¿‰Â˜ (Nymphs of the Springs and the rivulets)
that dispose of the offscouring in the passage by Apollonius above
commented? We have noticed three ways of getting rid of the Î·ı¿ÚÌ·Ù·:
throwing them into the sea (Scholia ad Aesch. Contra Timarchum p. 4.10),
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into flowing fresh water or in the fire of whole-burnt sacrifices. Here we see
an alternative way of disposing them, namely burying them in the earth
(Pausanias, II, 31, 8).

30. Partridges and especially pigeons were hunted by catching female doves,
blinding them and fixing them in a net in such a way that male pigeons
(hearing her crying) would approach intending to indulge their amorous
proclivities and would be caught. These female pigeons who deceived, and
were instrumental in catching, the male birds were called ·ÏÂ‡ÙÚÈ·È. V.
Aristoph. Aves 1081-3 and Scholia ad 1083; Bekker Anecdota Gr. p. 59, 6;
ibid p. 472, 22 (\AÊÚÔ‰ÈÛ›· ôÁÚ·: Ôî ¤Ú‰ÈÎÂ˜Ø ‰Èa Ùe ÙÔf˜ ıËÚáÓÙ·˜ ÙFÉ
ıËÏÂ›÷· âÈ‚Ô˘ÏÂ‡ÔÓÙ·˜ ·îÚÂÖÓ ·éÙÔ‡˜); Suda s.v. ·ÏÂÜÛ·È; Photius s.v.
·ÏÂ‡ÂÙÂ, ·ÏÂ˘Ù·›, ·ÏÂÜÛ·È; cf. Aristotle, Hist. Anim. IΧ, 613a22-3; cf.
also Hesychius s.v. ·ÏÂ‡Û· .̃

31. V. Hesychius s.v. Î¿Ú·ÈÓ· and Î¿Ú·˜; Eustathius Comm. In Iliad p. 1183
(Î¿Ú·ÈÓ· is used of the woman çÚÁáÛ· Úe˜ Ì›ÍÂÈ ,̃ Î·ÙˆÊÂÚc˜ Âå˜ àÊÚÔ-
‰›ÛÈ·); Suda s.v. Î¿ÚÔ˜ (= Ùe ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ ÙÔÜ àÓ‰Úfi˜) and Î·ÚáÓÙ·˜;
Aristophanes, Plutus 1024 with the Scholia; Pollux VII, 202 (quoting a verse
from Hermippus' \AÚÙÔÒÏÈ‰Â˜ - Fr. II, Meineke II p. 384 = Fr. 9 PCG: oø
Û·Úa Î·d ·ÛÈfiÚÓË Î·d Î¿Ú·ÈÓ·); cf. Aristotle, Hist. Anim. VI, 571b13
sqq. and 572a15 sqq. Cf. Phryn. Fr. 33K; Pher. Fr. 17 Dem.; Aristophanes,
Plut. 1024: ÁÚ·e˜ Î·ÚÒÛË .̃

32. There is, of course, no inconsistency with the fact that the sacrificial suckling
pigs must be pure, i.e. unblemished: obviously the impure spectres desire
impure habitation in all its perfection. Similarly, we saw above that mystic
pigs were lavated in the sea probably before, and with a view to, their serving
as lustrational victims; this does not mean that they were purified in nature,
and thus unfit to attract and absorb pollution, but rather that all filth is to be
removed from them so that in the crucial rite they may shine in the pristine
condition of their nature, they may possess and exhibit their maximum
capacity to wipe off the mystic' s defilement.
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