
CHAPTER  12

ORIGIN    AND    NATURE    OF    EARLY

PYTHAGOREAN    COSMOGONY

Comparative    Study    of    Philosophical  Beginnings

Things in this world come into being, change and pass away. And
there are causes for this continual stream of alterations. Man is aware,
however, amidst this flux and its concomitant causal nexus, of more
and more permanent, or permanently recurring, features of reality.
Changelessness, relative or absolute, moreover, is associated with
increased and, consequently, more intensive and extensive causal
power. The more exempt a being is from alteration and, thus, of
intrinsic temporal limitation, the vaster its field of operation.
Immensity is a mark of incorruptibility and heightened potency. 

Seeing causality so markedly operative in the transient
configurations of the world, Man by a natural projection feels its
presence also in those mightly, more permanent elements, whose
coming into being and passing away he does not observe. He,
especially the Greek, asks for the primal beginnings, and searches after
origins and principles from which the entire variety of the world is
produced. 

The basis for this feeling consists in the fact of the closed cosmic
connectedness, whereby the world-constituents are thoroughly
interrelated in nature, action and influence. What constitutively
applies to a part, must apply to the whole. The underlying sense of
overarching unity is confirmed and justified when Man thus conceives
the systematic hierarchies of unalterable natural order totally on the
pattern of graduated causal agency. Thus the articulate structure of the
World is projected as a ramified system of deductive causality, and
cosmology is found to be basically cosmogony. 
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As to the ways in which this universal causality, especially regarding
the more general features of the World, is visualized, the concrete, that
is, types and modes of cosmic derivation or production, three
archetypes spontaneously present themselves through reflection on
common experience, and among themselves exhaust the specifically
recognizable possibilities: the model of organic birth (in animals and
plants), that of physical modification or transformation, and that of
artificial construction. 

Now the world order is represented in a natural religion by the
divine order. Gods are precisely permanent realities of Might, weaving
and sustaining intact the fabric of the World, through unceasing
production and destruction of the individual items. Cosmic power is
the unmistakeable sign of godhead. 

In such a context, the causal structure of existence is expressed as a
divine kinship system. Gods and Goddesses give birth through their
unions (perverse, illicit or institutionalised) to others, and thus the
articulated Law of the World is generated together with the necessary
framework of their secrete influences and manifest workings in all
particular cases. The divine system is the root and rule of everything -
a fundamental, primaeval experience reproduced philosophically in
the Neoplatonic henads. Thus just as cosmology presents itself as
cosmogony; so cosmogony assumes the character of theogony.

In the order of time, theogony comes first and is the product of a
religious feeling instinctively groping after systematic objective order
and natural hierarchies. Things are engendered by the coition of two
principles, one male, the other female. Various exceptions obey
fundamentally the same biological pattern, which is well expressed
with regard to the Orphic “first born”, the androgynous Phanes, by
Lactantius: nisi forte existimabimus deum, sicut Orpheus putavit, et
marem esse et feminam, quod aliter generare non quiverit nisi haberet
vim sexus utriusque, quasi aut ipse secum coierit aut sine coitu non
potuerit procreare1. 

Natural phenomena and potencies, especially those of superlative
significance, seen as radically divine, and endowed with sex, are
arranged in genealogical trees converging on the first principles. By
such a reduction a first pair is finally reached, the primal male-female
couple, whose archetypical marriage sets the process of the formation
of the World in movement. This aboriginal procreative conjunction
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was regularly felt to be that of aethereal heaven and grave Earth. 
Four main factors tend somehow to obscure this fact perhaps.

There is first the necessity of reaching absolutely first principles, the
Platonic àÓ˘fiıÂÙÔÓ, beginnings whose concrete content must be
minimal. Then there is the deep conviction of the Greek mind that
darkness comes before light, just as day beings with the setting of the
Sun. Furthermore disorder and negative chthonicity require
emphatically abnormal processes of generation and development.
Fourthly, one felt that duality is not the ultimate datum of the
Universe, and that, beyond it, an unspeakable unity must be
presupposed. Such requirements created eventually an imposing
superstructure above and beside Heaven and Earth, whose elements
however conformed basically, in normal or aberrant ways, to the same
biological model2.

The fundamental experience that Heaven and Earth are the
mediate or direct original parents of everything is already expressed in
the Hesiodic Theogony3; it also played a major role in Orphic
theogonies of all kinds4. It was deeply felt by the neighbouring
barbarian soul5. The Samothracian Mysteries, we are told on
competent authority, involved the recognition of its supreme
importance6. It is furthermore emphatically preserved in tragedy and
later poetry7. It was also part of the universal stock of common
notions8. According to Proclus it was even reflected in cult by a
significant ritual observance: in Athens marriages were pre-consecrated
to Heaven and Earth9. As Aristotle remarked10, the cosmic Mother
was always the Earth11, the Female being that which becomes
impregnated and bears fruit in itself, while the Male is that which
impregnates and produces offspring in something else; Heaven or
some other appropriate celestial power was seen as arch-Father,
sometimes the Sun appearing in the place of Heaven (a philosophical
expression of this notion probably occurring in Anaxagoras12 and
certainly working in Orphism), but more often Zeus playing the part
of the celestial King, the God of Sky par excellence. 

Thus at Dodona the priestesses sang a hymn of persuasive and
eloquent simplicity13: 

Zeus was, Zeus is, Zeus will be; oh Great Zeus.
Earth sends up fruits; so invoke Mother Earth.
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(ZÂf˜ qÓ, ZÂ‡˜ âÛÙÈÓ, ZÂf˜ öÛÛÂÙ·ÈØ t ÌÂÁ¿ÏÂ ZÂÜ.

°Ä Î·ÚÔf˜ àÓ›ÂÈ, ‰Èe ÎÏF‹˙ÂÙÂ Ì·Ù¤Ú·Ó °·Ö·Ó).

Zeus there bore the divine epithet N¿˚Ô˜ as presiding over
fructifying saps. That he essentially constitutes the impregnating and
spermatic principle is unequivocally, if naively, expressed in the famous
address of Pamphos to Zeus14: 

Zeus most glorious, greatest of gods, involuted in dung
From sheep and horses and mules.
(ZÂÜ˜ Î‡‰ÈÛÙÂ Ì¤ÁÈÛÙÂ ıÂáÓ, ÂîÏ˘Ì¤ÓÂ ÎfiÚ̌ˆ

ÌËÏÂ›FË ÙÂ Î·d îÂ›FË Î·d ìÌÈÔÓÂ›FË).

The Zagreus of the ancient Alcmaeonis15: 

Awesome Earth, and Zegreus supremest of all gods
(¶fiÙÓÈ· °É, ZÂÁÚÂÜ ÙÂ ıÂáÓ ·Ó˘¤ÚÙ·ÙÂ ¿ÓÙˆÓ),

is another form of the ultimate masculine principle of generation, this
time conceived in its mysteric identity to the principle of
destruction16. 

The ıÂÔÏfiÁÔÈ, according to the relevant Aristotelian terminology,
discovered in a primal pair of fertilizing and fertilized, of spermatic
and pregnant, of male and female, the principle and beginning of
things. The second fecund conjunct was always Earth, the Great
Mother; the former, Heaven, a celestial power, the King of the Sky,
who by his seminal rain impregnates the other. The Ionian Ê˘ÛÈÔÏfi-

ÁÔÈ, postulating a first substance definite or indeterminate, had
recourse either to the model of semen in explaining the generation of
the World by secretion from it, or to that of its physical
transformation, normally by rarefaction and condensation17.
Apparently also a combination of the two operations must be
assumed, so that what begins by secretion or transformation can
continue by transformation or conglomeration18. 

Not that the principle of opposites was entirely alien to their mode
of thinking: it already appears in Anaximander, according to whom
the World was initially formed by the secretion out of the
Indeterminate of seeds generative of (the basic) contrarieties (warm-
cold, dry-wet)19. And this is significant. For around the middle of the
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6th century we hear much talk about opposites in philosophical
contexts. A little later Alcmaeon20 seems to have recognized
emphatically, if without order or interconnection, the universal
working of contrariety 21. We need not share Aristotle’s hesitation as to
whether he followed the Pythagorean conception or vice versa22. The
time was ripe for an increased philosophical awareness of the
importance of opposites, but two conceptions, remarkably similar au
fond, clearly emerge above the rest by virtue or their thorough
articulation and far-reaching significance: one, of Pythagoras and his
circle; the other, and later, of Heracleitus.

We may discover the religious genesis of that philosophical
awareness by observing what preceded or accompanied its fullblown
Pythagorean climax. The Eleatic Monism had a cosmological
inception, as Aristotle and Theophrastus diagnosed in the case of
Xenophanes23: it is the heavenly, aethereal sphere as the all-inclusive
Universe which stands for the one, supreme, homogeneous God24;
against whom there is the immense all-productive and all-absorbing
Earth25, full of moisture, which equally permeates her at certain times
and everything is dissolved in an undifferentiated mud (ËÏfi˜), out
of which a new cosmic cycle commences26. The latter conception is
paralleled in the so called Orphic Theology according to Hieronymus
and Hellanicus, where a slimy Ur-matter (åÏ‡˜ or ≈ÏË) is
compounded from Water and Earth, a couple which beget the terrible
serpent Chronos, progenitor of the cosmic Egg27. One may also
compare the Anaximandrean doctrine of an original, general
liquidness in Earth, out of which the first animals issued28. In this
connection, Water appears as the spermatic male principle, as Zeus
N¿˚Ô˜ at Dodona29, as Poseidon originally in Delphi by the side of
Chthonie30, or Poseidon as spouse of Demeter in Arcadia31.
Mythically expressed, the very etymology of the god-of-fluidity’s name
connotes phallism and husbandhood32. Physically speaking, water
possesses in relation to solidity the coagulating and cohesive faculty,
while earth is essentially scatterable and dispersive33. 

The Xenophanic monism-cum-dualism reappears in Parmenides
after a more consistent and clear-cut version. The divine aethereal One
is sublated into Absolute Being34, and there are left two opposite
principles to explain appearances and human beliefs, the one more
akin to Being in itself, the other very diverse: the aethereal fire of
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flame, light and subtle, thoroughly homogeneous; the lightless
darkness of Night, dense and heavy body 35. Two principles that
correspond to Heaven and Earth, and are but their philosophico-
mythical characterizations. 

Pherecydes of Syros36, the reputed teacher of Pythagoras37, and the
first author of a prose treatise ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜38, is an obscure but crucial
figure in the development of non-Ionian philosophy out of myth.
Aristotle singles him out as a cardinal example of ÌÂÌÈÁÌ¤ÓÔÈ

ıÂÔÏfiÁÔÈ, mixed theologians, those, that is, who, as he puts it, do not
express everything mythically, but also employ “physiological”
conceptual apparatus and argumentation39. Three ultimate principles
stand according to him at the beginning of things: Chronos, Zas and
Chthonie40. The last is the divine mistress of the gloomy interior in
the yet unformed Earth, of her compact body, the infernal dense and
heavy darkness (thus closely resembling the Parmenidean second
principle). The voice of XıÔÓ›Ë that resounds from Earth’s bowels was
heard at Delphi41; and ¯ıfiÓÈÔ˜, ¯ıÔÓ›· is an epithet of eminently
underworld deities, or of divinities in a markedly subterranean
aspect42. Zas for Zeus highlights even phonetically (according to the
beloved practice of Pherecydes43) the aethereal warmth and
luminosity, the spiritual Breath, effervescent principle of light and
life44. Ioannes Lydus has merely taken a chief part for the whole, and a
characteristic manifestation for the underlying principle, when he
maintained the identity of the Sun and Zeus according to
Pherecydes45; it may be significant that Empedocles contrasts as the
first pair of opposites in this dolorous World of tears ^HÏÈfiË and
XıÔÓ›Ë, Sun’s Face and Chthonie46. We see that in this antithesis of
Zas and Chthonie we recover prefigured in mythical dress the
Parmenidean arch-opposition. 

Finally, whether or not Chronos, stems from the Middle East, as is
very probable,47 it could not for the archaic Greek mind be the
deification of a mere time-abstraction; it must possess full-fledged
substantial existence, in all likelihood as the cosmic firmament
bounding the world, even if not yet distinctly as the vast reservoire
beyond, encompassing the World, out of which necessary facts for the
World are drawn48. We may compare the notion in Anaximander that
things are dissolved in that from which they come forward according
to the order of time49; time expressing the pulsating rhythm of coming
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into being and passing away. We may also apply that notion to the
world-formation at large. It then appears that the Law of Time
according to which the worlds are eternally procreated and destroyed
must be an inherent determination of the òAÂÈÚÔÓ itself, as there is
nothing else to which it may be ascribed50. Thus Indefinite and Time
come close together in Anaximander. And in fact we learn that in
Pherecydes, Chronos fashioned from his own semen the three
elements fire, spirit and water, which, distributed alone or in various
mixtures in five recesses (Ì˘¯Ô›) of the preexisting World-Cave, gave
rise to the numerous ÂÓÙ¤Ì˘¯Ô˜ or ÂÓÙ¤ÎÔÛÌÔ˜ (of the five recesses
or five-worldly) progeny of gods51.

Foremost and indeed primogenitus (ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜) among this
prolific issue would have been cosmogonic Eros52, maybe as principle
of celestial fire. But it must have been Earth who, from her
subterranean Ì˘¯fi˜, Chthonie’s Womb, fertilized by Chronos’ seed,
brought forth the terrible Ophioneus, leader of a rebellious host
presiding over disorder and disunion, contender for the cosmic throne
and challenger to universal sovereignty (a parallel to the Titans, Giants
and Typhon on mainstream mythology)53. A divine war ensues from
which the side of Chronos emerges victorious, through the
presumably crucial instrumentality of Zeus54, who in the sequel
“becomes Eros”55 (being identified with him, maybe by swallowing
him as in the Orphic theogonies56 - and thus assuming his full
capacities) and, inflamed by the ardent desire to procreation, proceeds
to orderly coition. By being ritually conjugated to Chthonie, Zeus
ceremoniously and archetypically institutionalises marriage, thus
producing the orderly Cosmos we live in and know, as exhibited in the
marriage gift: the veil (¤ÏÔ˜)57 of existence. When in the new
stable lawfulness a violation of the cosmic order is committed (âÍ‡‚ÚÈ-

ÛÈ˜) on the part of a divine natural power, the culprit is sent to the
Tartarus58. 

Such was the milieu in which Pythagoras worked his own way. 

Organic life is paradigm and pattern of all existence. Biological
procreation is the irreducible reality of cosmogonical generation. The
dynamism of the World is fundamentally erotic, venereal. Creation is
a sexual act. Such was the essence into which Greek rationality distilled
underlying religious experiences; the form in which it generalized their
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content. Because the Hellenic mind was acutely sensitive to the
specific characteristics of Being in its manifold unfolding; as well as
extremely alert to the demands of vigorous overall cohesion; but
without ever minimizing the natural foundation of thought. And so it
combined the apperception of physical reality as living substance with
a penetrating analysis of its workings conceived as a field of elemental
and compound forces. It was, however, the former vision that guided
the latter understanding. As it was undoubtfully in the firm sense of
the organicity of things that Greek dualism took its roots. 

We have seen thus emerging from “theology”, and widespread in
“physiology”, the conception of a duality of first principles, one male,
bright, subtle, aethereal; the other female, dark, dense, chthonic. It
remained to formulate their contrariety in a more abstract and
philosophical way. And in that, it was again the theological
nomenclature and religious experience that provided the dominant
notes; and observation of animal and plant propagation which offered
crucial clues. For it was apprehended that the essential character of
femineity was to conceive, bear and beget offspring; but malehood
determined the specific nature of the issue. The sperm includes
potentially the new being in advance; but it can not carry it into
existence without the procreative power of the female. Conversely, the
feminine possessed and produced everything necessary for generation;
but, without semen, that was soon corrupted and its power to bear
fruit cancelled; or if of transcendent fecundity, it might only give rise
to monstrous births. It was thus evident that malehood consisted in
the potency of form-imposition; while the capacity to bring forth and
nurture offspring constituted femineity. The twin conception of a
celestial royal Father and of an earthly Great Mother was the religious
and pre-philosophical expression of this understanding. 

In physical terms, one initially construed the primal, creative
distinction as that between a light and a dark substance. But the
essential character of the opposition was felt to reside on the
complementarity of a moulding force and a sustaining power; of an
(in-)formative and a productive principle: the former defines, while
the latter provides with actual existence (conceives, bears and
maintains) whatever is defined. At the root of the primordial, conjugal
contrariety we discover determinateness versus indeterminacy. That to
exist is to be fully well-defined; that coming into being is
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determination; that, consequently, being proceeds out of the
determinable indeterminate; and that this latter is no mere impotent
passivity, but the teaming Unlimited, inexhaustible source of all reality
necessary, actual or possible; these insights lie at the origin and core of
Pythagoreanism. The doctrine focus thus consisted in the recognition
of the fundamental antithesis between ¶¤Ú·˜ (limit, finiteness,
determinateness) and òAÂÈÚÔÓ (unlimited, infinite, indeterminate) as
cosmic arch-polarity59. 

The explicit awareness and philosophical articulation of that idea
facilitated, and in turn was promoted by, the appropriate
comprehension of two groups of facts. Firstly, it was observed that
many opposites followed the same pattern, one representing norm,
while the other being susceptible of an indefinite variation60. It may be
true that fixed form and dynamic formlessness would be at first too
readily enforced on pairs whose both sides apparently exhibited what
Plato considered the indisputable mark of indefiniteness: the capacity
to be more and less; or rather that the distinction between two kinds
of contrarieties, one of the Finite-Infinite type, the other of the
Infinite-Infinite one, was not yet observed61. 

But the whole question, the emphasis on that criterion and the
ground for this distinction, could only emerge in the context of later,
probably fourth-century, exclusively mathematizing developments of
Pythagoreanism. Besides, and in any case, the problem was easily
solvable in terms of the original Pythagorean conception, which was
firmly rooted in the physico-religious presuppositions of its number-
symbolism; for, fundamentally, in each and every natural opposition
one pole is more intimately connected to Form and ¶¤Ú·˜ than the
other, although both of its terms partake in both ultimate principles62. 

Secondly, one was struck by the fact that as every specific nature,
individual thing and particular situation consisted in a definite
determination; and as delimitation was found to be constituted in
crucial cases by some number of numerical relation63; as, further,
things and states in their essential attributes were seen to reflect
properties of numbers; number from a prime example of bounding
form was extrapolated as its invariable concomitant and intrinsic
factor; which itself could also be paradigmatically derived by
application of two principles, one limiting, the other limitless64.
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Yet it is clear that neither of these two kinds of facts could alone or
in combination lead to the idea of an ultimate dualism, a cosmogonic
antithesis of ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ. It is rather because one has already
somehow reached the understanding of such generative cosmic arch-
contrariety that one notices and ascertains the bipolarity of standard
and variation, of norm and divergence, in several oppositions; as it is
certainly for the same reason that one may start to look systematically
after quantificational measure and proportionality (whether scientific
or symbolic) everywhere, and even to inquire concerning finitude and
infinity in number, as its elements and principles. In this, we must
certainly reverse Aristotle’s genetic analysis of Pythagorean philosophy;
in which, one may suggest, he overemphasized the tendencies and
preoccupations of later Pythagoreans in the fifth and fourth centuries,
and, primarily, their survival and renaissance in the Academy of his
day. Pythagoreanism in its origin was a cosmogonic system like the rest
of its cultural environment, and must be explained with reference to
the same framework as they; something which Aristotle himself
explicitly emphasized65. 

òAÂÈÚÔÓ as the Archetypal Female, produces multiplicity and
variety when acted upon by the male ¶¤Ú·˜. Out of one it gives birth
to another66. This fecund strength brought together early its
theological and mathematical aspects. From the logico-mythical
opposition of a heavenly Father and a terrestrial Mother there grew the
antithesis between Limit and Infinity, capturing in conceptual terms
the substance of that physiologico-religious experience of dualism. In
the light of this development the structure of reality becomes clearer.
For it now follows that the second principle is the source of
otherness67, expansion68, movement69, alteration70, the indefinite
more and less71; just as ¶¤Ú·˜ imposes identity, circumscription,
stability, changelessness, definite measure. 

These ultimate principles are, moreover, no mere abstractions.
Thus the òAÂÈÚÔÓ in itself enjoys a material role and full physical
existence. It encompasses the world72, like the Anaximandrean òAÂÈ-

ÚÔÓ73, the surrounding vastness (Ùe ÔÏf ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓ) of Anaxagoras74,
and the Inert matter (àÚÁc ≈ÏË) of Empedocles75. We may
understand it as limitless, unorganized extension, space without
geometry; unmeasurable temporal distance without succession, time
without ÚfiÙÂÚÔÓ and ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ; chaotic darkness, spirit in permanent
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instability76. Correspondingly ¤Ú·˜ must be concretized as a solitary
dimensionless, immutable, unmoveable point at the pre-determined
centre of what is to become orderly Universe, a static here and now,
universal and eternal, of absolute solidity, invariably glowing77.

Out of ¶¤Ú·˜ in itself and òAÂÈÚÔÓ in itself came a ¶ÚáÙÔÓ ≠EÓ,
an original One78, the ÚÄÙÔÓ êÚÌÔÛı¤Ó, the first fitting coalescence
of ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ in Philolaus79. This was called ^EÛÙ›·80, ¢Èe˜

Ê˘Ï·Î‹, ZËÓe˜ ‡ÚÁÔ˜, ¢Èe˜ ıÚfiÓÔ˜81 (Vesta, Zeus’ Guardianship,
Zeus’ Tower, Zeus’ Throne). It is clear from Aristotle82 that the
Pythagoreans argued to the effect that as the centre of the Universe is
the principal and most honourable place in it, it should be guarded by
the primest and most valuable potency; and such was the central fire,
the aboriginal One. Therefore Zeus was the ¶¤Ú·˜ in itself, the
uniquely privileged, central point, the absolute focal reference of all
coordination and order83. 

Aristotle explicitly comments on what he sees as the Pythagorean
difficulty to deduce the original One from ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ84.
This One was elemental, pure fire, the nearest, as we know from
Parmenides, to absolute Being. It was the first organized spatial
extension, and the first subtle body. Aristotle85 enumerates three ways
according to which the Pythagoreans endeavoured to account for that
generation: by planes, surfaces86 or semen. The first evidently refers to
the theory of the five regular geometrical solids, one of which, the
elementary pyramid, was constitutive of fire; but this is clearly a later
development of the classical period87. The second must be construed
somehow in this manner: the organization of space and the
production of the first three-dimensional extended being is effected by
surfaces as limits of solids; for it is its boundary that defines a separate
spatial unity. This must be an earlier notion, but still presupposes a
mathematization that could not be so prominent in the beginning88.

But the seed version is very promising. It fits well with the
biologico-religious thinking of the age, as above adumbrated. We have
also more definite pointers in the same direction. In the Pythagorean
ÎÂÚe˜ §fiÁÔ˜ the two first principles were called Proteus and Chaos89.
Chaos well characterises the Pythagorean ôÂÈÚÔÓ, as we saw. Protean
transformability refers, in the symbolical manner characteristic of the
Pythagoreans90, to the power of the sperm to include potentially, or
rather dynamically, and thus to effect, the entire development and full
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perfection of the being that comes out of it. The Phanes in the Orphic
theogony according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus91 exhibited in his
head ‰Ú¿ÎÔÓÙ· ÂÏÒÚÈÔÓ ·ÓÙÔ‰··Ö˜ ÌÔÚÊ·Ö˜ ıËÚ›ˆÓ åÓ‰·ÏÏfiÌÂ-

ÓÔÓ (a monstrous enormity, a snake with varying spectral shapes of
beasts). The multiplicity of animal heads in Phanes is also confirmed
in the rhapsodic Orphic Theogony92. The power of sperm to prefigure
and predetermine the perfect manifestation of the full being, is well
illustrated by Apion93, with reference to the cosmic Ovum, by the
example of the peacock’s egg, which, though exhibiting one colour,
potentially possesses in itself the myriad marvellous hues of the future
perfect animal. Similarly the cosmic Egg, full of spermatic marrow
(ÁÔÓ›ÌÔ˘ Ì˘ÂÏÔÜ) presented under one substance and colour an
infinitely variegated image94. More philosophically, Pythagoras is
reputed to have defined number as the extension and actuality of the
spermatic essences comprised in the Monad95. That the male principle
secretes semen which by fertilizing the female infinite gives the first
offspring, the original One, itself teeming with cosmic creative sperm,
is a perfectly understandable notion in that context. The new and first
born, acts now in its turn as ¤Ú·˜, attracts, or draws in, the
neighbouring infinite, informs it, and thus engenders a further
determinate being96. By the continuation of this process the
harmonious ornamentation of the Universe, the real KfiÛÌÔ˜, is
produced.

We further know what is introduced into the world from the ôÂÈ-

ÚÔÓ which lies outside, enveloping it. It is XÚfiÓÔ˜ (Time) - KÂÓfiÓ

(Vacuum) - and ¶ÓÂÜÌ· (spirit)97. KÂÓfiÓ is the inarticulate space
which, by assuming geometrical order, produces the discreet
multiplicity of corporeal numbers and things98. The disorganized
temporal element that enters the world-realm, informed by ¤Ú·˜

through the power of the central fire, is transformed into orderly time
consisting in the regular succession of day, night and seasons.
Consonant with the basic Hellenic experience, the Pythagoreans
always conceived concretely of even ultimate generalities and so they
took the first foundation of orderly time-succession as Time itself: thus
the celestial sphere was indeed Time99, the outermost of the World in
immediate proximity to the òAÂÈÚÔÓ, co-substantial with it but
regularized. We thus understand Philolaus’ statement to the effect that
the Dyad (i.e. the indefinite one or ôÂÈÚÔÓ) was the consort of KÚfi-
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ÓÔ˜, whom we must accept as XÚfiÓÔ˜100. Rhea besides, connoting
perpetual flux, may be aptly assimilated to the previously mentioned
indefinite Dyad101. All this exhibits close relationships to the
Pherecydean system. 

The idea of Time being the extremest sphere is expressed in the
tragedy Peirithus102, where the Pythagorean reference is
unmistakeable, since the Bears, winged and quickly moving, are there
said to guard and take care of the celestial Pole, just as Pythagoras
symbolically called the Bears “hands of Rhea”103 - these hands of
Saturn’s or Time’s consort causing no doubt the revolution of the
heavenly sphere. Since XÚfiÓÔ˜ is here described as begetting himself,
we ought to correlate another fragment from the same tragedy104,
where the address is to the ·éÙÔÊ˘‹˜, the self-engendered one, who
enveloped and implicated nature in one aetherial revolution; clearly
Time as the boundary sphere of the World is meant. 

Indefinite time and vacuum as principles of temporal and spatial
multiplication, extrapolation and dimensionality, are complemented
by spirit which also is breathed in from the òAÂÈÚÔÓ by the organism
of the Whole formed and ordered World105. This is the principle of
self-movement and alteration, disorderly in itself, which, however,
being informed by finiteness yields rhythmical, harmonious and
purposeful movement and change in accordance with measure and
number; spirit is thus transformed into an ordered soul106. 

It is significant that in the Orphic Epics (the archetypal
Rhapsodies) recorded by Aristotle, the soul proceeding from the
Whole, that is the heavenly sphere, is carried to and fro by the winds,
and enters by breathing into the animal107. Theophrastus, it is true,
comments that the mathematizing Academicians of his time exhaust
their speculation in the derivation of numbers, planes, solids, and that
beyond that mathematical world they rarely extend, except when they
tangentially mention, for instance, that place and indeterminate
vacuum come from the indefinite dyad, whereas soul and such things
proceed from numbers and the One108. But this last doctrine does not
concern early Pythagoreanism. It clearly betrays the rationalizing
tendency not to make a “good” thing (soul) proceed out of a “bad”
(infinite). Besides, soul is ordered spirit.

To the Pythagorean process of world-formation out of a centre and
in a sphere in the midst of òAÂÈÚÔÓ, a close parallel is provided by the
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Orphic cosmogony recorded by Apion109. There is in the beginning
an infinite depth of ensouled, unformed matter in unceasing
undulation, in unmeasurable, disorderly flux, chaotically miscarrying
in untimely births monstrous progeny, and soon reabsorbing them as
imperfections. It so happened that at a certain moment, somewhere in
this Ocean of Infinity, the chaotic clashing palpitation assumed an
orderly movemen, like that of a vortex, and brought together the best
mixture of elements and combination of conditions, in a situation
most apt to engender an animal. Such happy conformation attracted
then the circumambient divine Spirit, and thus the cosmic Egg was
formed out of which Phanes and the entire World proceeded. This110

is an almost Stoically elaborated version of an Orphic account which
would initially greatly resemble the Pythagorean structure. It is not
accidental that Apion goes on to interpret that version as the
generation of the cosmic Egg from KÚfiÓÔ˜ - XÚfiÓÔ˜ and P¤·, the
couple representing symbolically in Pythagoreanism either the cosmic
boundary as whirling eruption of the Infinite into the World, and
òAÂÈÚÔÓ itself as eternal determinateless flowing; or the inner
conjugation in òAÂÈÚÔÓ between unformed duration and chaotic
flux111. The indraught of Spirit is another cardinal point of
connectedness; as in the embryological root and pattern of both
conceptions. The difference lying in that for the Orphic version the
principle of the seminal One (as androgynous Phanes), exactly
corresponding to the “first harmonious adaptation of ¤Ú·˜ and ôÂÈ-

ÚÔÓ”, is produced inside the Egg, deep into the womb of Infinity,
without the collaboration of a purely Male principle of Finiteness. In
this respect Orphism manifests its eloquent predilection to begin with
one principle, and that of darkness. Significantly, however, there is
ovoviviparous birth of the World in Orphism; but no real cosmic
nativity in Pythagoreanism, only the life of a perfected embryo112. 

COMMENTARY

1. Divinarum Institutionum IV, 8, 4 (p. 296.2 Brandt). That, according to
the Orphica, Phanes combined  both sexes is stated by Proclus (in Tim. 31a
(450 Diehl): ï º¿ÓË˜ ÌfiÓÔ˜ ÙÂ ÚfiÂÈÛÈ - without, that is, a conjugal
partner - Î·d ï ·éÙe˜ àÓ˘ÌÓÂÖÙ·È ıÉÏ˘˜ Î·d ÁÂÓ¤ÙˆÚ). ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ or
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Eros, albeit MÔÓÔÁÂÓ‹˜, was conceived as exhibiting a triadic form under
the name º¿ÓË˜, \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔ˜, MÉÙÈ˜. Damascius, referring to the post-
Iamblichean, Athenian Neoplatonists correspondances between Orphism
and Platonic Theology, mentions as third intelligible triad according to one
interpretation, precicely the ÙÚ›ÌÔÚÊÔ˜ ıÂfi˜; de primis principiis §123 (p.
317.6 Ruelle): ...ÙcÓ ‰b ÙÚ›ÙËÓ (sc. ÙÚÈ¿‰·) ÙeÓ MÉÙÈÓ <ó˜ ÓÔÜÓ>, ÙeÓ

\HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔÓ ó˜ ‰‡Ó·ÌÈÓ, ÙeÓ º¿ÓËÙ· ·éÙeÓ ó˜ ·Ù¤Ú·; although he
critisizes (I p. 317.4-6) and opposes that line of thought, stating his own
view in I p. 318.6 sqq., and for the matter at hand, v. p. 319.4-5: Ù·‡ÙË˜ ‰b

ÙÉ˜ ÙÚ›ÙË˜ ÙÚÈ¿‰Ô˜ ÙeÓ ÙÚ›ÙÔÓ ıÂeÓ Î·d ≥‰Â ì ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· (sc. the Orphic
one) ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔÓ àÓ˘ÌÓÂÖ etc. And this is indeed better, as the first
manifested godhead was a bisexual unity comprising the sperm of all
divinity, named variously according to its different aspects. V. Proclus in
Cratylum 391d-e (p. 32.29 sqq. Pasquali) - in a context where the
·éÙÔ˙̌áÔν and ultimate ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ· with the ÚáÙ· Âú‰Ë exhibiting the
“intelligent nature of intelligibles” (ì ÓÔÂÚa ÙáÓ ÓÔËÙáÓ Ê‡ÛÈ˜) renders
clear that the third intelligible triad is meant; which reveals also the but of
Damascius’ criticism supra, loc.cit.: it is as so often Proclus, normally left
unnamed - : 

‰·›ÌÔÓ· ÛÂÌÓfiÓ,

MÉÙÈÓ Û¤ÚÌ· Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ· ıÂáÓ ÎÏ˘ÙfiÓ, ¬Ó ÙÂ º¿ÓËÙ·

¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔÓ Ì¿Î·ÚÂ˜ Î¿ÏÂÔÓ Î·Ùa Ì·ÎÚeÓ òOÏ˘ÌÔÓ

(cf. Proclus In Tim. 31a (451,6 Diehl) = OF 85).

Â‚Úe˜ òEÚˆ˜, MÉÙÈ˜ \AÙ¿Ûı·ÏÔ˜ and M¤Á·˜ ¢·›ÌˆÓ is the same
Godhead v. Proclus in Alc.pr. 103a (p. 376.10 Cous.2 = p. 66 Creuzer)
(OF 83). Cf. Damascius De Pr. Pr. §111 (I p. 286,15 Ruelle): Eå ‰b ï ·Ú’

\OÚÊÂÖ ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ ıÂfi˜, ï ¿ÓÙˆÓ Û¤ÚÌ· Ê¤ÚˆÓ ÙáÓ ıÂáÓ etc.; with
§53 (I p. 107.13 Ruelle): ¢Èe Î·d ÙeÓ MÉÙÈÓ ÚáÙÔÓ ï ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜ (sc.
\OÚÊÂf˜) àÓ˘ÌÓÂÖ Û¤ÚÌ· Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ· ıÂáÓ etc.; and §98 (I p. 251.18 sqq.
Ruelle): \AÏÏa Î·d \OÚÊÂf˜ ÙeÓ ÔÏ˘Ù›ÌËÙÔÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ıÂeÓ àÓÂ˘Ê‹ÌËÛÂ:

MÉÙÈÓ Û¤ÚÌ· Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ· ıÂáÓ ÎÏ˘ÙeÓ \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔÓ,

Î·d âÍ ·éÙÔÜ ÔÈÂÖ ÚÔ˚ÔÜÛ·Ó ±·Û·Ó ÙcÓ ÙáÓ ıÂáÓ ÁÂÓÂ¿Ó. ^ø˜ ÌbÓ ‰c

Î·Ùa Ï¿ÙÔ˜ ÂåÂÖÓ, âÎÂÖ ¿ÓÙ· ÚÔÂ›ÏËÙ·È ÛÔÚ¿‰ËÓ, œ˜ ÊËÛÈÓ ï ıÂÔ-

ÏfiÁÔ ,̃ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ìÓˆÌ¤ÓËÓ ÂÚ›ÏË„ÈÓ, mÓ Û¤ÚÌ· ¿ÓÙˆÓ âÎ¿ÏÂÛÂ. Cf.
also Proclus in Tim. 37b (I 450, 9 Diehl): ÂåÎfiÙˆ˜ ôÚ· Î·d ï ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜

ÌfiÓÔÓ ·Ú¿ÁÂÈ ÙeÓ º¿ÓËÙ· Û¤ÚÌ· Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ· ıÂáÓ ÎÏ˘ÙeÓ àe ÙÔÜ ÎÚ˘-

Ê›ˆ˜ ùÓÙÔ˜ ıÂÔÜ.
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That the ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ is the self-same godhead as \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔ˜ is also
evident from the Orphic fragment (OF 167) apud Proclus in Tim. 29a (I
324 ad fin.):

S˜ ÙfiÙÂ ¶ÚˆÙÔÁfiÓÔÈÔ ̄ ·‰gÓ Ì¤ÓÔ˜ \HÚÈÎÂ·›Ô˘

sc. Zeus, referring to the Î·Ù¿ÔÛÈ˜ of Phanes. - After all see the Orphic
Hymn VI to ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜: ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔÓ ... Û¤ÚÌ· ... \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔÓ ...

º¿ÓËÙ· (cf. LII, 6).
A late and popular source preserves learned and exact formulations

respecting the more than triunic God; Malalas 74.1 sqq. Dindorff esp. 11
sqq.: ÂågÓ âÎÂÖÓÔ ÂrÓ·È Ùe Êá˜ Ùe ÚÉÍ·Ó ÙeÓ ·åı¤Ú· Ùe ÚÔÂÈÚËÌ¤ÓÔÓ, Ùe

ñ¤ÚÙ·ÙÔÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ, Ôy ùÓÔÌ· ï ·éÙe˜ \OÚÊÂf˜ àÎÔ‡Û·˜ âÎ ÙÉ˜ Ì·ÓÙÂ›·˜

âÍÂÖÂ, MÉÙÈÓ, º¿ÓËÙ·, \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔÓØ ¬ÂÚ ëÚÌËÓÂ‡ÂÙ·È ÙFÉ ÎÔÈÓFÉ ÁÏÒÛ-

ÛFË ‚Ô˘Ï‹, Êá˜, ˙ˆÔ‰ÔÙ‹ÚØ ÂågÓ âÓ ÙFÉ ·éÙÔÜ âÎı¤ÛÂÈ Ùa˜ ·éÙa˜ ÙÚÂÖ˜

ıÂ›·˜ ÙáÓ çÓÔÌ¿ÙˆÓ ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ˜ Ì›·Ó ÂrÓ·È ‰‡Ó·ÌÈÓ Î·d ÎÚ¿ÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ ÌfiÓÔ˘

ıÂÔÜ etc. - Phanes is the Manifested One (Ê·›Óˆ). MÉÙÈ˜, the wise
counsel, the Deviser, the Insightful, Crafty One (cf. e.g. Homer, Ilias, H
324-5 specifically for the equivalence with BÔ˘Ï‹: ÙÔÖ˜ ï Á¤ÚˆÓ ¿ÌÚˆ-

ÙÔ˜ ñÊ·›ÓÂÈÓ õÚ¯ÂÙÔ ÌÉÙÈÓ, / N¤ÛÙˆÚ, Ôy Î·d ÚfiÛıÂÓ àÚ›ÛÙË Ê·›ÓÂÙÔ

‚Ô˘Ï‹). As to \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔ˜ or \HÚÈÎ··ÖÔ˜, there existed a curious and
lively controversy regarding its meaning with some of the renowned
hypercritics declaring confidently with evident satisfaction the name
incomprehensible or even totally un-Greek. (So e.g. Bentley Epistola ad
Millium p. 682; 748 in Dindorf ’s edition of Malalas. And Lobeck,
Aglaophamus p. 479 n. [m]). 

But that mine of precious antiquarian information, Hesychius, informs
us that Î¿Ô˜ is „˘¯‹, ÓÂÜÌ·, Î·d ï ÙÔÜ ÊÔ›ÓÈÎÔ˜ ÊÏÔÈe˜ âÓ ̌z Î¤ÎÚ˘Ù·È

ï Î·Úfi .̃ Î·d ì ÚÒÙË öÎÊ˘ÛÈ .̃ The first signification (breath, spirit, soul)
is testified in epic language: cf. X, 466 sqq.: 

ÙcÓ ‰b (sc. \AÓ‰ÚÔÌ¿¯ËÓ) Î·Ù’ çÊı·ÏÌáÓ âÚÂ‚ÂÓÓc ÓfÍ âÎ¿Ï˘„ÂÓ.

õÚÈÂ ‰’ âÍÔ›Ûˆ, àe ‰b „˘¯cÓ âÎ¿˘ÛÛÂ.

....................
ì ‰’ âÂd ÔsÓ ôÌÓ˘ÙÔ Î·d Âå˜ ÊÚ¤Ó· ı˘Ìe˜ àÁ¤ÚıË,

etc.

She breathed forth her soul, she swooned, öÏÈÂ „˘¯‹ (E, 696) or ÏÈÔı‡-

ÌËÛÂ; afterwards she recovered, breathed in again (ôÌÓ˘ÙÔ = àÓ¤ÓÂ˘ÛÂ)

and the ı˘Ìfi˜ was again “resurrected” in the ÊÚ¤ÓÂ˜ (cf. Eustathius ad loc.;
1280.34 sqq.); she was erected, uprighted from her prostrate, collapsed
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state; the reference being also specifically (as always with the ancients) to the
corresponding physical condition, to the compression, and collapse of the
body and in particular of the thorax upon the diagram. Quintus Smyrnaeus
employs the same expression alone, without àfi, to signify death;
Posthomericorum VI 522 sqq.:

n ‰’ ôÚ’ âÓ ÎÔÓ›FËÛÈ Ù·Ó˘ÛıÂd˜

„˘¯cÓ Ôû ÙÈ Î¿˘ÛÛÂÓ, âÂd Ó‡ Ôî ·úÛÈÌÔÓ qÌ·Ú

âÓ ÓfiÛÙ̌ˆ âÙ¤Ù˘ÎÙÔ Î·ÊËÚ›ÛÈÓ àÌÊd ¤ÙÚFËÛÈØ

Î·d Ú¿ ÌÈÓ êÚ¿Í·ÓÙÂ˜ àÚË›ÊÈÏÔÈ ıÂÚ¿ÔÓÙÂ˜

‚·ÈeÓ öÙ’ âÌÓÂ›ÔÓÙ· Ê¤ÚÔÓ etc.

There is also the perfect participle ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ·. In E 696 sqq.:

ÙeÓ ‰’ öÏÈÂ „˘¯‹ (sc. Sarpedon), Î·Ùa ‰’ çÊı·ÏÌáÓ Î¤¯˘Ù’ 

à¯Ï‡˜Ø

·sÙÈ˜ ‰’ âÌÓ‡ÓıË, ÂÚd ‰b ÓÔÈc BÔÚ¤·Ô

˙ÒÁÚÂÈ âÈÓÂ›Ô˘Û· Î·Îá˜ ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· ı˘ÌfiÓ.

The breeze from Boreus strengthened his badly pulsating spirit, providing
for a regular intake of breath (cf. Moschopoulos s.v. Î¿Ô˜Ø ì Û˘ÓÂ¯c˜ àÓ·-

ÓÔ‹). See Eustathius ad loc. 595.21 sqq.: ÙÔÜ ‰b ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ·, ¬ âÛÙÈÓ

âÎÂÓÂ˘ÎfiÙ·, ... ÎÂÎ·ÊËÒ ,̃ n àÓÙ›ıÂÙfiÓ âÛÙÈ Úe˜ Ùe àÌÓ‡ÓıË. Ï¤ÁÂÈ

ÁaÚ ó˜ âÎÂÓÂ˘Îg˜ ï ™·ÚË‰gÓ ·sıÈ˜ àÓ¤ÓÂ˘ÛÂÓ, ÂúÙ’ ÔsÓ â·ÓÉÏıÂÓ

Âå˜ Ùe ÓÂÖÓ ... ¬Ú· ‰b Ì‹ ÔÙÂ ÔéÎ àÚÎFÉ Úe˜ Ùe âÎÓÂ‡Û·È Ùe ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ·

ÌfiÓÔÓ ‰›¯· ÙÔÜ Î·Îá˜ âÈÚÚ‹Ì·ÙÔ .̃ öÛÙÈ ÁaÚ ÂåÂÖÓ ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· ÌbÓ ÙeÓ

êÏá˜ ÓÂ‡Û·ÓÙ·, Î·Îá˜ ‰b ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· ÙeÓ ‰˘ÛÓÔ‹Û·ÓÙ·, ó˜ ÌÈÎÚÔÜ

Î·d âÎÓÂÜÛ·È. In Odyssey, ε 468 the expression appears to mean, by
implication, worn out, fatigued, weary - and this alone, as in the
Posthomerica, not with a significative, supplementary preposition or
adverb:

Ìc Ì’ ô‚˘‰È˜ ÛÙ›‚Ë ÙÂ Î·Îc Î·d ı‹Ï˘˜ â¤ÚÛË

âÍ çÏÈÁËÂÏ›Ë˜ ‰·Ì¿ÛFË ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· ı˘ÌfiÓ.

But careful examination discloses the true sense. Odysseus fears that
because of his enfeebled state (âÍ çÏÈÁËÂÏ›Ë˜), the night frost and dew
may conquer and extinguish his life spirit that needs the regular intake of
breath for his preservation inside the man. His temporary faintness is
explicitly registered in çÏÈÁËÂÏ›Ë; ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· emphasizes the rhythmical
movement of external spirit, necessary for the existence of the internal spirit

ORIGIN  AND  NATURE  OF  EARLY  PYTHAGOREAN  COSMOGONY 187



(ı˘Ìfi˜) - a movement threatened by the combination of dangerous
environmental conditions with his general organic fatigue. 

This particular passage may have provided the misunderstood example
of the expression’s use in the sense of worn out, weary. Cf. Oppianus
Cynegetica IV, 206; Hal. III, 113; Nonnus Dionysiaca II, 539 (ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ·

Á˘Ö·); Hal. III, 672 (ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙÈ ı˘Ì÷á); ‰¤Ì·˜ ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· ÏÈÌ̌á (Nonnus
Dion. XXVI, 108); ‰›„FË Î·Ú¯·Ï¤FË ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ·˜ (ibid. XXIX, 299); ôÓ‰Ú·

Á˘Ó·ÈÎÂ›FË ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· ‰ËÈÔÙÉÙÈ (ibid. XLVI, 93); ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙÈ Ù·ÚÛˇá

(Agathias AP 9.653). - One notices that such testimonies are late, and that
the Alexandrines seem to have avoided the use of this and cognate
expressions in any sense. 

It is to the influence of such late examples and of grammatical works
beginning with the first centuries AD onwards that we ought probably to
ascribe the widespread explanation of the incomposite Î·‡ˆ or ÎÂÎ·Ë-

ÊÒ˜ as âÎÓ¤ˆ, âÎÂÓÂ˘ÎÒ˜ to be met in the Lexicographers. So
Hesychius s. vv. Î·‡ÛÛˆÓ, ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ·, âÎ¿˘ÛÂÓ (cf. also the gloss
Î¤ÊËÊÂØ Ù¤ıÓËÎÂ). And so Eustathius 1546.38 sqq., although he is fully
aware of the problem: see the above quoted passage 595.21 sqq. (and cf.
1280, 34 sqq.). The Etym. M. leaves the matter undecided in 499.37:
ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· “Î·Îá˜ ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· ı˘ÌfiÓ” àÓÙd ÙÔÜ âÎÂÓÂ˘ÎfiÙ·. But in
492.33 it sides with the rest: j ·Úa Ùe Î¿ˆ Ùe Ó¤ˆ, öÓıÂÓ Î·‡ˆØ àÊ’

Ôy Ùe âÎ¿˘ÛÂÓ, àÓÙd ÙÔÜ âÍ¤ÓÂ˘ÛÂÓ. But passim it has Î¿Ô˜Ø ÓÂÜÌ·,

Î¿ˆØ Ó¤ˆ; and in 489.42 correctly explains the Homeric composite àe

... âÎ¿˘ÛÛÂÓ ·s âÍ¤ÓÂ˘ÛÂÓ. In 482.5 sqq. it gives both an interesting
variant on H, 312 and an interpretation that hits the mark. In place of the
universally transmitted ÎÂ¯·ÚËfiÙ· at the end of the ÌÔÓÔÌ·¯›· Aú·ÓÙÔ˜

Î·d ≠EÎÙÔÚÔ˜:

Aú·ÓÙ·,

Âå˜ \AÁ·Ì¤ÌÓÔÓ· ‰ÖÔÓ ôÁÔÓ ÎÂ¯·ÚËfiÙ· Ó›ÎË,

it has ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ·, explaining: ÔîÔÓÂd ÓÂ˘ÛÙÈáÓÙ·, õÙÔÈ Ù̌á ÙÔÜ ÔÏÂÌÈÎÔÜ

àÁáÓÔ˜ Î·Ì¿Ù̌ˆ j ÙFÉ àÁÂÚˆ¯›÷· ÙÉ˜ Ó›ÎË˜, ÙÉ˜ ¯·ÚÄ˜ ·éÙ̌á ÙÔf˜ àÓ·-

ÓÂ˘ÛÙÈÎÔf˜ fiÚÔ˘˜ Î·ÙÂ˘Ú˘Ó¿ÛË˜ Î·d ¤Ú· ÙÔÜ Û˘Ó‹ıÔ˘˜ âÈÛÄÛı·È

Ùe ÓÂÜÌ· Î·ÙÂÂÈÁÔ‡ÛË˜Ø ·Ú’ n ‰c Î·› ÙÈÓÂ˜ öÏ·ıÔÓ ÙÂÏÂ›ˆ˜ âÎÂ-

ÓÂ˘ÎfiÙÂ ,̃ Ìc ‰˘ÓËı¤ÓÙÂ˜ ÙÔÛÔÜÙÔÓ Ùe öÎÙÔÛıÂÓ âÈÛ¿Û·Ûı·È ÓÂÜÌ·,

¬ÛÔÓ âÍ‹ÚÎÂÛÂ ÙcÓ àe ÙÉ˜ ¯·ÚÄ˜ ÂéÚ˘¯ˆÚ›·Ó ÏËÚáÛ·È. hH ¬ÙÈ Û˘Ó·-

¤Ú¯ÂÙ·È ÙFÉ ÂéÚ‡ÙËÙÈ ÙÔÜ Û˘ÌÙÒÌ·ÙÔ˜ ÄÓ Ùe „˘¯ÈÎeÓ ÓÂÜÌ·, ó˜

àfi ÙÈÓÔ˜ ·Úa ÏfiÁÔÓ âÎÚ·Á¤ÓÙÔ˜ ÛÙfiÌ·ÙÔ˜ àÌ¤ÙÚˆ˜ âÎ¯ÂfiÌÂÓÔÓ. The
second part of the disjunction should not be construed so much as a real
alternative, but rather as a consequence of the former. The widening of the
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fiÚÔÈ and the general excitement necessitate the exchange of large
quantities of air, which if the organism cannot manage to effect this
properly, it loses its spirit in the gasping effort. 

It is clear that the verb must mean breathing, and in particular inhaling,
rather than exhaling - just as the substantive signifies breath, spirit. And
after all we may thus connect Î·-‡-ˆ or Î¿-ˆ etymologically with Î¿-

Ù-ˆ (the -Ù- seems to suggest repetition as in Ï¿-Ù-ˆ from Ï·Ì‚¿Óˆ) and
cap-i-o. The basic ulterior sense in Greek would be intake; bifurcating itself
with respect to the two fundamental organic intakes, breath and food
(drink), nourishment respectively of the spirit and the body.
Correspondingly Î¿Ô˜ is the very nourishment, air-spirit and food-blood.
(For the second denotation, cf. Î¿Ë = crib, manger, fodder; Hesychius s.v.
Î·ËÙfiÓ; and further Î¿ËÏÔ ,̃ Î·ËÏÂ›·, Î·ËÏÂ‡ˆ, Î·ËÏÂÖÔÓ; v. also
Aelius Dionysius s.v. ·˘ÛÈÎ¿ËØ ÌË¯¿ÓËÌ· ÙÚÔ ˇ̄á âÌÊÂÚ¤˜, ‰È’ Ôy ÙeÓ

ÙÚ¿¯ËÏÔÓ ‰ÈÂÖÔÓ Î·d ÙáÓ ñÔ˙˘Á›ˆÓ œÛÙÂ Ìc âÛı›ÂÈÓ Î·d ÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ

œÛÙÂ Ìc ‰‡Ó·Ûı·È Ùa˜ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ Ùˇá ÛÙfiÌ·ÙÈ ÚÔÛ¿ÁÂÈÓ (H. Erbse,
Untersuchungen zu den Attizistischen Lexica, p. 135.26-27, Fr. Π 29; cf.
Eustathius 1280.36 sqq.; Pollux VII 20 (cf. X, 112); Photius s.v.; Suda s.v.;
Hesychius s.v. (truncated passage); Sch. Aristophanes Pax 14. The word
occurs already in Aristophanes ≠HÚˆÂ˜ Fr. XV Blaydes = 287 Dindorf, and
is obviously a popular or comic construction; the proper name seems to
have been Î·Ú‰ÔÂÖÔÓ, Fr. XII Blaydes = 286 Dindorf). 

Abundance of nourishment results in affluent growth: hence we
understand ÎÉÔ˜ = garden, plantation (the change of  ∪a into  -a is nothing
surprising). The connection of ÎÉÔ˜ with the root in question was
emphatically recognised in antiquity, but it was thought to be effected
through the former branch; see for a nice formulation, v. Eustathius
1193.18 ...¬Ô˘ ‰ËÏ·‰c Ùa Ê˘Ùa âÍ ñÁÚfiÙËÙÔ˜ Î·d ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ Âå˜ ·ûÍÂÈÓ

±ÏÏÔÓÙ·È. ¢Èe Î·d Ôé ÌfiÓÔÓ ôÏÛÔ˜ ï ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ÙfiÔ˜ àe ÙÔÜ

ôÏÏÂÛı·È (·åÔÏÈÛÙd „ÈÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ as he explains), àÏÏa Î·d ÎÉÔ˜ àe ÙÔÜ

ÎÄÔ ,̃ n ‰ËÏÔÖ ÓÂÜÌ· Ùe àÓ·ÁˆÁeÓ ñÁÚfiÙËÙÔ˜ ıÚÂÙÈÎÉ˜ ÙáÓ Ê˘ÙáÓ.

(Hesychius s.v. ÎÂÎ·ÊËfiÙ· interprets: Î¿Ô˜ ÁaÚ Ùe ÓÂÜÌ·Ø Î·d ÎÉÔ ,̃ ï

ÂÚÈÓÂfiÌÂÓÔ˜ Î·d Âé‹ÓÂÌÔ˜ ÙfiÔ .̃ He further goes on to connect capillus
and caput with the same root). Fair winds blowing, but also fertile earth,
support plentiful growth. This connection of fertility, nourishment and
growth facilitated the translation of the word to mean the hairy pubic area
and hence the pudenda, given the association in general appearance.
Eustathius 1572.14 sqq., 536.22 and 1921.58 sqq., for Ì·ÓÈfiÎËÔ˜ (Fr.
Com. Gr. IV p. 631 Meineke = Anonyma CVI-CVII, cf. p. CCCXXXVII).
According to the first Eustathian passage the word was used by a comic
poet to signify a lewd female; what is added there seems to suggest that such
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a woman is mad about the male pudenda: ÙFÉ ‰b ÙÔÈ·‡ÙFË Á˘Ó·ÈÎd Ê›Ï·

ÊÚÔÓÂÖÓ Âr‰ÂÓ ï Âå˜ ÎÈÓ·È‰›·Ó ÛÎˆÙfiÌÂÓÔ˜. But it is better to construe
Ì·ÓÈfiÎËÔ˜ as signifying a woman whose uncontrollable pudendum is
raving mad, a ÏÂˆÊfiÚÔ˜ female! Suda s.v. Ì˘Û¿¯ÓË records the use of the
word already by Anacreon (Fr. 164 Gentili = 159 Bergk). In fact that ÎÉÔ˜

refers to the pudenda muliebra is testified by the story of Stilpon and
Theodorus apud Diogenes Laertius II, 116. Hesychius also takes the word
to denote exclusively the female triangle s.v. ÎÉÔ .̃.. Î·d Ùe âÊ‹‚·ÈÔÓ ÙáÓ

Á˘Ó·ÈÎáÓ. And so is the Latin hortus employed in an epigramm of the
Anthol. Lat. I p. 686 Burmann. But in Priapea V, 4, the word signifies the
posterior of a boy, his arsal receptacle of the Priapic phallus. Here, however,
the element of fecundity and productivity is naturally missing. And it is
very important to observe how precisely this character is added to the image
of ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜. For according to Nonnus (OF 80) in the Scholia to
Gregory Nazianzenus Orat. in Julianum, I, 141 n. 78 (Migne 36, 1028): âÓ
ÙÔÖ˜ çÚÊÈÎÔÖ˜ ÔÈ‹Ì·ÛÈÓ ÂåÛËÓ¤¯ıË Ùa ‰‡Ô Ù·ÜÙ· çÓfiÌ·Ù· (sc. º¿ÓË˜

and \HÚÈÎ··ÖÔ˜), ÌÂÙa Î·d ôÏÏˆÓ ÔÏÏáÓØ zÓ ÙeÓ º¿ÓËÙ· ÂåÛÊ¤ÚÂÈ

·å‰ÔÖÔÓ ö¯ÔÓÙ· ç›Ûˆ ÂÚd ÙcÓ ˘Á‹Ó. Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ ‰b ·éÙeÓ öÊÔÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È

ÙÉ˜ ˙ˆÈÔÁfiÓÔ˘ ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂˆ .̃ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ ‰b Î·d ÙeÓ \HÚÈÎ··ÖÔÓ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ ëÙ¤Ú·˜

öÊÔÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂˆ .̃ (This so far is also reported by Eudocia Violarium
p. 413 Villoison. Nonnus goes on to clarify that Julian’s ï ¿ÓÙ·˜ Î·Ù·›-

ÓˆÓ ıÂÔ‡˜ is not \HÚÈÎ··ÖÔ˜ but Saturn - in fact it is rather Orphic Zeus.
This in Suda s.v. º¿ÓË˜ (repeating the Nonnian passage) is maladroitly
contracted to the erroneous: Î·d ÙeÓ \HÚÈÎ··ÖÔÓ ≤ÙÂÚÔÓ, Î·Ù·ÈfiÓÙ·

¿ÓÙ·˜ ÙÔf˜ ıÂÔ‡˜, ó˜ ÙeÓ KÚfiÓÔÓ. Nonetheless, Visconti in Pio-
Clement. Om. VI 23 (apud Lobeck, Aglaophemus, p. 479 n. [m]) took the
name of the God to derive from âÚÈ and Î¿ÙÂÈÓ “ut ille deorum devorator
denotetur”). 

º¿ÓË˜ and \HÚÈÎ··ÖÔ˜, as above shown, are ÔÏÏáÓ çÓÔÌ¿ÙˆÓ

ÌÔÚÊc Ì›·. Moreover the life-bestowing faculty is particularly the
prerogative of \HÚÈÎ··ÖÔ˜; so that Nonnus is somehow confused or
inattentive in his formulations. Yet the information he supplies is precious:
¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ had a second ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ at his posterior; evidently a pudendum
muliebre. The supreme Manifested God was bisexual; as the Orphica put it
(OF 81): 

ıÉÏ˘˜ Î·d ÁÂÓ¤ÙˆÚ ÎÚ·ÙÂÚe˜ ıÂe˜ \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔ˜

Proclus in Tim. 30 c-d (I 429,26 sqq. Diehl) explains: ‰Èe Î·d ïÏÈÎÒÙ·ÙÔÓ

˙̌áÔÓ ï ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜ (sc. \OÚÊÂ‡˜) àÓ·Ï¿ÙÙÂÈ (sc. ÙeÓ ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔÓ) ÎÚÈÔÜ

Î·d Ù·‡ÚÔ˘ Î·d Ï¤ÔÓÙÔ˜ Î·d ‰Ú¿ÎÔÓÙÔ˜ ·éÙ̌á ÂÚÈÙËıÂd˜ ÎÂÊ·Ï¿ ,̃ Î·d âÓ
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·éÙ̌á ÚÒÙ̌ˆ Ùe ıÉÏ˘ Î·d Ùe ôÚÚÂÓ ó˜ ˙̌Ò̌ˆ ÚÒÙ̌ω. The Orphic Hymn
to ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ (VI) invokes:

¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔÓ Î·Ï¤ˆ ‰ÈÊ˘É, Ì¤Á·Ó, ·åıÂÚfiÏ·ÁÎÙÔÓ

è̌ÔÁÂÓÉ, ̄ Ú˘Û¤·ÈÛÈÓ àÁ·ÏÏfiÌÂÓÔÓ ÙÂÚ‡ÁÂÛÛÈ...

Û¤ÚÌ· ÔÏ‡ÌÓËÛÙÔÓ, ÔÏ˘fiÚÁÈÔÓ, \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔÓ.

ôÚÚËÙÔÓ...

Ï·ÌÚeÓ ôÁˆÓ Ê¿Ô˜ êÁÓfiÓ, àÊ’ Ôy ÛÂ º¿ÓËÙ· ÎÈÎÏ‹ÛÎˆ...

To resume then. KÉÔ˜ as a spot of affluent growth is a paronym (to use
the technical Aristotelian term) of ÎÄÔ˜ as plentiful nourishment; the
name of fertilized earth and its offspring deriving from that of the fertilizing
humours which earth and plant receive or take in. To the two intakes
necessary for preservation is simultaneously, and by a natural analogy,
added the spermatic influx required for procreation. Thus semen appears as
a third Î¿Ô˜, the more so as it was regularly considered “spiritual” in
nature, reverting in this way to the first signification of the word. \HÚÈÎ·-

·ÖÔ˜ is then He of the Mighty Blow, source of Breath and Spirit, the
primal Life-conferring Principle, the Grand Fertilizer and Fertilized, truly
˙ˇˆÔ‰fiÙË˜ and ˙ˇˆÔÁfiÓÔ˜, a veritable ËÁc ÔÏÏáÓ according to the
Chaldaic §fiÁÈ·. The congenial, lusty, playful and manageable numen of
the Roman horti reveals in this connection its awesome status (Orphic
Hymn to ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ VI vv. 1, 4, 8-9):

¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔÓ... \HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔÓ...

àÊ’ Ôy ÛÂ º¿ÓËÙ· ÎÈÎÏ‹ÛÎˆ

ä‰b ¶Ú›ËÔÓ ôÓ·ÎÙ· etc.,

and Î¿Ô˜ - ÎÉÔ˜ as cultivation provide the means for this disclosure.
Wilamowitz, Glaube der Hellenen, II pp. 320-1 misses entirely the
connection. On the contrary, Gesner ad Hymn. Orph. VI, 5 surmised
much to the point, even if without a full analysis of the implications and
connotations: Videtur esse Î··ÖÔ˜ pro ÎË·ÖÔς correptum a ÎÉÔ˜.

Ericapaeus autem hortorum vernus quidam prases et numen, auctor
fertilitatis omnis, fecunditatisque, idem alias Priapus etc. He also appositely
compared ¶·ÓÙÈÎ¿·ÈÔÓ, quam nobillissimam urbem cum cognomine
fluvio ad Bosporum dictam putamus, quod hortus velut unus circa urbem
et flumen essent omnia. Related are also, of course, the \A‰ÒÓÈ‰Ô˜ ÎÉÔÈ,

ephemeral growths of an immaturely dying young fertilizer. 
The preceding analysis and articulation is reflected and pre-figured in the

Hesychian lemma on Î¿Ô .̃ For, as above quoted, three basic significations
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are there testified. First comes the well attested one: Soul, Spirit, Breath.
Then, there is the meaning husk of the palm-nut; this is the covering of the
seed of the date-palm, the name passing probably from the seed to its skin,
analogously to the case of gardens and plantations where from nourishment
and semen it is transported to the outward off-shoot. Finally, the word
means, we are told, the first germination, shooting forth or growth (ì

ÚÒÙË öÎÊ˘ÛÈ˜); the immedite, that is, result of a successful fertilization
and impregnation. Thus, we have shown that the three senses are closely
related and analysed in what way. 

2. V. n. 3. 
3. V. in the prologue to the Theogony vv. 43 sqq. where the Muses sing firstly

ıÂáÓ Á¤ÓÔ˜ ·å‰·ÖÔÓ...

âÍ àÚ¯É ,̃ ÔR˜ °·Ö· Î·d OéÚ·Óe˜ ÂéÚf˜ öÙÈÎÙÂÓ,

Ô¥ Ù’ âÎ ÙáÓ âÁ¤ÓÔÓÙÔ ıÂÔ›, ‰ˆÙÉÚÂ˜ â¿ˆÓ.

All Gods descend from the primal couple Earth and Heaven. This is
indeed qualified in the detailed Theogony that follows in important
respects: a) Heaven himself is generated from Earth - the Son espousing
subsequently his Mother; b) Chaos, the yawing aboriginal gap (¯·›Óˆ),
precedes even Earth; c) Tartaros, the misty, windy principle in Earth’s
internal recesses, and cosmogonic Eros, arise and take form inexplicably
together with Earth, in the primeval abysmal “receptacle”; d) there is the
progeny of Chaos, independently procreated; e) Earth gave birth alone
(ôÙÂÚ ÊÈÏfiÙËÙÔ˜ âÊÈÌ¤ÚÔ˘) beside Heaven to Mountains and Sea
(¶fiÓÙÔ˜) with whom later copulating in the sequel engendered a separate
posterity, f ) as a result of the enormity committed by Saturn against his
father Heaven, miraculously emerged Aphrodite (from the sperm emitted
by the exsected immortal member as it was floating in the sea), Erinnys,
Giants and Melian Nymphs (Earth begetting them after having been
fearfully impregnated by the bloody drops from Saturn’s virilia). Despite all
this abnormality (which in any case belongs to the same biologico-sexual
context), the main line of descent issues from the archetypal coition of
Heaven and Earth; besides, sexual aberration expresses awesome, terrible or
monstrous chthonicity, whether of a Middle Eastern, authochthonous or, as
is most likely the case, compound origin.Take some cardinal, striking
elements in the above list: the Great Mother with her Son-Lover ¿ÚÂ‰ÚÔ˜

(a), whose despotic behaviour and usurpation of matriarchal prerogatives
causes, at her own instigation, the Son’s revolt against the Father with the
latter’s hideous sexual incapacitation (f ) (the very opposite pole to the
Apollonian punishment of the Mother by the Son as representative of the
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Father); a principle presupposed by Earth and thus before her (b), a matrix
of Night and of the entire black issue of Fate and Disorder, repository of
Death, Senility, heavy Sleepiness and ghostly Dreams, Strife, and Struggle,
Sickness and Pain, infatuation (as Desire and as divinely inflicted Self-
beguiling), Deception, Falsehood, Hate, Murder (d); sea-monstrosity (e);
infernal Might and cosmic Attraction (c): for all these deviating features or
their components we may cite powerful oriental parallels; yet we also
encounter here the indigenous roots of Orphism and related religiosity. 

4. (Cf. also infra n. 47). An early form of Orphism is that described by
Eudemus. It posited N‡Í at the absolute beginning (Damascius De Pr. Pr.
124 (I 319. Ruelle) = OF 28: ì ‰b ·Úa Ù̌á ¶ÂÚÈ·ÙËÙÈÎ̌á Eé‰‹Ì̌ˆ àÓ·-

ÁÂÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓË ó˜ ÙÔÜ \OÚÊ¤ˆ˜ ÔsÛ· ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·.. àe ‰b ÙÉ˜ N˘ÎÙe˜ âÔÈ‹-

Û·ÙÔ ÙcÓ àÚ¯‹Ó). Aristotle, rather, refers specifically to Orphic doctrines
with his Ôî ıÂÔÏfiÁÔÈ Ôî âÎ ÙÉ˜ N˘ÎÙe˜ ÁÂÓÓáÓÙÂ˜ (Metaph. Λ, 1071b27).
For Acusilaus’ schema involved Chaos first and then Erebos and Night as
progenitors of all else (Damascius De Pr. Pr. 124 (I, 320.10 R) = DK B1;
Philodemus de Pietate 137,5 p. 61G confirms that \AÎÔ˘Û›Ï·Ô˜ ‰’ âÎ

X¿Ô˘˜ ÚÒÙÔ˘ ÙpÏÏ·). Epimenides deduced everything from an initial
pair of Air and Night (Dam. De Pr. Pr. 124, (I, 320. 17R), confirmed by
Philodemus de Pietate 47a, 2 p. 19 = B5). While to Musaeus was attributed
the notion that at the beginning stands Tartarus either alone or with Night,
v. Philodemus de Pietate 137, 5 p. 61G: âÓ ‰b ÙÔÖ˜ àÓ·ÊÂÚÔÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜ Âå˜ MÔ˘-

Û·ÖÔÓ Á¤ÁÚ·Ù·È T¿ÚÙ·ÚÔÓ ÚáÙÔÓ <ÙcÓ N>‡ÎÙ· (Gomperz better than
<Î·d N>‡ÎÙ·, Ζeller). Thus nobody (excepting “Orpheus”) is known to
have conceived of Night as the absolute First Principle, although all three
previously mentioned world-views come closer to the Orphic nucleus than,
for example, to Hesiod, in whom nonetheless Night’s jurisiction is already
immense, but in general negatively coloured. 

That this idea was specifically characteristic of early Orphism seems
further supported by Chrysippus who, we are told, âÓ ‰b Ù̌á ‰Â˘Ù¤Ú̌ω (sc.
ÙÔÜ ¶ÂÚd º‡ÛÂˆ˜) Ù¿ ÙÂ Âå˜ \OÚÊ¤· Î·d MÔ˘Û·ÖÔÓ àÓ·ÊÂÚfiÌÂÓ·...

ÂÈÚÄÙ·È Û˘ÓÔÈÎÂÈÔÜÓ Ù·Ö˜ ‰fiÍ·È˜ ·éÙáÓ (sc. of the Stoics), Philodemus de
Pietate 13, 16 p. 80G; while ÎàÓ Ù̌á ÚÒÙ̌ω (so Arnim SVF Chrysippous
636, II p. 192, 20; Ùˇá ‰Â˘Ù¤Úˇω Diels (Musaeus B14) conferring the
preceding passage), ÙcÓ N‡ÎÙ· ıÂ¿Ó ÊËÛÈÓ ÂrÓ·È ÚˆÙ›ÛÙËÓ.

But the best testimony to Night’s ultimate priority is the oldest: in
Aristophanes’ famous burlesque in Aves 690 sqq., Night is evidently the
sole originator of the Cosmic Egg. For the cosmogony presupposed there is
evidently one with Night alone at the beginning laying by herself the
Cosmic Egg out of which Eros sprang. Thus v. 695: T›ÎÙÂÈ ÚÒÙÈÛÙÔÓ

ñËÓ¤ÌÈÔÓ NfÍ ì ÌÂÏ·ÓfiÙÂÚÔ˜ ̌èfiÓ, i.e. conceived without coition with a
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male principle. (So the Sch. ad loc. ñËÓ¤ÌÈ· Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È Ùa ‰›¯· Û˘ÓÔ˘Û›·˜

Î·d Ì›ÍÂˆ˜). And Photius explains ñËÓ¤ÌÈ· as Ùa ‰›¯· Û¤ÚÌ·ÙÔ˜ ôÚÚÂ-

ÓÔ .̃ Hesychius s.v. ñËÓ¤ÌÈ· è̌¿Ø Ùa ‰›¯· ÙÔÜ ç¯Â˘ıÉÓ·È ÁÂÓÓÒÌÂÓ·. Cf.
Lucian Sacrif. 6: ¬ÌÔÈ· ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ Î·d ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ ≠HÚ·˜ ÷ô‰Ô˘ÛÈÓ, ôÓÂ˘ ÙÉ˜

Úe˜ ÙeÓ ôÓ‰Ú· ïÌÈÏ›·˜ ñËÓ¤ÌÈÔÓ ·éÙcÓ ·Ö‰· ÁÂÓÓÉÛ·È ÙeÓ ≠HÊ·È-

ÛÙÔÓ. Plato the comic poet and (or should we say “or rather”?) Aristophanes
employed the word in this sense (Sch. Aristoph. Nubes 659 = Plato, ¢·›‰·-

ÏÔ˜ Fr. I Meineke II, 619; Athenaeus IX, 374E; Photius s.v. ñËÓ¤ÌÈ·;
Aristophanes ¢·›‰·ÏÔ˜ Fr. VI, No. 187 Blaydes = 237 Di). Cf. Aristotle De
Gener. Anim. Γ, 749a34: Û˘Ó›ÛÙ·Ù·È ÌbÓ ÔsÓ Î˘‹Ì·Ù· ÙÔÖ˜ ùÚÓÈÛÈ Î·d

·éÙfiÌ·Ù·, L Î·ÏÔÜÛÈÓ ñËÓ¤ÌÈ·, Î·d ˙ÂÊ‡ÚÈ¿ ÙÈÓÂ˜ (from the western
wind, Zephyrus, as particularly moist and fecund). 

These eggs are not some kind of remainder from previous proper
copulation and consequent impregnation, which had already resulted in the
laying of fruitful eggs; Aristotle Hist. Anim., Z, 559b20: Ôî ‰b Ï¤ÁÔÓÙÂ˜ ¬ÙÈ

ñÔÏÂ›ÌÌ·Ù¿ âÛÙÈ Ùa ñËÓ¤ÌÈ· ÙáÓ öÌÚÔÛıÂÓ âÍ ç¯Â›·˜ ÁÈÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ, ÔéÎ

àÏËıÉ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓØ tÙ·È ÁaÚ îÎ·Óá˜ õ‰Ë àÓfi¯Â˘ÙÔÈ ÓÂÔÙÙ›‰Â˜ àÏÂÎÙÔÚ›-

‰ˆÓ Î·d ¯ËÓáÓ Ù›ÎÙÔ˘Û·È ñËÓ¤ÌÈ·. Wind was supposed to play, albeit
defectively, the male part; Aristotle Hist. Anim. Z, 560a6: ˙ÂÊ‡ÚÈ· ‰b

Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È Ùa ñËÓ¤ÌÈ· ñfi ÙÈÓˆÓ, ¬ÙÈ ñe ÙcÓ â·ÚÈÓcÓ œÚ·Ó Ê·›ÓÔÓÙ·È

‰Â¯fiÌÂÓ·È Ùa ÓÂ‡Ì·Ù· ·î ùÚÓÈıÂ .̃ Cf. Plinius Nat. Hist. X §166, 60(80):
quidam et vento putant ea (sc. fruitless eggs) generari, qua de causa etiam
zephyria appelant. Such eggs cannot reproduce the animal; Aristotle, Hist.
Anim. E, 539a31: âÍ zÓ Á›ÓÂÙ·È œÛÂÚ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ùÚÓÈÛÈ Ùa ñËÓ¤ÌÈ·. Ta

ÌbÓ ÔsÓ çÚÓ›ıˆÓ ôÁÔÓ· ¿ÓÙ· âÛÙd Ù·ÜÙ· (Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÁaÚ ÙÔÜ è̌ÔÜ Á¤ÓÓËÛÈÓ

‰‡Ó·Ù·È ì Ê‡ÛÈ˜ ·éÙáÓ âÈÙÂÏÂÖÓ), â¿Ó Ì‹ ÙÈ˜ ·éÙÔÖ˜ Û˘Ì‚FÉ ÙÚfiÔ˜

ôÏÏÔ˜ ÙÉ˜ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›·˜ Úe˜ ÙÔf˜ ôÚÚÂÓ·˜ (cf. Z, 561a1: âÍ zÓ Ôé Á›ÓÂÙ·È

ÓÂÔÙÙfi˜, ÔéıÂ›˜, àÏÏ’ ñËÓ¤ÌÈ· ¿ÓÙ· Ùa ÙÔÈ·ÜÙ·) - “The other way of
contact with a male” is some later coition, after the eggs have been
conceived, but before the yolk has changed to the white of the egg, cf. e.g.
Z, 560a9 sqq. - cf. Plinius Hist. Nat. X §160, 58(79); X §166, 60(80).
Maybe Aristophanes jokes at a subtler level by calling the supreme, primal
fecundity by a word connoting fruitlessness. 

Now in Aristophanes’ Birds it is true that Night is introduced amidst the
other members of a quarter of darkness: Chaos, Night, Erebos, Tartaros.
But the latter two play only a sportively locative role, in imitation obviously
of serious Epic precedent: \EÚ¤‚Ô˘˜ ‰’ âÓ àÂ›ÚÔÈÛÈ ÎfiÏÔÈ˜; cf. Orphica
Argonautica 13: Î·d XÚfiÓÔÓ n˜ âÏfi¯Â˘ÛÂ àÂÈÚÂÛ›ÔÈÛÈ ñÊ’ ïÏÎÔÖ˜. Also
Î·Ùa T¿ÚÙ·ÚÔÓ ÂéÚ‡Ó. While the first member of the putative quaternion
is used exclusively for the generation of birds, signaling a jocular turn
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therefore, with a jesting reference maybe to some such isolated progeny as
that of Chaos and Night in the Hesiodic Theogony. 

To Orphism the idea of a first Egg at the beginning of things is
constitutive; v. Plutarch, Symp. II, 2 p. 636D: àÂ›Ûˆ Í˘ÓÂÙÔÖÛÈ ÙeÓ

\OÚÊÈÎeÓ Î·d îÂÚeÓ ÏfiÁÔÓ, n˜ ÔéÎ ùÚÓÈıÔ˜ ÌfiÓÔÓ Ùe è̌eÓ àÔÊ·›ÓÂÈ ÚÂ-

Û‚‡ÙÂÚÔÓ, àÏÏa Î·d Û˘ÏÏ·‚gÓ ±·Û·Ó ·éÙ̌á ÙcÓ ê¿ÓÙˆÓ ïÌÔÜ ÚÂ-

Û‚˘Á¤ÓÂÈ·Ó àÓ·Ù›ıËÛÈ. Cf. 635F; 636E; Macrobius, Saturnalia, VII, 16, 8.
Where there is an aboriginal Egg,  it is the World, and the primal pair of
Heaven and Earth is produced by its fission at the manifestation of the
First-Born (cf. in the Orphic Cosmogony described by Athenagoras Suppl.
pro Christ. 18 p. 86 Otto = OF57; the World-Egg appears in a thinly
disguised philosophical dress in Empedocles; v. “Aetius” II 31,4 (=A 50):
\EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ˜ ÙÔÜ ≈„Ô˘˜ ÙÔÜ àe ÙÉ˜ °É˜ Âå˜ ÙeÓ OéÚ·ÓfiÓ, ≥ÙÈ˜ âÛÊÈÓ

àÊ’ ìÌáÓ àÓ¿Ù·ÛÈ ,̃ ÏÂ›ÔÓ· ÂrÓ·È ÙcÓ Î·Ùa Ùe Ï¿ÙÔ˜ ‰È¿ÛÙ·ÛÈÓ, Î·Ùa

ÙÔÜÙÔ ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ àÓ·ÂÙ·Ì¤ÓÔ˘ ‰Èa Ùe ̌è̌á ·Ú·ÏËÛ›ˆ˜ ÙeÓ

KfiÛÌÔÓ ÎÂÖÛı·È). Thus Heaven and Earth would come immediately after
Night as the celestial and the terrestrial halves of the Cosmic Egg, just as
Johannes Lydus, de Mensibus II, 8 p. 26.1 Wünsch, holds, albeit
indistinctly and somehow misleadingly: Î·d ÙÚÂÖ˜ ÚáÙ·È Î·Ù’ \OÚÊ¤·

âÍÂ‚Ï¿ÛÙËÛ·Ó àÚ¯·d ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ ,̃ NfÍ Î·d °É Î·d OéÚ·Ófi .̃ This is also
suggested by the Aristophanic passage; for immediately after the cosmic
Egg and cosmogonic Eros, Heaven, Ocean and Earth come into being,
Ocean being but the common boundary and limit of Earth and Sky. 

Finally, it should be remembered, that in standard Rhapsodic Orphism,
the couple in question proceeds directly from Night. So Hermeias in Plat.
Phaedrum 247d (154.26-7 Couvreur) = OF109, after having reapproached
the triple characterization of Night in Orpheus (divinatory power, awful
and venerable, begetter of justice) with the Platonic triad âÈÛÙ‹ÌË,

ÛˆÊÚÔÛ‡ÓË, ‰ÈÎ·ÈÔÛ‡ÓË in the supramundane world, describes these
features as inherent and immanent differentiations within Night,
contrasting what proceeds out of her:

m ‰b ¿ÏÈÓ (sc. N‡Í) °·Ö·Ó ÙÂ Î·d OéÚ·ÓeÓ ÂéÚfÓ öÙÈÎÙÂ,

‰ÂÖÍ¤Ó Ù’ âÍ àÊ·ÓáÓ Ê·ÓÂÚÔf˜ Ô¥ Ù’ ÂåÛÈ ÁÂÓ¤ıÏËÓ.

In 148.21 sqq. Couvreur, Hermeias makes the procession start from
Phanes himself (öÍˆ ÁaÚ ÚÔÉÏıÔÓ ÚáÙÔÈ à’ ·éÙÔÜ (sc. º¿ÓËÙÔ˜)
OéÚ·Óe˜ Î·d °É... Î·d ÚáÙÔ˜ Î·Ù·Ï¿ÌÂÙ·È ï OéÚ·Óe˜ ñe ÙÔÜ ıÂ›Ô˘

ÊˆÙe˜ ÙÔÜ º¿ÓËÙÔ˜), for, as he explains and supports by an Orphic
quotation (OF86), Night is inseparably unified with Phanes. Heaven is the
third King in order after Ericapaeus and Mother Night:
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n˜ (sc. OéÚ·Óe˜) ÚáÙÔ˜ ‚·Û›ÏÂ˘ÛÂ ıÂáÓ ÌÂÙa ÌËÙ¤Ú· N‡ÎÙ·.

(OF 111, from Alexander Aphrodisiensis in Aristot. Met. N1091b4
(821.19 Hayd.) and OF108 from Syrianus in Arist. Met. N 1091b4 (182,9
Kroll = 935a27 Usener)). But the Rhapsodic ÎÂÚÔd §fiÁÔÈ derived Night
from Phanes, thus reversing the order of primitive Orphism (Proclus In
Plat. Cratyl. 396b (54, 21 Psquali = OF101); Syrianus In Arist. Met.
1091b4 (182.9 Kroll) = OF107; Proclus In Plat. Tim. Prooem. E (III,
168.15 Diehl) = OF107; etc.). The Son became the Father of his Mother,
in tune with the later, relative partriarchalization of the religious experience. 

The archetypal Ur-Marriage conjugates Heaven and Earth: ÔåÎÂÖÔ˜ ÁaÚ

Î·d ï Á¿ÌÔ˜ ÙFÉ Ù¿ÍÂÈ Ù·‡ÙFË, Î·ı¿ ÊËÛÈÓ ï £ÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜ (sc. Orpheus)· ÚÒ-

ÙËÓ ÁaÚ Ó‡ÌÊËÓ àÔÎ·ÏÂÖ ÙcÓ °ÉÓ Î·d ÚÒÙÈÛÙÔÓ Á¿ÌÔÓ ÙcÓ ≤ÓˆÛÈÓ

·éÙÉ˜ ÙcÓ Úe˜ ÙeÓ OéÚ·ÓfiÓ (V. n. 9). 
There may have been a very old Orphic tradition in which the series of

cosmic procession ran as follows: Chaos, Oceanos, Night, Heaven, Zeus:
Alexander Aphrodisiensis in Arist. Met. N1091b4 (821, 5 Hayd.) = OF
107. To this would belong the cosmogonic references in the ¢Èe˜ \A¿ÙË

(Ξ 200-1; 245-6, 301-2), as well as the preeminent significance of Night in
Homer (259-61). But where would this construction leave Cronos and the
Titans, whose importance is also highlighted there (271-9)? Putting Cronos
in his proper place and eliminating Ocean, we obtain the standard
succession: Beginning, Night, Heaven, Cronos, Zeus. Alexander, or his
source, might have simply attempted to graft in a clumsy fashion onto the
Orphic schema the Homeric statement (\øÎÂ·ÓeÓ ıÂáÓ ÙÂ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ Î·d

ÌËÙ¤Ú· TËı‡Ó). As to this latter, we should probably look for a Phoenicean
origin - in Ugarit for instance. Anyway, to further introduce OF 15, from
Plato, Cratylus 402B,

\øÎÂ·Óe˜ ÚáÙÔ˜ Î·Ï›ÚÚÔÔ˜ qÚÍÂ Á¿ÌÔÈÔ,

¬˜ Ú· Î·ÛÈÁÓ‹ÙËÓ ïÌÔÌ‹ÙÔÚ· TËıfÓ ù˘ÈÂÓ,

(cf. Ilias 11.257: Î·Û›ÁÓËÙÔÓ Î·d ¬·ÙÚÔÓ), in the present connection, is
rather rash. For quite apart from the very definite and emphatic testimonies
to the effect that in Orphism the first and archetypal marriage is that of
Heaven and Earth, Î·ÛÈÁÓ‹ÙËÓ ïÌÔÌ‹ÙÔÚ· would miss the point if
Oceanos and Tethys were the immediate children of a single chaotic
principle. The true meaning of the distich could be that Oceanos, first
among his brothers, begun to copulate and take a wife. He alone also kept
aloof from the nefarious act perpetrated by his brothers, led by Cronos
(who was in especial favour with his grandmother Night, Damascius de Pr.
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Pr. §67, I, 146.16 R.; Proclus In Crat. 396b-c, 92.10 Pasquali, OF 129: âÎ
¿ÓÙˆÓ ‰b KÚfiÓÔÓ NfÍ öÙÚÂÊÂÓ ä‰’ àÙ›Ù·ÏÏÂÓ), against their father
Ouranos (OF 135). Furthermore, the succession in Plato Timaeus 40e,
which makes Oceanos and Tethys children of Heaven and Earth but
parents of the Titans, pushes the Orphic differentation of Oceanos from his
brothers (according to the Hesiodic and commoner account) a step further
in the Homeric direction.

Finally, in the golden leaves from Petelia in Magna Graecia, Pharsalos in
Thessaly and Eleutherna in Crete (B1-B8 in the complete edition of G.
Zuntz, Persephone pp. 355 sqq.; cf. also the subsequently known goldplates
from Hipponion - Vibo, Valentia, G. Zuntz, Wiener Studien, 89, 1976,
129-51; and from Thessaly, J. Breslin, A Greek Prayer, 1977; cf. K.
Tsantsanoglou - G.M. Parassoglou, Two gold lamellae from Thessaly, in
^EÏÏËÓÈÎ¿, 1987, pp. 1-17); the soul, after death, appearing before the
guardians of the Other World parched and thirsty requests permission to
refresh herself by drinking from the cool spring at the right of the entrance
to Hades; propitiating the powers in charge, she introduces and defines
herself:

°É˜ ·Ö˜ ÂåÌÈ Î·d OéÚ·ÓÔÜ àÛÙÂÚfiÂÓÙÔ ,̃

or in Crete, 

°Ä˜ ̆ îfi˜ äÌÈ Î·d èÚ·Óá àÛÙÂÚfiÂÓÙÔ ,̃

that is, she too belongs to the progeny of the aboriginal generative Dyad, of
the primal Pair, whose authority overrules in the end all lesser jurisdiction of
subsequently engendered divinities and potencies presiding over inferior
lawfulnesses. It is by virtue of such emphatically affirmed consanguinity
with, and direct descent from, the supremest Godhead that the soul of the
defunct claims recognition of her lofty status, deliverance from the fetters of
intermediate necessities and, in a word, Salvation. 

5. Thus in the outermost margin of Hellenism, in Wild Colchis, dead bodies
of men were hung up in the air, while those of women were buried in the
earth; male literally returning to the supreme original Male and female to
the archetypal Female. For the Colchians worshipped above all Heaven and
Earth. V. Scholia in Apoll. Argon. Γ, 202-9a quoting Nymphodorus: ¬ÙÈ Ùa

ÌbÓ ôÚÛÂÓ· ÛÒÌ·Ù· Ôé ı¤ÌÈ˜ KfiÏ¯ÔÈ˜ ÔûÙÂ Î·›ÂÈÓ ÔûÙÂ ı¿ÙÂÈÓ, ‚‡ÚÛ·È˜

‰b ÓÂ·Ú·Ö˜ ÂîÏÔÜÓÙÂ˜ âÎÚ¤ÌˆÓ ÙáÓ àÚÛ¤ÓˆÓ Ùa ÛÒÌ·Ù·, Ùa ‰b ı‹ÏÂ· ÙFÉ

ÁFÉ â‰›‰ÔÛ·Ó, œ˜ ÊËÛÈ N˘ÌÊfi‰ˆÚÔ˜ (in his (B·Ú‚·ÚÈÎa) NfiÌÈÌ· no
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doubt; fr. 17 Mueller II 380), ž äÎÔÏÔ‡ıËÛÂ (sc. Apollonius). Û¤‚ÔÓÙ·È ‰b

Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· OéÚ·ÓeÓ Î·d °ÉÓ. Apollonius describes the custom with his
extreme artfulness and elaborate preciosity of style, Γ, v. 200 sqq.:

öÓı· ‰b ÔÏÏ·d

ëÍÂ›Ë˜ ÚfiÌ·ÏÔ› ÙÂ Î·d åÙ¤·È âÌÂÊ‡·ÛÈÓ,

ÙáÓ Î·d â’ àÎÚÔÙ¿ÙˆÓ Ó¤Î˘Â˜ ÛÂÈÚFÉÛÈ ÎÚ¤Ì·ÓÙ·È

‰¤ÛÌÈÔÈ. ÂåÛ¤ÙÈ ÓÜÓ ÁaÚ ôÁÔ˜ KfiÏ¯ÔÈÛÈÓ ùÚˆÚÂÓ

àÓ¤Ú·˜ Ôå¯ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ˘Úd Î·È¤ÌÂÓ, Ôé‰’ âÓd Á·›FË

öÛÙÈ ı¤ÌÈ˜ ÛÙÂ›Ï·ÓÙ·˜ ≈ÂÚı’ âd ÛÉÌ· ̄ ¤ÂÛı·È,

àÏÏ’ âÓ à‰Â„‹ÙÔÈÛÈ Î·ÙÂÈÏ‡Û·ÓÙÂ˜ ‚ÔÂ›·È˜

‰ÂÓ‰Ú¤ˆÓ âÍ¿ÙÂÈÓ ëÎa˜ ôÛÙÂÔ˜Ø ä¤ÚÈ ‰’ úÛËÓ

Î·d ̄ ıgÓ öÌÌÔÚÂÓ ·rÛ·Ó, âÂd ̄ ıÔÓd Ù·Ú¯‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ

ıËÏ˘Ù¤Ú·˜Ø ........................................

That nations gravest oath was on Heaven and Earth. V. Argon. Γ, 699 and
714-6: 

úÛÙˆ KfiÏ¯ˆÓ ¬ÚÎÔ˜ ñ¤Ú‚ÈÔ ,̃ ¬ÓÙÈÓ’ çÌfiÛÛ·È

·éÙc âÔÙÚ‡ÓÂÈ ,̃ Ì¤Á·˜ OéÚ·Óe˜ ä‰’ ñ¤ÓÂÚıÂÓ

°·Ö·, ıÂáÓ Ì‹ÙËÚ, ........................................

In place of Heaven the Sky God, Zeus, under his specifically oath-
protective faculty appears in Greek awesome oaths, e.g. Euripides,
Hippolytus 1025: 

ÓÜÓ ‰’ ¬ÚÎÈfiÓ ÛÔÈ ZÉÓ· Î·d ¤‰ÔÓ ̄ ıÔÓe˜

ùÌÓ˘ÌÈ ........................................

Also Electra, 1177: 

\Ig °Ä Î·d ZÂÜ ·Ó‰ÂÚÎ¤Ù· ‚ÚÔÙáÓ.

Or, alternatively the sky-light and the Sun’s pure splendour (to which the
all-seeing - ·Ó‰ÂÚÎ¤Ù· - function already alludes in the previous verse),
e.g. Euripides, Medea 746; 752. Cf. Virgilius Aeneias XII, 176:

Et nunc Sol testis et haec mihi terra precanti.

Sometimes all three appear, Medea 148: 
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òAÈÂ ,̃ t ZÂÜ Î·d °Ä Î·d Êá˜ etc.

Scythians also, again at the confines of extended Hellenism, worshipped
as chief among their few Gods and second only to the hearth goddess,
Vesta, the couple Zeus - Earth, the former name in their own language
being Papaios (a name widespread in Asia Minor as divine appellation or
title of honour), obviously referring to fatherhood. Herodotus IV, 59; cf.
Eustathius ad Iliad E, p. 565.5 quoting Arrianus in Bithyniaca: âÓÙ·Üı· ‰b

¯Ú‹ÛÈÌÔÓ Î·d Ùe ÙÔÜ \AÚÚÈ·ÓÔÜ ÂåfiÓÙÔ˜ âÓ BÈı˘ÓÈ·ÎÔÖ˜ ¬ÙÈ àÓÈfiÓÙÂ˜ Âå˜

Ùa ôÎÚ· ÙáÓ çÚáÓ BÈı˘ÓÔd âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó ¶¿·Ó ÙeÓ ¢›· Î·d òAÙÙÈÓ ÙeÓ

·éÙfiÓØ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ Î·d ^HÚÔ‰fiÙÔ˘ Ùfi, Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È ZÂf˜ ñe ™Î˘ıáÓ çÚıfiÙ·Ù·

¶··ÖÔ˜. A cult in a high-place infers a sky-god, therefore the heavenly
Father, since he was called ¶¿· .̃ 

6. The locus classicus is Varro de L.L. V, 58: Terra enim et Caelum, ut
Samothracum initia docent, sunt dei Magni, et hi quos dixi multis
nominibus (sc. Serapis and Isis in Egypt, or Saturnus and Ops in Latium),
non quas Samothracia ante portas statuit duas virilis species aeneas dei
magni, neque ut volgus putat, hi Samothraces dii, qui Castor et Pollux, sed
hi mas et femina, et hi quos augurum libri (Regell p. 16 = Brause p. 18)
scripos havent sic “divi qui potes” pro illo quod Samothraces “theoe
dynatoe”. These Dei Magni were of Pelasgic provenance but also became
the Laurolavinian Penates; their sacral (symbolic) images were transferred
from Samothrace to Troia and thence to Latium by Aeneas according to the
prevalent ancient opinion (v. in primis, Dionysius Halicarnasensis Antiqu.
Rom. I 67-9; II 66; cf. Vergilius Aen. III, 148: 

Effigies sacrae divom, Phrygique Penates
quos mecum a Troja, mediisque ex ignibus urbis
extuleram;

cf. Serv. ad Aen. I, 378; ad Aen. III, 148; ad Aen. III, 12; Macrobius
Saturn. III, 4, 5. Cf. Herodotus II, 51 for the connection of the Cabeiric
Mysteries in Samothrace with Pelasgic lore. Varro maintained the absolute
identity of the public Penates with Magni Dei, the Samothracian Great
Gods; Servius ad Aen. III, 12: Varro quidem unum esse dicit “Penates et
Magnos Deos”; nam et in basi scribebatur MAGNIS DIIS. The base would
be sacred to the Penates, like the ‚¿ıÚ· on which the ≤‰Ë ÙáÓ ıÂáÓ were
placed by Aeneas at the end of his wanderings (Dionysius Hal. Ant. Rom.
I, 55); or perhaps sustain an altar probably, like those in the Circus,
Tertullianus de Spectaculis VIII p. 639C Migne: Ante has (sc. columnas)
thres arae, trinis diis parent magnis, potentibus, valentibus; eosdem
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Samothracas existimant. Varro himself provides the basis on which both
Servius’ and Tertullian’s observations may be fully elucidated. For he
informs us in a logistoricus that of the three altars in the Circus one bore
the inscription “Dis Magnis”, the other “Dis Potentibus”, while the third
revealed the physical identities of those great, potent deities: it was inscribed
“dis Terrae et Caelo”. (Probus in Verg. Ecl. VI, 31, p. 21, 8K = Varro,
Curio, Fr. II Riese p. 252: tres arae sunt in circo medio ad columnas, in
quibus stant signa: in una inscriptum “dis Magnis”, in altera “dis
potentibus”, in tertia “Dis Terrae et Caelo”. In haec duo divisus mundus).
Tertullian’s affirmation about three groups of gods (Magni, Potentes,
Valentes) seems to be an inference from the triplicity of the altars. But he
had reported immediately before the quoted passage that behind them
there were three columns associated with the three agricultural Goddesses,
Seia, Messia, Tutulina: (de Spectac. 8): columnae Sessias a sementationibus,
Messias a messibus, Tutulinas a tutelis fructuum sustinent. Ante has tres
arae etc. Augustinus de Civ. Dei IV, 8 (p. 155.19 sqq. ed. Divjak) gives
evidently the same triad, as Seja, Segetia, tutilina (as in Macrobius, Saturn.
I, 16, 8) specifying exactly the respective allocation of functions: nec saltem
potuerunt unam Segetiam talem invenire, cui semel segetes commendarent,
sed sata frumenta, quamdiu sub terra essent, praepositam voluerunt havere
deam Seiam: cum vero iam essent super terram et segetem facerent, deam
Segetiam; frumentis vero collectis atque reconditis, ut tuto servarentur,
deam Tutilinam praeposuerunt. Plinius confirms the importance of those
deities and the existence of their images (or perhaps only of the two former)
in the circus, with the qualification that it was prohibited to name the third
goddess indoors, which may be interpreted in accordance with Augustinus’
distribution of jurisdiction (the grain being preserved within buildings
where the divine mistress should not be named given her singularly potent,
chthonic - daemonic and ambivalent character), but rather requires the
identification of Tutilina with Messia, the fearful goddess of reaping,
especially so as these were divinities of field boundaries, Plinius Nat. Hist.
XVIII, 2 (8): hos enim deos tum maxime noverant, Seiamque a serendo,
Segestam a segetibus appellabant, quarum simulacra in circo videmus -
tertiam ex his nominare sub tecto religio est - ac ne degustabanta quidem
novas fruges aut vina, antequam sacerdotes primitias libassent. Tertullian
then would have omitted the middle deity and duplicated the third under
her two aspects of death and deliverance. Tutilina was in fact goddess of
safety in general,v. Varro Sat. Menipp. (Hercules Tuam Fidem) 216
Bϋcheler (p. 148 Riese), from Nonnus de Propr. Serm. P. 47: non
Tutilinam, quam ego ipse invoco, quod meae aures abste obsidentur. As
such she was the female counterpart of the priapic Tutanus (cf. Varro, op.
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cit. 213 Büch.). There was a sanctuary dedicated to her on the Aventine
Hill, in a place called Tutilinae loca, Varro de L.L. V, 163.The agricultural
goddesses were the object of scrupulous veneration; he who pronounced
their names should observare ferias (Macrobius loc. cit.: apud veteres
quoque qui nominasset Salutem, Semoniam, Seiam, Segetiam, Tutilinam
ferias observabat). Tertullian seems also to have erred in associating the triad
of altars with the three images on columns (if there were in fact three and
not two). The former should in fact have been rather connected with the
two palladia that appear to stand at the end of the spina in the Circus e.g. in
a Florentine gem (in Smith’s Dictionary of Greek and Roman Antiquities I
p. 434, from Gori, II, pl. 79). This would fit well with the view expressed
by Tertullian loc. cit., that the gods of the altars were the Samothracian
deities.

In the spina of the Circus there was also of old a statue of Pollentia
(Livius XXXIX, 7). In 187 BC a pole fell on it and overturned it, on which
occasion the Senate decreed, among other things, that two images of the
divinity in question be made and erected in place of the one fallen. Were
these two signa the two Palladia observable on the gem noted above?
Pollentia was the Roman equivalent of the Dea Valentia from Ocriculum
(Tertullianus Apologet. XXIV; CIL XI 4082; cf. XI 426.9). The altars
mentioned by Johannes Lydus de Mens. I, 12 p. 5.7 sqq. Wünsch, are in all
probability the two triple metas as either end of the spina.

The idea of the identification of the Dii Penates with the Samotracian
Potent Gods (cf. Vergilius Aen. IX, 258 Per magnos... Penates; III, 159) was
quite old; it was upheld already in the Annals of L. Cassius Hemina (Fr. 6,
Veterum Hist. Roman. Reliquiae ed. Peter p. 96, from Servius ad Aen. I,
378: Alii autem, ut Cassius Hemnia, dicunt deos penates ex Samothracia
appellatos ıÂÔf˜ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˘ ,̃ ıÂÔf˜ ‰˘Ó·ÙÔ‡ ,̃ ıÂÔf˜ ¯ÚËÛÙÔ‡˜ (the same in
Macrobius Saturn. III, 4, 9). He probably (if we accept Ritschl’s alterations
in the text of Schol. Veron. ad Aen. II 717 p. 91K = Fr. 5 Peter) adopted
the picture of Aeneas leaving the captured city with the Penates on his
shoulders. That was also Varro’s image (ibid.). Atticus thought on the other
hand that the Penates were brought to Italy directly from Samothrace). 

Of course the Magni Dei were not known under specific names: eorum
nomina nemo sciat (Servius ad Aen. III, 12); àÚÚ‹ÙÔ˘˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ôÏÏÔÈ˜ ÔÈ-

ÔÜÓÙ· (sc. Dardanum) Ùa˜ å‰›Ô˘˜ ·éÙáÓ (sc. ÙáÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏˆÓ ıÂáÓ) çÓÔÌ·-

Û›·˜, Dionysius Hal. Antiqu. Rom. I, 68 p. 110.11 Jacoby. This explains
the remarkable variety of interpretation, even in antiquity. That they were
worshipped in Samothrace as the mysteric divinities under that generic
appellation is also testified epigraphically. Before the chief entrance (to the
Temple probably or perhaps to the sacred enclosure) there, two masculine

ORIGIN  AND  NATURE  OF  EARLY  PYTHAGOREAN  COSMOGONY 201



bronze idols stood. Varro de L.L. V 58 supra; Servius ad Aen. III, 12: idem
Varro et alii complures magnos deos adfirmant simulacra duo virilia,
Castoris et Pollucis, in Samothracia ante portam sita. That Varro
maintained this is directly contradicted by the passage quoted above in de
L.L. He also differentiated between, on the one hand, identifying the Great
Gods with the two virile statues in front of the Samothracian main Gate or
Doorway and, on the other, conceiving of them as Castor and Pollux. He
rejected both interpretations, but the fact that he distinguished them
entitles us to assume that the bronze idols in Samothrace did not in fact
exhibit Dioscurean traits and emblems, contrary to what Servius implies.
The Penates were considered to be the Great Gods of Samothrace whose
sacred images had been translated to Troy and deposited in the adyton of a
temple on the acropolis, whence they were carried by Aeneas to Lavinium.
The truth or falsity of such cultic transferences is ultimately  immaterial;
what really matters is the necessary framework of important similarities in
worship on which theories of transference can be built. In Latium the
Penates appeared openly as two young men seated and armed with spears
(in the Roman Temple, Dionysius Hal. Antiqu. Rom. I, 68 p. 109.16
Jacoby) and in general as two military youths (ibid, p. 109.19 J.). But the
real sacra of those mysterious deities were hidden, in the Lavinian Temple’s
adyton and we must rely on the testimony of the great Timaeus alone in
our conception of them: Û¯‹Ì·ÙÔ˜ ‰b Î·d ÌÔÚÊÉ˜ ·éÙáÓ ¤ÚÈ T›Ì·ÈÔ˜

ÌbÓ ï Û˘ÁÁÚ·ÊÂf˜ z‰Â àÔÊ·›ÓÂÙ·È: ÎËÚ‡ÎÈ· ÛÈ‰ËÚÄ Î·d ¯·ÏÎÄ Î·d

Î¤Ú·ÌÔÓ TÚˆ˚ÎeÓ ÂrÓ·È Ùa âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ à‰‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÙÔÖ˜ âÓ §·Ô˘˚Ó›̌ˆ ÎÂ›ÌÂÓ· îÂÚ¿,

˘ı¤Ûı·È ‰b ·éÙe˜ Ù·ÜÙ· ·Úa ÙáÓ âÈ¯ˆÚ›ˆÓ, Dionysius Hal. Rom.
Antiqu. I, 67 p. 108.21 Jacoby. (Varro is said to have spoken of the wooden
or marble effigies brought to Italy by Aeneas, Servius ad Aen. I, 378 and III,
148, sigilla lignea vel marmoreal (or lapidea); but the unlikelihood of such a
disjunction casts suspicion on the report). Bronze and iron herald wands on
the one hand, earthen vessels on the other; caduceus and jar, phallus and
vulva: indeed a potent symbolism of Varro’s mas and femina, Heaven and
Earth. We are reminded of Cicero’s suggestive formulation regarding the
Samothracian and Lemnian occult ceremonies, quibus explicates ad
rationemque revocatis rerum jagis natura cognoscitur quam deorum, De
Natura Deorum I, XLII, 119. Of course, the very principles of the nature
of things are divine. According to Macrobius (Saturnalia III, 4, 8) and
Servius ad Aen. II, 296, qui diligentius errunt veritatem, Penates esse
dierunt per quos penitus spiramus, per quos habemus corpus, per quos
rationem animi possidemus; and we shall see that we come again thus back
to Heaven and Earth via soul and body. Indeed, the aspectual identification
of the Dioscuri with the Samothracian Great Gods led to the former’s
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conception as male and female, ôÚÚËÓ and ı‹ÏÂÈ·, too; Ioannes Lydus, de
mensibus IV, 17. 

The physical expression of the ultimate differentiation between Male
and Female, Heaven and Earth, is the opposition between the arid spirit of
warmth versus the frigid earthen humours: quibus inucti Caelum et Terra
omnia ex <se> genuerunt (Varro de L.L. V, 60). A manifestation of the
primary copulation of Heaven with Earth is the conjugation of Jupiter and
Juno: idem hi dei Caelum et Terra Juppiter et Juno (Varro de L.L. V 65);
quod Jovis Juno coniunx et is caelum, haec terra, quae eadem tellus, et ea
dicta, quod una iuvat cum Jove, Juno et Regina, quod huius omnia
terrestria (Varro de L.L. V, 67). 

EEMMPPEEDDOOCCLLEESS
Juno as Earth leads us back to the famous Empedoclean verses formulating
his theological physiology: 

(B6) T¤ÛÛÂÚ· ÁaÚ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÚÈ˙ÒÌ·Ù· ÚáÙÔÓ ôÎÔ˘Â:

ZÂf˜ àÚÁc˜ ≠HÚË ÙÂ ÊÂÚ¤Û‚ÈÔ˜ ä‰’ \A˚‰ˆÓÂf˜

NÉÛÙÈ˜ ı’, m ‰·ÎÚ‡ÔÈ˜ Ù¤ÁÁÂÈ ÎÚÔ‡ÓˆÌ· ‚ÚfiÙÂÈÔÓ.

≠HÚË ÊÂÚ¤Û‚ÈÔ˜ is here certainly the Earth as probably  Plutarch (Stobaeus
Ecl. I, 10, 11b, p. 121.15 W; cf. [Plut.] de Vita et Poesi Hom. 99), and a
certain current in Stoicism, held (Hippolytus, Refutatio Omn. Haer. VII,
29; Achilles Tatius in Arat. 4; cf. SVF II 1074; 1063). This must have been
the standard interpretation of the Empedoclean passage, v. Diogenes
Laertius VIII, 76. It is significant that Heracleitus Alleg. Hom. 24 interprets
≠HÚ· as ÁÉ in Empedocles, whereas he reverts to the more common Stoic
notion (with a Platonic ancestry) of ≠HÚ· = à‹Ú immediately afterwards
(in §25) when allegorizing a Homeric passage. The same variation is
observed in Athenagoras Suppl. pro Chr.: in 22C ≠HÚ· is ÁÉ where
Empedocles is explained; but she is air Î·Ùa ÙÔf˜ ™Ùˆ˚ÎÔ‡˜ in 23A and
7C. The view that ≠HÚ· was air would not really help in our understanding
of the Empedoclean fragment, as it was accompanied in Stoic circles by the
idea that Hades also was dark, dense air; cf. e.g. Cornutus Theol. Graeca 3
and 5. It is further characteristic that although Macrobius subscribes
formally to the equivalence of ≠HÚ· with air, nonetheless when he comes to
the question of identifying the Roman Penates with the Capitoline Triad
(Juppiter, Juno, Minerva), he explains the second member of the triad as
imum aera cum terra. That “Aetius” I, 3, 20 (D.286) interprets Empedocles
in accordance with the prevalent Stoic idea (cf. e.g. Cicero de Nat. Deor. II,
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26, 66; cf. Macrobius Saturn. I, 15, 20 (Iuno autem aeris arbitra est); 17,
54; Somn. Scip. I, 17, 15; Etym. Magn. s.v. ≠HÚ·) is forced and unnatural:
in an enumeration of the four ultimate material principles, a male divinity
alone cannot represent Mother Earth.

That Varro specifies Juno as standing in the place of Earth, one of the
two ultimate principles, Great Gods and Penates, is not an isolated personal
preference of interpretation. Vergil reflects the fact in a subtle way. He
speaks of Junonis magnae (Aen. III, 437) and calls her dominam potentem
(III, 438) and bonam (I, 734). Here we have the three appellations that
characterized according to Cassius Hemina (quoted supra), the Roman
Penates as Samothracian divinities: ıÂÔf˜ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˘ ,̃ ıÂÔf˜ ‰˘Ó·ÙÔ‡ ,̃ ıÂÔf˜

¯ÚËÛÙÔ‡˜. The fact was correctly observed in antiquity, Servius ad Aen. I
738; III, 148. 

The Penatian then couple Jupiter - Juno corresponds to the
Samothracian \AÍÈfiÎÂÚÛÔ˜ - \AÍ›ÂÚÔ˜ (sch. in Apollonium Rhodium
Argon. I 916-18b) with Minerva in Rome substituting the Greek \AÍÈfi-

ÎÂÚÛ· in the Triad (or Tetrad with K·ÛÌ›ÏÔ˜ - Hermes). \AÍ›ÂÚÔ˜ as
Demeter confirms the interpretation of Juno as Earth in this connection.
≠HÚ· thus reverts to the prehellenic Magna Dea, whence she emerged. 

7. Aeschylus in majestic measures described the love and copulation between
Heaven and Earth, vain being the seminal fluid of the former impregnating
the latter whereby the entire plant life issues (Danaides, TrGF iii 44
Nauck2, from Athenaus XIII, 600b; Eusthatius who quotes the passage In
Iliad. 978.22 sqq. has the strange notion, appealing to Athenaeus, that this
Aeschylus is not the great Athenian, but an Alexandrian poet): 

âÚ÷Ä ÌbÓ êÁÓe˜ ÔéÚ·Óe˜ ÙÚáÛ·È ̄ ıfiÓ·,

öÚˆ˜ ‰b Á·Ö·Ó Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ Á¿ÌÔ˘ Ù˘¯ÂÖÓØ

ùÌ‚ÚÔ˜ ‰’ à’ ÂéÓ¿ÂÓÙÔ˜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ÂÛgÓ

öÎ˘ÛÂ Á·Ö·ÓØ ì ‰b Ù›ÎÙÂÙ·È ‚ÚÔÙÔÖ˜

Ì‹ÏˆÓ ÙÂ ‚ÔÛÎa˜ Î·d ‚›ÔÓ ¢ËÌ‹ÙÚÈÔÓØ

‰ÂÓ‰ÚáÙÈ˜ œÚ· ‰’ âÎ ÓÔÙ›˙ÔÓÙÔ˜ Á¿ÌÔ˘

Ù¤ÏÂÈfi˜ âÛÙÈ. ÙáÓ ‰’ âÁg (sc. Aphrodite speaking) ·Ú·›ÙÈÔ .̃

This fundamental experience was rendered elegantly by Euripides (898
Nauck2 Eur. Fr. from Athenaus XIII, 599 sq.; Stobaeus Ecl. I, 9, 1 p.
111.10 Wachsmuth; cf. Aristoteles Eth. Nicom. Θ, 1155b3):

âÚ÷Ä ÌbÓ ùÌ‚ÚÔ˘ Á·Ö’, ¬Ù·Ó ÍËÚeÓ ¤‰ÔÓ

ôÎ·ÚÔÓ ·é¯Ì̌á ÓÔÙ›‰Ô˜ âÓ‰Âá˜ ö F̄ËØ

âÚ÷Ä ‰’ ï ÛÂÌÓe˜ ÔéÚ·Óe˜ ÏËÚÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜
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ùÌ‚ÚÔÓ ÂÛÂÖÓ Âå˜ Á·Ö·Ó \AÊÚÔ‰›ÙË˜ ≈ÔØ

¬Ù·Ó ‰b Û˘ÌÌÈ¯ıÉÙÔÓ Âå˜ Ù·éÙeÓ ‰‡Ô,

Ê‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ ìÌÖÓ ¿ÓÙ· Î·d ÙÚ¤ÊÔ˘Û’ ±Ì·,

‰È’ zÓ ‚ÚfiÙÂÈÔÓ ̇ FÉ ÙÂ Î·d ı¿ÏÏÂÈ Á¤ÓÔ .̃

Already the productive conjugation of Sky and Earth probably brings forth
animals as well as plants (taking literally ¿ÓÙ· Ê‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ Î·d ÙÚ¤ÊÔ˘ÛÈÓ). In
fact, for Euripides, all life is ultimately the offspring of that archetypal
coition (Melanippe Fr. 484 Nauck2, from Diodorus Siculus I, 7, 7 (a
passage repeated in Eusebius Praep. Evang. 20d); cf. Dionysius Halic. Ars.
Rhet. IX, 11):

ÎÔûÎ âÌe˜ ï ÌÜıÔ ,̃ àÏÏ’ âÌÉ˜ ÌËÙÚe˜ ¿Ú·,

ó˜ ÔéÚ·Ófi˜ ÙÂ Á·Ö· Ù’ qÓ ÌÔÚÊc Ì›·Ø

âÂd ‰’ â¯ˆÚ›ÛıËÛ·Ó àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ ‰›¯·,

Ù›ÎÙÔ˘ÛÈ ¿ÓÙ· ÎàÓ¤‰ˆÎ·Ó Âå˜ Ê¿Ô˜

‰¤Ó‰ÚË, ÂÙÂÈÓ¿, ıÉÚ·˜ ÔR˜ ı’ ±ÏÌË ÙÚ¤ÊÂÈ

Á¤ÓÔ˜ ÙÂ ıÓËÙáÓ.

And similarly in Chrysippus (according to the authority of Clemens) Fr.
839 Nauck2 from Sextus Empiricus Adv. Musicos §17 p. 751 combined
with Philo, de Aetern. Mundi 30 (II p. 498 M); cf. Vitruvius VIII, praef. 1
and Clemens Alex. Strom. VI, 24, 4 (750P): 

°·Ö· MÂÁ›ÛÙË Î·d ¢Èe˜ ·åı‹Ú,

ï ÌbÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ Î·d ıÂáÓ ÁÂÓ¤ÙˆÚ,

ì ‰’ ñÁÚÔ‚fiÏÔ˘˜ Ù›ÎÙÂÈ ıÓËÙÔ‡ ,̃

Ù›ÎÙÂÈ ‰b ‚ÔÚaÓ ÊÜÏ¿ ÙÂ ıËÚáÓØ

¬ıÂÓ ÔéÎ à‰›Îˆ˜

Ì‹ÙËÚ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÓÂÓfiÌÈÛÙ·È.

(There follows the idea that the elements of the dissolved entities return to
their respective source - heaven or earth). In place of Heaven here Jovial
Aether appears, as in the apostrophe (Euripides Fr. 1023 Nauck2 from
Sextus Empiricus adv. Math. X 315 and Hippolitus, Ref. Omn. Haer. I, 7):

Aåı¤Ú· Î·d °·Ö·Ó ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÁÂÓ¤ÙÂÈÚ·Ó àÂ›‰ˆ.

Cf. Euripides Fr. 225 Nauck2. Gods further seem to be constituted from
the progeny of the Sacred Primal Connubium; they were probably
conceived as a system whose peak and summit is Aether; v. Cornutus
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Theol. Gr. 20 (35.15 Lang = Fr. 911 Nauck2 Eur. Fr.: “ÎÔÚ˘Êc ‰b ıÂáÓ”

Î·Ùa ÙeÓ EéÚÈ›‰ËÓ “ï ÂÚd ̄ ıfiÓ’ ö¯ˆÓ / Ê·ÂÓÓe˜ ·åı‹Ú”. 

The basic notion in general is well expressed by Vitruvius loc. cit.:
Euripides, auditor Anaxagorae, quem philosophum scaenicum
appellaverunt, aera et terram (sc. omnium rerum principia esset professus),
eamque e caelestium imbrium conceptionibus inseminatam fetus gentium
et omnium animalium in mundo procreavisse, et quae ex ea essent
prognata, cum dissolverentur temporum necessitate coacta, in eandem
redire, quaeque de aere nascerentur, item in caeli regiones reverti, neque
interiiones recipere et dissolutione mutata in eam recidere, in qua ante
fuerant, proprietatem. 

The âÓ·ÁÎ·ÏÈÛÌfi˜ of Earth by Aether = Zeus is also celebrated in the
famous Euripidean verses (941 N from Plutarch, De Exilio 601A; Ad
Principem Ineruditum 780D; Aetia Physica ΚΘ΄ 919B; Lucianus Jupiter
Tragoedus 41 (II p. 689); Stobaeus Ecl. I, 2, 2; Heracleides, Allegor. Hom.
43; Clemens, Strom. V, 114, 1 (717P)): 

ïÚ÷Ä˜ ÙeÓ ñ„ÔÜ ÙfiÓ‰’ ôÂÈÚÔÓ ·åı¤Ú·

Î·d ÁÉÓ ¤ÚÈÍ ö¯ÔÓı’ ñÁÚ·Ö˜ âÓ àÁÎ¿Ï·È˜; 

ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ÓfiÌÈ˙Â ZÉÓ·, ÙfiÓ‰’ ìÁÔÜ ıÂfiÓ.

The passage is nicely rendered by Cicero Nat. Deorum II, 25, 65. Ennius
had compressed the Aether - Zeus identity in his austere verse Thyestes Fr.
VII p. 66 Ribbeck. This fragment probably belongs to the same context as
the foregoing one; for Pacuvius utilized both in what is certainly a single
passage of his (Chryses Fr. VI p. 99 Ribbeck, from Varro de Ling. Lat. V 17,
Nonius 144, 10 and Cicero de divinat. I, 57, 131 combined): 

Hoc vide, circum supraque quod complexu continet
Terram

sollisque exortu capessit candorem, occasu nigret,
id quod nostri caelum memorant, Grai perhibent aethera:
quidquid est hoc, omnia animat, format, alit, auget, creat,
sepelit recipitque in sese omnia, omniumque idem est pater
indidemque eadem aeque oriuntur de integro atque eodem occidunt.

The difference between the Euripidean passages and the Roman poet’s
rendering, lies in the latter’s overemphasis (in conformity  to his nation’s
preoccupations) of the patriarchal aspect in generation; although he also
acknowledges, almost unwillingly and half-heartedly, the maternal
prerogatives in another fragment from the same work (fr. VII p. 100
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Ribbeck from Nonius 75, 11; cf. Varro de Ling. Lat. V 60):

Mater terrast: parit haec corpus, animam <autem> aether adiugat.

The matter-spirit antithesis is Stoic; and it is from such a source that
Pacuvius draws. Yet Lucretius (V, 318-23) utilizes the same notion,
hypothetically and not without irony, unmistakeably referring to the
Pacuvian passage: 

Denique iam tuere hoc, circum supraque quod omnem
continet amplexu terram: si procreat ex se
omnia, quod quidam memorant, recipitque perempta,
totum nativum mortali corpore constat.
nam quodcumque alias ex se res auget alitque,
deminui debet, recreari, cum recipit res.

Lucretius’ own view (I, 250 sqq.) is modelled on the Aeschylean:

postremo pereunt imbres, ubi eos pater aether
in gremium matris terrai praecipitavit;
at nitidae surgunt fruges ramique virescunt
arboribus, crescunt ipsae fetuque gravantur;
hinc alitur porro nostrum genus atque ferarum etc.

For rain, as Jupiter’s fertilizing and invigorating activity, extending
restrictively over all plantation cf. Virgilius Ecloga VII, 57-60, where also
the memorable notion of the “affluent descent of Zeus” appears: 

…nemus omne virebit,
Juppiter et laeto descendet plurimus imbri.

(cf. Juppiter uvidus Georg. I, 418). 
Lucretius sticks to this stricter view and explains how, according to his

opinion, Earth may be called the universal mother (II, 991 sqq.): 

Denique caelesti sumus omnes semine oriundi;
omnibus ille idem pater est, unde alma liquentis
umoris guttas mater cum terra recepit
feta parit nitidas fruges arbustaque laeta
et genus humanum, parit omnia saecla ferarum,
pabula cum praebet quibus omnes corpora pascunt
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et dulcem ducunt vitam prolemque propagant;
quapropter merito maternum nomen adepta est.
cedit item retro, de terra quod fuit ante
in terras, et quod missumst ex aetheris oris,
id rursum caeli rellatum templa receptant.

This is the passage from Euripides’ Chrysippus but for the rationalization
996-7. This, however, should not be construed as a restriction on the
maternal prowess of Earth; for such a limitation would be contradicted at
any rate by the accompanying belief that when things perish, they are
merely dissolved, and that their dissolution reduces them to components
returning to their respective sources, these being Earth and Heavenly
Aether. Moreover, beside the above explanation of the claims for universal
parentage from celestio-terrestial copulation based on Earth as omninutrix,
we encounter in Lucretius the very common notion of the original Earth
literally begetting all life at the beginning of things v. V., 780 sqq. esp. 791-
796 (linquitur ut merito maternum nomen adepta / terra sit, e terra
quoniam sun cuncta creata 795-6); 805-815; 821-5. Virgil repeats the idea
when in Georgica, after starting with ordinary annual vernal fecundity
regarding plantation (as the context shows) (II, 324-7), he refers to the first
origin of the World (336-42):

Non alios prima crescentis origine mundi
illuxisse dies aliumve habuisse tenorem
crediderim: ver illud erat; ver magnus agebat
orbis, et hibernis parcebant flatibus Euri,
cum primae lucem pecudes hausere, virumque
terrea progenies duris caput extulit arvis,
immissaeque ferae silvis et sidera coelo.

And similarly Ovid, Metamorph. I, 416 sqq.:

Cetera diversis tellus animalia formis
Sponte sua peperit, postquam vetus umor ab igne
Percaluit solis caenumque udaeque paludes
Intumuere aestu, fecundque semina rerum
vivaci nutrita solo, ceu matris in alvo,
creverunt faciemque aliquam ceper morando etc.

But the poetic sentiment, going deep into the religious roots of culture,
disregards such philosophically-orientated distinctions and clarifications.

208 CHAPTER  12



The bare mythical fact is mentioned, pregnant with symbolism. Thus
Statius, Silvae I, 2, 185 (Venus is speaking): 

…ipsum in connubia Terrae
aethera, cum pluviis rarescunt nubila, solvo.

And Pervigilium Veneris 61-2: 

In sinum maritus imber fluxit almae coniugis
Unde fetus mixtus omnes alevet magno corpore.

(Cf. Horatius Epodon, XIII, 1:

Horrida tempestas caelum contraxit et imbres
Nivesque deducunt lovem).

Lucilius began his great Satires with the verse (Fr. 1M = I, I Müller from
Varro de L.L. V, 17): 

aetheris et terrae genitabile quaerere temus,

where the procreative capacity of time, associated with or born out of the
primaeval pair, is highlighted).

Jupiter as the Sky-God, of the dark Sky too, is a poetic commonplace (cf.
the expression sub Jove) with deep religious roots. Cf. Horatius Carm. I,
22, 19: 

Quod latus mundi nebulae malusque
Juppiter urget;

cf. Statius Thebais X, 373-4;

sicubi nocturnum tonitru malus aethera frangit
Juppiter.

Horatius Carm. I, 1, 25:

…manet sub Jove frigido
venator tenerae coniugis immemor.

Statius, Thebais, III, 26:
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cum fragor hiberni subitus Iovis (cf. X, 373-4).

Valerius Flaccus Argon. III, 578:

…ceu pectora nautis
congelat hiberni vultus Jovis agricolisve.

Martialis VII, 36, 1: cum plurias madidumque Jovem perferre negater.
Juvenalis V, 78: ― fremeret saeva cum grandine vernus / Juppiter. 

8. V. Aristeides in Jovem p. 9 Dindorf: ì ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ Î·d ùÌ‚ÚÔ˘ Û˘ÓÔ˘Û›· ¢Èfi˜

(sc. Earth). Cf. Tertullianus Apologeticus, 10 (repeated in Ad Nationes II,
12; where also the idea is voiced that: per eum (sc. Cronos - Chronos)
seminalia coeli in terram deferri, with reference to heaven’s castration)
where he of course transports the notion from its pagan setting to his own
Christian stentiment in the context of his argumentation, to the effect that
Saturn was not born from Heaven and Earth, but a man from unknown
parents: tamen si homo Saturnus, utique ex homine, et quia ab homine,
non utique de coelo et terra. Sed cujus parentes ignoti erant, facile fuit
eorum fillium dici, quorum et omnes possumus videri. Quis enim non
coelum et terram matrem et patrem venerationis et honoris gratia appellet,
vel ex consuetudine humana, qua ignoti vel ex inopinato apparentes de
coelo supervenisse dicuntur? The explanatory rationalizations are of a
Christian; the fact that there exists an oecumenical belief, properly
interpreted, is of importance. 

Aristotle refers to the belief in Earth as the Universal Mother and
Heaven or some appropriate celestial power as Cosmic Father in a way that
presupposes its common and matter of fact acceptance: de Generatione
Animalium 716a15: ‰Èe Î·d âÓ Ù̌á ¬Ïˆ ÙcÓ ÙÉ˜ °É˜ Ê‡ÛÈÓ ó˜ ıÉÏ˘ Î·d

ÌËÙ¤Ú· ÓÔÌ›˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ, ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ ‰b Î·d ≥ÏÈÔÓ j ÙÈ ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ÙáÓ ÙÔÈÔ‡ÙˆÓ

ó˜ ÁÂÓÓáÓÙ·˜ Î·d ·Ù¤Ú·˜ ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ. And the Plutarchean
Epitoma I, 6, 11 p. 300.17 sqq. = SVF II 1009, explaining the Stoicizing
doctrine concerning how and whence men conceived of deity, refers to
those that are animated and fructified by Earth (Ùa ñe ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ˜ ˙̌ˆÔÁÔ-

ÓÔ‡ÌÂÓ· Î·d Î·ÚÔÁÔÓÔ‡ÌÂÓ·), adding: ‰Èe ·ÙcÚ ÌbÓ ö‰ÔÍÂÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜

ÔéÚ·Óe˜ ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈÓ, Ì‹ÙËÚ ‰b ÁÉØ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ‰b ï ÌbÓ ·ÙcÚ ‰Èa Ùe Ùa˜ ÙáÓ

ñ‰¿ÙˆÓ âÎ¯‡ÛÂÈ˜ ÛÂÚÌ¿ÙˆÓ ö¯ÂÈ Ù¿ÍÈÓ, ì ‰b ÁÉ Ì‹ÙËÚ ‰Èa Ùe ‰¤¯ÂÛı·È

Ù·ÜÙ· Î·d Ù›ÎÙÂÈÓ. 

9. Proclus In Plat. Tim. (III, 176 Diehl): ÚÒÙËÓ ÁaÚ Ó‡ÌÊËÓ àÔÎ·ÏÂÖ (sc.
ï ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜, i.e. Orpheus) ÙcÓ °ÉÓ Î·d ÚÒÙÈÛÙÔÓ Á¿ÌÔÓ ÙcÓ ≤ÓˆÛÈÓ

·éÙÉ˜ ÙcÓ Úe˜ ÙeÓ OéÚ·ÓfiÓ... Î·d öÔÈÎÂ ‰Èa Ù·ÜÙ· Î·d ÔéÚ·Óˇá ÙÔ‡Ùˇ̂

Î·d °FÉ <Ù·‡ÙFË> ÚÔÛ‹ÎÂÈÓ ï Á¿ÌÔ ,̃ ó˜ âÎÂÖÓÔÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ Î·d ÁÉÓ âÎÂ›ÓËÓ
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âÓÂÈÎÔÓÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜ (the visible pair representing the intelligible prototype). n
‰c Î·d Ôî ıÂÛÌÔd ÙáÓ \AıËÓ·›ˆÓ Âå‰fiÙÂ˜ ÚÔÛ¤ÙÙ·ÙÔÓ OéÚ·Óˇá Î·d °FÉ

ÚÔÙÂÏÂÖÓ ÙÔf˜ Á¿ÌÔ˘˜ (OF 112). This prime and archetypal copulation
was reflected according to Varro in the name Victoria; de L.L. V, 62: Tellus
enim quod prima vincta Caelo, Victoria ex eo.

10.  He had explained before in the passage quoted above (n. 8) that male and
female are rightly taken as principles of generation, Ùe ÌbÓ ôÚÚÂÓ ó˜ ÙÉ˜

ÎÈÓ‹Ûˆ˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ ö¯ÔÓ ÙcÓ àÚ¯‹Ó, Ùe ‰b ıÉÏ˘ ó˜ ≈ÏË˜ (De Gen.
Anim. 716a5). They secrete sperm and the conception fluids respectively,
by virtue of which they are such principles, being differentiated in that
ôÚÚÂÓ ÌbÓ ÁaÚ Ï¤ÁÔÌÂÓ ˙ˇáÔÓ Ùe Âå˜ ôÏÏÔ ÁÂÓÓáÓ, ıÉÏ˘ ‰b Ùe Âå˜ ·ñÙfi

(716a13). 
11. It is not surprising that more rationalistically minded philosophers may

have wished to remove from the mythical Earth her all-productive
potencies in favour of some principle more acceptable to them. Thus, we
find an apparently early exception to the common experience in
Xenocrates, as will be analysed below; and similarly, Seneca ascribes to
Nature the terrestrial prerogatives, Ep. Moral. 36, 10: cogita nihil eorum,
quae ab oculis abeunt et in rerum naturam, ex qua prodierunt ac mox
processura sunt, reconduntur, consumi etc. But the poets were held fast by
the original symbolic experience. Euripides Antiope Fr. 195 N2: ±·ÓÙ·

Ù›ÎÙÂÈ ¯ıgÓ ¿ÏÈ ÙÂ Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ; Menander °ÓáÌ·È MÔÓfiÛÙÈ¯ÔÈ 89: ÁÉ

¿ÓÙ· Ù›ÎÙÂÈ Î·d ¿ÏÈÓ ÎÔÌ›˙ÂÙ·È; 539 ¯ıgÓ ¿ÓÙ· Ù›ÎÙÂÈ (pro ÎÔÌ›˙ÂÈ)

Î·d ¿ÏÈÓ ÎÔÌ›˙ÂÙ·È (but in 668 we have the Senecean formulaion: ì
‰ÔÜÛ· ¿ÓÙ· Î·d ÎÔÌ›˙ÂÙ·È Ê‡ÛÈ˜, a more intellectual and philosophical
rendering, but also a proof that Nature was fundamentally Telluric;
something that corresponds to the Stoic thesis that the substance of things
(ÔéÛ›·) is really matter (≈ÏË): the subtantive is the material). Ennius
Epicharmus Fr. 7 Müller (= Varro de L.L. V 64): terra gentis omnis peperit
et resumit denuo; Xenophanes himself maintained (Fr. 23, from Stobaeus
Ecl. I, 10, 12 and Theodoretus Graec. Affect. Curat. IV, 5) that âÎ Á·›Ë˜

ÁaÚ ¿ÓÙ· Î·d Âå˜ ÁÉÓ ¿ÓÙ· ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù÷Ä. Lucretius V, 257 sqq.:

praeterea pro parte sua, quodcumque alid auget,
redditur; et quoniam dubio procul esse videtur
omniparens eadem rerum commune sepulcrum
ergo terra tibi libatur et aucta recrescit.

(In V 318-23 indeed it is the fatherly principle, the all-encompassing
aetherial sphere, that procreates and resumes everything; but there Lucretius
argues ad hominem, as is made evident by the very turn employed: si
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procreat ex se omnia, quod quidam memorant etc. From Heaven comes
the spermatic fiery spirit). In a sepulchral Latin inscription the idea is put
succinctly: Mater genuit mater recepit (Orelli, Insc. Lat. Sel. 4417). A
sacred rite was performed by the Pontifices in Rome in honour of the four
deities Tellus, Tellumo, Altor, Rusor. The two former were obviously the
female and male telluric principles (cf. the male Ceres Tellurus in Martianus
Capella I, 49). And Varro, who is the source for this information, explains
in the following way why the two latter divinities are also implicated
(Augustinus De Civitate Dei VII, 23 and fin: Altori quare? Quod ex terra
aluntur omnia quae nata sunt (from the former couple). Rusori quare?
Quod rursus cuncta eodem revolvuntur. The division of the universal
empire of the World into the three traditional regna, allots earth to Hades
(Cicero, de Natura Deorum II, 66) qui Dives, ut apud Graecos ¶ÏÔ‡ÙˆÓ,
quia et recidunt omnia in terras, et oriuntur e terris. V. Diodorus, I, 12, 4 (=
OF 302); Papyrus from Derveni Col. 18 (e.g. R. Merkelbach ZPE 1, 1967,
pp. 27-8). 
Aeschylus’ Electra expressed the great truth simply and straightforwardly;
Choephorae 127-8: 

Î·d Á·Ö·Ó ·éÙ‹Ó, m Ùa ¿ÓÙ· Ù›ÎÙÂÙ·È

ıÚ¤„·Û· Ù’ ·sıÈ˜ ÙáÓ‰Â ÎÜÌ· Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ.

Α truth whose exemplary manifestation is revealed in plant life, as the
Scholiast ad loc. explains: ıÚ¤„·Û· ì ÁÉ ÙeÓ ÛfiÚÔÓ ÙÔÖ˜ âÈÔÜÛÈ Î·ÚÔÖ˜

à’ ·éÙÔÜ Î‡ËÌ· Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ. Great Ennius also transplanted the idea into
Latin, fr. I, IX i Müller, (Varro de L.L. V 60 (cf. V 111; IX, 54): terram
corpus quae dederit, ipsam capere, neque dispendi facere hillum.
The relative importance of the male and female factor in generation is an
ulterior question. Cf. first of all the Oresteian connection. Aeschylus
Eumenid. 657 sq.: Euripides, Orest. 546-56; Fr. 1064 N2. From a
philosophical viewpoint v. Aristotle, Metaph. 1024a34-6. And further
Diodorus I, 80, 4; Metopus apud Stobaeus Ecl. I, 64. For a detailed study
of the question v. Ch. 14, part B, Patriarchalism and Maternal
Contribution in Procreation. 

XXEENNOOCCRRAATTEESS
In Xenocrates’ theology we appear to encounter an exception to the
universal belief. And this would have been no surprise given the ramified
differentiations of original formulations effected by the old Academy in its
determined attempt not to offend the principle of purer Reason. Stobaeus
Ecl. I, 1, 29b (p. 36 W) = Fr. 15 Heinze, preserves the doxographical
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information that the Xenocreatean supreme Gods were the Monad and the
Dyad; the former, as Male, in place of Father, is the heavenly King,
denominated Zeus, Even, Mind; the other, as Female, in the image of the
Mother of Gods is Queen and Leader of the subcelestial regions, conceived
by him as the Universal Soul - not the Earth. But Xenocrates prefigured the
Neoplatonic processions of being with the characteristic repetition at each
level of reality of the primal principles in novel forms. Divinity, we learn
from the same source, is diffused even down to the material elements. He
must have identified the present physical antithesis of Mind-Soul with the
metaphysical opposition of One, and Multiplicity. For he acknowledged
two orders of Gods, the Olympians, born evidently from the supreme
Couple, and the Titans, procreated by Heaven and Earth; Tertullian ad nat.
II, 2 p. 589B, PG = Fr. 19 Heinze: Xenocrates Academicus bifariam facit
(sc. formam divinitatis), Olympios et Titanios, qui de Caelo et Terra. This
Heaven must be the lowest Zeus. For it is expressly attested that Xenocrates
spoke of supremal Zeus (≈·ÙÔ˜) in the world of ideas (in things
immutable, âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Î·Ùa Ùa ·éÙa Î·d óÛ·‡Ùˆ˜ ö¯Ô˘ÛÈÓ), and of infimal
(Ó¤·ÙÔ˜) Zeus in the sublunar World of change. (Plutarchus Quaest. Plat.
IX, 1, p. 1007 F = Fr. 18 Heinze; cf. Clemens Alex. Strom. V, 14, 116, 3 p.
405 Stählin). The couples then must be: ≠Y·ÙÔ˜ ZÂ‡˜ - Cosmic Soul; and
N¤·ÙÔ˜ ZÂ‡˜ (= Heaven) - Earth. Stobaeus Ecl. I, 10, 12 (p. 123W) = Fr.
28 Heinze, or rather his source, the reputed “Aetius”, misinterpreted
Xenocrates when he understood the second supreme principle as matter:
•ÂÓÔÎÚ¿ÙË˜ Û˘ÓÂÛÙ¿Ó·È Ùe ÄÓ âÎ ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ Î·d ÙÔÜ àÂÓ¿Ô˘, à¤Ó·ÔÓ ÙcÓ

≈ÏËÓ ·åÓÈÙÙfiÌÂÓÔ˜ ‰Èa ÙÔÜ Ï‹ıÔ˘˜ (cf. Theodoretus, Graec. Affect.
Curat. IV, 12). The à¤Ó·ÔÓ was the first principle of multiplicity, as the very
significant added explanation ‰Èa ÙÔÜ Ï‹ıÔ˘˜ renders manifest; it was the
psychic principle rather than matter. But of course one may speak of
incorporeal matter in these contexts and circles; which would nicely explain
the misapprehension. 

AANNAAXXAAGGOORRAASS
12.  Theophrastus expressly ascribes to Anaxagoras the view that seeds of all

kinds exist in the air, which the rain brings down to the earth, thus
generating the plants; Hist. Plant. III 1, 4: \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·˜ ÌbÓ ÙeÓ à¤Ú·

¿ÓÙˆÓ Ê¿ÛÎˆÓ ö¯ÂÈÓ Û¤ÚÌ·Ù·, Î·d Ù·ÜÙ· Û˘ÁÎ·Ù·ÊÂÚfiÌÂÓ· Ùˇá

≈‰·ÙÈ ÁÂÓÓÄÓ Ùa Ê˘Ù¿. These are the invisible seeds of Varro Rerum
rusticanim I, 40, 1 where the reference to the very same Theophrastean
passage just quoted is unmistakeable: Primum semen, quod est principium
generandi, id duplex, unum quod later nostrum sensum, alterum quod
apertum. Latet, si sunt semina in aere, ut ait physicos Anaxagoras, et si
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aqua, quae influit in agrum, inferred solet, ut scribit Theophrastus. Varro
thus applies the Anaxagorean doctrine to the present, stable situation of the
world, whether some plants only owe their origin to the invisible seeds, or
as is more likely and consonant to the ancient mind, all plants, with or
without visible-seed mediation as well, are generated by the semen
dispersed in the air; and this application must also be accepted. But there
can be no doubt that Anaxagoras meant primarily his doctrine in a
cosmogonic sense. Life originated according to him in the moist and warm
and earthy (Diog. Laert. II, 9: ˙̌á· ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È âÍ ñÁÚÔÜ Î·d ıÂÚÌÔÜ Î·d ÁÂÒ-

‰Ô˘ ,̃ ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b âÍ àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ - a fuller version of Hippolytus Ref. I, 8, 12),
that is in the primaeval swamp warmed by the Sun. This squares well with
the notion that life was brought down to earth by rain, seeds in the
resulting fertile, warm muck producing it in the first place (we have here a
physiological formulation of the ancient belief in Father Heaven
fecundating Mother Earth). Anaxagoras held that plants are merely rooted
animals; Plutarchus, Quaest. Phys. I, 911D ˇ̇áÔÓ ÁaÚ öÁÁÂÈÔÓ Ùe Ê˘ÙeÓ

ÂrÓ·È Ôî ÂÚd ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ· Î·d \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·Ó Î·d ¢ËÌfiÎÚÈÙÔÓ ÔúÔÓÙ·È. And so
the Peripatetic work ascribed to Aristotle de Plantis 815a15: \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·˜

ÌbÓ ÔsÓ Î·d \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ˜ âÈı˘Ì›÷· Ù·ÜÙ· ÎÈÓÂÖÛı·È Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ, ·åÛı¿ÓÂ-

Ûı·› ÙÂ Î·d Ï˘ÂÖÛı·È Î·d ≥‰ÂÛı·È ‰È·‚Â‚·ÈÔÜÓÙ·È. zÓ ï ÌbÓ \AÓ·Í·Áfi-

Ú·˜ Î·d ˇ̇á· ÂrÓ·È Î·d ≥‰ÂÛı·È Î·d Ï˘ÂÖÛı·È ÂrÂ, ÙFÉ ÙÂ àÔÚÚÔFÉ ÙáÓ

Ê‡ÏÏˆÓ Î·d ÙFÉ ·éÍ‹ÛÂÈ ÙÔÜÙÔ âÎÏ·Ì‚¿ÓˆÓ, etc. 815b16 ï ‰b \AÓ·Í·Áfi-

Ú·˜ Î·d ï ¢ËÌfiÎÚÈÙÔ˜ Î·d ï \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ˜ Î·d ÓÔÜÓ Î·d ÁÓáÛÈÓ ÂrÔÓ

ö¯ÂÈÓ Ùa Ê˘Ù¿. That plants are animals fits well with their common
origination: seeds falling from Heaven to Earth. Thus Irenaeus II, 14, 2 (=
II, 18, 2 Harvey): Anaxagoras autem, ...dogmatisavit facta animalia
decidentibus e caelo in terram seminibus. 
Such semen comes ultimately from heavenly aether. For it is aetherial heat
that constitutes the plastic, shaping potency of the sperm; Censorinus de
Die Natali 6, 2: sunt qui aetherium calorem inesse arbitrentur (sc. in
semen) qui membra disponat, Anaxagoran secuti. Anaxagoras in fact
deduced the word ·åı‹Ú etymologically from ·úıˆ, burn, for which he was
criticized by Aristotle de Caelo 270b24; cf. Simplicius ad loc. P. 55a
Karsten; cf. A73. for the aethereal fire v. A84; 82. Aåı‹Ú and à‹Ú being the
first and biggest opposition that is secreted from the absolutely
homogeneous ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓ (B1; 2, A70), a primary differentiation comprising
the fundamental contrarieties ˘ÎÓfiÓ / àÚ·ÈfiÓ, ‰ÈÂÚfiÓ / ÍËÚfiÓ, „˘¯ÚfiÓ /

ıÂÚÌfiÓ, ˙ÔÊÂÚfiÓ / Ï·ÌÚfiÓ (B15; 12; 4; cf. A42 §2); the first members of
these oppositions are involved in air, while the second ones pertain to
aether. Earth proceeded from Air through a series of transformations (B16)
and indeed the winds are born from the earth (A86a). The Sun, on the
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other hand, must have been considered, no doubt, the primary aetherial
hypostatization as a heavenly body; cf. its reputed Anaxagorean identity to
fire in Xenophon Memorabilia IV, 7, 6-7. Given also its manifest and
pervasive influence on all life, especially of the plants, and its constitution of
the archetype and determinator of all natural cycles, the Ring of the Year,
we may easily appreciate the Peripatetic statement in De plantis 817b27
that according to Anaxagoras ì ÁÉ Ì‹ÙËÚ Ì¤Ó âÛÙÈ ÙáÓ Ê˘ÙáÓ, ï ‰b ≥ÏÈÔ˜

·Ù‹Ú. In fact he explained that the moisture or coldness in plants proceeds
from Earth or Air - 817a26 (Greek text): ÂrÂ ‰b Î·d \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·˜ ¬ÙÈ ì

ñÁÚfiÙË˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ âÛÙ›Ó àe ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ˜; Latin text: et ideo Anaxagoras dixit
quod earum frigus est ab aere. The variations are not really dissonant: for
both frigidity and moisture belong to the constitution of air, and it is from
air that earth comes, as above indicated. Naturally, he would ascribe heat
and dryness in plants to the aetherial principle figured in the Sun. The
author of the de Plantis interprets the Anaxagorean doctrine as meaning
that earth provides the sustenance, while the generation of plants and
production of fruits are due to the Sun; 817b23: öÛÙÈ ‰b Î·› ÙÈ˜ àÚ¯c ÙÉ˜

ÌbÓ ÙÚÔÊÉ˜ ÙáÓ Ê˘ÙáÓ àe ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ˜, Î·d ¿ÏÈÓ àÚ¯c ëÙ¤Ú· ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤-

ÛÂˆ˜ àe ÙÔÜ ìÏ›Ô˘, or in the Latin text: et principium generationis
fructuum. This is consonant with the view held by Anaxagoras in concert
with other physiologies that it is only the male that secrets sperm, while the
female provides only the receptacle in conception; Aristotle de Gener.
Anim. Δ, 736b30: Ê·Ûd ÁaÚ Ôî ÌbÓ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Û¤ÚÌ·ÛÈÓ ÂrÓ·È Ù·‡ÙËÓ ÙcÓ

âÓ·ÓÙ›ˆÛÈÓ (i.e. of the male and female) Âéı‡˜, ÔxÔÓ \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·˜ Î·d

≤ÙÂÚÔÈ ÙáÓ Ê˘ÛÈÔÏfiÁˆÓØ Á›ÁÓÂÛı·› ÙÂ ÁaÚ âÎ ÙÔÜ ôÚÚÂÓÔ˜ Ùe Û¤ÚÌ·, Ùe

‰b ıÉÏ˘ ·Ú¤¯ÂÈÓ ÙeÓ ÙfiÔÓ, Î·d ÂrÓ·È Ùe ÌbÓ ôÚÚÂÓ âÎ ÙáÓ ‰ÂÍÈáÓ Ùe ‰b

ıÉÏ˘ âÎ ÙáÓ àÚÈÛÙÂÚáÓ (sc. parts of the father), Î·d ÙÉ˜ ñÛÙ¤Ú·˜ Ùa ÌbÓ

ôÚÚÂÓ· âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ‰ÂÍÈÔÖ˜ ÂrÓ·È Ùa ‰b ı‹ÏÂ· âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ àÚÈÛÙÂÚÔÖ .̃ The emphasis
on right and left as determinative of sex is biological Pythagoreanism. 

13. Pausanias X, 12, 10. 
14. Philostratus Heroicus p. 301.7 (693 Olearius): Î·d ÌcÓ Î·d ¶·ÌÊg ÛÔÊá˜

ÌbÓ âÓı˘ÌËı¤ÓÙÔ˜ ¬ÙÈ ZÂf˜ ÂúË Ùe ˙̌ˆÔÁÔÓÔÜÓ Î·d ‰È’ Ôy àÓ›ÛÙ·Ù·È Ùa âÎ

ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ˜ ¿ÓÙ·, ÂéËı¤ÛÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b ¯ÚËÛ·Ì¤ÓÔ˘ Ù̌á ÏfiÁ̌ˆ, Î·d Î·Ù·‚Â‚ÏË-

Ì¤Ó· öË Âå˜ ÙeÓ ¢›· ÷ôÛ·ÓÙÔ˜Ø öÛÙÈ ÁaÚ Ùa ÙÔÜ ¶·ÌÊg öËØ ZÂÜ etc. 
15. Alcmaeonis fr. 3 Bernabé (= 3 Kinkell) from Et. Gudianum s.v. Z·ÁÚÂ‡ ,̃

where the name is explained as ï ÌÂÁ¿Ïˆ˜ àÁÚÂ‡ˆÓ (as also in Anecd.
Oxon. II 443, 8 Cramer), the awful, Great Hunter of Darkness, Lord of
Death, himself hideously dismembered (cf. Kern OF 210 pp. 230 sqq.; and
Callimachus Fr. 43. 117, Pfeiffer vol. I. 54). 

16. In primis recall the famous Heracleitean fragment B15. From the poets, cf.
Euripides Fr. Incertum 912 N. = Clemens Alex. Strom. V p. 668 P:
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ÛÔd Ù̌á ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÌÂ‰¤ÔÓÙÈ ̄ ÔcÓ

¤Ï·ÓfiÓ ÙÂ Ê¤Úˆ, ZÂf˜ ÂúÙ’ ≠A˚‰Ë˜

çÓÔÌ·˙fiÌÂÓÔ˜ ÛÙ¤ÚÁÂÈ .̃..

Ûf ÁaÚ öÓ ÙÂ ıÂÔÖ˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ÔéÚ·Ó›‰·È˜

ÛÎÉÙÚÔÓ Ùe ¢Èe˜ ÌÂÙ·¯ÂÈÚ›˙ÂÈ˜

¯ıÔÓ›ˆÓ ı’ ≠A˚‰FË ÌÂÙ¤¯ÂÈ˜ àÚ¯É .̃

The same double-faced principle, apprehended there as female, is referred
to by Plutarch, Numa, XII (Libitine being identical to Persephone and
Aphrodite): Ôé Î·Îá˜ Âå˜ ÌÈÄ˜ ‰‡Ó·ÌÈÓ ıÂÔÜ Ùa ÂÚd Ùa˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÈ˜ Î·d Ùa˜

ÙÂÏÂ˘Ùa˜ àÓ¿ÙÔÓÙÂ˜ (sc. the ÏÔÁÈÒÙ·ÙÔÈ PˆÌ·›ˆÓ interpreting their
sacral lore). That this was also the common notion is testified by Plutarch
Aetia Romana XXIII, cf. Dionysius Halicarnassensis Antiqu. Roman. IV,
15. We learn also that there existed at Delphi a statuette of \AÊÚÔ‰›ÙË \EÈ-

Ù˘Ì‚›·, by which the summoning of the dead to the drink-offerings was
performed. The identity of the sepulchral tomb with the generative matrix,
the primal womb, is well illustrated by the Athenian custom of symbolically
sowing the earth over a fresh burial; Cicero, de Legibus II, 25 (63): Nam et
Athenis iam ille mos a Cecrope, ut aiunt, permansit, ocius terra humandi:
quam quum proximi iniecerant, obductaque terra erat, frugibus
obserebatur, ut sinus et gremium quasi matris mortuo tribueretur etc. 

17. V. Aristotle Physica A, 187a12 sqq.: ó˜ ‰’ Ôî Ê˘ÛÈÎÔd Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ, ‰‡Ô ÙÚfiÔÈ

ÂåÛ›Ó. Ôî ÌbÓ ÁaÚ íÓ ÔÈ‹Û·ÓÙÂ˜ Ùe kÓ ÛáÌ· Ùe ñÔÎÂ›ÌÂÓÔÓ, j ÙáÓ ÙÚÈáÓ

(fire, air, water excluding earth) ÙÈ j ôÏÏÔ ¬ âÛÙÈ ˘Úe˜ ÌbÓ ˘ÎÓfiÙÂÚÔÓ

à¤ÚÔ˜ ‰b ÏÂÙfiÙÂÚÔÓ, ÙpÏÏ· ÁÂÓÓáÛÈ ˘ÎÓfiÙËÙÈ Î·d Ì·ÓfiÙËÙÈ ÔÏÏa

ÔÈÔÜÓÙÂ˜ - Ôî ‰’ âÎ ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ ëÓÔ‡Û·˜ Ùa˜ âÓ·ÓÙÈfiÙËÙ·˜ âÎÎÚ›ÓÂÛı·È,

œÛÂÚ \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰Úfi˜ ÊËÛÈ, Î·d ¬ÛÔÈ ‰’ íÓ Î·d ÔÏÏ¿ Ê·ÛÈÓ ÂrÓ·È, œÛÂÚ

\EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ˜ Î·d \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·˜Ø âÎ ÙÔÜ Ì›ÁÌ·ÙÔ˜ ÁaÚ Î·d ÔyÙÔÈ âÎÎÚ›-

ÓÔ˘ÛÈ ÙpÏÏ·. ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔ˘ÛÈ ‰b àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ (sc. the two latter) Ù̌á ÙeÓ ÌbÓ (sc.
Empedocles) ÂÚ›Ô‰ÔÓ ÔÈÂÖÓ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ, ÙeÓ ‰’ (sc. Anaxagoras) ±·Í, Î·d

ÙeÓ ÌbÓ (sc. Anaxagoras) ôÂÈÚ·, Ù¿ ÙÂ ïÌÔÈÔÌÂÚÉ Î·d ÙàÓ·ÓÙ›·, ÙeÓ ‰b

(sc. Empedocles) Ùa Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓ· ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖ· ÌfiÓÔÓ. Cf. n. 19. 
18. Cf. e.g. Theophrastus Physic. Opin. Fr. 2 Diels Dox. Gr. Pp. 476-7 from

Simplicius in Physic. 187a12, where Fire is generated from Anaximenean
air by rarefaction, and through densification the series wind, cloud, water,
earth, stone; and in the sequel, Ùa ‰b ôÏÏ· âÎ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ. 

19. V. first of all the above quoted (n. 17) Aristotelian passage. Simplicius
commenting on this, and drawing in all probability on Theophrastus
Physic. Opinion. (Fr. 2 Diels Doxographi Graeci p. 476 = A9) testifies: 24,
13 = f6R 46 sqq. ÔyÙÔ˜ ‰b (sc. Anaximander) ÔéÎ àÏÏÔÈÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ÛÙÔÈ-
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¯Â›Ô˘ (the primal element, principle and beginning of things) ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ

ÔÈÂÖ, àÏÏ’ àÔÎÚÈÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ÙáÓ âÓ·ÓÙ›ˆÓ ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ à˚‰›Ô˘ ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂˆ˜. ‰Èe

Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ÂÚd \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·Ó ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ï \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ Û˘Ó¤Ù·ÍÂÓ. And
similarly (Diels op. cit. p. 476 ad Fr. 2.4) Simplicius in Phys. F32V10 Ôé‰b

Î·Ùa àÏÏÔ›ˆÛÈÓ ÙÔÜ ñÔÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Ùa˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÈ˜ àÔ‰È‰fi·ÛÈÓ, àÏÏa Î·Ùa

öÎÎÚÈÛÈÓ. âÓÔ‡Û·˜ ÁaÚ Ùa˜ âÓ·ÓÙÈfiÙËÙ·˜ âÓ Ù̌á ñÔÎÂÈÌ¤Ó̌ˆ àÂ›Ú̌ˆ ùÓÙÈ

ÛÒÌ·ÙÈ âÎÎÚ›ÓÂÛı·› ÊËÛÈÓ \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ ÚáÙÔ˜ ·éÙe˜ àÚ¯cÓ çÓÔÌ¿-

Û·˜ Ùe ñÔÎÂ›ÌÂÓÔÓ. In the Plutarchean Stromateis (Fr. 2 Diels Dox. Gr. P.
597 and Anaximander A10) quoted in extenso by Eusebius, Praep.
Evangelica I, 7, 16, it is stated that at the beginning of the World-formation
there is secreted from the Eternal the spermatic potency of the Warm-Cold
contrariety, and thus Heaven is created: (\AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔÓ Fr. A10) Ùe ôÂÈ-

ÚÔÓ Ê¿Ó·È ÙcÓ ÄÛ·Ó ·åÙ›·Ó ö¯ÂÈÓ ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ ·ÓÙe˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÒ˜ ÙÂ Î·d

ÊıÔÚÄ˜, âÍ Ôy ‰c ÙÔ‡˜ ÙÂ ÔéÚ·ÓÔf˜ àÔÎÂÎÚ›Ûı·È Î·d Î·ıfiÏÔ˘ ÙÔf˜

±·ÓÙ·˜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘˜ ùÓÙ·˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜ and specifically ÊËÛd ‰b Ùe âÎ ÙÔÜ

à˚‰›Ô˘ ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ıÂÚÌÔÜ ÙÂ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ ÙÔÜ‰Â ÙÔÜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘

àÔÎÚÈıÉÓ·È, Î·› ÙÈÓ· âÎ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ÊÏÔÁe˜ ÛÊ·ÖÚ·Ó ÂÚÈÊ˘ÉÓ·È Ùˇá ÂÚd

ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ à¤ÚÈ ó˜ Ù̌á ‰¤Ó‰Ú̌ˆ ÊÏÔÈfiÓØ wÛÙÈÓÔ˜ àÔÚÚ·ÁÂ›ÛË˜ Î·d Âú˜ ÙÈÓ·˜

àÔÎÏÂÈÛıÂ›ÛË˜ Î‡ÎÏÔ˘˜ ñÔÛÙÉÓ·È ÙeÓ ≥ÏÈÔÓ, ÙcÓ ÛÂÏ‹ÓËÓ Î·d ÙÔf˜

àÛÙ¤Ú· .̃ Evidently the „˘¯ÚfiÓ would produce earth and / or air, especially
the thicker air near the terrestrial surface. Heaven would then be a mixture
of ıÂÚÌfiÓ and „˘¯ÚfiÓ, as is reported by Stobaeus Ecl. I, 23, 1 = Plutarchean
Epitome II, 11, 12 (Diels Doxographi Graeci II, 11,5, p. 340 =
Anaximanter A 17a); cf. Pseudo-Aristotel. Erotoapocris. [Rose, Herm. IX,
119] in Diels op.cit. p. 339. Achilles p. 128c erroneously: \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜

‰b + ÙËÓeÓ + (sic) ˘Úe˜ ÌÂÙ¤¯ÔÓÙ· (sc. ÙeÓ ÔéÚ·ÓfiÓ). \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ ‰b

ÛáÌ· âÎ „˘¯ÚÔÜ Î·d ıÂÚÌÔÜ. Should we read \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ ‰b ¤ÌÙÔÓ

(sc. ÛáÌ·) ˘Úe˜ ÌÂÙ¤¯ÔÓÙ·. \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ ‰b etc.? Equally operative in
the sequel would have been the other basic contrariety of ÍËÚfiÓ and ñÁÚfiÓ

(Simplicius in Phys. 150, 24 (in A9): âÓ·ÓÙÈfiÙËÙÂ˜ ‰¤ ÂåÛÈ ıÂÚÌfiÓ, „˘¯ÚfiÓ,

ÍËÚfiÓ, ñÁÚfiÓ, Î·d Ùa ôÏÏ·. Cf. Anaximander A27; 30). 

AALLCCMMAAEEOONN
20. Alcmaeon was young when Pythagoras had reached old age, Aristotle

Metaph. 986a29-30: Î·d ÁaÚ âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ ÙcÓ ìÏÈÎ›·Ó \AÏÎÌ·›ˆÓ âd Á¤ÚÔÓÙÈ

¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ÷·. That Ross and Jaeger, on the inconclusive testimony of
Alexander Aphrodisiensis and codex Ab (Laurentianus 87, 12, whose text is
in general rather divergent and more questionable) omit âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ ÙcÓ

ìÏÈÎ›·Ó and âd Á¤ÚÔÓÙÈ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ÷· (rather significantly the following ‰¤

must also go on this excision) is arbitrary and unlikely. Diels’ insertion of
<Ó¤Ô˜> (A3) after \AÏÎÌ·›ˆÓ is apposite but unnecessary if we understand
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ìÏÈÎ›· as age of acme. But the idea is supported by Iamblichus Vita
Pythagorica 104: Î·d ÁaÚ Ôî âÎ ÙÔÜ ‰È‰·ÛÎ·ÏÂ›Ô˘ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘, Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ‰b Ôî

·Ï·ÈfiÙ·ÙÔÈ Î·d ·éÙˇá Û˘Á¯ÚÔÓ›Û·ÓÙÂ˜ Î·d Ì·ıËÙÂ‡Û·ÓÙÂ˜ Ùˇá ¶˘ı·-

ÁfiÚ÷· ÚÂÛ‚‡ÙFË Ó¤ÔÈ, ...Î·d \AÏÎÌ·›ˆÓ... In any case Alcmaeon was
probably Pythagoras’ pupil or rather àÎÚÔ·Ù‹˜: Diogenes Laertius VIII, 83:
a fact supported by doctrinal similarities.

21. Aristotle Metaph. A986a21 sqq. (= A3): ÊËÛd ÁaÚ (sc. Alcmaeon) ÂrÓ·È ‰‡Ô

Ùa ÔÏÏa ÙáÓ àÓıÚˆ›ÓˆÓ, Ï¤ÁˆÓ Ùa˜ âÓ·ÓÙÈfiÙËÙ·˜ Ôé¯ œÛÂÚ ÔyÙÔÈ

(sc. the Pythagoreans) ‰ÈˆÚÈÛÌ¤Ó·˜ àÏÏa Ùa˜ Ù˘¯ÔÜÛ·˜, ÔxÔÓ ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ

Ì¤Ï·Ó, ÁÏ˘Îf ÈÎÚfiÓ, àÁ·ıeÓ Î·ÎfiÓ, Ì¤Á· ÌÈÎÚfiÓ. OyÙÔ˜ ÌbÓ ÔsÓ à‰ÈÔÚ›-

ÛÙˆ˜ à¤ÚÚÈ„Â ÂÚd ÙáÓ ÏÔÈáÓ, Ôî ‰b ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ Î·d fiÛ·È Î·› ÙÈÓÂ˜

·î âÓ·ÓÙÈÒÛÂÈ˜ àÂÊ‹Ó·ÓÙÔ (naturally the fundamental ones are meant
here, by contrast). Diogenes Laertius loc.cit. repeats the memorable
expression ‰‡Ô Ùa ÔÏÏ¿ âÛÙÈ ÙáÓ àÓıÚˆ›ÓˆÓ: it seems that it was
Alcmaeon’s own. It fits well with the sharp strength of archaic enunciation.
Cf. Ion’s from Chios TÚÈ·ÁÌÔ› (A1; 2): ¿ÓÙ· ÙÚ›· Î·d Ôé‰bÓ Ï¤ÔÓ j

öÏ·ÛÛÔÓ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ÙáÓ ÙÚÈáÓ etc. (B1).

22. Met. 986a28 (= Α3): Î·d õÙÔÈ ÔyÙÔ˜ (sc. Alcmaeon) ·Ú’ âÎÂ›ÓˆÓ (sc. the
Pythagoreans) j âÎÂÖÓÔÈ ·Úa ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ·Ú¤Ï·‚ÔÓ ÙeÓ ÏfiÁÔÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ

(about contrarieties). Evidently the physiologising man of Medicine drew
from the previously somehow formulated philosophical insight. Aristotle
hesitates because the theory of the fixed number (symbolically ten) of
fundamental contrarieties seems (correctly to him) a subsequent
elaboration of a previous experience of the World conceived in terms of
opposites, working with ad hoc contrarieties in each case. But the natural
serialization of development surely is: first the insight into the contrarial
nature of reality; then the search and discovery of oppositions in various
fields of experience; and finally the reduction of the contrarial variety thus
registered to some ultimate pairs of opposites constitutive of existence. 

XXEENNOOPPHHAANNEESS
23. V. n. 18 - We should assume both Xenophanes early date and remarkable

longevity. V. Diogenes Laertius IX, 18; 20; 21; Lucian Macrob. 20;
Censorinus 15, 3; Eusebius Chronica ad Olymp. 56 and 59-61 (60, 1 in
Armenian translation); and above all Timaeus and Apollodorus in Clemens
Strom. I 64 (II, 40. 20 Stählin).

24. Aristotle definitively and expressly refers the Xenophanean theology to the
cosmic model. In Metaphysics, after commenting on the Parmenidean and
Meclissean conception of the One-Being, he adds (986b21 sqq. = A30):
•ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜ ‰b ÚáÙÔ˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ (sc. among the Eleatic philosophers) ëÓ›-
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Û·˜ ... ÔéıbÓ ‰ÈÂÛ·Ê‹ÓÈÛÂÓ (sc. about the One), Ôé‰b ÙÉ˜ Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ

Ôé‰ÂÙ¤Ú·˜ öÔÈÎÂ ıÈÁÂÖÓ (sc. concerning the metaphysical One-in-essence
and definition on the one hand, and the One-in-matter, i.e. whose unity of
material substance renders it a physical one), àÏÏ’ Âå˜ ÙeÓ ¬ÏÔÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ

àÔ‚Ï¤„·˜ Ùe íÓ ÂrÓ·› ÊËÛÈ ÙeÓ ıÂfiÓ. The meaning is obvious and was
correctly set out by the Scholia of cod. Reg. ad. loc. (545b8 Brandis).
Asclepius (p. 41.26 sqq.) criticizes Aristotle from the transcendental point
of view for imputing to Xenophanes such an inept (to his mind) confusion
of God (the creator of the World) and the world itself (the created). The
emphasised identity of ≠EÓ and ¶ÄÓ, which is the Supreme God, points
also in the same direction. Cf. Theophrastus Phys. Opinion 5 (= A31)
(Diels, Doxographi Graeci pp. 480-1, from Simplicius in Phys. 22, 22 sqq.:
M›·Ó ‰b ÙcÓ àÚ¯cÓ õÙÔÈ íÓ Ùe kÓ Î·d ÄÓ etc.; also Ùe ÁaÚ íÓ ÙÔÜÙÔ Î·d

ÄÓ ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ öÏÂÁÂÓ ï •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜). Cf. Cicero Academica II 118 (A340;
Lucull. 37, 118. Also Sextus Empiricus Pyth. Hyp. I, 225, (A35);
Hippolytus Retutatio omn. haeresium I, 14, 2; Galenus Hist. Philos. 7 =
A35 (Doxogr. Gr. 604, 17); Theodoretus Gr. Aff. Cur. IV, 5. From the
extant fragments, B23-26 fit well into the doxographical corpus we have
mentioned. The God of Xenophanes does not breathe (Diogenes Laert. IX
19, in A1): he is thus deliberately and emphatically contrasted with the
Pythagorean cosmic Whole, which does. Not only is Xenophanes
responding to Pythagoreanism and thus later in time, he is also purer and
stricter in his demythologization. 

25. Hippolytus Ref. omn. haer. I, 14, 3 (A33): (according to Xenophanes) Ùa

‰b ¿ÓÙ· ÂrÓ·È âÎ ÁÉ˜. Theodoretus Gr. aff. cur. IV, 5 (A36): (•ÂÓÔÊ¿-

ÓË˜) âÎ ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ˜ ÊÜÓ·È ±·ÓÙ· ÂúÚËÎÂÓ. ·éÙÔÜ ÁaÚ ‰c Ùfi‰Â Ùe öÔ˜ âÛÙÈÓ:

âÎ Á·›Ë˜ ÁaÚ ¿ÓÙ· Î·d Âå˜ ÁÉÓ ¿ÓÙ· ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù÷Ä (= B27). (The verse B27
is also testified by Sextus Empiricus adv.math. X, 313). So Stobaeus (A36)
Ecl. I, 10, 12 •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜ àÚ¯cÓ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ. ÁÚ¿-

ÊÂÈ ÁaÚ âÓ Ù̌á ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜: âÎ Á·›Ë˜ etc. And similarly Olympiodorus de
arte sacr. 24 (Berthelot, Collect. des Alchim. gr. I, 2) p. 82, 21 (A36): ÙcÓ

ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ÁÉÓ Ôé‰Âd˜ â‰fiÍ·ÛÂÓ ÂrÓ·È àÚ¯‹Ó, Âå Ìc •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜ ï KÔÏÔÊÒ-

ÓÈÔ .̃ 

It was felt already in antiquity that the idea in B7 clashed irremediably
with the Xenophanic doctrine of the One - Being - God. Thus Sextus
Empiricus loc. cit. introduces the verse quoted above by the qualification
•ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜ ‰b Î·Ù’ âÓ›Ô˘˜ âÎ ÁÉ˜ (sc. affirmed the all-generation to
proceed). And Galen, In Hippocr. de nat. hom. XV, 25 (Kühn) (A360 =
Diels Dox. Gr. 481.14 sqq. explicitly castigates some commentators,
among whom he singles out Sabinus, for ascribing to Xenophanes the idea
that things, and man in particular, “are”, or come from, Earth: Î·Îá˜ ‰b
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Î·d ÙáÓ âÍËÁËÙáÓ öÓÈÔÈ Î·ÙÂ„Â‡Û·ÓÙÔ •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓÔ˘˜ œÛÂÚ Î·d ™·‚ÖÓÔ˜

z‰¤ Ô˘ ÁÚ¿„·˜ ·éÙÔÖ˜ çÓÔÌ¿ÛÈÓØ “ÔûÙÂ ÁaÚ ¿Ì·Ó à¤Ú· Ï¤Áˆ ÙeÓ

ôÓıÚˆÔÓ œÛÂÚ \AÓ·ÍÈÌ¤ÓË ,̃ ÔûÙÂ ≈‰ˆÚ ó˜ £·ÏÉ ,̃ ÔûÙÂ ÁÉÓ ó˜ öÓ ÙÈÓÈ

•ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜”. Ôé‰·ÌfiıÂÓ ÁaÚ ÂñÚ›ÛÎÂÙ·È ï •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜ àÔÊËÓ¿ÌÂÓÔ˜

Ô≈Ùˆ˜ ... Î·d £ÂfiÊÚ·ÛÙÔ˜ ‰’ iÓ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ ÙáÓ Ê˘ÛÈÎáÓ ‰ÔÍáÓ âÈÙÔÌ·Ö˜

ÙcÓ •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓÔ˘˜ ‰fiÍ·Ó, ÂúÂÚ Ô≈Ùˆ˜ Âr¯ÂÓ, âÁÂÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ. Theodoretus on
the other hand accepting the genuiness of both ideas imputes flagrant
inconsistency on Xenophanes, Gr.aff.cur. IV, 5: •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜ ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ... íÓ

ÂrÓ·È Ùe ÄÓ öÊËÛÂ ÛÊ·ÈÚÔÂÈ‰b˜ Î·d ÂÂÚ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔÓ, Ôé ÁÂÓÓËÙeÓ àÏÏ’

à˝‰ÈÔÓ Î·d ¿Ì·Ó àÎ›ÓËÙÔÓ. ¿ÏÈÓ ‰b ·s ÙáÓ‰Â ÙáÓ ÏfiÁˆÓ âÈÏ·ıfiÌÂ-

ÓÔ˜ âÎ ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ˜ ÊÜÓ·È ±·ÓÙ· ÂúÚËÎÂÓØ ·éÙÔÜ ÁaÚ ‰c Ùfi‰Â Ùe öÔ˜ âÛÙ›Ó

(B27 follows). The difficuly seems to become further compounded and
unsurmountable by reason of the Aristotelian statement to the effect that
while each of the other three elements has been thought by some to be the
single ultimate substratum of all generation, no one has proclaimed earth
such an Ur-elementum: Metaph. 989a5: ÔéıÂd˜ ÁÔÜÓ äÍ›ˆÛÂ ÙáÓ íÓ ÏÂÁfi-

ÓÙˆÓ ÁÉÓ ÂrÓ·È ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔÓ, ‰ËÏÔÓfiÙÈ ‰Èa ÙcÓ ÌÂÁ·ÏÔÌ¤ÚÂÈ·Ó, ÙáÓ ‰b

ÙÚÈáÓ ≤Î·ÛÙÔÓ ÛÙÔÈ¯Â›ˆÓ ÂúÏËÊ¤ ÙÈÓ· ÎÚÈÙ‹Ó etc. 
In fact, the force of Aristotle’s declaration increases when we see him

continuing to support the prima facie claims of earth as well for the role of
the primal source of everything: Î·›ÙÔÈ ‰Èa Ù› ÔÙ’ Ôé Î·d ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ Ï¤ÁÔ˘-

ÛÈÓ, œÛÂÚ Ôî ÔÏÏÔd ÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ; ¿ÓÙ· ÁaÚ ÂrÓ·› Ê·ÛÈ ÁÉÓ, ÊËÛd

‰b Î·d ^HÛ›Ô‰Ô˜ ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ ÚÒÙËÓ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È ÙáÓ ÛˆÌ¿ÙˆÓØ Ô≈Ùˆ˜

àÚ¯·›·Ó Î·d ‰ËÌÔÙÈÎcÓ Û˘Ì‚¤‚ËÎÂÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙcÓ ñfiÏË„ÈÓ. There is
prestigeous poetic and popular support for Earth’s claims as an àÚ¯‹, and
yet no philosopher took up her banner - this seems to be Aristotle’s point.

But the perplexity is more apparent than real. It stems from an especially
modern, habitual inability to comprehend in one living whole different
aspects of the same thing. The entire Cosmos is the One-Being and the
supreme living entity, the highest, true God; everything else real is member
or part of it. It does not move from place to place ((B26): this is the basic
intention of the verses: 

·åÂd ‰’ âÓ Ù·éÙ̌á Ì›ÌÓÂÈ ÎÈÓÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ Ôé‰bÓ

Ôé‰b ÌÂÙ¤Ú¯ÂÛı·› ÌÈÓ âÈÚ¤ÂÈ ôÏÏÔÙÂ ôÏÏFË),

even if its outermost sphere moves round itself. Moreover, Xenophanes
appears to have denied the latter cyclical movement, for the earth extends
indefinitely below. Already Empedocles refers to the anti-scientific notion,
B39. Aristotle explicitly and eponymously refers to it (de Caelo 294a21
sqq.). For a variety of other testimonies v. A47. Hippolytus Ref. Omn.
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Haer. I, 14, 3 (A33) renders the subject analytically clear by an explanatory
addition: ÙcÓ ‰b ÁÉÓ ôÂÈÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d Ì‹ÙÂ ñ’ à¤ÚÔ˜ Ì‹ÙÂ ñe ÙÔÜ

ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÛı·È. Similarly in the Plutarchean Strom. 4 and Eusebius
Pr. Ev. I, 8, 4 (A32). The Earth is surely immoveable; and even if we would
assume a circular celestial movement around the (finite) upper surface of
the Earth (the one we inhabit), Xenophanes precludes such a construal: for
the sun’s path is really rectilinear while distance alone makes it seem
curvilinear. Plutarch Epitoma II, 24 = Stobaeus Ecl. I, 25, 3 (“ Aetius” Plac.
II, 24, 9): ï ‰’ ·éÙe˜ (sc. Xenophanes) ÙeÓ ≥ÏÈÔÓ Âå˜ ôÂÈÚÔÓ ÌbÓ ÚÔ˚¤Ó·È,

‰ÔÎÂÖÓ ‰b Î˘ÎÏÂÖÛı·È ‰Èa ÙcÓ àfiÛÙ·ÛÈÓ. An indirect confirmation of the
Xenophanean identity of God and World comes from the significant
addition in Diogenes Laertius IX, 19 where the divine substance is
described: ÔéÛ›·Ó ıÂÔÜ ... ÌË‰bÓ ¬ÌÔÈÔÓ ö¯Ô˘Û·Ó àÓıÚÒ̌ˆØ ¬ÏÔÓ ‰b ïÚÄÓ

Î·d ¬ÏÔÓ àÎÔ‡ÂÈÓ, Ìc Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ àÓ·ÓÂÖÓ. The last clause is an evident
reminder of, and explicit differentiation from, the characteristic
Pythagorean doctrine according to which ¤Ú·˜ and the finite inhale ôÂÈ-

ÚÔÓ as ÎÂÓfiÓ from without, by harmoniously informing the which, Cosmos
as the Universal orderly arranged system is created. 

The One-World-God and everything in it consists, however ultimately,
of one basic element. Out of it comes by modification or transformation
the entire variegated, orderly arrangement which as a whole constitutes the
divine Cosmos. This must be no doubt the sense of Timon’s (Fr. 59)
censure (expressed as Xenophanean self-criticism) reported in Sextus
Empiricus Pyth. Hyp. I, 224 (A35). The idea criticised is precisely the one
element of the Universe, the one homogeneous nature into which
everything is resolved: 

¬FË ÁaÚ âÌeÓ ÓfiÔÓ ÂåÚ‡Û·ÈÌÈ,

Âå˜ íÓ Ù·éÙfi ÙÂ ÄÓ àÓÂÏ‡ÂÙÔØ ÄÓ ‰’ âeÓ ·åÂd

¿ÓÙFË àÓÂÏÎfiÌÂÓÔÓ Ì›·Ó Âå˜ Ê‡ÛÈÓ ¥ÛÙ·ı’ ïÌÔ›ËÓ.

Τhis is why the One-God is consubstantial with everything, ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ Û˘Ì-

Ê˘É (ÂrÓ·È) ÙÔÖ˜ ÄÛÈÓ as Sextus, op.cit. I, 225, put it. Hence the strong
doxographic tradition (supported by such quotations as B27, and the
passages in A33 and 36) according to which Earth is Xenophanes’ Ur-
Elementum. 

On the other hand moist earth was considered by Xenophanes as the
original procreative slime, the fertile slime at the beginning of world-
formation, the absolute existence (v. n. 20); and this, easily construed as
postulating a dualism of principles for the World (dry and wet, Earth and
Water), would account for part of the confusion and polemic found in
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some sources. Thus that fact coupled also with an acceptation of the
Xenophanean One in a quasi-Parmenidean, quasi-Melissean sense (cf.
Aristotle, Metaph. 986a18 sqq.), quite apart from its cosmological
foundation, would account for Aristotles statement that nobody adopted
Earth as the single original element (thus Asclepius, Comm. in Metaphys.
P. 57.29 Hayduck, justifies Aristotle’s pronouncement by the clause: ï ÁaÚ

•ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜ ÁÉÓ Î·d ÜÚ ñÂÙ›ıÂÙÔ àÚ¯a˜ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ; For the erroneous
introduction on fire in the Xenophanean context see the next note), for
Theophrastus’ silence on the matter, for the existence of interpretations not
affirming Earth’s primacy in Xenophanes, for Theodoretus’ seeming
inconsistency, and for Galen’s castigation of Sabinus and others holding
similar views. That there was in fact no cause for substantial worry is shown
manifestly by the coupling of the monistic and dualistic formulations in the
Scholia AB TD to Ilias H, 99 (≈‰ˆÚ Î·d Á·Ö· Á¤ÓÔÈÛıÂ): Î·d •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË˜

“¿ÓÙÂ˜ ÁaÚ Á·›Ë˜ ÙÂ Î·d ≈‰·ÙÔ˜ âÎÁÂÓfiÌÂÛı·Ø âÎ Á·›Ë˜ ÁaÚ ¿ÓÙ· Î·d

Âå˜ ÁÉÓ ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù÷Ä”. Earth is the Ur-Element. It is for Xenophanes an infinite
element, extending indefinitely below: Aristotle de Caelo 294a21 sqq.
quotes B28 and refers to the Empedoclean criticism of the idea, B39. (For a
variety of other testimonies v. A47). It is specified that Earth is not
surrounded by Air or the Sky; Hippolytus Ref. Omn. Haer. I, 14, 3 =
Plutarchean Strom. 4 (Diels Dox. Gr. P. 580) = A32. But Earth is
intrinsically wet: so it coheres, water providing the cohesive force; otherwise
it would be dispersed into nothingness, and would be no earth, no element
and not anything. 

26. That Earth incorporates moisture was probably shown by the dripping of
water deep under earth in stalactite caves; B37 (Herodianus ¶ÂÚd ÌÔÓ‹ÚÔ˘˜

Ï¤ÍÂˆ˜ II 936.18): êÁÓeÓ (Lehrs pro Î·d ÌcÓ cod) âÓd ÛÂ¿ÙÂÛÛ› ÙÂÔÈ˜

Î·Ù·ÏÂ›‚ÂÙ·È ≈‰ˆÚ. There is a cyclic process of World-production and
destruction out of, and to, the primordial mire: out of a primeval slime,
earth and water segregating create the world approximately as we know it.
Then the opposite process prevails and earth is dissolved by water in the
aboriginal Mud out of which a new cycle proceeds. V. Hippolytus Ref.
Omn. Haer. I, 14, 5-6 (A33) ...àÓ·ÈÚÂÖÛı·È ‰b ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ¿ÓÙ·˜

¬Ù·Ó ì ÁÉ Î·ÙÂÓÂ¯ıÂÖÛ· Âå˜ ÙcÓ ı¿Ï·ÛÛ·Ó ËÏe˜ Á¤ÓËÙ·È, ÂrÙ· ¿ÏÈÓ

ôÚ¯ÂÛı·È ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ ,̃ Î·d Ù·‡ÙËÓ ÄÛÈ ÙÔÖ˜ ÎfiÛÌÔÈ˜ Á›ÓÂÛı·È ÌÂÙ·‚Ô-

Ï‹Ó. The aboriginal swamp, as the ultimate reality, provided the basis for
statements of a Xenophanean dualism in our sources: Simplicius Comm. in
Phys. 188, 32 preserves the definitive Xenophanean statement (B29): ÁÉ

Î·d ≈‰ˆÚ ¿ÓÙ’ öÛı’ ¬Û· Á›ÓÔÓÙ·È ä‰b Ê‡ÔÓÙ·È. And regarding humans in
particular, in Sextus adv. Math. X 314 (B33): ¿ÓÙÂ˜ ÁaÚ Á·›Ë˜ ÙÂ Î·d

≈‰·ÙÔ˜ âÎÁÂÓfiÌÂÛı·, who connects it to the above quoted Homeric
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expression in H, 99. The interpretation is given weight by the explicit
Porphyrean formulation (in ºÈÏfiÛÔÊÔ˜ îÛÙÔÚ›·) (apud Philoponus
Comm. in Phys. 125, 27 = A29): ï ¶ÔÚÊ‡ÚÈfi˜ ÊËÛÈ ÙeÓ •ÂÓÔÊ¿ÓË Ùe

ÍËÚeÓ Î·d Ùe ñÁÚeÓ ‰ÔÍ¿Û·È àÚ¯¿˜, ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ Ï¤Áˆ Î·d Ùe ≈‰ˆÚ, Î·d

¯ÚÉÛÈÓ ·éÙÔÜ ·Ú·Ù›ıÂÙ·È ÙÔÜÙÔ ‰ËÏÔÜÛ·Ó (Β29)· Ù·‡ÙË˜ ‰b ÙÉ˜ ‰fiÍË˜

‰ÔÎÂÖ Î·d ≠OÌËÚÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È âÓ Ôx˜ ÊËÛ›Ó (again H99). That this ultimate
dualism generates soul as well is testified for Xenophanes by Macrobius
Somn. Scip. I, 14, 19 (A50): ex terra et aqua (sc. animam esse). The
significance of sea as the material principle of humidity and source of
winds, clouds, rains, and rivers is eloquently expressed by Xenophanes in
B30 (from Schol. Genev. to Ilias Φ, 196; cf. for the first line Stobaeus I, 31,
4 = “Aetius” III, 4, 4 Diels p. 371.9 sqq., who also gives a detailed account
of the cosmogonical process through which the three former are generated
from the sea): 

ËÁc ‰’ âÛÙd ı¿Ï·ÛÛ· ≈‰·ÙÔ ,̃ ËÁc ‰’ àÓ¤ÌÔÈÔØ

ÔûÙÂ ÁaÚ âÓ Ó¤ÊÂÛÈÓ <Á›ÓÔÈÙfi ÎÂ ú˜ àÓ¤ÌÔÈÔ

âÎÓÂ›ÔÓÙÔ˜> öÛˆıÂÓ ôÓÂ˘ fiÓÙÔ˘ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔÈÔ,

ÔûÙÂ ÚÔ·d ÔÙ·ÌáÓ ÔûÙ’ ·åı¤ÚÔ˜ ùÌ‚ÚÈÔÓ ≈‰ˆÚ,

àÏÏa Ì¤Á·˜ fiÓÙÔ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÙˆÚ ÓÂÊ¤ˆÓ àÓ¤ÌˆÓ ÙÂ

Î·d ÔÙ·ÌáÓ.

(Diels’ alternative supplementation).
No radical contradiction was felt between a monistic (Earth) and a

dualistic (mud) expression of the Xenophanean theory of principles (cf. n.
19): in the Scholia ABTD to Ilias H, 99 both formulations are combined.
That Asclepius Comm. in Metaphys. P. 57.29 Hayduck speaks of earth and
fire as the Xenophanean principles must be an erroneous assimilation to,
and projection from, the Parmenidean “doxastic” dualism. The statement
in the Plutarchean Epit. III, 9, 4 (Diels Dox. Gr. 376.16) âÍ à¤ÚÔ˜ ‰b Î·d

˘Úe˜ Û˘Ì·ÁÉÓ·È (sc. ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ), must be misplaced under Xenophanes
(v. note in Diels loc. cit.); it represents the creation of heavenly bodies
according to Anaximander (cf. n. 22). Cf. n. 28.- 

27. Damascius De princ. 123 bis (I, 317, 15 sqq. Ruelle) = OF 54: ì ‰b Î·Ùa

ÙeÓ ÎÂÚÒÓ˘ÌÔÓ ÊÂÚÔÌ¤ÓË Î·d ^EÏÏ¿ÓÈÎÔÓ (sc. \OÚÊÈÎc ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·) ... Ô≈Ùˆ˜

ö¯ÂÈ: “≈‰ˆÚ qÓ, ÊËÛ›Ó, âÍ àÚ¯É˜, Î·d åÏf˜ (so Zoega from the ≈ÏË of the
Ms.) âÍ w˜ â¿ÁË ì ÁÉ”, ‰‡Ô Ù·‡Ù·˜ àÚ¯a˜ ñÔÙÈı¤ÌÂÓÔ˜ ÚÒÙ· ,̃ ≈‰ˆÚ

Î·d ÁÉÓ ... ÙcÓ ‰b ÙÚ›ÙËÓ àÚ¯cÓ ÌÂÙa Ùa˜ ‰‡Ô ÁÂÓÓËıÉÓ·È ÌbÓ âÎ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ,

≈‰·Ùfi˜ ÊËÌÈ Î·d ÁÉ ,̃ ‰Ú¿ÎÔÓÙ· ‰b ÂrÓ·È ÎÂÊ·Ïa˜ ö¯ÔÓÙ· ÚÔÛÂÊ˘Î˘˝·˜

Ù·‡ÚÔ˘ Î·d Ï¤ÔÓÙÔ˜, âÓ Ì¤Ûˇˆ ‰b ıÂÔÜ ÚfiÛˆÔÓ, ö¯ÂÈÓ ‰b Î·d âd ÙáÓ

üÌˆÓ ÙÂÚ¿, èÓÔÌ¿Ûı·È ‰b ¯ÚfiÓÔÓ àÁ‹Ú·ÔÓ Î·d ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ· ÙeÓ ·éÙfiÓ ...
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àÚÚÂÓfiıËÏ˘Ó ·éÙcÓ ñÂÛÙ‹Û·ÙÔ Úe˜ öÓ‰ÂÈÍÈÓ ÙÉ˜ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÁÂÓÓËÙÈÎÉ˜

·åÙ›·˜ ... ï XÚfiÓÔ˜ ÔyÙÔ˜ ï ‰Ú¿ÎˆÓ ÁÂÓÓÄÙ·È ÙÚÈÏÉÓ ÁÔÓ‹Ó, Aåı¤Ú·,

ÊËÛ›, ÓÔÙÂÚeÓ Î·d X¿Ô˜ ôÂÈÚÔÓ Î·d ÙÚ›ÙÔÓ âd Ô‡ÙÔÈ˜ òEÚÂ‚Ô˜

çÌÈ¯Ïá‰Â˜ ... àÏÏa ÌcÓ âÓ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜, ó˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ, ï XÚfiÓÔ˜ èÈeÓ âÁ¤ÓÓËÛÂÓ

etc. The Phoenician affiliations of this type of cosmogony are noticeable,
and fit well with Josephus’ testimony (Antiqu. Iudaeorum I, 94)
concerning ÎÂÚÒÓ˘ÌÔ˜ ï AåÁ‡ÙÈÔ˜ ï ÙcÓ àÚ¯·ÈÔÏÔÁ›·Ó ÙcÓ ºÔÈÓÈÎÈÎcÓ

Û˘ÁÁÚ·„¿ÌÂÓÔ˜. The information refers probably to the self-same
Hieronymus. (We are also reminded (Kern, OF, p. 130) of what Iriarte
edited from cod. Matr. LXXXIV n. 180 in reg. Bibl. Matrit. Codd. Graeci
Mss. I, 1769, 346: ™·¯ˆÓÈ¿ıˆÓ (sic) ï BËÚ‡ÙÙÈÔ˜ ÙcÓ ºÔÈÓ›ÎˆÓ ıÂÔÏÔ-

Á›·Ó âÍ¤‰ˆÎÂÓ, mÓ \OÚÊÂf˜ ÌÂÙ‹ÓÂÁÎÂ Âå˜ ÙcÓ ^EÏÏ¿‰· ÊˆÓ‹Ó, Î·d Ùa˜

ÙÂÏÂÙa˜ ÙáÓ AåÁ˘Ù›ˆÓ. The hyberbolic suggestion that Orphism consists
in a combination of Phoenician Theology and Egyptian ritual should not
be viewed entirely askance. The Phoenician influence on the Pherecydian
system was also explicitly recognized in antiquity; v. infra, nn. 36-58 for an
analysis of that system, and esp. n. 36, for the influence). The same type of
cosmogony is ascribed to Orpheus by Athenagoras, Pro Christianis 18 (OF
57): qÓ ÁaÚ ≈‰ˆÚ àÚ¯c Î·Ù’ ·éÙeÓ (sc. \OÚÊ¤·) ÙÔÖ˜ ¬ÏÔÈ˜, àe ‰b ÙÔÜ

≈‰·ÙÔ˜ åÏf˜ Î·Ù¤ÛÙË (hence there was really at the beginning a sort of
primeval slime), âÎ ‰b ëÎ·Ù¤ÚˆÓ (of the watery and earthy principles in
fact) âÁÂÓÓ‹ıË ˙̌áÔÓ ‰Ú¿ÎˆÓ ÚÔÛÂÊ˘Î˘Ö·Ó ö¯ˆÓ ÎÂÊ·ÏcÓ Ï¤ÔÓÙÔ˜ <Î·d

ôÏÏËÓ Ù·‡ÚÔ˘> (correctly added by Zoega), ‰Èa Ì¤ÛÔ˘ ‰b ·éÙáÓ ıÂÔÜ Úfi-

ÛˆÔÓ, ùÓÔÌ· ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜ Î·d XÚfiÓÔ˜. OyÙÔ˜ ï ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜ âÁ¤ÓÓËÛÂÓ

ñÂÚÌÂÁ¤ıÂ˜ èÈfiÓ etc. This is taken over by the scholiast to Gregory
Nazianzenus Or. 31, 16: ...ñe ‰¤ ÙÈÓˆÓ âÌ˘ıÔÏÔÁ‹ıË ıÂÔÏÔÁÔ‡ÓÙˆÓ

‰ÉıÂÓ, ó˜ âÍ ≈‰·ÙÔ˜ Î·d åÏ‡Ô˜ àÓ·‰Ôı¤ÓÙÔ˜ ‰Ú¿ÎÔÓÙÔ˜ ÚÔÛÂÊ˘Î˘Ö·Ó

ö¯ÔÓÙÔ˜ Ï¤ÔÓÙÔ˜ ÎÂÊ·ÏcÓ <Î·d ôÏÏËÓ Ù·‡ÚÔ˘,>, ‰Èa Ì¤ÛÔ˘ ‰b ·éÙáÓ ıÂÔÜ

ÚfiÛˆÔÓ, nÓ ^HÚ·ÎÏÉÓ <Î·d XÚfiÓÔÓ> Ê·ÛÈ, ÎàÎ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ èÈeÓ ÁÂÓ-

ÓËıÉÓ·È etc. 
28. For Anaximander out of the Indefinite comes at the beginning of World-

formation the seminal power of the fundamental contrariety hot-cold
which produces immediately the divided archetypal fiery and cool
principles, fire and air. So the Plutarchean Stromateis 2 (Dox. Gr. 579 =
A10): ÊËÛd ‰b Ùe âÎ ÙÔÜ à˚‰›Ô˘ ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ıÂÚÌÔÜ ÙÂ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ

Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ ÙÔÜ‰Â ÙÔÜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ àÔÎÚÈıÉÓ·È Î·› ÙÈÓ· âÎ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ÊÏÔÁe˜

ÛÊ·ÖÚ·Ó ÂÚÈÊ˘ÉÓ·È Ù̌á ÂÚd ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ à¤ÚÈ ó˜ Ù̌á ‰¤Ó‰Ú̌ˆ ÊÏÔÈfiÓØ wÛÙÈ-

ÓÔ˜ àÔÚÚ·ÁÂ›ÛË˜ Î·d Âú˜ ÙÈÓ· àÔÎÏÂÈÛıÂ›ÛË˜ Î‡ÎÏÔ˘˜ ñÔÛÙÉÓ·È ÙeÓ

≥ÏÈÔÓ Î·d ÙcÓ ÛÂÏ‹ÓËÓ Î·d ÙÔf˜ àÛÙ¤Ú·˜. Heavenly bodies are such
portions of the primaeval fire engulfed in air; Hippolytus Ref. Omn. Haer.
I, 6, 4: Ùa ‰b ôÛÙÚ· Á›ÁÓÂÛı·È Î‡ÎÏÔÓ ˘Úfi ,̃ àÔÎÚÈı¤ÓÙ· ÙÔÜ Î·Ùa ÙeÓ

ÎfiÛÌÔÓ ˘Úfi˜, ÂÚÈÏËÊı¤ÓÙ· ‰’ ñe à¤ÚÔ˜; and Stobaeus Ecl. I, 24, 1
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(similarly Theodoretus Cur. Gr. Aff. IV, 17), from “Aetius” II, 13, 7 (A18):
\AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ (sc. said that the stars are) ÈÏ‹Ì·Ù· à¤ÚÔ˜ ÙÚÔ¯ÔÂÈ‰É,

˘Úe˜ öÌÏÂ·, Î·Ù¿ ÙÈ Ì¤ÚÔ˜ àe ÛÙÔÌ›ˆÓ âÎÓ¤ÔÓÙ· ÊÏfiÁ·˜. This
celestial nature composed from fire and air is said to be according to
Anaximander âÎ ıÂÚÌÔÜ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ Ì›ÁÌ·ÙÔ˜ (Plutarchean Epit. II, 11 =
Stobaeus Ecl. I, 23, 1 from “Aetius” II, 11, 5) A17a. Thus air must be the
primal cold substance, as the Stoics maintained. Indeed Aristotle confirms
this interpretation of Anaximander by ascribing hotness to fire, liquidity to
water and coldness to air in a passage (Physics, 20Ab22 sqq. = A16)
evidently referring to him (so also Simplicius ad loc.). 

The other basic opposites come out of the Indefinite as well; Aristotle
Physics 187a20 (A16) Ôî ‰b âÎ ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ âÓÔ‡Û·˜ Ùa˜ âÓ·ÓÙÈfiÙËÙ·˜ âÎÎÚ›-

ÓÂÛı·È, œÛÂÚ \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰Úfi˜ ÊËÛÈ. This must hold also at least for the
second pair of the fundamental contrariety, dry-wet. Thus by analogy, a
ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ÍËÚÔÜ ÙÂ Î·d ñÁÚÔÜ is secreted out of òAÂÈÚÔÓ, producing the
primordial slime whose dessication resulted in earth and vaporous
exhalation, while the residue constituted the sea; Aristotle Meteor. B 353b6
sqq. (A27); Alexander Comm. ad loc. p. 67.3 sqq. (A27) mentions
Anaximander explicitly as holding this view in a passage drawing on
Theophrastus Physic. Opinion. 23 (Diels pp. 494-5). Cf. Plutarchean Epit.
III, 16 from “Aetius” III, 16, 1 (A27). 

Aristotle Meteorol. II 355a22 may seem to support an alternative
interpretation of the first stages of the Anaximandrean Cosmogony, making
air in general a product of the drying up of the primaeval slime: Ùe ‰’ ·éÙe

Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÂÈ Î·d ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ôÏÔÁÔÓ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ Ê¿ÛÎÔ˘ÛÈ Ùe ÚáÙÔÓ ñÁÚÄ˜ ÔûÛË˜

Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ˜ Î·d ÙÔÜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ÂÚd ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ ñe ÙÔÜ ìÏ›Ô˘ ıÂÚÌ·ÈÓÔÌ¤-

ÓÔ˘ à¤Ú· ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È Î·d ÙeÓ ¬ÏÔÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ ·éÍËıÉÓ·È Î·d ÙÔÜÙÔÓ (sc. the
air) ÓÂ‡Ì·Ù¿ ÙÂ ·Ú¤¯ÂÛı·È Î·d Ùa˜ ÙÚÔa˜ ·éÙÔÜ (sc. ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ?)
ÔÈÂÖÓ. If so, then the opposite to fire and the primal cold in the initial
contrariety would be the aboriginal slime which under the influence of its
opposite gives by exciccation and evaporation earth and sea and air. But this
construal ignores the evidence that makes Air the primal Cold as well as
distorting the symmetry of the two basic oppositions. 

In any case, the initial mud generated the first animals, including man.
Plutarchean epit. V 19 = “Aetius” v, 19, 4 (A30): \ AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ âÓ ñÁÚ̌á

ÁÂÓÓËıÉÓ·È Ùa ÚáÙ· ˙̌á· ÊÏÔÈÔÖ˜ ÂÚÈÂ¯fiÌÂÓ· àÎ·ÓıÒ‰ÂÛÈ, ÚÔ‚·ÈÓÔ‡-

ÛË˜ ‰b ÙÉ˜ ìÏÈÎ›·˜ àÔ‚·›ÓÂÈÓ âd Ùe ÍËÚfiÙÂÚÔÓ Î·d ÂÚÈÚÚËÁÓ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘

ÙÔÜ ÊÏÔÈÔÜ â’ çÏ›ÁÔÓ ¯ÚfiÓÔÓ ÌÂÙ·‚ÈáÓ·È. Cf. Censorinus 4, 7 and
Plutarch Symp. VIII, 8, 4, p. 730 E (A30), where another instance of Syro-
Phoenicean influence is observed. Cf. also Plutarchean Stromateis 2 (Diels
Dox. Gr. p. 679.17 sqq. = A10); Hippolytus Ref. Omn. Haer. I, 6, 6
(A11). 

ORIGIN  AND  NATURE  OF  EARLY  PYTHAGOREAN  COSMOGONY 225



29. Cf. supra, n. 13. For nonepigraphical attestations of the connection cf. Sch.
T in Π, 233: ï ‰b ¢ˆ‰ˆÓ·ÖÔ˜ (sc. Zeus) Î·d N¿˚Ô˜Ø ñ‰ÚËÏa ÁaÚ Ùa âÎÂÖ

¯ˆÚ›·; the connection with wetness is correct, but the name is far more
significant than if taken solely to refer to a (and today, at least, nonexistent)
topographical peculiariy. Also v. Stephanus Byzantius Ethnica s.v. ¢ˆ‰ÒÓË

p. 247.4 Meineke. N¿˚Ô˜ is the god of streaming water, of springs, of rain,
the humid principle, from Ó¿ˆ, flow. Cf. ÓÄÌ· and à¤Ó·Ô .̃ 

30. Pausanias X, 5, 6 quoting Eumolpia ascribed to Musaeus: öÛÙÈ ‰b âÓ

≠EÏÏËÛÈ Ô›ËÛÈ˜, ùÓÔÌ· ÌbÓ ÙÔÖ˜ öÂÛÈÓ âÛÙ›Ó EéÌÔÏ›·, MÔ˘Û·›̌ˆ ‰b

Ù̌á \AÓÙÈÊ‹ÌÔ˘ ÚÔÛÔÈÔÜÛÈ Ùa öËØ ÂÔÈËÌ¤ÓÔÓ ÔsÓ âÛÙdÓ âÓ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜

¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓÔ˜ âÓ ÎÔÈÓ̌á Î·d ÁÉ˜ ÂrÓ·È Ùe Ì·ÓÙÂÖÔν (sc. at Delphi), Î·d ÙcÓ

ÌbÓ ¯ÚÄÓ ·éÙ‹Ó, ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓÈ ‰b ñËÚ¤ÙËÓ Âå˜ Ùa Ì·ÓÙÂ‡Ì·Ù· ÂrÓ·È ¶‡Ú-

ÎˆÓ·. K·d Ô≈Ùˆ˜ ö¯ÂÈ Ùa öË:

AéÙ›Î· ‰b XıÔÓ›Ë˜ ÛÊáÓ ‰c ÈÓ˘ÙeÓ Ê¿ÙÔ ÌÜıÔÓ,

ÛfÓ ‰¤ ÙÂ ¶‡ÚÎˆÓ àÌÊ›ÔÏÔ˜ ÎÏ˘ÙÔÜ âÓÓÔÛÈÁ·›Ô˘.

For ¶‡ÚÎˆÓ cf. Hesychius s.v. ˘ÚÎfiÔÈØ ñe ¢ÂÏÊáÓ îÂÚÂÖ˜ ‰È’ âÌ‡ÚˆÓ

Ì·ÓÙÂ˘fiÌÂÓÔÈ. Plutarch De Pythiae Oraculis 406 E: ...à¤·˘ÛÂ ‰b ÙcÓ

¶˘ı›·Ó ï ıÂe˜ ‘˘ÚÈÎ¿Ô˘˜’ ÌbÓ çÓÔÌ¿˙Ô˘Û·Ó ÙÔf˜ ·ñÙÉ˜ ÔÏ›Ù· .̃ 

31. Speaking of the sacred precinct of Despoina below Lykosoura near
Megalopolis in Arcadia, Pausanias observes (VIII, 37, 9): Ù·‡ÙËÓ Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ·

ıÂáÓ Û¤‚Ô˘ÛÈÓ Ôî \AÚÎ¿‰Â˜ ÙcÓ ¢¤ÛÔÈÓ·Ó, ı˘Á·Ù¤Ú· ‰b ·éÙcÓ

¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓfi˜ Ê·ÛÈÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜. The divine epithet of this
Neptune was ≠IÈÔ˜ op. cit. VIII, 37, 10. In fact Poseidon in Arcadia
acted a role similar to that of Zeus as fructifier of cereal Earth, and of Hades
as husband of Persephone. There was even a rape myth in Thelpusa, v.
Pausanias VIII, 25, 5-10. An analogous story prevailed in Phigaleia ibid. 42,
1 sqq. Eurynome there was a monstrous divinity half-woman, half-fish,
ibid. 41, 4-6; she was popularly considered to be identical with Artemis,
which goddess was thought in Arcadia, as Pausanias suggests (VIII, 37, 6),
to be daughter of Demeter instead of Leto, an Egyptian religious tradition
divulged in Greece by Aeschylus. Plutarch explicitly connects Poseidon’s
generative aspect with Anaximander’s theory concerning the origin of
animal life on earth and with Syrian theology; Quaest. Symp. VIII, 8, 4 p.
730 E: Ôî ‰’ àÊ’ ≠EÏÏËÓÔ˜ ÙÔÜ ·Ï·ÈÔÜ Î·d ·ÙÚÔÁÂÓÂ›ˇˆ ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓÈ

ı‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ, âÎ ÙÉ˜ ñÁÚÄ˜ ÙeÓ ôÓıÚˆÔÓ ÔéÛ›·˜ ÊÜÓ·È ‰ÔÍ¿˙ÔÓÙÂ˜, ó˜ Î·d

™‡ÚÔÈØ ‰Èe Î·d Û¤‚ÔÓÙ·È ÙeÓ å¯ıÜÓ, ó˜ ïÌÔÁÂÓÉ Î·d Û‡ÓÙÚÔÊÔÓ, âÈÂÈÎ¤-

ÛÙÂÚÔÓ \AÓ·ÍÈÌ¿Ó‰ÚÔ˘ ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÔÜÓÙÂ˜Ø Ôé ÁaÚ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ·éÙÔÖ˜ âÎÂÖÓÔ˜

å¯ıÜ˜ Î·d àÓıÚÒÔ˘ ,̃ àÏÏ’ âÓ å¯ı‡ÛÈÓ âÁÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È Ùe ÚáÙÔÓ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜

àÔÊ·›ÓÂÙ·È etc. The philosopher went a step further than the religious
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traditions in Syria: he made man to come originally not merely from the
liquid principle, but from fish-existence. 

32. The word Poseidon comes from the root which gives fiÛÈ˜ husband, ‰ÂÛ-

fiÙË˜ master, ‰ÂÛ-fi˙ˆ am lord etc., and in latin possum (pot-is), potior,
potens, potestas etc. The basic meaning is power, lordship. Initially, there
was also involved, no doubt, the meaning compress, overweight, press
down, as the physical manifestation of lordship. Hence the akin linguistic
family of Ô‡˜, ¤‰ÔÓ, Â‰›ÔÓ, ¤‰Ë, Â˙fi˜ etc. Cognate are also ¤Ô˜,

penis and fiÛıË (membrum virile and its foreskin). Provided, as we ought
to assume, that the primal and aboriginal idea of domination and sway with
its natural undertone of incubus as encompassing, weighing down,
burdening, came from, or was archetypally exemplified in, the male-female
relationship as especially manifest in the sexual nexus, we may further
understand how potency would be eminently associated with fructification
and the same root signifying mastery, husbandry and coition would come
to connote fertilization and its operative fluid. This latter being absorbed
and drunken by the recipient partner - earth or woman - fiÙÔ˜, fiÌ·,

fiÙË ,̃ ›ÓˆÓ, ÔÙ‹ÚÈÔÓ, all words denoting drinking, appear in the same
context, together with, more generally, ›ÛÙÚ·, watering place, ÖÛÔ˜,

meadow and ¶ÖÛ·, the region of Olympia, a well-watered, and thus
abounding in growth, place. 

33. Damascius de pr. Princ. 123 bis (I 317, 17 sqq. = OF 54), in a passage
quoted above, thus explains the relative properties of the two principles
(namely water and earth) inherent in the primeval slime according to the
Orphic theology of Hieronymus and Hellanicus: ‰‡Ô Ù·‡Ù·˜ àÚ¯a˜ ñÔÙÈ-

ı¤ÌÂÓÔ˜ ÚÒÙ· ,̃ ≈‰ˆÚ Î·d ÁÉÓ, Ù·‡ÙËÓ ÌbÓ ó˜ Ê‡ÛÂÈ ÛÎÂ‰·ÛÙcÓ, âÎÂÖÓÔ

‰b ó˜ Ù·‡ÙË˜ ÎÔÏÏËÙÈÎfiÓ ÙÂ Î·d Û˘ÓÂÎÙÈÎfiÓ. Plutarch has recourse to this
cohesive, holding together, form-imposing, faculty of water in interpreting
Empedocles (de primo frigido 16, p. 952B = B29): Î·d ¬Ïˆ˜ Ùe ÌbÓ ÜÚ

‰È·ÛÙ·ÙÈÎfiÓ âÛÙÈ Î·d ‰È·ÈÚÂÙÈÎfiÓ, Ùe ‰’ ≈‰ˆÚ ÎÔÏÏËÙÈÎeÓ Î·d Û¯ÂÙÈÎeÓ ÙFÉ

ñÁÚfiÙËÙÈ Û˘Ó¤¯ÔÓ Î·d ÉÙÙÔÓØ Fw Î·d ·Ú¤Û¯ÂÓ \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ˜ ñfiÓÔÈ·Ó

ó˜ Ùe ÌbÓ ÜÚ NÂÖÎÔ˜ ÔéÏfiÌÂÓÔÓ, Û¯Â‰‡ÓËÓ ‰b ÊÈÏfiÙËÙ· Ùe ñÁÚeÓ ëÎ¿-

ÛÙÔÙÂ ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡ˆÓ (which would reduce the two active Empedoclean
agencies to two of his material causes). Cf. Aristotle de Gener. et Corrupt.
336a3: âÂÈ‰c ÁaÚ ¤Ê˘ÎÂÓ, œ˜ Ê·ÛÈ, Ùe ÌbÓ ıÂÚÌeÓ ‰È·ÎÚ›ÓÂÈÓ Ùe ‰b

„˘¯ÚeÓ Û˘ÓÈÛÙÄÓ·È etc. An example of the fastening and coagulating
cohesive potency of the watery principle is given by Empedocles himself
(B33) as reported by Plutarch again, de amic. multit. 5, 95A; it is the
curding of milk by the action of the fig-tree acid juice used as rennet: ì ÌbÓ

ÁaÚ (sc. ÊÈÏ›·) Û˘Ó¿ÁÂÈ Î·d Û˘Ó›ÛÙËÛÈ Î·d Û˘Ó¤¯ÂÈ Î·Ù·˘ÎÓÔÜÛ· Ù·Ö˜

ïÌÈÏ›·È˜ Î·d ÊÈÏÔÊÚÔÛ‡Ó·È˜
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ó˜ ‰’ ¬Ù’ çe˜ Á¿Ï· ÏÂ˘ÎeÓ âÁfiÌÊˆÛÂÓ Î·d ö‰ËÛÂ

Î·Ù’ \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏ¤· (ÙÔÈ·‡ÙËÓ ÁaÚ ì ÊÈÏ›· ‚Ô‡ÏÂÙ·È ÔÈÂÖÓ ëÓfiÙËÙ· Î·d

Û‡ÌËÍÈÓ). The general view is adopted by Aristotle, who illustrates it by
another example drawn from Empedocles (B34): water in kneading, gluing
together barley groats into one single lump; Aristotle Meteor. Δ 381b31: Ùe

ÁaÚ ñÁÚeÓ Ùˇá ÍËÚˇá ·úÙÈÔÓ ÙÔÜ ïÚ›˙ÂÛı·È Î·d ëÎ¿ÙÂÚÔÓ ëÎ·Ù¤Úˇˆ ÔxÔÓ

ÎfiÏÏ· Á›ÁÓÂÙ·È, œÛÂÚ Î·d \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ˜ âÔ›ËÛÂÓ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ º˘ÛÈÎÔÖ˜Ø 

ôÏÊÈÙÔÓ ≈‰·ÙÈ ÎÔÏÏ‹Û· .̃

PPAARRMMEENNIIDDEESS
34. Yet some interpreted even the Parmenidean Being as conceived on a

cosmological model, signifying the absolute wholeness of the World (just as
Aristotle considered Xenophanes’ One-Being to be, v. n. 180, Eudemus Fr.
13 Sp. in Simplicius in Phys. 143.4 (in B8). 

35. B8. 55-59 (Simplicius in Phys. 30.13; 38.28; 179.31):

ÙàÓÙ›· ‰’ âÎÚ›Ó·ÓÙÔ ‰¤Ì·˜ Î·d Û‹Ì·Ù’ öıÂÓÙÔ

¯ˆÚd˜ à’ àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ, ÙFÉ ÌbÓ ÊÏÔÁe˜ ·åı¤ÚÈÔÓ ÜÚ,

õÈÔÓ ùÓ, Ì¤Á’ àÚ·ÈeÓ [âÏ·ÊÚfiÓ]*, ëˆ˘Ù̌á ¿ÓÙÔÙÂ ÙˆéÙfiÓ,

Ù̌á ‰’ ëÙ¤Ú̌ˆ Ìc ÙˆéÙfiÓØ àÙaÚ ÎàÎÂÖÓÔ Î·Ù’ ·éÙfi

ÙàÓÙ›· Ó‡ÎÙ’ à‰·É, ˘ÎÈÓeÓ ‰¤Ì·˜ âÌ‚ÚÈı¤˜ ÙÂ.

* (Diels excised [àÚ·ÈfiÓ]; but in the sources it is rather the antithesis àÚ·ÈfiÓ

- ˘ÎÓfiÓ that is highlighted, cf. infra).
And B9 (op. cit. 180.8): 

·éÙaÚ âÂÈ‰c ¿ÓÙ· Ê¿Ô˜ Î·d ÓfÍ çÓfiÌ·ÛÙ·È

Î·d Ùa Î·Ùa ÛÊÂÙ¤Ú·˜ ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ˜ âd ÙÔÖÛ› ÙÂ Î·d ÙÔÖ ,̃

ÄÓ Ï¤ÔÓ âÛÙdÓ ïÌÔÜ Ê¿ÂÔ˜ Î·d Ó˘ÎÙe˜ àÊ¿ÓÙÔ˘

úÛˆÓ àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ, âÂd Ôé‰ÂÙ¤Ú̌ˆ Ì¤Ù· ÌË‰¤Ó.

(Cf. B12 - op.cit. 39.12 and 31.10). 
The two principles are aetherial light and chthonic darkness. In terms of

the Elemental theory, there is therefore fire and earth. And so Aristotle
conceived of the Parmenidean polarity as that between fire and earth, in
accordance with the four-element theory; Physics 188a20: Î·d ÁaÚ ¶·ÚÌÂ-

Ó›‰Ë˜ ıÂÚÌeÓ Î·d „˘¯ÚeÓ àÚ¯a˜ ÔÈÂÖ, Ù·ÜÙ· ‰b ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÈ ÜÚ Î·d

ÁÉÓ. Metaph. 986b33 (A24): ‰‡Ô Ùa˜ ·åÙ›·˜ Î·d ‰‡Ô Ùa˜ àÚ¯a˜ ¿ÏÈÓ
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Ù›ıËÛÈ (sc. Parmenides), ıÂÚÌeÓ Î·d „˘¯ÚfiÓ, ÔxÔÓ ÜÚ Î·d ÁÉÓ Ï¤ÁˆÓØ ÙÔ‡-

ÙˆÓ ‰b Î·Ùa ÌbÓ Ùe kÓ Ùe ıÂÚÌeÓ Ù¿ÙÙÂÈ ı¿ÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b Î·Ùa Ùe Ìc ùÓ. de
Gen. et Corrupt. 318b3: ÔxÔÓ úÛˆ˜ ì ÌbÓ Âå˜ ÜÚ ï‰e˜ Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜ ÌbÓ êÏÉ,

ÊıÔÚa ‰¤ ÙÈÓÔ˜ âÛÙÈÓ, ÔxÔÓ ÁÉ˜, ì ‰b ÁÉ˜ Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜ Ù›˜ Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜, Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜ ‰’

Ôé¯ êÏá ,̃ ÊıÔÚa ‰’ êÏá ,̃ ÔxÔÓ ˘Úfi˜ - œÛÂÚ ¶·ÚÌÂÓ›‰Ë˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ ‰‡Ô,

Ùe kÓ Î·d Ùe Ìc kÓ ÂrÓ·È Ê¿ÛÎˆÓ ÜÚ Î·d ÁÉÓ. Α crucial passage as
introducing, and explaining, an assymetry in dualism between the two
ultimate principles: when something earthly comes to be, this is strictly a
passing away of fire simpliciter; while with the coming to be of a fiery
substance, this is coming to be absolutely. Naturally, if one models the one
principle on real Being, the other on Non-Being - as Aristotle holds
Parmenides to have done. Ibid. 330b13 (A35) Ôî ‰’ Âéıf˜ ‰‡Ô ÔÈÔÜÓÙÂ˜,

œÛÂÚ ¶·ÚÌÂÓ›‰Ë˜ ÜÚ Î·d ÁÉÓ, Ùa ÌÂÙ·Íf Ì›ÁÌ·Ù· ÔÈÔÜÛÈ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ,

ÔxÔÓ à¤Ú· Î·d ≈‰ˆÚ. Theophrastus expressed the two Parmenidean
principles in the same way, Physic. Opin. 6 (Diels Dox. Gr. p. 482 = A7
from Alexander in Metaph. p. 24.5 Bonitz = 31.12; Simplicius in Phys.
22.27 preserves also the Alexandrian passage) ... Î·Ùa ‰fiÍ·Ó ‰b ÙáÓ

ÔÏÏáÓ Âå˜ Ùe Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ àÔ‰ÔÜÓÙ·È ÙáÓ Ê·ÈÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ‰‡Ô ÔÈáÓ Ùa˜

àÚ¯a˜ ÜÚ Î·d ÁÉÓ, ÙcÓ ÌbÓ ó˜ ûÏËÓ Ùe ‰’ ó˜ ·úÙÈÔÓ Î·d ÔÈÔÜÓ. The last
clause received no doubt a Stoic emphasis; but it represented an already
Aristotelian conception, de Gen. et corr. 336a3: âÂÈ‰c ÁaÚ ¤Ê˘ÁÂÓ, œ˜

Ê·ÛÈ, Ùe ÌbÓ ıÂÚÌeÓ ‰È·ÎÚ›ÓÂÈÓ, Ùe ‰b „˘¯ÚeÓ Û˘ÓÈÛÙ¿Ó·È Î·d ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ

≤Î·ÛÙÔÓ Ùe ÌbÓ ÔÈÂÖÓ Ùe ‰b ¿Û¯ÂÈÓ; yet the condensing power is no mere
passivity. Fire on the other hand appears to be the most active element.
Cicero Academ. II, 37, 118 repeats the idea: Parmenides ignem qui moveat,
terram quae ab eo fometur. The Stoic colouring reproduces the assymetry-
in-dualism which I have noticed above. And after all, the principle affiliated
to Being will be more powerful and active; whereas the principle connected
to Non-Being is expected to be more feeble and passive. 

The notion (and the Stoicising correlation as well) is included in
Diogenes Laertius’ account, IX, 21: ‰‡Ô ÙÂ ÂrÓ·È ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖ·, ÜÚ Î·d ÁÉÓ, Î·d

Ùe ÌbÓ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÔÜ Ù¿ÍÈÓ ö¯ÂÈÓ, ÙcÓ ‰b ≈ÏË .̃ (22) ... ·úÙÈ· (with Diels, for
the impossible manuscript ·éÙfiÓ) ‰b ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈÓ Ùe ıÂÚÌeÓ Î·d Ùe „˘¯ÚeÓ âÍ

zÓ Ùa ¿ÓÙ· Û˘ÓÂÛÙ¿Ó·È. (The elements (ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖ·) are here
distinguished, as primal crystallizations, so to speak, of the causes and
principles (·úÙÈ·) from the principles themselves as basic causal qualities).
Hippolytus Ref. Omn. Haer. I, 11 (A23) follows suit: Ôé‰b ·éÙe˜ (sc.
Parmenides) âÎÊÂ‡ÁˆÓ ÙcÓ ÙáÓ ÔÏÏáÓ ‰fiÍ·Ó ÜÚ Ï¤ÁˆÓ Î·d ÁÉÓ Ùa˜

ÙÔÜ ·ÓÙe˜ àÚ¯¿ ,̃ ÙcÓ ÌbÓ ÁÉÓ ó˜ ≈ÏËÓ Ùe ‰b ÜÚ ó˜ ·úÙÈÔÓ Î·d ÔÈÔÜÓ.

Clemens adopts the same view, Protr. 5, 64 (49, 2 Stählin = A33): ¶·ÚÌÂ-

Ó›‰Ë˜ ‰b ï ^EÏÂ¿ÙË˜ ıÂÔf˜ ÂåÛËÁ‹Û·ÙÔ ÜÚ Î·d ÁÉÓ. Theodoretus Cur. gr.
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aff. IV, 7: ·åÙ›·Ó ‰b ÙáÓ ¬ÏˆÓ Ôé ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ ÌfiÓÔÓ Î·ı¿ÂÚ âÎÂÖÓÔ˜ (sc.
Xenophanes) àÏÏa Î·d Ùe ÜÚ ÂúÚËÎÂÓ ÔyÙÔ˜ (sc. Parmenides). (Here is
disclosed what must have been a doxographical reason supporting the earth
interpretation of the second Parmenidean principle: its assimilation to the
corresponding Xenophanean cause and unique cosmic substance).
Macrobius in Somn. Scip. I, 14, 20 (A45) refers to the same elements as
psychic principles: Parmenides ex terra et igne (sc. animam esse). Stobaeus
Ecl. 22, 1 9A37). 

Clearly then, expressing the ultimate Parmenidean dualism of principles
as the contrariety between hot and cold and the elemental antithesis
between fire and earth (projections on the realm of appearances of the
absolute contradiction between Being and Non-Being) is Aristotelian in
origin and, via Theophrastus, becomes a widespread philosophical version
of Parmenides’ theory of first principles. That Aristotle is so explicit here,
while with reference to the Anaximandrean cosmogony seems to associate
primal cold with air (which is also the Stoic thesis), could appear as strongly
corroborative of the accuracy of his explanations. (On the other hand we
noticed a strong tendency to construe the second principle according to
Anaximander as earthy). 

Yet Simplicius, who also possessed the Parmenidean poem and quoted it
extensively in his work, thus enriching us with the precious fragments, is
more circumspect. In Physic. p. 25, 15 (A34): Î·d ÙáÓ ÂÂÚ·ÛÌ¤Ó·˜ (sc.
àÚ¯a˜ ÏÂÁfiÓÙˆÓ) Ôî ÌbÓ ‰‡Ô, ó˜ ¶·ÚÌÂÓ›‰Ë˜ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Úe˜ ‰fiÍ·Ó, ÜÚ Î·d

ÁÉÓ, j ÌÄÏÏÔÓ (more accurately) Êá˜ Î·d ÛÎfiÙÔ .̃ It is also significant that
in the doxographical tradition ascribed to “Aetius”, the dense and the rare
appear as principles in the formation of the celestial entities. Thus in Diels
DG III, 1, 4 = A43 (Stobaeus Ecl. I, 27, 1 = Plutarchean Epit. III, 1) the
galaxy is produced from a mixture of dense and rare; in II, 20, 8a (Stobaeus
Ecl. I, 25, 1 = Plutarchean Epit. II, 20) (A43), the Sun comes from the
more loosely-textured mixture of the galactic circle, while the Moon
proceeds from the thicker part of it. But in II, 7, 1 (Stobaeus Ecl. I, 21 =
Plut. Epit. II, 7 = A37) the polarities àÚ·ÈfiÓ - ˘ÎÓfiÓ, Êá˜ - ÛÎfiÙÔ ,̃ ÜÚ -

ÁÉ, evidently function as equivalents; moreover earth itself is the
fundamental element, out of which air is secreted as exhalation resulting
from the former’s forcible compression. 

The contrary process is postulated in the Plutarchean Stromateis 5 (Diels
Dox. Gr. p. 581), where without any mention of the two principles or of
any cosmogonical or cosmological fact, it is nakedly stated of Parmenides:
Ï¤ÁÂÈ ‰b ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ ÙÔÜ ˘ÎÓÔÜ Î·Ù·ÚÚ˘¤ÓÙÔ˜ à¤ÚÔ˜ ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È, the earth
being created by the collapsing or flowing thickly down of the dense air.
Probably, we meet here with the remnant of a (Stoicizing) alternative
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interpretation that would make the other Parmenidean principle air instead
of earth; however violently, almost impossibly, the ˘ÎÓeÓ ‰¤Ì·˜ âÌ‚ÚÈı¤˜

ÙÂ would be accomodated to this construal as thick, heavy air. The isolated
testimony (potentially valuable doxographically) is, in fact, as misplaced as
the parallel one respecting Xenophanes (v. n. 20); oddly enough both come
from works ascribed to Plutarch. In any case, the Aristotelian orthodoxy
prevailed. In the passage referred to above of Simplicius In Phys. 22, 27 the
author, quoting Alexander’s statements (v. supra), writes: Î·Ùa ‰b ÙcÓ ÙáÓ

ÔÏÏáÓ ‰fiÍ·Ó Î·d Ùa Ê·ÈÓfiÌÂÓ· Ê˘ÛÈÔÏÔÁáÓ (sc. Parmenides) ÔûÙÂ íÓ

Ï¤ÁˆÓ ÂrÓ·È Ùe kÓ ÔûÙÂ àÁ¤ÓÓËÙÔÓ, àÚ¯a˜ ÙáÓ ÁÈÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ñ¤ıÂÙÔ ÜÚ

Î·d ÁÉÓ, ÙcÓ ÌbÓ ÁÉÓ ó˜ ≈ÏËÓ ñÔÙÈıÂ› ,̃ Ùe ‰b ÜÚ ó˜ ÔÈËÙÈÎeÓ ·úÙÈÔÓ,

Î·d çÓÔÌ¿˙ÂÈ, ÊËÛÈ (sc. Alexander) Ùe ÌbÓ ÜÚ Êá˜ ÙcÓ ‰b ÁÉÓ ÛÎfiÙÔ .̃

Original dualism begins with two principles corresponding to the Male -
Female antithesis cosmically conceived. Their “physiological” interpretation
in Parmenides resulted in a polarity between the bright, rare, light, mild
substance and the dark, dense, weighty body (‰¤Ì·˜); elsewhere in he
poem warmth and coldness would no doubt be associated with the
respective group of qualities. He called the one Light and the other
Darkness (B9). There could be no doubt that the former corresponded to
the fire of the four-element system. It is well known that there raged
considerable controversy in antiquity as to what in general was fire’s proper
opposite. An important aspect of that dispute is extensively treated by
Plutarch in his De primo frigido. Significantly, he ends up, after
considering successively air’s and water’s claims, by sugesting Earth as the
substance primarily and inherently cold. Parmenides leaves no doubt as to
what he means by the second principle: it is chthonic darkness, earth’s
gloomy interior, the archetypal lightless, thoroughly opaque substance, not
merely bereft of any inherent luminosity, but also absolutely impermeable
to exterior radiance. 

PPHHEERREECCYYDDEESS::  
MIXED LOGO-MYTHICAL COSMOLOGICAL THEOLOGY
36. In general, consult the latest full-scale study: H.S. Schibli: Pherekydes of

Syros, 1990, which includes a comprehensive appendix with the fragments
and ancient testimonies, pp. 140-175. It is a useful and detailed work,
sound moreover in its overall orientation, yet often misleading and
downright erroneous in the interpretation of specific doctrines and their
articulate interconnections. 

For the life and identity of Pherecydes v. chiefly Diogenes Laertius I, 116
sqq. and Suda s.v. Cf. A1-7a and Schibli 8, 9, 11-13, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23-25,
28-30, 32-41. As a general characterization of Pherecydean thought, it is
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interesting to note Apollonius the paradoxographer’s emphatic expression
in Historiae Mirabiles, 6 (p. 124 Giannini = 55 Schibli): ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·˜ ...

≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ ‰¤ ÔÙÂ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ô˘ ÙÂÚ·ÙÔÔÈ˝·˜ ÔéÎ à¤ÛÙË. He
appeared therefore as a miracle worker, by virtue of his arcane wisdom, a
true wizard. Significantly this feature is also ascribed to Pythagoras. The
influence of Phoenicean theology (cf. n. 21) on him was further recognized;
Suda s.v.: ·éÙeÓ ‰b (sc. Pherecydes) ÔéÎ âÛ¯ËÎ¤Ó·È Î·ıËÁËÙ‹Ó, àÏÏ’

ë·˘ÙeÓ àÛÎÉÛ·È ÎÙËÛ¿ÌÂÓÔÓ Ùa ºÔÈÓ›ÎˆÓ àfiÎÚ˘Ê· ‚È‚Ï›·. 

37. Diogenes Laertius I, 118, 119 (A1); Suda s.v. (A2); Diodorus X, 3, 4 (A4);
cf. Fgs. 42-59 Schibli. 

38. Theopompus (Fr. 66 Mϋller = 66 Grentell et Hunt = 71 Fr.Gr.H.) asserted
that Pherecydes was the first to write about nature and the gods; Diogenes
Laertius I, 116 (A1): ÙÔÜÙfiÓ (sc. Pherecydes) ÊËÛÈ £ÂfiÔÌÔ˜ ÚáÙÔÓ

ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ Î·d ıÂáÓ ÁÚ¿„·È. °Ú¿„·È instead of ÔÈÉÛ·È makes certain
that a prose work is meant. Suda s.v. ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜, B¿‚ÈÔ˜ ™‡ÚÈÔ˜ (Α2)
attests that according to the opinion of some (ÙÈÓ¤˜) it was Pherecydes who
first published a prose work of any kind: ÚáÙÔÓ ‰b Û˘ÁÁÚ·ÊcÓ âÍÂÓÂ-

ÁÎÂÖÓ Â˙̌á ÏfiÁ̌ˆ ÙÈÓb˜ îÛÙÔÚÔÜÛÈÓ, ëÙ¤ÚˆÓ ÙÔÜÙÔ Âå˜ K¿‰ÌÔÓ ÙeÓ MÈÏ‹-

ÛÈÔÓ ÊÂÚfiÓÙˆÓ. One of those ÙÈÓ¤˜ was Porphyry, who in his ºÈÏfiÛÔÊÔ˜

îÛÙÔÚ›· maintained that Pherecydes was the founder of prose writing: Suda
s.v. ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ \AıËÓ·ÖÔ˜ (A2) ... ¶ÔÚÊ‡ÚÈÔ˜ ‰b ÙÔÜ ÚÔÙ¤ÚÔ˘ (sc.
Pherecydes of Syros) Ôé‰¤Ó· ÚÂÛ‚‡ÙÂÚÔÓ ‰¤¯ÂÙ·È, àÏÏ’ âÎÂÖÓÔÓ ÌfiÓÔÓ

ìÁÂÖÙ·È àÚ¯ËÁeÓ Û˘ÁÁÚ·ÊÉ˜. And so Isidorus, Etymologiae I.38.2
(Lindsay) (12 Schibli): primus apud Graecos Pherecydes Syrus soluta
oratione scripsit. In Suda again it is explicitly mentioned s.v. ^EÎ·Ù·ÖÔ˜

(A2) that ÚáÙÔ˜ ‰b îÛÙÔÚ›·Ó Â˙á˜ âÍ‹ÓÂÁÎÂ (sc. Hecataeus), Û˘Á-

ÁÚ·ÊcÓ ‰b ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜Ø Ùa ÁaÚ \AÎÔ˘ÛÈÏ¿Ô˘ ÓÔıÂ‡ÂÙ·È. Here prose history
is differentiated from prose discourse in general. Pherecydes and Cadmus of
Miletus (instead of Hecataeus) appear as respective founders of prose
treatise writing and history in Pliny, Hist. Nat. VII, 205 (9 Schibli): prosam
orationem condere Pherecydes Syrius instituit, Cyri regis aetate, historiam
Cadmus Milesius. Strabo leaves the matter undecided regarding the
respective priority claims of the three oldest writers, I, 18 (A3 Schibli): ÂrÙ·

âÎÂ›ÓËÓ (sc. ÙcÓ ÔÈËÙÈÎcÓ Î·Ù·ÛÎÂ˘‹Ó) ÌÈÌÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ, Ï‡Û·ÓÙÂ˜ Ùe Ì¤ÙÚÔÓ,

ÙpÏÏ· ‰b Ê˘Ï¿Í·ÓÙÂ˜ Ùa ÔÈËÙÈÎa Û˘Ó¤ÁÚ·„·Ó Ôî ÂÚd K¿‰ÌÔÓ Î·d

ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë Î·d ^EÎ·Ù·ÖÔÓ. In conclusion it is safer not to go for the
maximalist Pherecydean claims to primacy, regarding prose-writing
absolutely, but rather restrict ourselves to the more circumspect honour
bestowed by Theopompus: Pherecydes was surely the first to write and let
circulate a non-poetic work on nature and Gods. 
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The content of this remarkable work is succinctly given by Suda s.v. öÛÙÈ

‰b ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· [âÓ ‚È‚Ï›ÔÈ˜ Èã] ö¯Ô˘Û· ıÂáÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ Î·d ‰È·‰Ô¯¿˜. This
ÏfiÁÔ˜ ÂÚd ıÂáÓ naturally covered the genesis of the World and the
establishment and character of its order; it really was ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ Î·d ıÂáÓ

as Theopompus very accurately and appositely stated. As to its title, it
probably lacked one as is consistent with its high antiquity. People would
refer to the work as (A2) ıÂÔÎÚ·Û›· or ıÂÔÁÔÓ›· (commixture or generation
of the Gods, as we speak e.g. of Hesiod’s Theogony) or ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· (as does
Apollonius Dyscolos, De pronominibus I 65.15-18, Schneider (B10)), or
as ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ Î·d ıÂáÓ (as probably did Theopompus loc. cit. (A1), or by
its incipit (as does Diogenes Laertius I, 119 (A1)), or by the very
characteristic appellation ¶ÂÓÙ¤Ì˘¯Ô˜, the five-recessed, drawing on the
archetypal image of the World as a Cavern and of its parts as nooks or
recesses within it. (Damascius, De primis princ. 124b (I 321 Ruelle) = A8,
drawing in all probability from Eudemus). That Suda s.v. ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜

B¿‚˘Ô˜ ™‡ÚÈÔ˜ (A2) speaks instead of ^EÙ¿Ì˘¯Ô˜ cannot tell against the
Damascian (Eudemian) testimony; besides the former occurrence is single
and isolated, whereas in the philosophical passage the number five is thrice
repeated: âÍ zÓ âÓ ¤ÓÙÂ Ì˘¯ÔÖ˜ ‰ÈFËÚËÌ¤ÓËÓ ÔÏÏcÓ ôÏÏËÓ ÁÂÓÂaÓ

Û˘ÛÙÉÓ·È ıÂáÓ, ÙcÓ ÂÓÙ¤Ì˘¯ÔÓ Î·ÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓËÓ, Ù·éÙeÓ ‰b úÛˆ˜ ÂåÂÖÓ,

ÂÓÙ¤ÎÔÛÌÔÓ. Finally there are better systematic, cosmological reasons for
five nooks in the cosmic cavern and five fundamental divisions of the
World. 

39. Aristotle, Metaph. 1091b8 (A7): âÂd Ô¥ ÁÂ ÌÂÌÈÁÌ¤ÓÔÈ ·éÙáÓ (sc. the
theologians) [Î·d] Ùˇá Ìc Ì˘ıÈÎá˜ ¿ÓÙ· Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ, ÔxÔÓ ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ Î·d

≤ÙÂÚÔ› ÙÈÓÂ˜ etc. The Scholia ad loc. explain: Ï¤ÁÂÈ ‰b ÙÔf˜ Ìc ¿ÓÙ·

Ì˘ıÈÎá˜ Î·d àÓ·Ô‰Â›ÎÙˆ ,̃ œÛÂÚ Ôî ÔÈËÙ·›, Ï¤ÁÔÓÙÂ ,̃ àÏÏ’ öÛÙÈÓ ¬ÙÂ

Î·d âÊ’ L àÔ‰Â›ÍÂÛÈ ¯ÚˆÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜. Of course it is not only a question of
proof, but also of the nature and connectedness of the employed conceptual
apparatus, in general. Yet Aristotle himself seems to concentrate on
demonstrative reasoning as the cardinal dividing criterion between scientific
theory and mythical idea, Metaph. 1000a9: Ôî ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ÂÚd ^HÛ›Ô‰ÔÓ Î·d

¿ÓÙÂ˜ ¬ÛÔÈ ıÂÔÏfiÁÔÈ ÌfiÓÔÓ âÊÚfiÓÙÈÛ·Ó ÙÔÜ Èı·ÓÔÜ ÙÔÜ Úe˜ ·éÙÔ‡˜,

ìÌáÓ ‰’ èÏÈÁÒÚËÛ·Ó (there follows a strongly rationalistic summary
treatment of an example) - àÏÏa ÂÚd ÌbÓ ÙáÓ Ì˘ıÈÎá˜ ÛÔÊÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ÔéÎ

ôÍÈÔÓ ÌÂÙa ÛÔ˘‰É˜ ÛÎÔÂÖÓØ ·Úa ‰b ÙáÓ ‰È’ àÔ‰Â›ÍÂˆ˜ ÏÂÁfiÓÙˆÓ, ‰ÂÖ

˘Óı¿ÓÂÛı·È ‰ÈÂÚˆÙÒÓÙ·˜ etc. The mythically thinking theologians were
the ancient poets (ÔÈËÙ·d àÚ¯·ÖÔÈ) of 1091b4, cf. Metaph. 983b27: ÂåÛd

‰¤ ÙÈÓÂ˜ Ôî Î·d ÙÔf˜ ·Ì·Ï·›Ô˘˜ Î·d ÔÏf Úe ÙÉ˜ ÓÜÓ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ Î·d

ÚÒÙÔ˘˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ‹Û·ÓÙ·˜ etc.; and note the remarkable antithesis in
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Meteor. 353a 34: Ôî ÌbÓ ÔsÓ àÚ¯·ÖÔÈ Î·d ‰È·ÙÚ›‚ÔÓÙÂ˜ ÂÚd Ùa˜ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·˜

... Ôî ‰b ÛÔÊÒÙÂÚÔÈ ÙcÓ àÓıÚˆ›ÓËÓ ÛÔÊ›·Ó etc. Such ancient poetic
theologians are meant like Hesiod (Metaph. 1000a9) and the Orphics (v.
Metaph. 1071b26 Î·›ÙÔÈ Âå ó˜ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ Ôî ıÂÔÏfiÁÔÈ Ôî âÎ N˘ÎÙe˜

ÁÂÓÓáÓÙÂ˜, j ó˜ Ôî Ê˘ÛÈÎÔd “qÓ ïÌÔÜ ¿ÓÙ· ¯Ú‹Ì·Ù¿” Ê·ÛÈ, Ùe ·éÙe

à‰‡Ó·ÙÔÓ. But there was a more extended and systematic meaning of
theology as contrasted to physics (Metaph. 1075b26: œÛÂÚ ÙÔÖ˜ ıÂÔÏfi-

ÁÔÈ˜ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ Ê˘ÛÈÎÔÖ˜ ÄÛÈÓ), corresponding in general to the triple
division of theoretical philosophy into mathematics, physics and theology
(1026a19 sqq.; 1064b1 sqq.), theology being occupied with the study of
the primary being, separate from matter and unmoved (10634a33 sqq.;
1026a10 sqq.). It is in this sense that Aristotle employs the expression ÙáÓ

ıÂÔÏfiÁˆÓ ÙáÓ ÓÜÓ ÙÈÛÈÓ (Metaph. 1091b34) in referring to those in the
old Academy (like, notoriously, Speusippus) who expounded the doctrine
of dissociating God from the First Principles; he here uses the word
prejoratively. The author of the ¶ÂÚd KfiÛÌÔ˘ draws on the same sense and
misapplies it to the World and the biggest in it (ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ Ï¤Áˆ Î·d ÙáÓ âÓ

ÎfiÛÌˇˆ ÌÂÁ›ÛÙˆÓ 391a25) when he emphatically pronounces (391b3):
Ï¤ÁˆÌÂÓ ‰c ìÌÂÖ˜, Î·›, Î·ı’ ¬ÛÔÓ âÊÈÎÙfiÓ, ıÂÔÏÔÁáÌÂÓ ÂÚd ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ

Û˘Ì¿ÓÙˆÓ. 

Aristotle distinguishes between mythico-poetic and rationally
demonstrative thought. Theology is for him the study of the first existent
principles. It can be done in the ancient poetic way, badly in the modern
manner as in the old Academy and properly in the modern manner as by
him. The ÌÂÌÈÁÌ¤ÓÔ˜ type of theology is one mixed up in various measures
of myth and reason, of powerful image and compelling ratiocination, of
revelaing symbolism and analytic connectedness. 

40. This was proclaimed at the very beginning of the Pherecydean work,
Diogenes Laert. I 119 (A1, B1): ÛÒ˙ÂÙ·È ‰b ÙÔÜ ™˘Ú›Ô˘ Ùfi ÙÂ ‚È‚Ï›ÔÓ n

Û˘Ó¤ÁÚ·„Â, Ôy ì àÚ¯‹: “Za˜ ÌbÓ Î·d XÚfiÓÔ˜ qÛ·Ó àÂd Î·d XıÔÓ›ËØ XıÔ-

Ó›FË ‰b ùÓÔÌ· âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ °É, âÂÈ‰c ·éÙFÉ Za˜ ÁÉÓ Á¤Ú·˜ ‰È‰ÔÖ”. So
Damascius de pr. pr. 124b (I.321 Ruelle = A8): ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ‰b ï ™‡ÚÈÔ˜

Z¿ÓÙ· ÌbÓ ÂrÓ·È àÂd Î·d XÚfiÓÔÓ Î·d XıÔÓ›·Ó Ùa˜ ÙÚÂÖ˜ ÚÒÙ·˜ àÚ¯a˜

etc. Hermias, Irrisio Gent. Phil. 12 (Dox. Gr. 654.7-10 = A9), and Probus
on Vergilius Buc. VI, 31 (App. to Servius ed. Hagen p. 343.18 = A9)
confirm the same triplicity of principles mentioned ZÉÓ·, instead of
Z¿ÓÙ·, XıÔÓ›ËÓ and KÚfiÓÔÓ in place of XÚfiÓÔÓ, evidently substituing the
common divine names for the Pherecydean revelatory appellations. The
distinction implied in the starting passage of the Pherecydean work
between Chthonie and Earth must not be construed so much as a
differentiation of a divine principle from its physical manifestation or at any
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rate expression, jurisdiction, or appropriation, for in the logicomythical way
of thinking, natural processes and causality coincide with divine
relationships and operations, the world of gods constituting the very root
and foundation of the cosmic fabric and order. It is rather in Chthonie that
we should conceive the ultimate terrestrial principle, the dark, infernal
reality whose upper boundary, especially when formed in harmonious
arrangement, represents the earthly surface as we know it: °É is the
ordered, surface form of that reality. For the general point, in an Orphic
context, v. infra, n. 50. 

41. V. n. 30.
42. XıÔÓ›·, a standard divine epithet of Hecate. Thus Hecate is called ôÓ·ÛÛ·

Ó˘ÎÙÈfiÏÔ˜ ¯ıÔÓ›Ë by Apollonius Rhodius IV, 148. The Scholia ad loc. are
very explicit: ¯ıÔÓ›ËÓØ ó˜ Î·d ñe ÁÉÓ ‰È·ÙÚ›‚Ô˘Û·Ó. Theocritus in his
masterly second Idyll invokes also ‰·ÛÏÉÙÈÓ ^EÎ¿ÙËÓ as ¯ıÔÓ›·Ó (II 12-
3):

Ù÷Ä ̄ ıÔÓ›÷· ı’ ̂EÎ¿Ù÷·, ÙaÓ Î·d ÛÎ‡Ï·ÎÂ˜ ÙÚÔÌ¤ÔÓÙÈ

âÚ¯ÔÌ¤Ó·Ó ÓÂÎ‡ˆÓ àÓa Ù’ äÚ›· Î·d Ì¤Ï·Ó ·xÌ·.

Her nocturnal ascent, visitations to tombs and the dead, and search for
blood are all conveyed by her chthonicity. The scholia ad loc. (pp. 271-2
Wendel) expatiate on the multiple rationale behind the standing
appellation: she was nurse to Persephone; Sophron (frg. 7 Kaibel Com.
Graec. Fgm. I1, 155) called her ÓÂÚÙ¤ÚˆÓ Ú‡Ù·ÓÈÓ; she was assigned to
the dead and the infernal daemons as their leader; she presided over
pollution and contamination, especially by childbirth and death; she was
sent to Hades in search of Persephone. In the ÓÂÎ˘›· of the Orphic
Argonautica 974 sqq. there rushed to the noctural, abominable rites
Pandora and Hecate, the spirits respectively of the telluric surface and
interior (cf. Hesychius s.v. ¶·Ó‰ÒÚ·Ø ì ÁÉ, ¬ÙÈ Ùa Úe˜ Ùe ˙ÉÓ ¿ÓÙ·

‰ˆÚÂÖÙ·È. In the Orphic Hymns it is also Artemis, in her Hecatean aspect,
that is called ̄ ıÔÓ›· (36, 9), besides Hecate herself (1, 2).

From the earliest antiquity Hades is explicitly invoked as Zeus ¯ıfiÓÈÔ˜ or
Î·Ù·¯ıfiÓÈÔ .̃ So Ilias I, 457: ZÂ‡˜ ÙÂ Î·Ù·¯ıfiÓÈÔ˜ Î·d â·ÈÓc ¶ÂÚÛÂÊfi-

ÓÂÈ· (cf. Pausanias II, 24, 4). Hades and Demeter are to be supplicated at
the beginning of ploughing as the gods who send up vigorous growth from
below the surface of the earth; Hesiod Op. et Dies 465: 

Âû¯ÂÛı·È ‰b ¢Èd ̄ ıÔÓ›̌ˆ ¢ËÌ‹ÙÂÚ› ı’ êÁÓFÉ,

âÎÙÂÏ¤· ‚Ú›ıÂÈÓ ¢ËÌ‹ÙÂÚÔ˜ îÂÚaÓ àÎÙcÓ

àÚ¯fiÌÂÓÔ˜ Ùa ÚáÙ’ àÚfiÙÔ˘ etc.
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Cf. the Zeus ÙáÓ ÎÂÎÌËÎfiÙˆÓ (Zeus of the departed) in Aeschylus, Suppl.
158 (Page). The Orphic Hymn to Eumenides invokes them as daughters of
ZÂf˜ ¯ıfiÓÈÔ˜, i.e. Hades and Persephone (70, 2-3); cf. Proclus in Cratyl.
406b p. 106.5 Pasquali (OF 197). 

Z·ÁÚÂ‡˜, the mysteric Dionysus, also bore the divine epithet ¯ıfiÓÈÔ˜

(Hesychius, Photius, Et. M. Suda s.v. Z·ÁÚÂ‡˜). In the Orphic Hymns he
is invoked as annual (àÌÊÈÂÙ‹˜) Dionysos (53, 1). 

It is clear that chthonicity connoted the ghastly darkness of the
underworld, the dead and their hideous subterranean habitation, the horror
of death and blood, of monstrous apparitions, power-raising abomination,
the unspeakable roots of pollution and fertilization, destruction and
production. We meet here with the other pole of the ultimate, pervasive
duality which in religious contexts is expressed as the antithesis of chthonic
and Olympian, of earthly and celestial, of darkness and light. 

43. He called things by significant names, as for example when he maintained
that in the language of Gods the table was called ı˘ˆÚfi˜ (Diogenes Laertius
I, 119 = B12) from ı‡ˆ and èÚÂ‡ˆ or èÚ¤ˆ (cf. Hesychius s.v. èÚÂÖÓ),
meaning the watcher over burnt offerings, the sacrificial guardian. On the
stage of theaters there was before the central doors the àÁ˘ÈÂ‡˜ - an altar
and by it a table full of sacred cakes called ı˘ˆÚ› ,̃ Pollux IV, 13. (Evidently
ı˘ˆÚ›˜ is the correct form, being the aptest and literaly exact, while the
alternative reading ıÂˆÚ›˜ results from an obvious misunderstanding and
constitutes a crude and only superficially apposite simplification). The
notion of a more directly real, divine language is of course eminently old; v.
Homer, A403; B813, Ξ291; Y74; cf. Î 305.

44. In the very beginning of his work Pherecydes used the form Z¿˜ (Diog.
Laert. I, 119 = B1); elsewhere also, as indeed in the papyrus fragment (B2)
col. I. 14; cf. Clemens Strom. VI, 2, 9, 4 (ii 429.1 sqq. Staehlin) = B2.
Damascius reporting the Pherecydean theory of first principles quoted the
accusative ZÄÓÙ·, as in the archetypal manuscript, or, less probably, Z¿ÓÙ·

(De princ. 124b, I, 321 Ruelle = A8). Choeroboscus (Bekker Anecd. Gr. III
p. 1181; 1184) mentions the genitive Z·ÓÙfi˜; and so Eustathius in Iliad
436.11 sqq. They follow Herodianus I p. 399.18 L; I p. 410.19 L, p.
635.26L and II p. 648.32, (where the TÂ¯ÓÈÎfi˜ explains the declension on
the analogy of the participles ÛÙ¿ÓÙÔ ,̃ ı¤ÓÙÔ ,̃ ‰fiÓÙÔ˜); in II p. 633.19L; II
p. 674.24; II p. 649.3; cf. Choeroboscus, Epim. in Psalm. 50, 22. The
vocative identical with the nominative t Z¿ ,̃ Herodianus II, p. 658.28L. 

As for the accent, Herodianus preferred Z¿˜, reserning the circumflex
for the isosyllabic names as ¢ÚÉ˜, TÚÉ˜; but he mentioned that some
wanted to write ZÉ˜ also (I p. 402.9L). Herodian testifies to the
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idiosyncratic employment of Z‹˜ and Z¿˜ by Pherecydes in reporting the
variety of names for Zeus, ¶ÂÚd ÌÔÓ‹ÚÔ˘˜ Ï¤ÍÂˆ˜ 6, 14-16, 911.8 sqq.
Lentz (B1): ¬ÙÈ ‰b ÔÈÎ›Ïˆ˜ ÂúÚËÙ·È ñe ÙáÓ ·Ï·ÈáÓ ï ıÂe˜ ÔéÎ àÁÓÔáØ

Î·d ÁaÚ ¢d˜ Î·d ZcÓ Î·d ¢cÓ Î·d Za˜ Î·d Zc˜ ·Úa ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰ÂÈ Î·Ùa

Î›ÓËÛÈÓ å‰›·Ó, where only the last two names should be considered as
peculiarly and personally Pherecydean, the rest being dialectal or idiomatic;
cf. Herodian I, 402.7 Lentz: Zc˜ ·Úa ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰ÂÈ Î·Ùa Î›ÓËÛÈÓ å‰›·Ó. For
example we know that ¢›˜ was Rinthon’s invention (Herodianus, II p.
675.1L). Eustathius in Odyss. 1387.26 sqq. must be construed similarly:
Î·d ¬ÙÈ ÔÏÏ·Ö˜ ÂéıÂ›·È˜ (sc. nominatives) ·Úa ÙÔÖ˜ ·Ï·ÈÔÖ˜ ÔÈÎ›ÏÏÂ-

Ù·È (sc. Zeus). ¢d˜ Á¿Ú, Ôy ÁÂÓÈÎc ¢Èfi ,̃ Î·d ZcÓ Î·d Z¿Ó, Î·d Za˜ ·Úa

ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰ÂÈ, Î·d BÔÈˆÙÈÎá ,̃ ¢Âf˜ Î·d ¢¿Ó. (That ¢›˜ was the nominative
of ¢Èfi˜ is contradicted by the great TÂ¯ÓÈÎfi˜, who offers an ingenious
account of ZÂ‡˜ - ¢Èfi ,̃ II, 674.13 sqq.; 674.40 sqq.; II, 698.4 sqq. L). 

By calling Zeus Z¿˜ and Z‹˜ Pherecydes evidently wanted to emphasize
the connection of the name with ˙á, ˙Òˆ, ˙¿ˆ, ˙‹ˆ, something further
highlighted by the declension, Z¿ÓÙÔ˜ etc. evoking the participial cases
˙áÓÙÔ˜ etc. In fact the Et. Magn. s.v. ˙ˇÒË (p. 413.37 sqq.) gives the
derivation ˙¿ˆ - ˙á, ˙¿ˆÓ - ˙áÓ, ˙¿ÔÓÙÔ˜ - ˙áÓÙÔ˜; Herodianus formed
ö˙·ÔÓ - ö˙ˆÓ, ö˙·Â˜ - ö˙Ë˜, ˙¿ÂÈ˜ - ḞÉ˜ (II, p. 315.6 sqq. L); furthermore,
the exact form ˙¿˜ was considered to be the participle of a postulated
variant ˙ÉÌÈ, cf. ˙ÉıÈ (Et. Magn. s.v. ˙ÉıÈ 410.50). Herodianus apparently
negated the existence of such a form as ˙ÉÌÈ (cf. II p. 422.8 sqq.), but he
acknowledges that, should it occur, one would have as participle ˙¿ .̃ Now
this was precisely the grammatical basis of Pherecydes’ point; cf. Hesychius
s.v. ˙¿ÂÓÙÂ˜Ø Ó¤ÔÓÙÂ˜. There indeed preexisted the phonetic evidence of
the correlation in the oblique cases ZËÓfi˜, ZËÓ›, ZÉÓ·, which was
integrated by the nominative Z‹Ó (so Plato in Cratylus 396 a-b connects
ZÉÓ· to ˙ÉÓ), but the common declension ZÂ‡˜ - ¢Èfi˜ did not proclaim
unambignously its sure sign. ZÂ‡˜ was a monosyllable in -Â‡˜; thus, there
remained only the initial letter Z- to guide any guess at the real root of the
world (cf. Herodianus ¶ÂÚd MÔÓ‹ÚÔ˘˜ §¤ÍÂˆ ,̃ 6. 1-16, II p. 910.27 sqq.
L). An idea was to connect ZÂ‡˜ with ˙¤ˆ and identify him with celestial
aether ¬ÙÈ öÌ˘ÚÔ˜ âÛÙd Î·d ˙¤ÂÈ (Et. Gud. s.v. ZÂ‡˜ p. 230.29); which gave
a real enough connotative implication but not the significative core. Others
related the word to ‰Â‡ˆ, moisten (from ‰Â‡ˆ Ùe ‚Ú¤¯ˆ, ¢Âf˜ Î·d ZÂf˜ ï

à‹Ú suggests Eustathius In Iliadem 153.36 (cf. Et. Gud. s.v. ZÂ‡˜ p.
230.20: ¬ÙÈ ‰Â‡ÂÈÓ Î·d ‚Ú˘¯¿˙ÂÈÓ ·åÙÈfi˜ âÛÙÈÓ, that he is the cause of rain
and thunderstorms. Again this stays true to the underlying religious
experience of Zeus as aether-God, master of the atmospheric phenomena,
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and impregnator of the Earth; but neither was the grammatical association
feasible, nor the extracted meaning from the supposed root particularly
natural, nor essence of the divine nature in question very happily captured. 

The inscription of the reputed tomb of Zeus in the Dictean cave was
reported to have been written by Pythagoras (Porphyrius Vita Pyth. 17; cf.
Cyrillus Contra Jul. X, 432C; Anth. Pal. VII, 746). It was meant to evoke
the idea of Life itself being dead: z‰Â ı·ÓgÓ (vel. Ì¤Á·˜) ÎÂÖÙ·È Z¿Ó, nÓ

¢›· ÎÈÎÏ‹ÛÎÔ˘ÛÈÓ. In effect: here lies dead he whom they call ¢›·, but
whose real name is the Living One. We find in this a further example of the
philosophical awareness concerning the identity of the principles of Life
and Death, of production and destruction; significantly this insight is
ascribed to Pythagoras, the pupil of Pherecydes according to one tradition. 

The other preserved literary expressions of the felt reference of Zeus’
name to life and living are classical, Aeschylean (v Z‹Ó in the vocative,
Suppl. 462 (Page)), and Aristophanic (Aves 570: BÚÔÓÙ¿Ùˆ ÓÜÓ ï Ì¤Á·˜

Z¿Ó), where there very likely is latent a quotation from a high-spirited and
grandiloquent tragic poet, possibly again Aeschylus. A reminder that even
in ZÂ‡˜ one could discern a ˙‹ˆ connection is provided by a rock-
inscription in Thera (in the sacred precinct by the Temple of Apollo
Carneios); where, once, it is written ZHY™ (IG 12 (3) 1313). 

The ¢‹Ó and ¢¿Ó seem to be literary products, but there is a Cretan T¿Ó

(Head, Hist. Num. 2 469), which could however be later, unless we
encounter here an original form of the nominative, the prototype of the
reputed Pythagorean (but in Crete) Z¿Ó; in such a case, once more, Crete
reveals what is hidden and mysteric in the rest of the Greek world. 

The feeling of an inner etymological connection between Zeus and life
was widespread and characteristic in Greece. It found its philosophical
expression implicite early in Pherecydes and Pythagoras, and explicitly
already in Plato, Cratylus 396 A-B: Ôé ÁaÚ öÛÙÈÓ ìÌÖÓ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ôÏÏÔÈ˜

ÄÛÈÓ ¬ÛÙÈ˜ âÛÙdÓ ·úÙÈÔ˜ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ ÙÔÜ ˙ÉÓ j ï ôÚ¯ˆÓ ÙÂ Î·d ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ ÙáÓ

¿ÓÙˆÓ. Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÂÈ ÔsÓ çÚıá˜ çÓÔÌ¿˙ÂÛı·È ÔyÙÔ˜ ï ıÂfi˜ ÂrÓ·È, ‰È’ nÓ ˙ÉÓ

àÂd ÄÛÈ ÙÔÖ˜ ˙áÛÈÓ ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈ. Also it appears as a central doctrine in
Stoicism: Diogenes Laertius VII, 147; ZÉÓ· ‰b Î·ÏÔÜÛÈ (sc. the Stoics
called so the ultimate God) ·Ú’ ¬ÛÔÓ ÙÔÜ ˙ÉÓ ·úÙÈfi˜ âÛÙÈÓ j ‰Èa ÙÔÜ ˙ÉÓ

ÎÂ¯ÒÚËÎÂÓ. And Arius Didymus (Fr. 29, Dox. Gr. p. 464, apud Eusebius
Praep. Evang. XV, 818A) expounding the Stoic doctrine: ¢Èe ‰c Î·d ZÂf˜

Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ï KfiÛÌÔ˜ âÂÈ‰c ÙÔÜ ˙ÉÓ ·úÙÈÔ˜ ìÌÖÓ âÛÙ›. More generally
Cornutus, Theol. Gr. 2 p. 3.3 sqq. (Lang): ÔûÙˆ Î·d ï KfiÛÌÔ˜ „˘¯cÓ ö¯ÂÈ

ÙcÓ Û˘Ó¤¯Ô˘Û·Ó ·éÙfiÓ, Î·d ·≈ÙË Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È ZÂ‡ ,̃ ÚÒÙˆ˜ Î·d ‰Èa ·ÓÙe˜

˙áÛ· Î·d ·åÙ›· ÔsÛ· ÙÔÖ˜ ˙áÛÈ ÙÔÜ ˙ÉÓ. Diodorus Siculus on the other
hand, certainly extends beyond a merely philosophical interpretation when,
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in reporting local mythological lore from (significantly) Crete, he asserts the
validity of the relationship between the name of the Lord of the Sky and
˙ÉÓ (V, 72): ‰ÈfiÂÚ ·éÙeÓ ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ˘ıÉÓ·È ZÉÓ· ÌbÓ àe ÙÔÜ ‰ÔÎÂÖÓ

ÙÔÖ˜ àÓıÚÒÔÈ˜ ·úÙÈÔÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙÔÜ ˙ÉÓ, although he gives a partial
explanation of the reasons behind that connection. But the association
ZÂ‡ ,̃ Z‹Ó, Z¿˜ - Zá was rather a commonplace cf. e.g. Eustathius In Iliad
436, 12 sqq.; 153.35. 

The ancient grammarians recognized the connection between ZÂ‡ ,̃ ˙á,

˙¤ˆ (Et. Magn. s.vv. ZÂ‡˜, ˙Â›‰ˆÚÔ˜, ˙ÂÈ·›, ˙¤ˆ, ˙á, ˙ÉıÈ, ÷̇ÒË, ˙ˆ‹) and
suggested the derivation of the cognate meanings from ˙ÉÓ and ôˆ (Et.
Magn. s.v. ZÂ‡˜ 408.57) or rather from the epitatic ˙¿ and ôˆ, blow, breath
(Et. Magn. s.v. ˙á 410.34). Zeus is thus precisely the spiritual effervescent,
foaming principle of life, the living aetherial Wind, cause of all vital boiling
and animating fermentation. 

For the connection to ˙¤ˆ cf. Athenagoras Suppl. pro Chr. 6 (p. 34.1
Otto) ZÂf˜ ÌbÓ Î·Ùa Ùe ˙¤ÔÓ ÙÉ˜ ≈ÏË˜ çÓÔÌ·˙fiÌÂÓÔ˜, and 22 (p. 108.1
Otto) ZÂf˜ ì ˙¤Ô˘Û· ÔéÛ›· Î·Ùa ÙÔf˜ ™Ùˆ˚ÎÔ‡˜. The story related by
Antoninus Liberalis, Metam. XIX tells of the cave in Crete where Rhea gave
birth to Zeus; there, once a year, a mighty fire glows marvellously when the
sacred blood of the God’s birth boils and foams: ¬Ù·Ó âÎ˙¤FË Ùe ÙÔÜ ¢Èe˜ âÎ

ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ ·xÌ·.

Z‹ÙË ,̃ Boreas’ son, was considered (Et. Magn. s.v.) a compound from
the intensifying Z¿ and à‹ÙË˜, i.e. the Great Wind, the vehemently
Blowing. It is the same way that we could probably understand the
Hesychian lemma ˙ËÙ‹ÚØ ZÂf˜ âÓ K‡Ú̌ˆ; both, on the other hand, might
conceivably refer simply to ˙á (as Guyet - apud Hesychius s.v. ZËÙ‹Ú ed.
Alberti p. 1584 - affirmed); unless ZËÙ‹Ú should rather be connected to
˙ËÙÚfi˜ (executioner), ˙ËÙÚÂÖÔÓ (the place of punishment for slaves), and
interpreted as Zeus the Chastizer, the Castigator, the Scourge, perhaps the
God of Death, Z·ÁÚÂ‡˜ himself, the Great Reaper. 

Z·‹˜ (from ˙¿ and ôˆ) ôÓÂÌÔ˜ (Ilias M, 157, Odyss. μ 313) was the
violently blowing wind (v. Et. M. s.v. ˙·‹˜; Et. Gen. S.v. ˙·ÉÓ ôÓÂÌÔÓ (=
Hesiodus Fr. 336 Merkelbach et West), Hesychius s.vv. ˙·¤˜, ˙·ÉÓ, ˙·‹˜;

Photius and Suda s.vv. ˙·¤ ,̃ ˙·ÉÓ ôÓÂÌÔÓ; Eustathius In Odyss. 1539.16;
1723.36; In Il. 897.11). It is to be remembered that in mythological
contexts the Wind (especially, for example, the wet and mild, soporific,
west wind, ˙¤Ê˘ÚÔ˜) was endowed with impregnating potency. And in fact
Hesychius (s.v. ˙¿ÂÈ) testifies that in Cyprus ˙¿ÂÈ meant ‚ÈÓÂÖ (i.e. exercises
the copulative act) as well as ÓÂÖ. The principle of life is then the principle
of active procreation. 
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However, it should be emphasized that the Pherecydean Zeus was
neither elemental fire nor air, as these were derivative, generated by Times’
sperm (v. infra). It was rather the rushing, celestial, living wind, the
procreative spiritual substance which by permeating fecundates what lies
above and below, the aetherial, frothy principle of Heavens, just as
Chthonie was the terrestrial principle; we may perhaps duly construe them
as inchoate Heaven and Earth respectively. but if the Pherecydean Z¿˜

represents Heaven, he stands for its essential nature, quality and power, not
as the starry firmament, the ultimate boundary and what lies beyond. This
latter character is rather appropriated to Chronos as we shall see. We may
thus compare and contrast in many respects the Hesiodic version, Theog.
126-7: 

°·Ö· ‰¤ ÙÔÈ ÚáÙÔÓ ÌbÓ âÁÂ›Ó·ÙÔ rÛÔÓ ëˆ˘ÙFÉ

OéÚ·ÓeÓ àÛÙÂÚfiÂÓı’ ¥Ó· Ì›Ó ÂÚd ÄÛ·Ó â¤ÚÁÔÈ.

Closer to the Pherecydean conception lies the Sumerian triad of An (the
Babylonian Anu), Enlil and Enki (the Babylonian Ea). Anu is the Heavens-
God, Enlil the Lord of the Spiritual Breath-Wind, Ea the Watery principle
(cf. e.g. Die Schoepfungsmythen ed. M. Eliade et al., pp. 104-6; 125 of the
German version, 1964). Z¿˜ nicely corresponds to Enlil (who himself was
later substituted in official Babylonian theology by Marduk, the upholder
of the new order). Enki, the god of Eridu, the chief city in the swamp area,
the marshes of the great river’s confluence, is Lord of the Abyss, Master of
the yawning chasm, producer of terrestrial life; he is the male principle of
Earth, akin to Poseidon and Hades simultaneously. Pherecydes stays here
faithful to the female chthonic principle, characteristic of Greece. As to
Anu, the God of the Firmament, we shall later observe his analogies to the
Pherecydean Chronos. 

The correlations between the Pherecydean and Mesopotamian triads
may be more than accidental. After all the “Phoenician” affiliations of the
thinker from Syros are well and emphatically attested in antiquity (cf.
supra, nn. 27 and 36). In fact, a windy principle of spiritual breath,
fecundating and life-bestowing, is widespread in Near-Eastern mythologies.
According to Philo of Byblos’ account of Sanchouniathon’s Phoenician
theology, there existed at the absolute beginning two principles, the Spirit as
a Breath of dark Air or a dark spiritual Wind on the one hand, and misty,
dense Chaos on the other (Eusebius Praep. Ev. I, 10, 1). Again from the
Wind KÔÏ›·˜ and B¿·˘ (which he interprets as Night), AåÒÓ and ¶Úˆ-

ÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ were born (op. cit. I, 10, 7). And, of course, in the Hebrew
Genesis I, 2, there were in the beginning ÛÎfiÙÔ˜ â¿Óˆ ÙÉ˜ à‚‡ÛÛÔ˘, the
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dark, abysmal, chaotic mass on the one hand, and ÓÂÜÌ· ıÂÔÜ â¿Óˆ ÙÔÜ

≈‰·ÙÔ˜, the spiritual, divine Breath on the other. With the Jewish God
conceived regularly as KÚfiÓÔ˜ by the ancients, and his construal as
primeval Lord of the Firmament, we encounter on the whole a remarkably
close parallel to the Pherecydean triad (with the Spirit of God (≈ Z¿˜)

distinct from God (≈ Chronos). 
A last consideration regarding Z¿˜ may not be remiss. The word could

also suggest the substantive, so to speak, of the intensifying particle ˙¿,
connoting the Great, Vast and Tremendous, the Enormous and immensely
Potent. Cf. the Hesychean gloss: ˙·¤˜Ø Ì¤Á·, ÔÏ‡, Ï·ÌÚfiÓ, åÛ¯˘ÚfiÓ. And
also s.v. ¢¿˜Ø âd ÙÔÜ ÔÏÏÔÜ Î·d ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˘, ¢¿˜ being a dialectal variant of
ZÂ‡ ,̃ Z¿˜ etc. ¢¿ was epitatic, equivalent to ˙¿, cf. Herodianus I p. 491.11
L. Z¿˜ could then mean the mighty Coverer of Earth, her eternal spouse,
partner and copulator, a reference enhanced by the old name of Earth ¢¿.

¢ÉØ ÁÉ Ηesychius (and cf. ‰¿Â‰ÔÓ); Etym. M. s.v. òAÏÂ˘’ p ‰Ä (60.8): Ôî

ÁaÚ ¢ˆÚÈÂÖ˜ ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ, ‰ÄÓ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ. Sch. to Aeschylus Agamemnon 1072:
‰Ä: ÁÉ ‰ˆÚÈÎá˜Ø ¬ıÂÓ Î·d ¢ËÌ‹ÙËÚ ÔxÔÓ ÁÉ-Ì‹ÙËÚ. Sch. in Aeschylus
Prometheus Vinctus 568: Ùe ‰b p ‰Ä, t ÁÉ. Ôî ÁaÚ ¢ˆÚÈÂÖ˜ ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ Î·d

‰ÄÓ Ê·ÛÈÓ, Î·d ÙeÓ ÁÓfiÊÔÓ, ‰ÓfiÊÔÓ. Sch. to Theocritus IV, 17: <Ôé ¢ÄÓ:>

Ôé Ìa ÙcÓ ÁÉÓØ Ôî ÁaÚ ¢ˆÚÈÂÖ˜ Ùe Á Âå˜ ‰ ÙÚ¤Ô˘ÛÈÓ. The Sch. to Euripides
Phoenissae 1296 mention basically two opinions on ÊÂÜ ‰Ä, one (it may be
surmised an early Alexandrian) considering the expression as one word with
a supposed Attic (!) pleonasm (?) of ‰Ä, the other: ÙÈÓb˜ ‰b àÓÙd ÙÔÜ ÊÂÜ ÁÉ,

Î·Ùa ¿ıÔ˜ ÌÂÙ·‚ÏËı¤ÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ Á Âå˜ ‰, ó˜ âÓ Ù÷á ¢ËÌ‹ÙËÚ etc. 
As, contrary to the weight of ancient testimony, it has been denied that

there existed any etymological or significative connection between ‰Ä in the
relevant passages and ÁÉ (cf. e.g. Ed. Fraenkel in his edition of
Agamemnon, note ad 1072, vol. III p. 480), a few remarks may be
subjoined. (a) In Aeschylus Agamemnon 1072 and 1076, Cassandra’s fiery
and passionate exclamation çÙÔÙÔÙÔÙÔÖ fiÔÈ ‰ÄØ / üÔÏÏÔÓ, üÔÏÏÔÓ, is
met by the rebuke of the chorus that she impiously intermingles the
Olympian Apollon (üÔÏÏÔÓ = t òAÔÏÏÔÓ) to lamentations; but the
latter are eminently chthonic, and the contrast of Earth to Apollo in such a
context is powerfully evocative. (b) Even more evidently so is the case of the
Erinnys’ disdainful protest at the humiliation they feel in Aeschylus
Eumenides 874: should we suffer such indignity, the old terrestrial deities?
ÔåÔÜ ‰Ä ÊÂÜ (Woe, oh Earth, ahime) ... ôÈÂ ÌÄÙÂÚ N‡Í. (c) And in
Aeschylus Prometheus Vinctus, 568, Io invokes Earth to avert from her the
dreadful spectre of Argus, she calls upon the chthonic principle to withhold
the terrible apparition. (d) In Euripides Phoenissae Zeus and Earth have
been invoked (1290) again in a context of acute, extreme lamentation over

ORIGIN  AND  NATURE  OF  EARLY  PYTHAGOREAN  COSMOGONY 241



the horrible and monstrous deed of mutual fratricide. There follows the ÊÂÜ

‰Ä, ÊÂÜ ‰Ä, the ultimate adjuration of the ultimate chthonic power. (e)
Eminently convergent is also the Aristophanic passage, Lysistrata 198, at
the proposal of a mock grave oath, Lambito exclaims: ÊÂÜ ‰Ä, ÙeÓ ¬ÚÎÔÓ

ôÊ·ÙÔÓ ó˜ â·ÈÓ›ˆ. How appositely is the chthonic principle conjured in
connection with a grave and unspeakable oath. (f) The Theocritean Ôé ‰ÄÓ

in IV, 17 and VII, 39 may, on the other hand, and despite the ancient
scholia, refer to Zeus rather than to Earth, a possible reference which
Ahrens (de dial. Gr. II, 80) theoretically and on dogmatic reasons, wanted
initially to make obligatory in all cases. But how then, apart from
everything else, could he explain the \EÓÓÔÛ›‰·˜ which is obviously
equivalent to \EÓÓÔÛ›Á·ÈÔ ,̃ as he himself adduced (Philologus, XXIII, 207
sq.)? (g) If we accept, as we in all likelihood should, Bamberger’s
emendation fiÔÈ ‰Ä (pro ÔÖ ÔÖ ‰c) ÓÂÚÙ¤ÚˆÓ Ù˘Ú·ÓÓ›‰Â˜ in Aeschylus
Choephoroe, 405 (so is the text edited by Page), then this provides striking
support for the meaning ¢Ä = Earth: Ahime, Earth, the power of the
Underworld!... whereto should one run for rescue, oh Zeus? It is sheer
perversion to imagine that this is a case against that equivalence as Ed.
Fraenkel op. cit. Vol. III p. 832, contends on the flimsiest of reasons: “for in
that case we should expect a connective particle”! The construal of ¢Ä as °É

is not, of course, contradicted but, on the contrary, supported by the
consideration that such formulaic expressions as ÊÂÜ ‰Ä etc., are also
“exclamations of horror”. 

Independently of these considerations and the glossographical and
grammatical evidence, in the Cyprian dialect ZÄ was Earth, 60, 8; 17; 24;
30 R. Meister Die Griechischen Dialekte II pp. 54-5. Furthermore, the
great Underworld Goddess Hecate was called Z¤· according to Hesychius,
s.v. Z¤· - what was perhaps an Attic gloss. Z¤· (or Z·Ö·) was a primaeval
Boeotian town according to Herodianus apud Stephanus Byzantius s.v.
Z·Ö· and âÎ ÙáÓ ¶ÂÚd K·ıÔÏÈÎÉ˜ ¶ÚÔÛˇˆ‰›·˜ IA (I p. 271.25 L). In
Tyrrhenia, the Great Mother P¤·’s name was no less than ¢¤·, Hesychius
s.v. 

Z¿˜ and ZÄ then are the Great Ones, the He-Immense and the She-
Immense, the Great Couple. (Cf. also the implication of vastness in time-
extension in ‰‹Ó, ‰¿Ó and Cypriot ˙¿Ó, ‰ËÓ·Èfi˜ and, what is religiously
important, ¢ËÓ·ÈÒÓ, name of a month in Erythrae (SIG 1014, 25). Zfiˆ,

˙á, ˙ˆ‹ would stem themselves (via ‰fi·) from the same root signifying
longevity, power to last, cf. e.g. Meister, Die Griechischen Dialekte Vol. II,
p. 254). Again, it is fitting that in Cyprus also ˙¿ˆ meant ‚ÈÓá as well as
Óá (Hesychius, supra): thus the Male (Z¿˜), the Female (ZÄ) and the
copulation (˙¿ÂÈÓ) were signified by the same root, a root whose meaning-
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field extended to wind-movement, breath of life, spirit, fermentation and
the power to exist and bring-forth. 

To conclude, Z¿˜ is the life-spirit, the divine Breath, the cosmic
impregnating Wind, the Arch-Potent, the One-with-Power-to-last-in-
existence. He is an aetherial principle of the Upper World, but capable of
permeating and impregnating everything and, above and before all else,
archetypally entering and filling the Great Womb, the prolific principle of
Fertility, the Arch-Fecundress, ZÄ - Chthonie. 

45. When such a profound logico-mythical conception as that delineated above
is approached from a doxographical point of view, it is natural that
difficulty should be experienced in rendering the Pherecydean Z¿˜ in the
common conceptual framework. The best approximation is to construe
him as aether, the bright, rapid, vivid quintessence of the celestial realms: it
is rarer than air and luminous, in a pure, lucid, unfiery way, a spiritual,
dynamic, splendour (comparable to the Chrysippean ·éÁ‹). And thus
indeed we find Hermeias (Irrisio Gentilium Philosophorum, 6, p. 18 Otto)
explaining, albeit with a Stoic appendix: ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ÌbÓ àÚ¯a˜ ÂrÓ·È

Ï¤ÁˆÓ ZÉÓ· Î·d XıÔÓ›ËÓ Î·d KÚfiÓÔÓ, ZÉÓ· ÌbÓ ÙeÓ ·åı¤Ú·, XıÔÓ›ËÓ ‰b

ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ, KÚfiÓÔÓ ‰b ÙeÓ XÚfiÓÔÓØ ï ÌbÓ ·åıcÚ Ùe ÔÈÔÜÓ, ì ‰b ÁÉ Ùe

¿Û¯ÔÓ, ï ‰b XÚfiÓÔ˜ âÓ ž Ùa ÁÈÁÓfiÌÂÓ·. A looser formulation, but easily
understandable, and to the same effect in the end, is given by Probus on
Vergilius Bucolica VI, 31 (App. Servii ed Hagen p. 343.18): Consentit et
Pherecydes sed diversa adfert elementa: ZÉÓ· inquit Î·d XıfiÓ· Î·d KÚfi-

ÓÔÓ, ignem ac terram et tempus significans, et esse aethera qui rgat, terram
quae regatur, tempus in quo universa pars moderetur (A9). It is just one
step further to consider Z¿˜ as the Great Luminary, the Sun, as Iohannes
Lydus, De Mensibus IV, 3 (p. 67.3 Wuensch) tells us: Î·d ÁaÚ ≠HÏÈÔ˜

·éÙe˜ (sc. ZÂ‡˜) Î·Ùa ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰ËÓ. This identification is certainly
conditioned to a considerable extent by the Heliolatry widespread in late
antiquity (v. above all the great exposition in Macrobius Saturnalia I, 17, 1-
23, 22; cf. Menander Laodicensis, ¶ÂÚd âÈ‰ÂÈÎÙÈÎáÓ 17 (III p. 445.31
Spengel), but its roots are genuinely Pherecydean: spiritual warmth,
splendour and rapidity are of the essence of living; they pertain par
excellence to the Sun, with its quick, enlivening, congenial rays of light,
Sun’s çÍ¤· ‚¤ÏË. (Cf. Cleanthes’ doctrine on the preeminence of the Sun as
the World’s ìÁÂÌÔÓÈÎfiÓ, SVF I, 499; cf. also Sophocles Fr. 1017 N2;
Seneca, Phaedra 896 sq.). On the whole subject v. above, Chapter 11.

46. Leaving the blessed regions of Olympian divinity we come to this alien
World, the joyless cavern of Á¤ÓÂÛÈ ,̃ the place of necessary constraint to our
blooming disposition of a divine nature (B115-120), where there is Murder
and Rancour and Doom manifold, parching Plagues and Putrefactions,
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and the liquid works of infatuation perpetrated in Darkness (B121). This
World is characterized by fundamental oppositions; Plutarchus de tranqu.
an. 474B (= B122): àÏÏa ÌÄÏÏÔÓ, ó˜ \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ ,̃ ‰ÈÙÙ·› ÙÈÓÂ˜ ≤Î·ÛÙÔÓ

ìÌáÓ ÁÈÁÓfiÌÂÓÔÓ ·Ú·Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÔ˘ÛÈ Î·d Î·Ù¿Ú¯ÔÓÙ·È ÌÔÖÚ·È Î·d ‰·›ÌÔ-

ÓÂ .̃ 

öÓı’ qÛ·Ó XıÔÓ›Ë ÙÂ Î·d ̂HÏÈfiË Ù·Ó·áÈ ,̃

¢ÉÚÈ˜ ı’ ·îÌ·ÙfiÂÛÛ· Î·d ̂AÚÌÔÓ›Ë ıÂÌÂÚáÈ ,̃

K·ÏÏÈÛÙÒ Ù’ AåÛ¯Ú‹ ÙÂ, £fiˆÛ¿ ÙÂ ¢ËÓ·›Ë ÙÂ,

NËÌÂÚÙ‹˜ Ù’ âÚfiÂÛÛ· MÂÏ¿ÁÎÔ˘Úfi˜ Ù’ \AÛ¿ÊÂÈ·.

And further (Cornutus, Theol. Gr. 17 = B123): 

º˘ÛÒ ÙÂ ºıÈÌ¤ÓË ÙÂ, Î·d EéÓ·›Ë Î·d òEÁÂÚÛÈ ,̃

KÈÓÒ Ù’ \AÛÙÂÌÊ‹˜ ÙÂ, ÔÏ˘ÛÙ¤Ê·Ófi˜ ÙÂ MÂÁÈÛÙg

Î·d ºÔÚ‡Ë, ™ˆ‹ ÙÂ Î·d \OÌÊ·›Ë.

This is a tablet of Pythagorean opposites weaving this world of misery.
Primal among whom are the Daemon of Earth and the Divinity of the Sun,
Chthonie and Sun’s face of the far-darting sight (XıÔÓ›Ë ÙÂ Î·d ^HÏÈfiË

Ù·Ó·áÈ˜). 

OORRPPHHIISSMM
47. (Cf. also supra n. 4). Time as a hypostasis appears for the first time explicitly

in cosmogonic speculations on Greek soil with Pherecydes and Orphism.
(However its role in Anaximander should also be emphasized). Its position
there in the origination of things is primal; it is normally located at the very
beginning as the ultimate principle, or at least as one principle among
them. It is very difficult to ascertain exactly how old is the acceptance of a
cosmological Time-principle in Orphism. The Orphic and related
cosmogonies ascribed to Musaeus, Epimenides, the author of TÈÙ·ÓÔÌ·-

¯›·, some others (ÙÈÓ¤˜), even Acusilaus, did not, so far as we know,
include such a Cause of things, they certainly did not in any case
acknowledge it as a primal Cause. Aristophanes’ mock Cosmogony in Aves
equally ignores it. The cosmogonical burlesque in Cratinus, XÂ›ÚˆÓÂ˜, Fr.
258 PCG (cf. Fr. 259), involves ÚÂÛ‚˘ÁÂÓc˜ XÚfiÓÔ˜, clearly not a first
principle, instead the meaning is ancient, old of days, primaeval (just as in
the ·Ï·ÈÁÂÓÉ KÚfiÓÔÓ of Aeschylus, Prometheus, 220) - or, at most
firstborn, which actually does not fit the sense here: 
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™Ù¿ÛÈ˜ ‰b Î·d ÚÂÛ‚˘ÁÂÓc˜

XÚfiÓÔ˜ àÏÏ‹ÏÔÈÛÈ ÌÈÁ¤ÓÙÂ

Ì¤ÁÈÛÙÔÓ Ù›ÎÙÂÙÔÓ Ù‡Ú·ÓÓÔÓ

nÓ ‰c ÎÂÊ·ÏËÁÂÚ¤Ù·Ó

ıÂÔd Î·Ï¤Ô˘ÛÈ.

It obviously has to do with later-stage developments in cosmic history.
XÚfiÓÔ˜ as old of days is precisely mentioned by Euripides, Suppliants, 787:
·Ï·Èe˜ ·ÙcÚ êÌÂÚÄÓ. The Pindaric (Olympion. 2, 17) ï ¿ÓÙˆÓ

·Ù‹Ú involves the commoner idea of time as the principle of what
happens in it. (Cf. Bacchylides, 7.1). XÚfiÓÔ˜ in Cratinus XÂ›ÚˆÓÂ˜ must
also play on KÚfiÓÔ˜ who was father of XÂ›ÚˆÓ (Apollodorus I, 9). 

In the papyrus fragment from Euripides Hypsipyle (OF2) we encounter
the º¿Ô˜ âÓ Aåı¤ÚÈ (which is ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ himself or òEÚˆ˜) and,
probably, N‡Í as his procreatrix, the fiÙÓÈ· ıÂáÓ. It is of the utmost
importance that when Aristotle refers to the cosmogonies of £ÂÔÏfiÁÔÈ or
the ÔÈËÙ·d àÚ¯·ÖÔÈ (and he would certainly include under these terms
Orphic authors) he nowhere mentions a Time principle. Thus Metaph. Λ
1071b26: Î·›ÙÔÈ Âå ó˜ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ Ôî £ÂÔÏfiÁÔÈ Ôî âÎ N˘ÎÙe˜ ÁÂÓÓáÓÙÂ ,̃ j

ó˜ Ôî º˘ÛÈÎÔ› etc. N1091b4: Ôî ‰b ÔÈËÙ·d Ôî àÚ¯·ÖÔÈ Ù·‡ÙFË ïÌÔ›ˆ˜, Fw

‚·ÛÈÏÂ‡ÂÈÓ Î·d ôÚ¯ÂÈÓ Ê·ÛdÓ Ôé ÙÔf˜ ÚÒÙÔ˘ ,̃ ÔxÔÓ N‡ÎÙ· Î·d OéÚ·ÓeÓ

j X¿Ô˜ j \øÎÂ·ÓfiÓ, àÏÏa ÙeÓ ¢›·. Aristotle is here commenting on the
notion that the first cosmogonical principles are not usually the first
cosmological ones. He certainly would have mentioned Time in such a
context, all the more so as it would presumably be among the first both in
order of creation and in order of existing reality. His learned pupil
Eudemus, in the account of Orphic theology which he presented, had
apparently nothing to say about a Time-principle, at least nothing is
reported about such a mighty feature in his account of Orphism. For
Damascius (I p. 319.8 Ruelle) testifies that the Orphic doctrine according
to Eudemus preserved a mystic silence concerning the ÓÔËÙfiÓ, beginning
with Night the cosmogonical process: ^H ‰b ·Úa Ùá ÂÚÈ·ÙËÙÈÎá

Eé‰‹Ì̌ˆ àÓ·ÁÂÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓË ó˜ ÙÔÜ \OÚÊ¤ˆ˜ ÔsÛ· ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· ÄÓ Ùe ÓÔËÙeÓ

âÛÈÒËÛÂÓ, ó˜ ·ÓÙ¿·ÛÈÓ ôÚÚËÙfiÓ ÙÂ Î·d ôÁÓˆÛÙÔÓ ÙÚfǐˆ Î·Ùa ‰È¤-

ÍÔ‰fiÓ ÙÂ Î·d à·ÁÁÂÏ›·ÓØ àe ‰b ÙÉ˜ N˘ÎÙe˜ âÔÈ‹Û·ÙÔ ÙcÓ àÚ¯‹Ó. The
ÓÔËÙfiÓ here refers precisely, in the context of Neoplatonically canonical
Orphic doctrine (the K¢ã Ú·„̌ˆ‰›·È), to XÚfiÓÔ˜ at least, v. Damascius I,
316.14 sqq. (That Eudemus kept silentio mystico concerning the supreme
principles while acknowledging them is a harmonizing device too obvious
to need comment). We do not need to infer that Eudemus had nothing to
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say in his account of Orphic cosmogony about Aåı‹Ú or Phanes, although
he might very well have utilized alternative names, e.g. OéÚ·Ófi˜, and
òEÚˆ˜ or ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜. But had he come across anything in his Orphic
sources relating to cosmogonic Time he evidently would have mentioned it,
especially as he did comment expressly on such a principle in other Greek
and Barbarian theological systems. 

Chrysippus (SVF II 636) utilized the Eudemean form of Orphic
cosmogony in his extensive Û˘ÓÔÈÎÂÈÒÛÂÈ˜ of mythical and poetic lore to his
philosophy: ÎàÓ Ùˇá ÚÒÙˇˆ (sc. ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜) ÙcÓ N‡ÎÙ· ıÂ¿Ó ÊËÛÈÓ

(ÂrÓ·È) ÚˆÙ›ÛÙËÓ. Further details about that form are probably given by
Johannes Lydus, De mensibus II, 8 (p. 26.1 Wuensch): Î·d ÙÚÂÖ˜ ÚáÙ·È

Î·Ù’ \OÚÊ¤· âÍÂ‚Ï¿ÛÙËÛ·Ó àÚ¯·d ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ ,̃ NfÍ Î·d °É Î·d OéÚ·-

Ófi˜, ıÂáÓ ‰b ÙáÓ âÓ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÈ ÙÚ›· Á¤ÓË, ÔéÚ¿ÓÈÔÓ Î·d â›ÁÂÈÔÓ Î·d Ùe

ÌÂÙ·Íf ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ. (Darkness as air is Stoic). 
Early Orphism did not incorporate Time as a functional Hypostasis of a

high order, and especially as a First Principle. In fact, the emphasis on Night
as lying at the very start of the World-process in the origination of things is
evidently further inconsistent with a high cosmogonic Time-principle
where Chronos is at the beginning and Night comes rather late in the
derivaion of reality. 

We should thus probably assume that Time-Orphism, whether of the
Rhapsodic (with Time at the very beginning in Zervanic fashion) or of the
Hieronymus-Hellanicus type (to which the accounts in Athenagoras, Pro
Crhistianis 18; 20, and in the Orphic Argonautica, 12 sqq. - to be
distinguished from the second one in 421 sqq. - square, with Time in the
second place, after the primaeval chaotic swamp), is a later development
(perhaps not earlier than Hellenistic), conditioned by particular physico-
philosophical or rather “mixed” speculations. 

If this is so, the importance of Pherecydean influence in such a
development is heightened and becomes manifest. Then,  the problem
concerning his possible sources is rendered the more acute. 

There is repeated in our sources mention of a Phoenician connection in
Pherecydes (cf. supra, nn. 21, 29 and 37). According to Eudemus, the
Sidonian theology posited at the very beginning of world-formation a
divine, primordial triad of XÚfiÓÔ˜, ¶fiıÔ˜ and \OÌ›¯ÏË. From the
conjugation of the first and third member as that conjugtion was expressed
by the second (and not from that of the second and third as Damascius - or
was it Eudemus himself? - for his own systematic reasons conceived), \A‹Ú

(Air) and AûÚ· (Breeze) are begotten, which again generate oøÙÔ ,̃ a kind
of cosmic egg, presumably (Damascius, I, p. 323.1 sqq. Ruelle).
Sanchouniathon’s cosmogony (Eusebius Praep. Evang. I, 10, 1-2), despite
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prima facie divergences, appears remarkably congruent. There are two
principles and their copulation (Û‡ÁÎÚ·ÛÈ˜ and ÏÔÎ‹) which is called
¶fiıÔ .̃ The two principles are described by Philo Byblius as àcÚ ˙ÔÊÒ‰Ë˜

Î·d ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÒ‰Ë˜ j ÓÔc à¤ÚÔ˜ ˙ÔÊÒ‰Ô˘˜ on the one hand, and ¯¿Ô˜

ıÔÏÂÚfiÓ, âÚÂ‚á‰Â˜ on the other. That is, dark, spiritual (windy) air or a
breath of dusky air as the one principle, and opaque, misty chaos as the
second. The latter corresponds acurately to the Sidonian \OÌ›¯ÏË. And
there is an analogy between Time and Spirit in their generative functions,
an analogy which will be further investigated and explained below. Further,
the Û˘ÌÏÔÎ‹ of Spirit and Chaos in Pothos produced MÒÙ (evidently the
Eudemian oøÙÔ˜); TÔÜÙfi (sc. Mot) ÙÈÓ¤˜ Ê·ÛÈÓ åÏ‡Ó, Ôî ‰b ñ‰·ÙÒ‰Ô˘˜

Ì›ÍÂˆ˜ ÛÉ„ÈÓ (the primaeval swamp, the fertile muck, the contamination
of sexual fluids whose putrefaction create the foetus of existence) Î·d âÎ

Ù·‡ÙË˜ âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ ÄÛ· ÛÔÚa ÎÙ›ÛÂˆ˜ Î·d Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜ ÙáÓ ¬ÏˆÓ. (For
etymological elucidations of the meaning of «MÒÙ» v. A.B. Cook Zeus II
p. 1038; they include: Arabic madda “Stuff, matter” (Ewald); “water”
(Baudissin, Maspero); ÌÒ¯, “mud” (Bunsen); <Ùfi>ÌÒÙ = Phoenician
teh^om^ot, “the she-deep, abyss”; mak, “rottenness” (McLean). They tend to
confirm, however hypothetically, the correctness of the Philonian
interpretation). This MÒÙ was formed in the sequel as Egg. Notice finally
that Air and Breeze are just an analysis of the spiritual breath of air into its
constitutents. 

We may plausibly inscribe into the same framework the Phoeniciean
mythology according to Mochus (Damascius I p. 323.6 sqq. Ruelle; cf.
Josephus Antiqu. Iud. I, 3, 9). Of the four first principles, Aåı‹Ú, \A‹Ú,

òAÓÂÌÔ˜ and OéÏˆÌfi ,̃ the third stands for the Semitic ’lm = the infinite,
(cf. e.g. Die Schoepfungsmythen p. 182) and corresponds to Mist and
Chaos, while òAÓÂÌÔ˜ is the Breath-Wind, and Aether and Air, its two
constituents, the spiritual and the aerial. What follows in the line of
production is XÔ˘ÛˆÚe˜ ï àÓÔÈÁÂ‡˜ (the strong one, the Opener, found as
Kothar-wa-Chassis in the Ugaritic texts, cf. Die Schoepfungsmyhen loc.
cit.; cf. the XÚ˘ÛÒÚ in Sanchouniathon’s account (Eusebius Prep. Evang. I,
10, 11) identified there with ≠HÊ·ÈÛÙÔ˜, whose Cabeiric connections are
well-evidenced) and the Cosmic Egg, out of which, when opened and
broken, Sky and Earth are fashioned. 

What is known as the Orphic theology according to Hieronymus and
Hellanicus (Damascius I, 317.15 sqq. Ruelle) presents major, obvious and
significant similarities to this framework. A primordial swamp is posited at
the beginning, the aboriginal Mud of Earth and Water (cf. the Xenophanic
account in n. 19). This åÏ‡˜ seems to answer to the MÒÙ of
Sanchouniathon, but is promoted to the place of the absolutely first
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principle. Then comes XÚfiÓÔ˜ (in the Sidonian account) and the triple off-
shoot of AåıcÚ ÓÔÂÚfi˜ (ÓÔÙÂÚfiÓ, is perhaps out of place here, despite its
plausibility), X¿Ô˜ ôÂÈÚÔÓ and òEÚÂ‚Ô˜ çÌÈ¯Ïá‰Â˜. The last two are
obvious equivalents to the Sidonian çÌ›¯ÏË, the X¿Ô˜ ıÔÏÂÚeÓ âÚÂ‚á‰Â˜ οf
Sanchouniathon, and the ôÂÈÚÔÓ of Mochus. The former represents the
aetherial spirit, and thus corresponds to Sanchuniathon’s ÓÔc à¤ÚÔ˜ ˙ÔÊÒ-

‰Ô˘˜ (even darkness must belong to the Orphic aether, as light comes for
the first time in the World with Phanes) and to Mochus Aåı‹Ú and \A‹Ú or
rather òAÓÂÌÔ˜ (the Athenagorian Orphica as well as the procession in the
first account of the Orphic Argonautica, are simplifications of the theology
according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus. The analogies between the
Phoenician and this type of Orphism are best exhibited summarily in the
following table, descending according to the order of procession. 

Sidonians Phoenicians according Phoenicians according Orphism according to
according to to to Hieronymus and
Eudemus Sanchouniathon Mochus Hellanicus

― ― ― \IÏ‡˜ (ÁÉ Î·d ≈‰ˆÚ)

XÚfiÓÔ˜ ― ― XÚfiÓÔ˜

¶fiıÔ˜ [àcÚ \AcÚ ̇ ÔÊÒ‰Ë˜ Î·d Aåı‹Ú, \AcÚ AåıcÚ ÓÔÂÚfi˜

Î·d ·ûÚ·]* ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÒ‰Ë˜ Î·d òAÓÂÌÔ˜

\OÌ›¯ÏË X¿Ô˜ ıÔÏÂÚeÓ OéÏˆÌfi˜ = ôÂÈÚÔÓ X¿Ô˜ ôÂÈÚÔÓ and
âÚÂ‚á‰Â˜ òEÚÂ‚Ô˜ çÌÈ¯Ïá‰Â˜

\AcÚ Î·d AûÚ· ― ― ―

oøÙÔ˜ MÒÙ (and \̌øfiÓ) XÔ˘ÛˆÚe˜ and \̌øfiÓ \̌øfiÓ and º¿ÓË˜

*These words in brackets are repeated out of their particular order of procession, but in

position corresponding to the similar stage in the other orders of procession.

The similarities are striking. Of Hellanicus we know nothing.
Hieronymus will probably be the Aegyptian, ï ÙcÓ àÚ¯·ÈÔÏÔÁ›·Ó ÙcÓ ºÔÈ-

ÓÈÎÈÎcÓ Û˘ÁÁÚ·„¿ÌÂÓÔ˜ (Iosephus, Antiqu. Jud. I, 3, 6 and 9). This
confirms my argument: evidently Hieronymus treated Phoenician religious
cosmogony and, perhaps in the same work, Û˘Ó̌ˆÎÂ›ˆÛÂ (to use the Stoic
term) to it the Orphism he knew about. Even the isolated prominence of
åÏ‡˜ in his scheme (as contrasted especially with its position (as MÒÙ) at the
end of Sanchouniathon’s line of derivation), bespeaks a clear enough
Egyptian influence. What Iriarte published from a Madrid manuscript
(Cod. LXXXIV n. 180) in Reg. Bibl. Matrit. Codd. Graeci Mss. I 1769,
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Sidonians Phoenicians according Phoenicians according Orphism according to
according to to to Hieronymus and
Eudemus Sanchouniathon Mochus Hellanicus

― ― ― åÏ‡˜ (ÁÉ Î·d ≈‰ˆÚ)

XÚfiÓÔ˜ ― ― XÚfiÓÔ˜

¶fiıÔ˜ [àcÚ \AcÚ ̇ ÔÊÒ‰Ë˜ Î·d Aåı‹Ú, \AcÚ AåıcÚ ÓÔÂÚfi˜

Î·d ·ûÚ·]* ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÒ‰Ë˜ Î·d òAÓÂÌÔ˜

\OÌ›¯ÏË X¿Ô˜ ıÔÏÂÚeÓ OéÏˆÌfi˜ = ôÂÈÚÔÓ X¿Ô˜ ôÂÈÚÔÓ and
âÚÂ‚á‰Â˜ òEÚÂ‚Ô˜ çÌÈ¯Ïá‰Â˜

\AcÚ Î·d AûÚ· ― ― ―

oøÙÔ˜ MÒÙ (and \̌øfiÓ) XÔ˘ÛˆÚe˜ and \̌øfiÓ \̌øfiÓ and º¿ÓË˜



349, is nicely corroborative of my position: ™·Á¯Ô˘ÓÈ¿ıˆÓ ï BËÚ‡ÙÙÈÔ˜

ÙcÓ ºÔÈÓ›ÎˆÓ ıÂÔÏÔÁ›·Ó âÍ¤‰ˆÎÂÓ, mÓ \OÚÊÂf˜ ÌÂÙ‹ÓÂÁÎÂ Âå˜ ÙcÓ

^EÏÏ¿‰· ÊˆÓcÓ Î·d Ùa˜ ÙÂÏÂÙa˜ ÙáÓ AåÁ˘Ù›ˆÓ (cf. supra n. 27). The
Orphic theology according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus is closely akin to
the Phoenicean. 

But XÚfiÓÔ˜ does not appear in the latter, either in Sanchouniathon’s or
Mochus’ version. And in fact Hieronymus’ account makes Chronos a
monstrous, winged dragon, three-headed, with a divine head in the middle
and a leonine and bull-head on either side grown from the same stem. Its
names are XÚfiÓÔ˜ àÁ‹Ú·Ô˜ and ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜. ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜ points
unmistakeably to the great god of Tyre, Melkarth, which was, as the “king
of the city”, just another version of Moloch, Molech, Melech, Milcom,
Malcam or Malcam, that is of the “king”, a divinity widespread in the
whole area. Various peculiarities in Moloch’s worship, such as the sacrifice
of children as burnt-offerings (ïÏÔÎ·˘ÙÒÌ·Ù·), made Greek and Latin
authors identify him with Saturn, KÚfiÓÔ˜. In fact the Carthaginian
Melkarth is referred to at the locus classicus in Diodorus XX, 13 sqq. as
KÚfiÓÔ˜. Evidently it was this Phoenician KÚfiÓÔ˜ - ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜ that
represented to Hieronymous the prototype of his conception. But that
would carry him as far as the Ultimate Firmament encompassing the
World. He probably found in his Orphic sources the earlier version of the
Chronos-theology, which identified this divine principle with mythological
Cronos. (In the latter sophisticated and highly articulate canonical
Orphism, the “Sacred Word in 24 rhapsodies”, XÚfiÓÔ˜ and KÚfiÓÔ˜ are
distinct hypostases with a big ontological interval, so to speak, between
them). But we cannot assume on the basis of the evidence examined above
that he also discovered in Phoenician religion such an equivalence, or,
indeed, even an explicit Time-divinity. And yet already Eudemus
interpreted (specifically) Sidonian theology in this way. 

Undoubtedly the source of all speculation on a cosmogonical Time-
principle in a religious settings is Zurvanistic theology, the doctrine that
beyond the Persian primeval duality of Ormazd (Ahoura-Mazda) and
Ahriman there exists, as their progenitor, Zurvan Akarane, Infinite Time.
The Orphic account according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus seems to
deliberately copy the expression Zurvan Akarane in its XÚfiÓÔ˜ àÁ‹Ú·Ô˜.

Again it is already Eudemus that comments on its existence (Damascius I,
p. 322.8 sqq.) ascribing it to the Magian and Aryan system. His specifically
Sidonian (as against the globally and common Phoenician) theology must
be viewed as a particular case of strong Magian influence. It is highly
significant that in Mithraism, that offspring of the Persian Religion, we
encounter repeatedly characteristic portrayals of XÚfiÓÔÓ, as a lion-headed,
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winged monster with human body involuted by a large serpent (a
representation obviously to be compared with the description of XÚfiÓÔ˜ by
Hieronymous); v. Fr. Cumont, Die Mysterien des Mithra (German
translation) pp. 96 sqq. and fig. 6a and b in Tafel I; fig. 3 there does not
represent XÚfiÓÔ˜ but the Orphic Phanes; also Fig. 910 in A.B. Cook, Zeus
II p. 1053. 

The fundamental religious experience (at least the reformed type) of the
pure Aryan stock seems to have consisted in the antinomy of two aboriginal
principles, the luminous Good versus the Evil darkness, with, in fact,
considerable emphasis on the more “moral” and less “naturist” qualities of
that confrontation. But in the Iranian highlands, in Media and Persia too,
the indigenous population defeated in arms necessitated a transformation
of the religious Mazdaean sentiment, endowing it with a more blatant
cosmological correspondence in mythology and marked material basis in
ritual. The transformed religion was Magianism. The Achaemenids as the
upholders of the pure faith came into collision with the Magian priestcraft,
and this is the true significance of the violent commotions in the Empire
towards the end of the 6th century B.C. during the last years of Cambyses’
rule, the usurpation of the throne by Gomates the Magian, Darius’
counter-revolution, his accession to the throne and the succeeding
intermitent and universal series of revolts. There could be no better proof
for this than what is proclaimed by Darius himself in the monumental
trilingual inscription at Behistun. V. column I §14 “Says Darius the king:
The empire which had been taken away from our family, that I recovered. I
established it in its place. As (it was) before, so I made (it). The temples
which Gomates the Magian had destroyed, I rebuilt. The sacred offices of
the state, both the religious chants and the worship, (I restored) to the
people, which Gomates the Magian had deprived them of. I established the
state in its place, both Persia and Media, and the other provinces. As (it was)
before, so I restored what (had been) taken away. By the grace of Ommazd I
did (this). I arranged so that I established our family in its place. As (it was)
before, so I arranged (it), by the grace of Ormazd, so that Gomates the
Magian should not supersede our family”. By the grace of Ormazd indeed,
and by an absolute and obstinate trust on the militant God, as the people
seemed to have been so much disaffected with the family of the
Achaemenids and its religion, as to take the side of the first appearing
pretender against Darius, everywhere and repeatedly. The “purer” faith was
considered to be the revelatory teaching of Zoroaster, who himself was
characteristically associated in many apocryphal stories with Darius the
Great King. Of course, as it always happens with the religious reformations
in all but the last historic one, their victories are pyrrhic: they quickly
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incorporate in full within their own framework what they have contended
with, vanquished and prostrated. (That the last Reformatory Movement
did not win absolutely, saved its purity). The Magian religion, indeed
Zoroastrianism, further enriched by the acquisition of the noble
Mesopotamian spiritual treasures, became the normal and official worship
of Persia, Achaemenid and all. There only remained as a reminder of the
old hostilities the festival of Magophonia (v. Herodotus III, 79; and the
whole story of the Magian revolt, 61-79). 

Ormazd is explained in the turanic version of the trilingual Behistun
inscription (column IV, §12, 4) as “the god of the Aryans”. Beside the arch-
opposition, there probably existed in the pure Mazdaic religion features
involving the implicit worship of fire and water (cf. Strabo XV 732: ‰È·ÊÂ-

ÚfiÓÙˆ˜ ‰b Ù̌á ˘Úd Î·d Ù̌á ≈‰·ÙÈ ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ), or of some potent fluid, not so
much as elements of the World out of which other things are composed,
but more as exquisite and untarnished parts of it. But already in Herodotus’
account of the Persian religion we find a fully developed astral and
elemental worship, sure sign of Chaldaean influence; I, 131: Ôî ‰b (sc. ¶¤Ú-

Û·È) ÓÔÌ›˙Ô˘ÛÈ ¢ÈU ÌbÓ âd Ùa ñ„ËÏfiÙ·Ù· ÙáÓ çÚ¤ˆÓ àÓÂ‚·›ÓÔÓÙÂ˜

ı˘Û›·Ó öÚ‰ÂÈÓ, ÙeÓ Î‡ÎÏÔÓ ¿ÓÙ· ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ¢›· Î·Ï¤ÔÓÙÂ .̃ ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ ‰b

ìÏ›̌ˆ ÙÂ Î·d ÛÂÏ‹ÓFË Î·d ÁFÉ Î·d ˘Úd Î·d ≈‰·ÙÈ Î·d àÓ¤ÌÔÈÛÈ. ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈÛÈ ÌbÓ

‰c ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ ÌÔ‡ÓÔÈÛÈ àÚ¯ÉıÂÓ, âÈÌÂÌ·ı‹Î·ÛÈ ‰b Î·d ÙFÉ OéÚ·Ó›FË ı‡ÂÈÓ,

·Ú¿ ÙÂ \AÛÛ˘Ú›ˆÓ Ì·ıfiÓÙÂ˜ Î·d \AÚ·‚›ˆÓ (cf. Strabo XV, 732 Cas. who
repeates Herodotus with the correction of his unaccountable error
concerning Mithras). Zeus for Herodotus is obviously Ormazd. Ahrimans’
absence is due to his moral depravity in the Mazdaean system. As Diogenes
Laertius Vitae Philos. Prooem. 8 testifies, Aristotle (âÓ ÚÒÙ̌ˆ ÂÚd ÊÈÏÔ-

ÛÔÊ›·˜, Fr. 6 Rose; cf. Metaphysica N, 1091b10) reported that: Î·d ‰‡Ô

Î·Ù’ ·éÙÔf˜ (sc. ÙÔf˜ M¿ÁÔ˘˜) ÂrÓ·È àÚ¯¿˜, àÁ·ıeÓ ‰·›ÌÔÓ· Î·d Î·ÎeÓ

‰·›ÌÔÓ·Ø Î·d Ù̌á ÌbÓ ùÓÔÌ· ÂrÓ·È ZÂf˜ Î·d \øÚÔÌ¿Û‰Ë ,̃ Ù̌á ‰b ≠AÈ‰Ë˜ Î·d

\AÚÂÈÌ¿ÓÈÔ˜ - something on which also Eudoxus agreed (âÓ ÙFÉ ÂÚÈfi‰̌ˆ, fg.
38 Brandes) and Theopompus (âÓ ÙFÉ çÁ‰fiFË ÙáÓ ºÈÏÈÈÎáÓ, FGrH
115F64) and Hermippus (âÓ Ùˇá ÚÒÙˇˆ ÂÚd M¿Áˆν, FHG III, 53).
Hesychius has s.v. \AÚÂÈÌ¿ÓÈÔ˜, ï ≠AÈ‰Ë˜ ·Úa ¶¤ÚÛ·È˜ (cf. also Etym.
Magn. s.v. \AÚÂÈÌ¿ÓÈÔ˜). Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride 369E describing a
Magian sacrifice to Ahriman mentions as part of it the invocation to Hades
and Darkness. Herodotus himself relates that Amastris, Xerxes’ wife,
sacrificed fourteen noble Persian youths to the subterranean God, by
burying them alive as a substitute offer for herself - obviously the terrible
offering was to Hades - Ahriman: âÂd Î·d òAÌËÛÙÚÈÓ, ÙcÓ •¤ÚÍÂˆ

Á˘Ó·ÖÎ·, ˘Óı¿ÓÔÌ·È ÁËÚ¿Û·Û·Ó ‰d˜ ëÙa ¶ÂÚÛ¤ˆÓ ·Ö‰·˜ âfiÓÙˆÓ âÈ-

Ê·Ó¤ˆÓ àÓ‰ÚáÓ ñbÚ ë·˘ÙÉ˜ Ù̌á ñe ÁÉÓ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤Ó̌ˆ ÂrÓ·È ıÂ̌á àÓÙÈ¯·Ú›-
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˙ÂÛı·È Î·ÙÔÚ‡ÛÛÔ˘Û·Ó. Plutarch, De Superstitione 171D reports the same
incidence specifically mentioning Hades: òAÌËÛÙÚÈ˜ ‰’ ì •¤ÚÍÔ˘ Á˘Óc

‰Ò‰ÂÎ· Î·ÙÒÚ˘ÍÂÓ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ̇ áÓÙ·˜ ñbÚ ·éÙÉ˜ Ù̌á ≠AÈ‰FË. 

Besides the simple identification of Zeus - Ormazd - Celestial firmament
and Hades - Ahriman - Subterranean divinity, we find a more complex
interpretation of Mazdaism in Greek terms. Aristoxenus the Peripatetic
(Aristotles’ scholar) and one Diodorus from Eretria (Hippolytus, Refut.
omn. haer. I, 2, 12-3) distinguished in Persian theology, firstly, two general,
ulimate and aboriginal principles of existence which they called Father and
Mother, or light and darkness (allotting to them characteristics in further
correspondence to the Parmenidean ultimate duality, and considering them
as the prototype of the Pythagorean doctrine of opposites); and, secondly,
two cosmic powers (obviously analogous to and derived from those
principles), a celestial one, fiery, luminous air, and another chthonic, water
fructifying the earth and producing the world of Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜: ¢Èfi‰ˆÚÔ˜ ‰b ï

\EÚÂÙÚÈÂf˜ Î·d \AÚÈÛÙfiÍÂÓÔ˜ ï MÔ˘ÛÈÎfi˜ Ê·ÛÈ Úe˜ Z·Ú¿Ù·Ó ÙeÓ X·Ï-

‰·ÖÔÓ âÏËÏ˘ıÂÓ·È ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·ÓØ ÙeÓ ‰b âÎı¤Ûı·È ·éÙ̌á ‰‡Ô ÂrÓ·È à’ àÚ¯É˜

ÙÔÖ˜ ÔsÛÈÓ ·úÙÈ·, ¶·Ù¤Ú· Î·d MËÙ¤Ú·Ø Î·d ·Ù¤Ú· ÌbÓ ºá ,̃ ÌËÙ¤Ú· ‰b

™ÎfiÙÔ˜Ø ÙÔÜ ‰b ÊˆÙe˜ Ì¤ÚË ıÂÚÌfiÓ, ÍËÚfiÓ, ÎÔÜÊÔÓ, Ù·¯‡, ÙÔÜ ‰b ÛÎfiÙÔ˘˜

„˘¯ÚfiÓ, ñÁÚfiÓ, ‚·Ú‡, ‚Ú·‰‡Ø âÎ ‰¤ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ¿ÓÙ· ÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ Û˘ÓÂÛÙ¿-

Ó·È, âÎ ıËÏÂ›·˜ Î·d ôÚÚÂÓÔ .̃.. ¶ÂÚd ‰b ÙáÓ âÎ ÁÉ˜ Î·d ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ ÁÈÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ

Ù¿‰Â Ê·Ûd Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ ÙeÓ Z·Ú¿Ù·ÓØ ‰‡Ô ‰·›ÌÔÓ·˜ ÂrÓ·È, ÙeÓ ÌbÓ ÔéÚ¿ÓÈÔÓ,

ÙeÓ ‰b ¯ıfiÓÈÔÓØ Î·d ÙeÓ ÌbÓ ¯ıfiÓÈÔÓ àÓÈ¤Ó·È ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ âÎ ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ ,̃ ÂrÓ·È

‰b ≈‰ˆÚ, ÙeÓ ‰b ÔéÚ¿ÓÈÔÓ ÜÚ ÌÂÙ¤¯ÔÓ ÙÔÜ à¤ÚÔ˜, ıÂÚÌeÓ Î·d „˘¯ÚfiÓ.

Eudemus also noticed the alternative interpretation according to which the
ultimate opposition of Light and Darkness is differentiated from, and
productive of, the contrariety of Good God and Evil daemon. (Damascius
I, p. 322, 10-11 Ruelle). It is significant that on this line of interpretaion,
and whether one construes the former principle in the dualistic conception
as pure light, or as luminous, quintessential aether, or as fiery, radiant air -
this cannot plausibly be viewed as the celestial firmament, the outermost
Sky encompassing the World. It is as if we were making Zeus an elemental
power instead of the outer Heavens in the Herodotean way. Thus in a
context of emphatic astral theology and Sky worship, there would be a
natural tendency to accommodate the elemental dualism into a framework
of celestial monism; and therefore to superimpose upon the two Mazdaean
principles the Chaldaean unique all-encircling Heaven. The more so,
indeed, the smoother we might thus be able to achieve syncretistic wonders.
For in the new triad, we could easily see the Mesopotamian supreme triad
of Anu (Sky God) - Enlil (spiritual aether) - Ea (fructifying Water); or the
Sidonian Triad of Chronos - ¶fiıÔ˜ (radiant ray) - \OÌ›¯ÏË (opaque
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confusion); even the Pherecydean first principles of Chronos - Zeus -
Chthonie; and also the primal Triad of the Orphic theology according to
Hieronymus and Hellanicus Chronos - Aåı‹Ú - X¿Ô .̃ 

When a Peripatetic like Eudemus comes across the Zurvanistic doctrine,
he interprets the absolute principle as TfiÔ˜ or XÚfiÓÔ˜. Evidently he had
in mind Aristotles’ views on space and time. (In fact he contributed to the
intense ongoing discussion on the intricate question of ÙfiÔ˜ and the
Aristotelian theory of it; cf. Scholia in Aristotelem ed. Brandis 378b3;
379a25; b44). TfiÔ˜ of a thing is Ùe ¤Ú·˜ ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÔ˜ ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜

Î·ı’ n Û˘Ó¿ÙÂÈ Ù̌á ÂÚÈÂ¯ÔÌ¤Ó̌ˆ, Physica Δ, 212a5-6a, or Ùe ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈ¤-

¯ÔÓÙÔ˜ ¤Ú·˜ àÎ›ÓËÙÔÓ ÚáÙÔÓ, 212a20-1. It is notoriously difficult to
ascertain what exactly in this respect was Aristotles’ position with regard to
the world in toto and the ultimate sphere. Te ÄÓ Î·d ¬ÏÔÓ is not âÓ Ùfǐˆ,
as there is nothing beyond it (212b14-6). But there is a sense in which
¿ÓÙ· are âÓ Ù̌á ÔéÚ·Ó̌á (b17), and we must probably here understand by
¿ÓÙ· everything absolutely, including the lower spheres, and by ÔéÚ·Ófi˜

the outermost sphere or rather what, howeer defined, lies at the extremity
of the World. Aristotle goes on then to explain that in the valid and true
formula ¿ÓÙ· âÓ Ù̌á ÔéÚ·Ó̌á, the ÙfiÔ˜ of ¿ÓÙ· is not ÔéÚ·Ófi˜ (since
ÔéÚ·Ófi˜ is not the ultimate limit) àÏÏa ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ÙÈ Ùe öÛ¯·ÙÔÓ Î·d

êÙfiÌÂÓÔÓ ÙÔÜ ÎÈÓËÙÔÜ ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜ ¤Ú·˜ ìÚÂÌÔÜÓ (b18-20). KÈÓËÙeÓ

ÛáÌ· cannot be anything else than what moves in whatever way, including
a circular movement; even the context makes as much certain (cf. e.g. b10).
Therefore, the unmoved, extremest limit contiguous to the moveable body
is the uppermost limit of Heaven considered as unmoved, an unmoved
mover indeed. The problem remains how a moving body can have its limit
or boundary at rest. The logical pressure is to postulate a heavenly sphere
beyond the moving starry heavens, an unmoved firmament, whose inner
boundary would be the ÙfiÔ˜ of the World as a whole. 

But whatever the difficulty and correct interpretation may be concerning
the Aristotelian universal ÙfiÔ˜, they do not in the least affect those that
assumed, or were considered to assume, extra mundane existence of some
sort or other. When Eudemus came across a conception according to which
the ultimate unique principle of the World was something encompassing
and determining the World, the supremest Heaven either as the firmament
of the fixed stars or even as an unknown, dark Sky beyond, it was natural
enough, in the context of the Aristotelian speculations, to express it as the
TfiÔ˜ of the World. The utilized concept of TfiÔ˜ itself points definitively
in that direction - and so does XÚfiÓÔ˜ as well. For it is àÚÈıÌe˜ ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂˆ˜

Î·Ùa Ùe ÚfiÙÂÚÔÓ Î·d ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ. Ultimate time therefore is the number of
the ultimate regularity, the movement of the uppermost Heaven. The
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Aristotelian conceptual elaborations are eloquent proofs of an archaic
conception according to which extremest Sky or what lies beyond, is the
principle of space and time, archetypal TfiÔ˜ and XÚfiÓÔ˜ at once. The
importance of all this for Pythagoreanism will be seen subsequently. It is
not vainly or without a definite target that Aristotle emphatically declares,
de Caelo 279a11-2: ±Ì· ‰b ‰ÉÏÔÓ ¬ÙÈ Ôé‰b ÙfiÔ˜ Ôé‰b ÎÂÓeÓ Ôé‰b ¯ÚfiÓÔ˜

âÛÙÈÓ öÍˆ ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ. He here denies specific Pythagorean doctrines. For
the time being, it can be seen that Eudemus’ formulation of the Zurvanistic
theology presupposes Chaldaean astral worship and belief in an ultimate,
supermost Sky-principle. 

This Chaldaean dimension in time speculations or, to put it
independently of national or regional tendencies, the necessary Sky-factor
in all ancient theories of a hypostatical, cosmological and cosmogonical
Time-principle, is further evidenced by examples from tragic poetry
towards the end of the fifth century B.C. In Peirithous Chronos appears as
the divine supreme celestial principle, the encompassing, self-generative,
perennially revolving outermost firmament (from Clemens Stromat., V, 36,
1 = II, 350.9 Staehlin, Fr. 594 Nauck2 Fr. Tr. Gr.). 

àÎ¿Ì·˜ ÙÂ XÚfiÓÔ˜ ÂÚd Ù’ àÂÓ¿̌ˆ

ÚÂ‡Ì·ÙÈ Ï‹ÚË˜ ÊÔÈÙ÷Ä Ù›ÎÙˆÓ

·éÙe˜ ë·˘ÙfiÓ, ‰›‰˘ÌÔÈ Ù’ òAÚÎÙÔÈ,

Ù·Ö˜ èÎ˘Ï¿ÓÔÈ˜ ÙÂÚ‡ÁˆÓ ÚÈ·Ö˜

ÙeÓ \AÙÏ¿ÓÙÂÈÔÓ ÙËÚÔÜÛÈ fiÏÔÓ.

This self-existent celestial Chronos has implicated in its single, mightly,
aetherial whirling motion the growth and nature of everything. Clemens,
Strom. V, 114, 2 = II p. 403.15 Stählin, Fr. 593 Nauck2, again from
Peirithous: 

Ûb ÙeÓ ·éÙÔÊ˘Ä, ÙeÓ âÓ ·åıÂÚ›̌ˆ

Ú‡Ì‚̌ˆ ¿ÓÙˆÓ Ê‡ÛÈÓ âÌÏ¤Í·Óı’,

nÓ ÂÚd ÌbÓ Êá ,̃ ÂÚd ‰’ çÚÊÓ·›·

ÓfÍ ·åÔÏfi¯Úˆ ,̃ ôÎÚÈÙfi˜ Ù’ ôÛÙÚˆÓ

ù¯ÏÔ˜ âÓ‰ÂÏÂ¯á˜ àÌÊÈ¯ÔÚÂ‡ÂÈ.

(Hesychius provides the gloss: ·åı¤ÚÈÔ˜ Ú‡Ì‚Ô˜ (pro cod. ·åı¤ÚÈÔ˜ Ù‡Ì‚Ô˜)·
ÔéÚ·Ófi˜.). Τhe ·éÙÔÊ˘‹˜ of the latter passage, corresponding exactly to
·éÙe˜ ë·˘ÙeÓ Ù›ÎÙˆÓ of the first one, makes clear that Chronos is the
revolving highest Celestial sphere, and that, in particular, no further
principle beyond the uppermost Heaven is involved in the second
quotation. 
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As to the author of the tragedy, Athenaeus (XI, 496B) informs us that it
was doubted whether Critias the tyrant of Euripides wrote it. According to
the Vita Euripid. p. 135, 33 ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ (sc. Euripidean dramas) ÓÔıÂ‡ÂÙ·È

ÙÚ›·, T¤ÓÓË˜, P·‰¿Ì·Óı˘˜, ¶ÂÈÚ›ıÔ˘˜. All preserved quotations from it
(with the exception of Athenaeus) including Plutarch (Amator. 18, p.
763F) and, very significantly, Hesychius twice (s. vv. öÊÂÍÈ˜, ıÚÄÍ·È),
ascribe the drama to Euripides. The reservations as to the Euripidean
genuineness of the tragedy are probably unfounded, although Athenaeus
was very knowledgeable about literary topics. On the contrary, the balance
of evidence points to the Critian authorship of Sisyphus, where the same
idea occurs, a probable borrowing from Euripides. The existence of Gods is
considered a human invention, on the part of a densely thinking, wise man,
who conceived that it would be good to keep men under the perpetual fear
of supreme powers residing in Heaven, whence the greatest benefits and the
harshest calamities originate and visit the mortals (Sextus Empiricus IX, 54
= Fr. 1, Nauck2 p. 771, vv. 27 sqq. = B25)

Ó·›ÂÈÓ ‰’ öÊ·ÛÎÂ ÙÔf˜ ıÂÔf˜ âÓÙ·Üı’ ¥Ó·

Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ’ iÓ âÍ¤ÏËÍÂÓ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ Ï¤ÁˆÓ,

¬ıÂÓ ÂÚ öÁÓˆ ÙÔf˜ Êfi‚Ô˘˜ ùÓÙ·˜ ‚ÚÔÙÔÖ˜

Î·d Ùa˜ çÓ‹ÛÂÈ˜ Ù̌á Ù·Ï·ÈÒÚ̌ˆ ‚›̌ˆ,

âÎ ÙÉ˜ ≈ÂÚıÂ ÂÚÈÊÔÚÄ ,̃ ¥Ó’ àÛÙÚ·a˜

Î·ÙÂÖ‰ÂÓ ÔûÛ· ,̃ ‰ÂÈÓa ‰b ÎÙ˘‹Ì·Ù·

‚ÚÔÓÙÉ˜ Ùe Ù’ àÛÙÂÚˆeÓ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ Û¤Ï· ,̃

¯ÚfiÓÔ˘ Î·ÏeÓ Ô›ÎÈÏÌ· Ù¤ÎÙÔÓÔ˜ ÛÔÊÔÜ,

¬ıÂÓ ÙÂ Ï·ÌÚe˜ àÛÙ¤ÚÔ˜ ÛÙ›Ï‚ÂÈ Ì‡‰ÚÔ˜ (sc. the Sun)
¬ ı’ ñÁÚe˜ Âå˜ ÁÉÓ ùÌ‚ÚÔ˜ âÎÔÚÂ‡ÂÙ·È.

For an hypostatic and generative Time cf. Euripides Herakleidae 898-90:
ÔÏÏa ÁaÚ Ù›ÎÙÂÈ MÔÖÚ· ÙÂÏÂÛÛÈ‰ÒÙÂÈÚ’ AåÒÓ ÙÂ XÚfiÓÔ˘ ·Ö .̃ AåÒÓ is
the principle of life in each individual, in the sence of that out of which all
the events and circumstances of his life are unfolded, the causal principle of
his specific lifetime, his destiny and characteristic lot. Thus MÔÖÚ· and
AåÒÓ are conjugate factors and almost equivalent. This AåÒÓ is child of
XÚfiÓÔ˜, the principle of definite life an offspring of the principle of general
existence: there must thus be implied the association of XÚfiÓÔ˜ with OéÚ·-

Ófi .̃ (Contra above, the Derveni Papyrus: v. Chapter 11). 
The basically Chaldaean origination of this system of thinking is further

confirmed by a fact already observed and emphasized by Bidez and
Cumont (in their Les Mages Hellénisés I, p. 65; 67; 68; 69 n. 1; 70-3),
namely that Zurvanism is constantly associated to astral fatalism. I shall not
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comment on the non-classical sources. In the Graeco-Roman world
Zurvanistic Mazdaism, after its solitary presence in Eudemus, reappears
significantly in patristic contexts. Theodorus of Mopsuestia in his book
“On the Persian Magianism and what is the difference of the pious dogma”
(ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ âÓ ¶ÂÚÛ›‰È M·ÁÈÎÉ˜ Î·d Ù›˜ ì ÙÉ˜ ÂéÛÂ‚Â›·˜ ‰È·ÊÔÚ¿) reports,
according to Photius (Bibliotheca cod. 81 p. 63 Bekker), about Ùe ÌÈ·ÚeÓ

¶ÂÚÛáÓ ‰fiÁÌ·, n Z·Ú¿‰Ë˜ (i.e. ZˆÚÔ¿ÛÙÚË˜) ÂåÛËÁ‹Û·ÙÔ, õÙÔÈ ÂÚd

ÙÔÜ ZÔ˘ÚÔ˘¿Ì (= Zurvan), nÓ àÚ¯ËÁeÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÂåÛ¿ÁÂÈ, nÓ Î·d Ù‡¯ËÓ

Î·ÏÂÖ. Τhe Armenian Eznik de Kolb in his book De Deo (p. 75 French tr.
Le Vaillant de Florival 1853; p. 88 German tr. Schmidt, 1990) speaks of
Zrouanas translated by “Lot” or “Glory”. Fortune or Lot in such a context
is tantamount to Fate. The interest in Mazdaism shown by the Fathers of
the Church was of course conditioned by Manichaeism and similar
transformations of Christianity in Gnosis. The myth of the birth of
Ormazd and Ahriman from Zurvan alluded to in Photius’ precis of
Theodorus’ account, is related in extenso by two Armenian and one Syrian
author of the IVth - Vth and VIIIth centuries respectively (v. Bidez et
Cumont, Les Mages Hellénisés pp. 88-92). The myth is distinctly Gnostic
in character, and may very likely have been formed in the womb of Gnosis. 

The fatalistic nature of Time’s cosmogonical supremacy in Orphism
according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus is also explicit. To XÚfiÓÔ˜ - KÚfi-

ÓÔ˜ - ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜ is attached in intimate intercourse \AÓ¿ÁÎË or \A‰Ú¿ÛÙÂÈ·,

Necessity or Inescapability, Nature herself. And similarly, the first
cosmogony and theology of the Orphic Argonautica (vv. 12 sqq.) speaks of
the dolorous Necessity and KÚfiÓÔ˜ - XÚfiÓÔ˜ as a serpent of infinite
enormity: 

àÚ¯·›Ô˘ ÌbÓ ÚáÙ· X¿Ô˘˜ àÌ¤Á·ÚÙÔÓ \AÓ¿ÁÎËÓ

Î·d KÚfiÓÔÓ n˜ âÏfi¯Â˘ÛÂÓ àÂÈÚÂÛ›ÔÈÛÈÓ ñÊ’ ïÏÎÔÖ˜ etc.

(cf. the K‡ÎÏÔ˜ of \AÓ¿ÁÎË in this world of Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜ and ÊıÔÚ¿).
Βiographical notices also testify to the felt intimacy between Zoroastrian

doctrines and Chaldeaen astronomical speculations. Zoroaster was
considered as the inventor of astronomy and, often, as himself a Babylonian
(Suda s. vv. \AÛÙÚÔÓÔÌ›·, ZˆÚÔ¿ÛÙÚË˜, ZˆÚÔÌ¿Û‰Ë˜; Cosmas
Ierosolymitanus Ad carmina S. Gregorii 64 (PG 38, 491) and 51 (PG 38,
461); Nonnus Abbas Ad S. Gregorii orat. I contra Julianum 70 (PG 36,
1021); Georgius Monachus Chronogr. I, p. 12; p. 74 (de Boor); Michael
Glykas Annal. II p. 244 (ed. Bonn); Cedrenus ™‡ÓÔ„È˜ îÛÙÔÚÈáÓ, ï ÂÚÈ-

‚fiËÙÔ˜ ¶ÂÚÛáÓ àÛÙÚÔÓfiÌÔ˜ 16B (I p. 29 Bonn); 41A (I p. 73 Bonn);
Theodorus Meliteniotes, Eå˜ ÙcÓ ™ˆÊÚÔÛ‡ÓËÓ (Bidez-Cumont Les Mag.
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Hell. (in the following references signified as B-C) B9f ). Ammianus
Marcellinus XXIII, 6, 32 specifically reports of the reputed additions made
to Magian doctrine by Zoroaster from arcana Chaldaica: multa ex
Chaldaeorum arcanis Bactrianus addidit Zoroaster, deinde Hystaspes, rex
prudentissimus Darei pater. Cf. Arnobius Adversus Nationes I, 5 (B-C.
B32). Justin’s formulation is eloquent testimony of the fusion (Hist.
Philipp. I, 1, 7): qui (sc. Zoroaster) primus dicitur artes magicas invenisse et
mundi principia siderumque motus diligentissime spectasse (cf. Exordia
Scythica §1 = B-C B33c). V. Malalas Chronogr. I p. 67 (Bonn) = B-C
B51a; also Ioannes Historicus B-C B51b. Ioannes Antiochenus fr. 3 (FHG
IV, 541 = B-C, B51e) speaks of ZˆÚÔ¿ÛÙÚË˜ ï àÛÙÚÔÓfiÌÔ ,̃ and gives an
Euhemeristic account on a theogony according to which XÚfiÓÔ˜ or KÚfi-

ÓÔ˜ marries P¤· and brings forth Zeus, Hera and other offspring. 
The overall picture emerging out of the preceding inquiry presents the

following salient features. Iranian dualism brought into contact with
Mesopotamian astral worship was transformed into Zurvanism, as, in
reality, Chaldaean Mazdaism. The name of Zoroaster himself was
considered to mean àÛÙÚÔı‡ÙË˜ (according to Deinon (âÓ ÙFÉ ¤ÌÙFË ÙáÓ

ÎÛÙÔÚÈáÓ, FGrH 690 F5) and Hermodorus. Diogenes Laertius Prooem 8:
n˜ (sc. ¢Â›ÓˆÓ) Î·d ÌÂıÂÚÌËÓÂ˘fiÌÂÓfiÓ ÊËÛÈ ÙeÓ ZˆÚÔ¿ÛÙÚËÓ àÛÙÚÔı‡-

ÙËÓ ÂrÓ·ÈØ ÊËÛd ‰b ÙÔÜÙÔ Î·d ï ^EÚÌfi‰ˆÚÔ˜). It is not indisputable whether
the antagonism between Zurvanism and orthodox dualistic Mazdaism
played a chief role in the religious and political commotions at the end of
the 6th century B.C. between Achaemenids and Magians. The conflict
certainly was between pure Aryan faith and a system of religious crasis
incorporating fundamental characteristics of developed nature-worship; but
it is very likely that the form of Naturism that infiltrated ancient,
fundamental Mazdaism proceeded from the religious sytems of the highly
civilized neighbouring peoples below the mountain-barrier that separates
Iran from the plains of the two great rivers. Whether Zurvanism was
implicated in the internal struggles of the Persian Empire at that period or
not, it was already operative as a well-formed theology in the near Middle
East half a century earlier, as it influenced, probably via Phoenicean
dissemination, Pherecydes (v. endnote A to this note), and, through him, I
believe considerably later, maybe in the late fourth-century, the XÚfiÓÔ˜-
type of Orphism (v. endnote B). It would seem however that Zurvanism
did not become Magian orthodoxy. Yet it must have remained a not
negligible sect in the West of the Persian Empire - or rather a “theological”
system there in the narrower sense, a mode in considerable vogue of
interpreting and construing Mazdaism for the illuminati. It must have
influenced Phoenician theological circles by the fourth century B.C. as the
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Sidonian cosmogony testifies. Eudemus got his information respecting it
from such sources of a demonstrably Babylonian character. The following
remarkable silence concerning it must indicate that the Greek (and Roman)
world, when better informed of the true Iranian Magianism, perceived the
marginal and rather theoretical significance of the western system for
Mazdaism. In the religious fermentation of the first centuries of the
Christian era, the esoteric character of the system appealed to the spirit of
the time, and was incorporated into the theology of Mithraism (cf.
Cumont, Die Mysterien des Mithra pp. 96 sqq.; 215-5) side by side with a
forceful Heliolatry. It further fertilized Gnostic developments, in which
reports of Zoroastrian doctrines by Fathers of the Church insist on pure
dualism cf. e.g. Agathias ¶ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ \IÔ˘ÛÙÈÓÈ·ÓÔÜ B·ÛÈÏÂ›·˜ II, 24 (B-C,
D11); Agathias was well informed on Persian matters, as is evident even in
the very passage in question. 

AA..  The Phoenicean connection of Pherecydes has been noticed above,
and the relevant sources quoted. The Chaldaeo-Persian one is probably
directly alluded by Isidorus, the son of the great Gnostic Basileides. He
maintained that Pherecydes took a number of his most characteristic tenets
of his allegorical theology from the “prophesy of Cham”; in the
unfortunately mutilated passage of Clemens Stromata VI, 53, 5 the
Isidorean fragment runs thus: Î·d Á¿Ú ÌÔÈ ‰ÔÎÂÖ ÙÔf˜ ÚÔÛÔÈÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘˜

ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊÂÖÓ, ¥Ó· Ì¿ıˆÛÈ Ù› âÛÙÈÓ ì ñfiÙÂÚÔ˜ ‰ÚÜ˜ Î·d Ùe â’ ·éÙFÉ

ÂÔÈÎÈÏÌ¤ÓÔÓ ÊÄÚÔ˜, ¿ÓÙ· ¬Û· ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ àÏÏËÁÔÚ‹Û·˜ âıÂÔÏfiÁË-

ÛÂÓ, Ï·‚gÓ àe ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ XaÌ ÚÔÊËÙÂ›·˜ ÙcÓ ñfiıÂÛÈÓ <***>. But
Zoroaster according to the Clementina, Homil. IX, 3-4 was a descendant
of Cham, namely the giant Nebrod; in Recognitiones IV, 27 he seems to be
identified with Cham. (Cf. Bidez-Cumont, Les Mages Hellénisés I, pp. 42
sqq. Bousset, Hauptprobleme der Gnosis p. 96 and pp. 369 sqq.; and
Harnack, Geschichte der altchrist. Lit. I, 865 n. 65 who think that in the
Isidorean fragment Cham in any case represents Zoroaster). Be that as it
may, Zoroaster was as Nimrod (Recognitiones I, 30), both king of Babylon
and the founder of the fire-worship among the Persians. We discover here
in genealogical and historical dress the fusion in Gnostic and patristic
contexts of Babylonian and Persian, Chaldaean and Mazdaean components
in later Zoroastrianism. Pherecydean “mixed” cosmology was akin to that
compound. 

BB..  There was considerable interest in Zoroastrian studies then in
evidence. Besides what has been already mentioned, Heracleides Ponticus
wrote a book entitled “Zoroaster” (Plutarch, Adversus Coloten 1115 A), in
which he treated of major questions in Physics adopting antiPlatonic
solutions.
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48. The latter is the Pythagorean conception. Taking the Chaldaean notion of

the celestial firmament as the ultimate World-principle and fusing it with
the conception of the second pole in the aboriginal duality, namely the
dynamic indefiniteness, we arrive at some idea of an infinite encircling
container. The intermediate step was provided by Anaximander’s indefinite,
an equivalent of the mythological Chaos, encompassing the Worlds. For
the òAÂÈÚÔÓ is that out of which the contrarieties emerge by secretion;
these contrarieties secreted away constitute the World. So Aristotle Phys. A
187a20: Ôî ‰’ âÎ ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ ëÓÔ‡Û·˜ Ùa˜ âÓ·ÓÙÈfiÙËÙ·˜ âÎÎÚ›ÓÂÛı·È, œÛÂÚ

\AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰Úfi˜ ÊËÛÈ etc. (A9). Theophrastus also (fr. 4 Diels, Doxogr. Gr.
p. 479 from Simplicius In Phys. 154 = A9a): Âå ‰¤ ÙÈ˜ ÙcÓ Ì›ÍÈÓ ÙáÓ ê¿-

ÓÙˆÓ ñÔÏ¿‚ÂÈ Ì›·Ó ÂrÓ·È Ê‡ÛÈÓ àfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ Î·d Î·Ù’ Âr‰Ô˜ Î·d Î·Ùa Ì¤ÁÂ-

ıÔ ,̃ ... Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ Ù‹Ó ÙÂ ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ Ê‡ÛÈÓ... And also Fr. 2 (Diels p. 476 from
Simplicius in Phys. 24 = A9) he specifies that Anaximander was the first to
utilize the word àÚ¯‹ to signify the beginning and principle of being, Ï¤ÁÂÈ

‰’ ·éÙcÓ (sc. ÙcÓ àÚ¯‹Ó)... ëÙ¤Ú·Ó ÙÈÓ· Ê‡ÛÈÓ ôÂÈÚÔÓ âÍ w˜ ±·ÓÙ·˜

Á›ÓÂÛı·È ÙÔf˜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔf˜ Î·d ÙÔf˜ âÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜. Plutarch in his
doxographical Stromateis 2 (Diels p. 579 from Eusebius Praep. Ev. I, 7, 16
= A10): \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔÓ ... Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ Ê¿Ó·È ÙcÓ ¿Û·Ó ·åÙ›·Ó ö¯ÂÈÓ ÙÉ˜

ÙÔÜ ·ÓÙe˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÒ˜ ÙÂ Î·d ÊıÔÚÄ˜, âÍ Ôy ‰‹ ÊËÛÈ ÙÔ‡˜ ÙÂ ÔéÚ·ÓÔf˜

àÔÎÂÎÚ›Óı·È Î·d Î·ıfiÏÔ˘ ÙÔf˜ ±·ÓÙ·˜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘˜ ùÓÙ·˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜ ...

ÊËÛd ‰b Ùe âÎ ÙÔÜ à˚‰›Ô˘ ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ıÂÚÌÔÜ ÙÂ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ

ÙÔÜ‰Â ÙÔÜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ àÔÎÚÈıÉÓ·È etc. The Plutarchean Epitoma I, 3, 3 and
Stobaeus Ecl. I, 10, 12 (Diels p. 277-8 = A14): \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ ... ÊËÛd ÙáÓ

ùÓÙˆÓ àÚ¯cÓ ÂrÓ·È Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓØ âÎ ÁaÚ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ¿ÓÙ· Á›ÁÓÂÛı·È Î·d Âå˜

ÙÔÜÙÔ ¿ÓÙ· ÊıÂ›ÚÂÛı·ÈØ ‰Èe Î·d ÁÂÓÓÄÛı·È àÂ›ÚÔ˘˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜ Î·d ¿ÏÈÓ

ÊıÂ›ÚÂÛı·È Âå˜ Ùe âÍ Ôy Á›ÁÓÂÛı·È. Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ ÁÔÜÓ ‰ÈfiÙÈ à¤Ú·ÓÙfiÓ âÛÙÈÓ, ¥Ó·

ÌË‰bÓ âÏÏÂ›FË ì Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜ ì ñÊÈÛÙ·Ì¤ÓË. And Hippolytus, Refut. Omn.
Haer. I, 6, 1 (Diels 559 = A11): \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ ¶Ú·ÍÈ¿‰Ô˘ MÈÏ‹ÛÈÔ˜Ø

ÔyÙÔ˜ àÚ¯cÓ öÊË ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ Ê‡ÛÈÓ ÙÈÓ· ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ âÍ w˜ Á›ÓÂÛı·È ÙÔf˜

ÔéÚ·ÓÔf˜ Î·d ÙÔf˜ âÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ .̃ Cicero Acad. Pr. II 37, 118 (A13): is
enim (sc. Anaximander) infinitatem naturae dixit esse, e qua omnia
gignerentur. Simplicius In de Caelo 615.13 (A17): Î·d ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜ ‰b àÂ›-

ÚÔ˘˜ ÔyÙÔ˜ (sc. Anaximander) Î·d ≤Î·ÛÙÔÓ ÙáÓ ÎfiÛÌˆÓ âÍ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ÙÔÜ

ÙÔÈÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ÛÙÔÈ¯Â›Ô˘ ñ¤ıÂÙÔ ó˜ ‰ÔÎÂÖ. 

The contrarieties weaving the World are secreted out of the Indefinite,
preexisting in it after a mixed fashion, as Aristotle distinctly states. This
òAÂÈÚÔÓ then corresponds precisely to Chaos; V. Ovid, Metamorph. I, 5
sqq.: 
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Ante mare et terras et, quod tegit omnia, caelum 
unus erat toto naturae vultus in orbe,
quem dixere Chaos, rudis indigestaque moles
nec quicquam nisi pondus iners congestaque eodem
non bene iunctarum discordia semina rerum.
..................................................................................

nulli sua forma manebat,
obstabatque aliis aliud, quia corpore in uno
frigida pugnabanta calidis, umentia siccis,
mollia cum duris, sine pondere habentia pondus.

Here we have the Anaximandrean mixture of opposites in precosmic
òAÂÈÚÔÓ. Cf. Apollonius Rhodius Argon. I, 496: 

õÂÈ‰ÂÓ (sc. Orpheus) ‰’ ó˜ Á·Ö· Î·d ÔéÚ·Óe˜ ä‰b ı¿Ï·ÛÛ·

Ùe ÚdÓ â’ àÏÏ‹ÏÔÈÛÈ ÌÈFÉ Û˘Ó·ÚËÚfiÙ· ÌÔÚÊFÉ,

ÓÂ›ÎÂÔ˜ âÍ çÏÔÔÖÔ ‰È¤ÎÈıÂÓ àÌÊd˜ ≤Î·ÛÙ·Ø etc.

although this is presented in an Empedoclean shape. Cf. the Orphic
Argonaut. 421 sqq.: 

ÚáÙ· ÌbÓ àÚ¯·›Ô˘ X¿ÂÔ˜ ÌÂÏ·Ó‹Ê·ÙÔÓ ≈ÌÓÔÓ

ó˜ â¿ÌÂÈ„Â Ê‡ÛÂÈ ,̃ S˜ Ù’ ÔéÚ·Óe˜ â˜ ¤Ú·˜ qÏıÂ,

ÁÉ˜ Ù’ ÂéÚ˘ÛÙ¤ÚÓÔ˘ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ ˘ıÌ¤Ó·˜ ÙÂ ı·Ï¿ÛÛË˜ etc.

(See further the Orphic accounts illustrating the full Pythagorean
cosmogony below). It is important to notice the virtually verbatim
reproduction of the theory concerning an aboriginal total mixture of
everything in Euripides Melanippe, Fr. 484 Nauck2: 

ÎÔéÎ âÌe˜ ï ÌÜıÔ ,̃ àÏÏ’ âÌÉ˜ ÌËÙÚe˜ ¿Ú·,

ó˜ ÔéÚ·Ófi˜ ÙÂ Á·Ö¿ Ù’ qÓ ÌÔÚÊc Ì›·

âÂd ‰’ â¯ˆÚ›ÛıËÛ·Ó àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ ‰›¯· etc.

The matrilineal descent of arcane knowledge points to its religious (esp.
mystic and mysteric) origin. We have here a piece of some philosophical
articulation of Orphic doctrine, like that we meet in the Derveni papyrus.
(This in its turn supports an early ascription of the philosophical
commentary contained in that papyrus - back to the fifth century BC.
More on this in Chapter 11).
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This Infinite encompasses everything. Aristotle is again clear on this.
Physica Γ, 203b9: Ôé Ù·‡ÙË˜ (sc. ÙÔÜ \AÂ›ÚÔ˘) àÚ¯‹, àÏÏ’ ·≈ÙË ÙáÓ

ôÏÏˆÓ ÂrÓ·È ‰ÔÎÂÖ Î·d ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈÓ ±·ÓÙ· Î·d ¿ÓÙ· Î˘‚ÂÚÓÄÓ, œ˜ Ê·ÛÈÓ

¬ÛÔÈ Ìc ÔÈÔÜÛÈ ·Úa Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ ôÏÏ·˜ ·åÙ›·˜ ÔxÔÓ ÓÔÜÓ j ÊÈÏ›·Ó. K·d

ÙÔÜÙ’ ÂrÓ·È Ùe ıÂÖÔÓØ àı¿Ó·ÙÔÓ ÁaÚ Î·d àÓÒÏÂıÚÔÓ, œ˜ ÊËÛÈÓ \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó-

‰ÚÔ˜ etc. In Physica Γ, 207b35 Aristotle maintains that if ôÂÈÚÔÓ is to be
taken as a principle, it must be some sort of material principle, and then he
criticizes, obviously, the Anaximandrean position: ‰Èe Î·d ôÙÔÔÓ Ùe ÂÚÈ¤-

¯ÂÈÓ ÔÈÂÖÓ ·éÙe àÏÏa Ìc ÂÚÈÂ¯fiÌÂÓÔÓ. But the point of the surrounding
Infinite is to act as a non-exhaustible reservoire of generation, ¥Ó· ì Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜

Ìc âÈÏÂ›FË, (Physica Γ, 208a8; 203b18, where this is given as one of the
five reasons for the existence of the Infinite. As the fifth and fundamental
root-reason, he mentions the apparent intellectual inability to stop at some
boundary; this is why what lies beyond the Heaven is considered infinite;
and this extra-celestial something being infinite, one thinks that there is also
infinite body and an infinite number of Worlds - this last remark making
certain the reference to Anaximander, evident throughout the passage;
Physica 203b6 sqq. (A15). In Aristotle’s words: ‰Èa ÁaÚ Ùe âÓ ÙFÉ ÓÔ‹ÛÂÈ Ìc

ñÔÏÂ›ÂÈÓ Î·d ï àÚÈıÌe˜ ‰ÔÎÂÖ ôÂÈÚÔ˜ ÂrÓ·È Î·d Ùa Ì·ıËÌ·ÙÈÎa ÌÂÁ¤ıË

Î·d Ùe öÍˆ ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜØ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ‰’ ùÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ öÍˆ, Î·d ÛáÌ· ôÂÈÚÔÓ

ÂrÓ·È ‰ÔÎÂÖ Î·d ÎfiÛÌÔÈ.) Cf. 204b24 sqq. And so Simplicius In de Caelo
615.13 (A17): ôÂÈÚÔÓ ‰b ÚáÙÔ˜ ñ¤ıÂÙÔ ¥Ó· ö¯FË ¯ÚÉÛı·È Úe˜ Ùa˜

ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÈ˜ àÊıfiÓˆ .̃ Hippolytus, in his rich and exact account, states: Ù·‡-

ÙËÓ (sc. Ê‡ÛÈÓ ÙÈÓ· ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘) ‰’ à˝‰ÈÔÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d àÁ‹Úˆ, mÓ Î·d

¿ÓÙ·˜ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈÓ ÙÔf˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ .̃ This engirding is, of course, active, causal
and governing, cf. Aristotle Physica Γ, 203b9 (A15): àÏÏ’ ·≈ÙË (i.e. this
principle, the Infinite) ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ÂrÓ·È ‰ÔÎÂÖ (sc. àÚ¯c) Î·d ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈÓ

±·ÓÙ· Î·d ¿ÓÙ· Î˘‚ÂÚÓÄÓ, œ˜ Ê·ÛÈÓ ¬ÛÔÈ Ìc ÔÈÔÜÛÈ ·Úa Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ

ôÏÏ·˜ ·åÙ›·˜ (that is, Anaximander).
The encircling Infinite is immortal, indestructible, eternal, ageless (v.

supra). It is the Eternal, Ùe à˝‰ÈÔÓ (Plutarch, Strom. 2, Diels p. 579 = A10).
To refer to the way in which things are produced out of it, Anaximander
employed the biological model of secretion (àfiÎÚÈÛÈ ,̃ öÎÎÚÈÛÈ˜), of the
ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ıÂÚÌÔÜ ÙÂ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ being secreted from it (ÊËÛd ‰b Ùe âÎ ÙÔÜ

\A˚‰›Ô˘ ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ıÂÚÌÔÜ ÙÂ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ ÙÔÜ‰Â ÙÔÜ

KfiÛÌÔ˘ àÔÎÚÈıÉÓ·È loc. cit.). in fact àfiÎÚÈÛÈ˜ is the standard common
and technical word to signify secretion of semen, together with ÁÔÓÉ ,̃ as in
Hippocrates Genit. 2. And so àfiÎÚÈÛÈ˜ Û¤ÚÌ·ÙÔ˜ in Epicurus De
Rerum Natura Pap. Herc. 908.3. Aristotle Hist. Anim. 581b29 sqq.; Part.
Anim. 681b35. (Of course the word could be used in a much wider field).
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Anaximander conceived in Ionian fashion of a more mechanical agency (for
instance an eternal movement) operating in these secretions thus fusing
hylozoistically mechanism with organism. However he also sharply
differeniated the dominant Ionian mode of production by making it
secretion from the elemental principle in place of transformation of the
principal element. The mechanism of generation consists in an Eternal
Movement (à˝‰ÈÔ˜ Î›ÓËÛÈ˜) as Theophrastus (fr. 2 Diels p. 476 from
Simplicius In Phys. 24 = A9) described: ÔyÙÔ˜ (sc. Anaximander) ÔéÎ

àÏÏÔÈÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ÛÙÔÈ¯Â›Ô˘ (sc. the first principle) ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ ÔÈÂÖ, àÏÏ’

àÔÎÚÈÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ÙáÓ âÓ·ÓÙ›ˆÓ ‰Èa ÙÉ˜ à˚‰›Ô˘ ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂˆ˜. And he
significantly added: ‰Èe Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ÂÚd \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·Ó ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ï \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜

Û˘Ó¤Ù·ÍÂÓ. Consonantly Hippolytus loc. cit.: ÔyÙÔ˜ ÌbÓ ÔsÓ àÚ¯cÓ Î·d

ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔÓ ÂúÚËÎÂ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ, ...Úe˜ ‰b ÙÔ‡Ù̌ˆ Î›ÓËÛÈÓ à˝‰ÈÔÓ,

âÓ Fw (or rather âÍ w˜) Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÂÈ Á›ÓÂÛı·È ÙÔf˜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔ‡ .̃ Hermeias, also,
Irrisio Gent. Philos. 10 (Diels p. 653 = A12): ï ÔÏ›ÙË˜ ·éÙÔÜ (sc. of
Thales) \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜ ÙÔÜ ñÁÚÔÜ ÚÂÛ‚˘Ù¤Ú·Ó àÚ¯cÓ ÂrÓ·È Ï¤ÁÂÈ ÙcÓ

à˝‰ÈÔÓ Î›ÓËÛÈÓ Î·d Ù·‡ÙFË Ùa ÌbÓ ÁÂÓÓÄÛı·È Ùa ‰b ÊıÂ›ÚÂÛı·È. The infinite
is involved in an Infinite Movement; Indefinite Turbulence essentially
characterises the substantive principle of existence; matter and movement
are indissolubly fused together in organic unity; (ultimate) reality is
inherently in unceasing commotion; its very nature consists in this
indeterminate, unceasing undulation; to exist is to move. Being is a living
thing. The dynamism of being, one way or another, is at the core of the
Ancient Greek fundamental experience. 

The eternal movement in the Indefinite renders it not an inert, passive,
“material” principle in Aristotle’s terminology, but a dynamic principle,
positive originator of the Worlds. It is thus a fit philosophical equivalent to
the logico-mythical second Principle, the dark, chaotic, fermenting potency
of productivity, the incessant undulation of fertility. 

49. According to the famous single, actually preserved fragment of
Anaximander (reported by Simplicius quoting Theophrastus, fr. 2 Diels
476 - A9): âÍ zÓ ‰b ì Á¤ÓÂÛ›˜ âÛÙÈ ÙÔÖ˜ ÔyÛÈ, Î·d ÙcÓ ÊıÔÚaÓ Âå˜ Ù·ÜÙ·

Á›ÓÂÛı·È Î·Ùa Ùe ¯ÚÂÒÓØ ‰È‰fiÓ·È ÁaÚ ·éÙa ‰›ÎËÓ Î·d Ù›ÛÈÓ àÏÏ‹ÏÔÈ˜ ÙÉ˜

à‰ÈÎ›·˜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ÙÔÜ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˘ Ù¿ÍÈÓ. This order of time is obviously no
mere mechanical and accidental fact of succession, but an organic law of
coming into being and passing away, not an a posteriori observable abstract
and external regulation, but a determinative inner reality, v. next n. 

50. Hippolytus’ fine doxographical report on Anaximander is very suggestive in
this respect, too. Ref. Omn. Haer., I, 6, 1 (Diels 559 = A11): T·‡ÙËÓ (sc.
ÙcÓ Ê‡ÛÈÓ ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘) ‰’ à˝‰ÈÔÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d àÁ‹Úˆ, mÓ Î·d ¿ÓÙ·˜ ÂÚÈ¤-

¯ÂÈÓ ÙÔf˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜. §¤ÁÂÈ ‰b ¯ÚfiÓÔÓ ó˜ óÚÈÛÌ¤ÓË˜ ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜, ÙÉ˜
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ÔéÛ›·˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÊıÔÚÄ .̃ Anaximandrean Time is but the determinateness as
such of coming into being, being and passing away; it is the fact and form
of the causal nexus of events in their totality, the determining factor in the
necessary interdependence of generation, existence and destruction. One
ought only to expect such a substantively real acceptation of time in
(especially pre-classical) Greek philosophy. This is discernible even in
Aristotle’s definition of time as the number of movement according to the
earlier and later. Time is no abstract framework of change but the very
rhythm or pattern of change, at least for the ultimate measurement. We
have here in Anaximander the prototype of the classical formulation; we
may also encounter the prefigurement of an Idea of Time as cosmogonical
potency (cf. n. 47). 

It is true that the last phrase in the Hippolytean passage strikes one as
loosely, indeed awkwardly, connected to the preceding statements in his
account. There may lurk a lacuna in between. The last sentence would for
example fit nicely as an explanation of the expression “Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ÙÔÜ ¯Úfi-

ÓÔ˘ Ù¿ÍÈÓ” in the genuine Anaximandrean fragment (quoted in n. 49). But
it may also be a question of doxographical conciseness. Hippolyus states
that the òAÂÈÚÔÓ is eternal and ageless; then explains that its time-infinity
is no mere law of succession, but the principle of causal definiteness of what
proceeds out of it and is again reabsorbed in it, for as the infinite is the
ultimate cause of all existence, so is the ultimate cause of all determinate
succession. As it is the primal repository of the ultimate law of change, that
which keeps a strict balance between doing and suffering, between action
and passion, in all cosmic transactions, so it intrinsically involves the
pattern of the working of that law, of the unfolding of its effected
processions and returns. Time is therefore not only the rhythm and pattern
of change, but its causal agency as well. The Infinite is then, under this
aspect, Time absolute and infinite. In fact, we may perhaps read Hippolytus
so as to understand the passage as implying the denomination «XÚfiÓÔ˜» for
the Anaximandrean òAÂÈÚÔÓ, which would then become very similar in
many respects to Zurvanistic Infinite Time. The Plutarchean formulation
(no doubt from Theophrastus) in Stromat. 2 (Diels p. 579 = A10) suggests
as much: Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ... ÙcÓ ÄÛ·Ó ·åÙ›·Ó ö¯ÂÈÓ ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ ·ÓÙe˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÒ˜

ÙÂ Î·d ÊıÔÚÄ ,̃ âÍ Ôy ‰‹ ÊËÛÈ ÙÔ‡˜ ÙÂ ÔéÚ·ÓÔf˜ àÔÎÂÎÚ›Ûı·È Î·d Î·ıfiÏÔ˘

ÙÔf˜ ±·ÓÙ·˜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘˜ ùÓÙ·˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ .̃ àÂÊ‹Ó·ÙÔ ‰b ÙcÓ ÊıÔÚaÓ Á›ÓÂ-

Ûı·È Î·d ÔÏf ÚfiÙÂÚÔÓ ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ âÍ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ·åáÓÔ˜ àÓ·Î˘ÎÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓˆÓ

¿ÓÙˆÓ ·éÙáÓ. The ôÂÈÚÔÓ, which contains the cause of all generation
and destruction, involves the infinite Aeon, out of which the Worlds
periodically emerge and to which they are submerged in predestined,
recurring cycles. A lighter interpretation of the last quoted passage is no
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doubt possible, indeed in itself probable. But in view of the analyzed
context, I suggest we may opt for the more committed construal. The
Infinite is the eternal: it is eternity in itself (just as it is in perpetual
commotion: it is movement in itself ). A further consideration might be
added. Aristotle in his discussion of the question concerning the reality of
ôÂÈÚÔÓ has a passage (Physica Γ, 203b6 sqq. = A15) evidently referring to
Anaximander (¬ÛÔÈ Ìc ÔÈÔÜÛÈ ·Úa Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ ôÏÏ·˜ ·åÙ›·˜ ÔxÔÓ ÓÔÜÓ

j ÊÈÏ›·Ó), whom he also expressly names as maintaining that the Infinite is
the really divine existence, being àı¿Ó·ÙÔÓ Î·d àÓÒÏÂıÚÔÓ. Among the
reasons which he then gives for the belief in the reality of the Infinite, he
firstl mentions precisely the infinite of time. 

But whether Anaximander named or explicitly conceived his Infinite as
also Infinite Time (as well as Infinite Movement, cf. supra n. 48), or
whether he implicitly countenanced such denomination or conception,
there are cogent internal philosophical reasons leading in that direction.
Whatever emerges as a specific character out of the Indefinite disturbs the
chaotic equilibrium of its total fusion, commits an act of aggression, self-
affirmation, insolence and injustice which is bound to be finally corrected
and chastized by its disappearance in that out of which it was differentiated:
this is what constitutes the existence in, and of, time. Without the eternal
movement of the Eternal Infinite, without the resulting secretions and
reabsorbtions, there would be no time, but an undifferentiated
homogeneity without change, and thus without now and then: for distinct
movements of time can only be distinguished by some difference in their
content, by what occurs in these movements. Therefore, whether we call or
conceive (explicitly of implicitly) the Infinite as Aeon or Infinite Time, it
must intrinsically contain or represent the principle of Time.

PPHHEERREECCYYDDEESS
51. Damascius de pr. princ. 124b (I 321 Ruelle) reports from Eudemus that

according to Pherecydes, ÙeÓ ‰b XÚfiÓÔÓ ÔÈÉÛ·È âÎ ÙÔÜ ÁfiÓÔ˘ ë·˘ÙÔÜ ÜÚ

Î·d ÓÂÜÌ· Î·d ≈‰ˆÚ... âÍ zÓ âÓ ¤ÓÙÂ Ì˘¯ÔÖ˜ ‰ÈFËÚËÌ¤ÓˆÓ ÔÏÏcÓ

ÁÂÓÂaÓ Û˘ÛÙÉÓ·È ıÂáÓ, ÙcÓ ÂÓÙ¤Ì˘¯ÔÓ Î·ÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓËÓ, Ù·éÙeÓ ‰b úÛˆ˜

ÂåÂÖÓ, ÂÓÙ¤ÎÔÛÌÔÓ. ^E·˘ÙÔÜ refers certainly to XÚfiÓÔÓ, and the notion
that we should read ·éÙÔÜ and make this depend on Zeus is both
grammatically impossible and factually erroneous. The idea was first
suggested by Kern, De Orphei Epimenidis Pherecydis Theogoniis
quaestiones criticae p. 85, 98; cf. Kern Orphicorum Fragmenta p. 112. The
reason for, and behind, this absurd change and construal was chiefly that
Aristotle (Metaph.1091b8 = A7) stated that the “mixed” thinkers like
Pherecydes and some others Ùe ÁÂÓÓÉÛ·Ó ÚáÙÔÓ ôÚÈÛÙÔÓ ÙÈı¤·ÛÈ.
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Aristotle is there distinguishing this type of cosmogony from that according
to which the cosmogonical principles are different from the cosmological
ones, in which the powers that rule in the stable World are best and distinct
from the “compromised” primordial divinities that generated the cosmic
fabric. Pherecydes correctly falls under the former type: both Chronos and
Zeus were responsible for the cosmogonical processes, and they both rule in
accord, having been victorious in the struggle against the Great Foe,
Ophioneus. In fact, this is a significant token of the congruity of the
Pherecydean speculations with the Phoenician religious system. For as
Damascius puts it in Neoplatonic terminology (II p. 137. 2 sqq. Ruelle):
öÙÈ ÙÔ›Ó˘Ó Û·Ê¤ÛÙÂÚÔÓ Ôî ºÔ›ÓÈÎÂ˜ Ù·ÜÙ· ÂÚd ·éÙÔÜ (sc. ÙÔÜ KÚfiÓÔ˘)
àÍÈÔÜÛÈÓ, ÚáÙÔÓ ÌbÓ ‰·›ÌÔÓ· ·éÙeÓ ÔÈÔÜÓÙÂ˜ ÂåÏË¯fiÙ· ÙeÓ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘Ú-

ÁfiÓ... öÂÈÙ· Î·d ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁeÓ âÓÙÂÜıÂÓ àÓ˘ÌÓÔÜÛÈ ÙeÓ KÚfiÓÔÓ, ÙeÓ ÚÔ-

¯ÂÈÚÈÛÌeÓ ÙÉ˜ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁ›·˜ âÓ ë·˘Ù̌á ıÂ·Û¿ÌÂÓÔÈ. Cronos in Phoenician
mythology acts himself as a demiurge, or rather as demiurge beyond the
demiurge (cf. the doctrine of first and second creator in Numenius),
although it is Zeus who typically fulfills this function; both also are rulers of
the World.

The seed of Cronos is secreted by means, as it seems, of an autosexual act
(one is reminded of the ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ıÂÚÌÔÜ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ that is secreted out of
the Eternal at the very beginning of the Anaximandrean cosmogony). For
such masturbation of Chronos - Cronos (A5, 8) cf. the Egyptian Atum.
The Orphic ùÌ‚ÚÔ˜ àı¤ÛÊ·ÙÔ˜ (the illicit rain) poured down by Phanes
may accordingly gain in direct meaning and significance. The semen being
fluid, spiritual and fiery at once (according to standard Greek physiological
doctrine), it produces Water, Spirit and Fire. Earth is pre-existing, at least as
the principle of the (yet unformed in its surface) terrestrial mass represented
by Chthonie. This marked differentiation, indeed contrast, of the Earth
against the other three elements, as well as its precedence over them, must
underlie the otherwise, misleading statement in Sextus Empiricus Pyrhon.
Hypotyp. III, 30 (A10) that Pherecydes ÁÉÓ ÂrÂ ÙcÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÂrÓ·È àÚ¯‹Ó

(cf. adv. Math. IX, 360: ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ... ÁÉÓ öÏÂÍÂ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÂrÓ·È àÚ¯cÓ Î·d

ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔÓ). Galen (Historia philos. 18 = Diels Dox. Gr. p. 610) is more
circumscript: after having divided in Stoic fashion causality into effective
(‰Ú·ÛÙÈÎ‹) and material (ñÏÈÎ‹), he ascribes to Pherecydes the view that
earth is the material cause (principle as matter) of everything. This is a
modification of the Stoic idea that earth and water are the passive elements
of the Universe, as against fire and air which are the active ones; the
modification is evidently necessitated by the grouping of Water with Fire
and Wind in Pherecydes. 
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It is not unlikely that Pherecydes employed the word âÎÚÔ‹ to indicate
the generative secretion of Cronos’ seed. For the opusculum ¶ÂÚd ÙÔÜ á˜

âÌ„˘¯ÔÜÙ·È Ùe öÌ‚Ú˘ÔÓ (ascribed in the mss. to Galen but contended by
its editor Kalbfleisch as bearing the marks of Porphyrian authorship),
investigates at what point of time, and how, the ÂúÛÎÚÈÛÈ˜ of „˘¯‹ occurs to
the embryonic animal. There are, we learn, those who affirm that this
happens at the moment of conception, when the seed is deposited in the
womb and there fecundatingly retained - ÎàÓÙ·Üı· ÔÏf˜ ï NÔ˘Ì‹ÓÈÔ˜

Î·d Ôî Ùa˜ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÔ˘ ñÔÓÔ›·˜ âÍËÁÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ, Î·d ÙeÓ ·Úa ÌbÓ Ù̌á ¶Ï¿-

ˆÓÈ ÔÙ·ÌeÓ \AÌ¤ÏËÙ·, ·Úa ‰b Ùˇá ^HÛÈfi‰ˇˆ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ \OÚÊÈÎÔÖ˜ ÙcÓ

™Ù‡Á·, ·Úa ‰Â Ù̌á ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰ÂÈ ÙcÓ âÎÚÔcÓ âd ÙÔÜ Û¤ÚÌ·ÙÔ˜ âÎ‰Â¯fiÌÂ-

ÓÔÈ (p. 34.26 sqq = B7). An analogy to the Pherecydean model in this
respect seems to be presented by Anaximenes’ theory. Just as Chronos,
enveloping the World, produces the three elements and a numerous
progency of Gods; so out of air, which encompasses the entire World,
everything comes into being and is resolved at the fullness of time back to
it. Plutarchean Epit. I, 3, 4 = Stobaeus Ecl. I, 10, 12 (B2): \AÓ·ÍÈÌ¤ÓË˜ ...

àÚ¯cÓ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ à¤Ú· àÂÊ‹Ó·ÙÔØ âÎ ÁaÚ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ¿ÓÙ· Á›ÁÓÂÛı·È Î·d

Âå˜ ·éÙeÓ ¿ÏÈÓ àÓ·Ï‡ÂÛı·È. “OxÔÓ ì „˘¯‹, ÊËÛ›Ó, ì ìÌÂÙ¤Ú· àcÚ ÔsÛ·

Û˘ÁÎÚ·ÙÂÖ ìÌÄ˜, Î·d ¬ÏÔÓ ÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ ÓÂÜÌ· Î·d àcÚ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈ”.

Furthermore, to the Pherecydean âÎÚÔ‹ (outflowing, secretion) from
Chronos corresponds the Anaximenean öÎÚÔÈ·. Thus Olympiodorus, de
arte sacra lapidis philosophorum 25 (Berthelot, Collection Alchym. Gr. I, 2
p. 83, 7 sqq.) = B3 says: Ì›·Ó ‰b ÎÈÓÔ˘Ì¤ÓËÓ ôÂÈÚÔÓ (cf. the infinite
movement of the Anaximandrean Infinite) àÚ¯cÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ

‰ÔÍ¿˙ÂÈ \AÓ·ÍÈÌ¤ÓË˜ ÙeÓ à¤Ú·. Ï¤ÁÂÈ ÁaÚ Ô≈Ùˆ˜: “âÁÁ‡˜ âÛÙÈÓ ï àcÚ ÙÔÜ

àÛˆÌ¿ÙÔ˘Ø Î·d ¬ÙÈ Î·Ù’ öÎÚÔÈ·Ó ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ÁÈÓfiÌÂı·, àÓ¿ÁÎË ·éÙeÓ Î·d

ôÂÈÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d ÏÔ‡ÛÈÔÓ ‰Èa Ùe ÌË‰¤ÔÙÂ âÎÏÂ›ÂÈÓ”. The fragment as
a verbatim quotation from Anaximenes must indeed be considered as a
forgery (even the use of the àÛˆÌ¿ÙÔ˘ alone suffices for such a
condemnation). But as a doxographical statement and interpretation it
presents genuine Anaximenean doctrine. The öÎÚÔÈ· meant must be the
outflowing from the universal, infinite element which endows us with soul. 

Chronos’ semen is deposited in nooks (Ì˘¯Ô›), pre-existing recesses or
cavities of the yet unformed World, which in its turn is represented as a
gigantic cave or cavern (ôÓÙÚÔÓ, Û‹Ï·ÈÔÓ). Porphyry, de antr. Numph.
31 (B6): ÙÔÜ ™˘Ú›Ô˘ ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ô˘ Ì˘¯Ôf˜ Î·d ‚fiıÚÔ˘˜ Î·d ôÓÙÚ· Î·d ı‡Ú·˜

Î·d ‡Ï·˜ Ï¤ÁÔÓÙÔ˜ Î·d ‰Èa ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ·åÓÈÙÙÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ Ùa˜ ÙáÓ „˘¯áÓ ÁÂÓ¤-

ÛÂÈ˜ Î·d àÔÁÂÓ¤ÛÂÈ .̃ Not only the souls’ peregrinations, their passing in
and out of the World of Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜, but even the generation of elemental
blendings and divine hierarchies are also involved in his account and logo-
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mythically explained. (BfiıÚÔÈ, pits, must be a special case of Ì˘¯Ô›, with
emphasis on their earthen, chthonic character). Cf. Proclus in Tim. I 333,
28 Diehl (B6): ÙáÓ ·Ï·ÈáÓ ôÓÙÚÔÓ Î·ÏÔ‡ÓÙˆÓ ÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ Î·d ÊÚÔ˘ÚaÓ

(which in this context implicates Orphism, too) Î·d Û‹Ï·ÈÔÓ; cf. also
Empedocles äÏ‡ıÔÌÂÓ Ùfi‰’ ñ’ ôÓÙÚÔÓ ñfiÛÙÂÁÔÓ (Porphyry de antro
Nymph. 8 = B120) - roof being the celestial dome. 

The idea of generating by depositing sperm in some appropriate place
reduces the presumed female conjugate to a mere passive receptacle. This
view often appears in logico-mythical contexts (such as Orphic
speculations) with regard to one-parent procreation by the side of various
forms of abnormal begetting, such as illicit, monstrous or perverse coition
or egg-laying. The relation then appears as a mere entrusting, so to speak, of
semen. It gave rise later to the physiological and philosophical conception
of motherhood (or matter) as consisting in prenatal nursing and feeding,
rearing and nourishing (ÙÚÔÊfi˜ and ÙÈı‹ÓË). 

What were the nooks into which Chronos deposited his sperm in its
triple nature? To answer this we should keep in mind that we have to do
with the first stage of World-formation. What preexisted was (a) Chronos
itself as the supremest Celestial hypostasis; (b) Zas as the Great Living,
Blowing One, the spiritual Breath, probably substantialized as some sort of
aetherial lighting; and (c) Chthonie, the principle of a yet unformed Earth,
the primordial occupant of the lower regions of the Universe. Pherecydes
probably referred to the latter as Chaos. Achilles Tatius, Isagoga, excerpta
(from the commentary of Aratus), (p. 31.28-32 Maass) reports on this:
£·ÏÉ˜ ‰b ï MÈÏ‹ÛÈÔ˜ Î·d ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ï ™‡ÚÈÔ˜ àÚ¯cÓ ÙáÓ ùÏˆÓ Ùe ≈‰ˆÚ

ñÊ›ÛÙ·ÓÙ·È, n ‰c Î·d X¿Ô˜ Î·ÏÂÖ ï ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ó˜ ÂåÎe˜ ÙÔÜÙÔ âÎÏÂÍ¿ÌÂ-

ÓÔ˜ ·Úa ÙÔÜ ^HÛÈfi‰Ô˘ Ô≈Ùˆ Ï¤ÁÔÓÙÔ˜ “õÙÔÈ ÌbÓ ÚÒÙÈÛÙ· X¿Ô˜

Á¤ÓÂÙÔ”. ·Úa ÁaÚ Ùe ¯ÂÖÛı·È ñÔÏ·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ Ùe ≈‰ˆÚ X¿Ô˜ èÓÔÌ¿Ûı·È.

Cf. Tzetzes, Scholia in Lycophron. 145 (p. 68. 13-4 Scheer): ÔÏ˘¯ÚÔÓ›·Ó

‰b Î·d ·Ï·ÈaÓ ÙcÓ ı¿Ï·ÛÛ·Ó Ï¤ÁÂÈ ‰Èa Ùe ÚáÙÔÓ ÂrÓ·È ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔÓ Î·Ùa

ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰ËÓ Î·d £·ÏÉÓ. Cf. also the Scholia to Hesiod, Theogonia 116: Î·d

ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ‰b ï ™‡ÚÈÔ˜ Î·d £·ÏÉ˜ ï MÈÏ‹ÛÈÔ˜ àÚ¯cÓ ÙáÓ ¬ÏˆÓ Ùe ≈‰ˆÚ

Ê·ÛdÓ ÂrÓ·È, Ùe ÚËÙeÓ Ùe ÙÔÜ ^HÛÈfi‰Ô˘ àÓ·Ï·‚fiÓÙÂ .̃ That the Hesiodic
chaos is primal water etymologized from ¯¤ˆ, pour, let flow, is a distinctly
Stoic interpretation. (Zeno already propagated it, SVF 1104; 103; II 437).
Aristotle, on the contrary, construed Chaos as space, the place receptive of
bodily existence, Philo de incorrupt. mund. 225, 5B; cf. SVF 501 ¯¿Ô˜

Ï¤ÁˆÓ (sc. ^HÛ›Ô‰Ô˜) ÙeÓ ¯ˆÚËÙÈÎeÓ ÙáÓ ¬ÏˆÓ ÙfiÔÓ. (Philo states that
Zeno’s opinion was that of some Stoics). The preferred Alexandrian
interpretation seems to have been the aerial acceptation of chaos: Scholia in
Hes. Theog. 116: X¿Ô˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ ÙeÓ ÎÂ¯˘Ì¤ÓÔÓ (from ¯¤ÂÛı·È again) à¤Ú·Ø
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Î·d ÁaÚ ZËÓfi‰ÔÙÔ˜ Ô≈Ùˆ˜ ÊËÛÈ. B·Î¯˘Ï›‰Ë˜ ‰b ¯¿Ô˜ ÙeÓ à¤Ú· èÓfiÌ·ÛÂ,

Ï¤ÁˆÓ ÂÚd ÙÔÜ àÂÙÔÜ:

ÓˆÌÄÙ·È ‰’ âÓ àÙÚ˘Á¤Ù̌ˆ ̄ ¿ÂÈ.

Some, more appropiately, took the word to mean the ÎÂÓe˜ ÙfiÔ˜ ÌÂÙ·Íf

ÁÉ˜ Î·d ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ (Εt. Gud. s.v. ¯¿Ô˜p. 562.11-2), evidently assimilating it
to ¯¿ÛÌ·. Yet X¿Ô ,̃ when not simply equivalent to the common notion of
chaos, connotes a deep abyss. Nor does the gap between Heaven and Earth
fit at all cosmogonically, say in Hesiod. Post-Alexandrian grammarians
derived the word from ¯á to ¯ˆÚá (Et. Gud. s.v. ¯¿Ô ,̃ p. 562.12-4 where
it is appositely added: ‰ËÏÔÖ ‰b Ùe ¯¿Ô˜ Ùe Ì¤Á· Î·d à¤Ú·ÓÙÔÓ ¯ÒÚËÌ·.

Cf. also s.v. ¯¿ÛÌ· p. 562.16-7 and elsewhere). Xá was cognate with ¯¤ˆ

in its two senses ¯ˆÚá (p. 437.24) and ÎÂÓá (p. 137.49). Herodian derived
¯ıÒÓ as well from ¯á (Ι p. 395.21-2 Lentz; II p. 286.30.1; cf. Stephanus
Byz. s.v. ¯ÒÚ· (p. 699.7 sqq. Meineke). It was considered by him as a
ÌÔÓ‹ÚË˜ Ï¤ÍÈ ,̃ one without syllabic ı¤Ì·, v. ¶ÂÚd ÌÔÓ‹ÚÔ˘˜ Ï¤ÍÂˆ˜ II, p.
937-16 Lentz). In any case ¯ıÒÓ must be akin to ¯ı·Ì·Ïfi˜ and hence to
¯·Ì·›, ¯·ÌÄ˙·È etc., X·Ì‡ÓË (epithet of Demeter in Olympia, Pausanias
VI, 20, 9; 21, 1), and thus again to ¯·›Óˆ, ̄ ¿ÛÎˆ etc. 

As a matter of fact the Aristotelian exegesis points in the right direction.
X¿Ô˜ is akin to ¯¿ÛÌ·, ¯¿ÛÎˆ, ¯·Ó‰¿Óˆ, ¯·›Óˆ, ¯·ÜÓÔ ,̃ ¯ÂÈ¿, ¯‹ÌË and
means etymologically a gaping, yawning cleft or abyss. (Cf. e.g. Curtius,
Greek Etymology I, No. 179). It is remarkable that the Sumerian Enki,
God of the primordial Water, is Master of the Temple on the Absu, on the
Abyss (Die Schoepfungsmythen p. 104), thus combining the two
alternative interpretations of the Greek sources. The Babylonian Apsu, the
Abysmal, is the subterannean Ocean (op. cit. p. 122).

However, Achilles Tatius has apparently got his doxographical
information in the passage quoted above from a Stoic source. Pherecydes
must have merely stated that all things proceeded out of an initial Chaos,
which must have been in all probability the unformed earth. Thus this
piece of doxographical evidence would harmonize with the statements
noted above to the effect that earth is the primal substance of the World
according to Pherecydes. 

The nooks in the Great World-Cave in its primordial condition, with
unformed earth and heaven, must correspond to some main divisions of
the orderly Universe. The Homeric idea of the structure of the World
appears in Zeus’ declaration of his supreme power at the beginning of Θ.
He there delineates (Θ, 13 sqq.): 
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õ ÌÈÓ (the disobedient god or goddess) âÏgÓ Ú›„ˆ Âå˜

T¿ÚÙ·ÚÔÓ äÂÚfiÂÓÙ·,

ÙÉÏÂ Ì¿Ï’ q¯È ‚¿ıÈÛÙÔÓ ñe ̄ ıÔÓfi˜ âÛÙÈ ‚¤ÚÂıÚÔÓ,

öÓı· ÛÈ‰‹ÚÂÈ·› ÙÂ ÜÏ·È Î·d ̄ ¿ÏÎÂÔ˜ Ôé‰fi ,̃

ÙfiÛÛÔÓ öÓÂÚı’ \A˝‰Âˆ ¬ÛÔÓ ÔéÚ·Ófi˜ âÛÙ’ àe Á·›Ë .̃

As the Scholia A and T ad loc. schematically represent (Erbse II p. 301) a
quadruple division of the World is implied in the passage quoted, with (the
upper part or rather the surface of) Earth a fifth portion in the middle: (1)
heaven; (2) the space between heaven and Earth, cf. O, 192 where ·åı‹Ú (~
heaven) is distinguished from the region of ÓÂÊ¤Ï·È; (3) Earth; (4) Hades
(in the interior of Earth); and (5) Tartarus, the terrible Abyss below Hades
(cf. Scholia b1 and b2 ad 16). The aerial mass in the gap between Sky and
the telluric surface is not, indeed, explicitly mentioned, but Olympus is (Θ,
12) a mountain certainly in Homer; cf. e.g. Θ3 àÎÚÔÙ¿ÙFË ÎÔÚ˘ÊFÉ ÔÏ˘-

‰ÂÈÚ¿‰Ô˜ OéÏ‡ÌÔÈÔ where the scholia A correctly notice: Ùa â›ıÂÙ· ó˜

âd ùÚÔ˘˜. Cf. also the Ú›ÔÓ ÔéÏ‡ÌÔÈÔ, Θ25, where Zeus will fasten the
golden chain with all the Gods clustering on it, so that he on his own
would raise to the air the Gods, Olympos, Earth, Sea and all. The scholia
confirm the obvious sense of the passage; so on Θ24 the T have: Èı·Óá˜

‰b Ôé ÌfiÓÔ˘˜ ÂrÂÓ àÓ·Û¿˙ÂÈÓ ıÂÔ‡˜, àÏÏa Î·d ÙeÓ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙ· ·éÙÔf˜

ÙfiÔÓ, ÙeÓ òOÏ˘ÌÔÓ; and on Θ25: ¥Ó· ·éÙe (sc. Ùe Ú›ÔÓ, Olympos’ peak)
‰ÂÛÌÂ‡Û·˜ Î·d Ùa ÏÔÈa â¿ÚFË, Û˘ÓÂÚÚÈ˙ˆÌ¤ÓË˜ ·éÙ̌á ÌbÓ ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ ,̃ ÙFÉ

‰b ÁFÉ ÙÉ˜ ı·Ï¿ÙÙË˜; and on Θ26: ‰Â›ÎÓ˘ÛÈÓ ¬ÙÈ ‚¤‚ËÎÂÓ ï òOÏ˘ÌÔ˜ Î·d

ÔéÎ öÛÙÈ ÌÂÙ¤ˆÚÔ˜; and on O193, the B Scholia: ÂåÎfiÙˆ˜ ‰b Û˘Ó¿ÙÂÈ ÙcÓ

ÁÉÓ Ù̌á \OÏ‡Ì̌ˆ ó˜ ùÚÂÈ. K·Ù’ âÍÔ¯cÓ ÁaÚ òOÏ˘ÌÔ˜ Î·d ÁÉ ÎÔÈÓa ÙÔÖ˜

ÄÛÈÓ (sc. to all the Gods) ÂåÛ›Ó. Suda τ 1039 adds: Âå ‰b qÓ ï òOÏ˘ÌÔ˜

ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ Ì¤ÚÔ˜ âÔ˘Ú¿ÓÈÔÓ (and not a terrestrial mountain), ÔéÎ qÓ

ÎÔÈÓfi˜ (to all the Gods), àÏÏa ú‰ÈÔ˜ (only Zeus, who in the distribution of
realms among the Saturnian male offspring has appropriated the celestial
region to himself). Olympos raising its peak high into the sky represents the
region between Heaven and Earth. (Cf. also the relevant interpretation of
the commentator in the Derveni papyrus, as explained in Chapter 11,
above). 

The Homeric division of the World is shared basically by the Hesiodic
Theogony, 717 sqq. There is Tartaros below the lowest roots of Earth and
Sea (vv. 725-8), and thus, above it, the enormous body of Earth (huge as
the air-realm), Earth surface, gap, Heaven. In Tartaros lie irrevocably
confined the defeated Titans; where hurricanes upon squalls (ı‡ÂÏÏ· ı˘¤Ï-

ÏFË) prevail for ever (v. 742-4). Significantly Pherecydes taught that it is
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precisely to Tartaros that Zeus exiles any divinity who committed hybris;
again it is a region guarded by winds and hurricanes; v. B5 (from Origenes
contra Celsum VI 42, where Celsus’ statements are repeated) ÎÂ›ÓË˜ ‰b ÙÉ˜

ÌÔ›Ú·˜ (evidently Hades) öÓÂÚı¤Ó âÛÙÈÓ ì Ù·ÚÙ·Ú›Ë ÌÔÖÚ·Ø Ê˘Ï¿ÛÛÔ˘ÛÈ ‰’

·éÙcÓ ı˘Á·Ù¤ÚÂ˜ BÔÚ¤Ô˘ ≠AÚ˘·› ÙÂ Î·d £‡ÂÏÏ·Ø öÓı· ZÂf˜ âÎ‚¿ÏÏÂÈ

ıÂáÓ ¬Ù·Ó ÙÈ˜ âÍ˘‚Ú›ÛFË. The correspondence is striking. Pherecydes
indeed must have explained before that Hades lies beneath (the surface of)
Earth, in her bowels. In fact Hesiod speaks of T¿ÚÙ·Ú· ìÂÚfiÂÓÙ· as being
located Ì˘¯̌á ¯ıÔÓe˜ ÂéÚ˘Ô‰Â›Ë˜ (v. 119), that is at her innermost recess,
down to her roots. Cf. Hymni Orphici 37, 3 (TÈÙÉÓÂ˜) ÔúÎÔÈ˜ T·ÚÙ·Ú›-

ÔÈÛÈ Ì˘¯̌á ̄ ıÔÓe˜ âÓÓ·›ÔÓÙÂ .̃ Cf. further Oracula Sibillyna IV, 184-6

¬ÛÔÈ ‰’ ñe ‰˘ÛÛÂ‚›FËÛÈÓ

≥Ì·ÚÙÔÓ, ÙÔf˜ ‰’ ·yÙÂ ̄ ˘Ùc Î·Ùa Á·Ö· Î·Ï‡„ÂÈ

T¿ÚÙ·Ú¿ Ù’ ÂéÚˆ¤ÓÙ· Ì˘¯ÔÖ˜ (Maas pro Ì˘¯Ô›) ÛÙ˘Á›Ë ÙÂ Á¤ÂÓÓ·.

Cf. also Gregorius Theologus Epigr. Anth. Pal. VIII 104, 1 T·ÚÙ¿ÚÂÔ› ÙÂ

Ì˘¯Ô›.

Βy virtue of such a remarkable congruence of Homeric, Hesiodic and
(where checkable) Pherecydean construals of basic world-division and
respective cosmic realms, I conclude that the five Pherecydean Ì˘¯Ô›

corresponded to the following “recesses”: (1) celestial, (2) mountainous, (3)
terrestrial, (4) subterranean, (5) tartarean. The three elements formed out of
Chronos’ semen (A8) were distributed to the five nooks in various mixtures
and dominances. For example fire, principally, and water would be located
in heavenly recesses, wind in mountainous and tartarian, water in earthly
and, with fire, in underground cavities. In this way a numerous progeny of
cosmic gods were generated, Earth providing basically the mother element
as a receptacle in the form of the womb Ì˘¯Ô›, nooks and ‚fiıÚÔÈ, pits. 

To the Damascean ¤ÓÙÂ Ì˘¯Ô›, ÂÓÙ¤Ì˘¯Ô ,̃ ÂÓÙ¤ÎÔÛÌÔ˜ is opposed
Sudas’ ëÙ¿Ì˘¯Ô˜ s.v. ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ (Α2): öÛÙÈ ‰b ±·ÓÙ· L Û˘Ó¤ÁÚ·„Â

Ù·ÜÙ·Ø ëÙ¿Ì˘¯Ô˜ õÙÔÈ ıÂÔÎÚ·Û›· j ıÂÔÁÔÓ›·. öÛÙÈ ‰b ıÂÔÏÔÁ›· âÓ ‚È‚Ï›-

ÔÈ˜ Ö ö¯Ô˘Û· ıÂáÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ Î·d ‰È·‰Ô¯¿ .̃ (Cf. supra, n. 38). This is a very
accurate characterization of the content of the work. The intermingling of
gods (ıÂÔÎÚ·Û›·) brings forth the birth of gods (ıÂÔÁÔÓ›·); the account of
divine generations and successions is genuine theology. It is too easy and
drastic to simply emend ëÙ¿Ì˘¯Ô˜ to ÂÓÙ¤Ì˘¯Ô˜ in Suda. There
probably lies here a tradition of further Babylonian influence on
Pherecydes. The seven nooks would then correspond to the seven spheres
and their two luminaries and five planets. There is ample evidence to
illustrate the importance of this aspect of Chaldaean astrolatry from ancient
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Mesopotamian theology to Gnosticism (cf. for the latter Bousset,
Hauptprobleme der Gnosis pp. 9-58 esp. pp. 21-27). It would have
naturally penetrated Phoenician religious speculations, having doubtlessly
found fertile ground in Near Eastern worship. Thus Damascius In Parm. II
p. 131.13 Ruelle: Î·d öÙÈ ºÔ›ÓÈÎÂ ,̃ ëÙ·Î¤Ê·ÏÔÓ ÔyÙÔÈ ÙeÓ KÚfiÓÔÓ Ì˘ıÔ-

ÏÔÁÔÜÓÙÂ˜, obviously with reference to the seven celestial spheres and
“planets” below the ultimate (eighth) Heaven of the fixed stars. But while I
accept that Sudas’ sources did indeed mean ëÙ¿Ì˘¯Ô ,̃ and that the word
consequently is genuine in this case, there can be no reasonable doubt that
the Damascian testimony is the true one, and that therefore Pherecydes
conceived of Ì˘¯Ô‡˜ as recesses corresponding to the common Homerico-
Hesiodic Greek mythological division of the world. 

52. There was marked diversity of opinion as to Eros’ origin. (Cf. Theocritus
XIII, 1-2). Lists of various accounts are reported in Scholia in Theocr. XIII,
1/2 C and Scholia in Apoll. Rhod. Argon. Γ, 26b. Cf. also Servius on Virgil
Aen. I 664; Pausanias IX, 27, 2-3; Diogenes Laertius IV, 26-7 (Antagoras’
poem ascribed to Crantor, v. infra). The lists probably stem from
Apollodorus’ work ¶ÂÚd £ÂáÓ (v. Hefermehl, Studia in Apoll. ¶ÂÚd ıÂáÓ

fgm. Genev., Diss. Phil. Berol. 1905, and Wendel Abhandl. Ges. d. Wiss.
Göttingen XVII, 2, 1920, 63). In the Sch. in Apoll. Argon. loc. cit. (= OF
37) we read: âÓ ‰b ÙÔÖ˜ Âå˜ \OÚÊ¤· (i.e. in the poems attributed to Orpheus)
XÚfiÓÔ˘ (i.e. Eros is held to be son of Chronos):

·éÙaÚ òEÚˆÙ· XÚfiÓÔ˜ Î·d ¶ÓÂ‡Ì·Ù· ¿ÓÙ’ âÙ¤ÎÓˆÛÂ.

(XÚfiÓÔ˘... XÚfiÓÔ˜ is Zoegas’ emendation from the manuscript KÚfiÓÔ˘ ...

KÚfiÓÔ˜). 

To what form of Orphism does this verse belong? KÚfiÓÔ˜ as father of
cosmogonical Eros is unlikely in an essentially Orphic context: the son
would be anterior in prestige and power (ÚfiÙÂÚÔ˜ ÚÂÛ‚Â›÷· Î·d

‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ), to use the Platonic expression of a similar question of
precedence. On the other hand, the original Orphism does not
countenance Time as a cosmogonical, superior potency; in fact, Eros as
Protogonos is there the first born of Night, the supreme Principle in
Archaic Orphism (cf. the first alternative descent for Eros in the
subsequently quoted passage of Antagoras (or Crantor). It is interesting to
speculate about the view propagated by the Orphic Hymn to Eros sung by
the Lycomidae during the performance of the mysteric rites. It was in
hexameters and contained Eros’ parentage (Pausanias IX, 27, 2); it was of
paramount antiquity. The chances are that it would have celebrated the
nocturnal origin of Cosmogonical Eros (from Night - and Erebos or
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something similar most probably; cf. the Antagoras - Crantor fragment and
the Aristophanean mock solemn cosmogony in Aves). 

A clue for the solution of the question concerning the ascription of the
verse examined may be provided by later evidence. In the first precis of
theology contained in the Orphic Argonautica (12 sqq.), with reference to
other religious compositions, we read:

Î·d XÚfiÓÔÓ, n˜ âÏfi¯Â˘ÛÂÓ àÂÈÚÂÛ›ÔÈÛÈ ñÊ’ ïÏÎÔÖ˜

Aåı¤Ú· Î·È ‰ÈÊ˘É ÂÚÈˆ¤· Î˘‰ÚeÓ òEÚˆÙ·

N˘ÎÙe˜ àÂÈÁÓ‹ÙË˜ ·Ù¤Ú· ÎÏ˘ÙfiÓ etc.

(The MSS have (again) KÚfiÓÔÓ and ñ’ ïÏÎÔÖ˜, corrected by Zoega to
XÚfiÓÔÓ and by Stephanus to ñÊ’ ïÏÎÔÖ˜ (to be preferred against Steuchus’
àÂÈÚÂÛ›ÔÈ˜ ñe ÎfiÏÔÈ˜). The fact that Eros in this context is represented
as father of Night points to a later-type Orphic Cosmogony that is
illustrated here; it is a practically sure rule of thumb to decide questions of
priority in time with regard to Orphic compositions by the position of
Night in the theogonical hierarchies, esp. with reference to Eros - ¶ÚˆÙfi-

ÁÔÓÔ˜. XÚfiÓÔ˜ in this passage is Infinite Time as cosmogonical principle,
probably represented (adopting ïÏÎÔÖ˜ instead of ÎfiÏÔÈ˜), as in the
Orphic theology according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus, under the form
of an enormous dragon with an infinite number of coils. This line of
Orphism (involving the idea of a monstrous, reptilian, primal Chronos)
may go back ultimately to Pherecydes: the first principle would be a
conflation of Pherecydean Chronos and Ophioneus (on whom see below).
Even the relevance of KÚfiÓÔ˜ (in some quarters of the tradition regarding
the genealogy of Eros on which Pherecydes would have been drawing) is
possible, as it was precisely under Pherecydean influence that Chronos
appeared distinctly as hypostatical principle, at the beginning simply
substituting Cronos no doubt, as his real, and physically meaningful, name. 

The generation of Aether by the side of Eros in that passage from the
Orphic Argonautica, suggests the origin of Air Blowing and Wind as well,
which is important in the context of Phoenician Theology (cf. supra n. 4),
as well as in the Anaximandrean - Anaximenean tradition (cf. n. 19). That
origination of Breath - Wind would then correlate exactly to the birth of
Spirits (¶ÓÂ‡Ì·Ù·) by the side of Eros in the initial, Orphic verse. 

¶ÓÂÜÌ· (ÓÔ‹) is breath of life and breath of air, breeze and wind, airy
substance and movement, spectre and ghost and spirit. From Anaximenes
and Pythagoras through the Stoics to Christian Dogma and Gnosticism, to
the Hermetic texts and the Magical Papyri, there pervades the notion, with
various modifications and interpretations, of a gaseous (quint)-essence

272 CHAPTER  12



instrinsically characterized by self-generated continual movement; often
this was considered a proof that we have here the veritable principle of life,
of psychic activity, self-movement being the best token of the presence of
soul-endowed organic processes, functions and behaviour. This provides the
basis for the real force of the view that Eros is the son of the Winds, as
desire and appetition, orexis, involve intention, direction and movement
towards something external. The view is expressed in the fragment of
Antagoras (which was also attributed to Crantor) quoted by Diogenes
Laertius IV, 26-7 (Powell, Collectanea Alexandrina, 120): 

õ ÛÂ ıÂáÓ ÙeÓ ÚáÙÔÓ àÂÈÁÂÓ¤ˆÓ, òEÚÔ ,̃ Âúˆ,

ÙáÓ ¬ÛÛÔ˘˜ òEÚÂ‚fi˜ ÙÂ ¿Ï·È ‚·Û›ÏÂÈ¿ ÙÂ ·Ö‰·˜

ÁÂ›Ó·ÙÔ NfÍ ÂÏ¿ÁÂÛÛÈÓ ñ’ ÂéÚ¤ˆ˜ \øÎÂ·ÓÔÖÔ

(maybe, Acusilaus view, true to the original Orphic preeminence of Night;
one is inclined to suggest the theogony of Eros in the Lycomedean Hymn
itself), 

õ Û¤ ÁÂ K‡ÚÈ‰Ô˜ ̆ x· ÂÚ›ÊÚÔÓÔ˜

(the common mythological account, e.g. Apollonius Argon. Γ, 26)

ä¤ ÛÂ °·›Ë˜

(e.g. Sappho fr. 132 Bergk, although she vacillated, Pausanias IX, 27, 3)

j \AÓ¤ÌˆÓØ etc.

(in which case the Orphic brotherhood of Wind and Eros becomes
parenthood of the Wind - Spirit - Breath principle of existence and life to
the lovely, loved and love-inspired first-born principle of attraction,
conjugation and togetherness). 

In Pherecydes’ ÓÂÜÌ· by the side of fire and water is the spiritual
element in Chronos’ semen. All the three elements, deposited fruitfully in
terrestrial and celestial recesses, give rise to the variegated progency of Gods,
first among whom must have been Eros. But the real principle of organic
life, the living, great One, the aetherial light, the universal harmonizer and
cosmic ordinator is Zeus.

Pherecydes then, as mediator of Phoenicean cosmogony, and under the
later influence of Zurvanistic theology, probably explains the basic
framework of Orphic Theology according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus. 
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53. Philo Byblius maintained (in his work on the Phoenician letters reputedly
taken once more from Sanchouniathon) that Pherecydes’ theology on
Ophioneus and his progeny was based on Phoenician precedents. Eusebius
Praep. Evang. I, 10, 60 (= B4): ·Úa ºÔÈÓ›ÎˆÓ ‰b Î·d ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ Ï·‚gÓ

Ùa˜ àÊÔÚÌa˜ âıÂÔÏfiÁËÛÂÓ ÂÚd ÙÔÜ ·Ú’ ·éÙˇá ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ \OÊÈÔÓ¤ˆ˜

ıÂÔÜ Î·d ÙáÓ \OÊÈÔÓÈ‰áÓ, ÂÚd zÓ ·sıÈ˜ Ï¤ÍÔÌÂÓ. Unfortunately the pre-
announcement of a future treatment is not fulfilled in the extant text. The
context in the passages preserved by Eusebius treats of the high importance
and significance of the reptilian nature in religious matters and
speculations. This already suggests a chthonic origin for Ophioneus. 

The meaning of this divinity and of his opposition and war against
Cronos - Chronos emerges very distinctly in the Celsus - Origen
controversy. (Origenes, Contra Celsum, VI, 42-44). Celsus correctly
inscribes the Pherecydean account into the general pattern of a primordial
opposition between the powers of harmonious order on the one hand, and
of fertile, procreative disorder on the other, between ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ,
not as the expression of an aboriginal antagonism between the principles of
Good and Evil (Greek versus Iranian dualism); and thus considers the
Christian dogma of Satan as a poor and ludicrous misunderstanding of the
nature and role of the second principle in pagan dualistic systems. (Origen
misses completely the point, insisting on the assumed primacy of the
Mosaic account of the daemon of evil as a Serpent, and the subsequent
“borrowing” of the idea from Pherecydes). Celsus explained that the stories
of Titans, Giants, Phionids, Typhon represent a Heracleitean divine war
(ıÂÖÔ˜ fiÏÂÌÔ˜, op. cit. VI, 42), which he philosophically elucidates with
reference to Zeus’ threatening speech to Hera, Iliad O, 14 sqq.; Origen op.
cit. VI, 42: Î·d ‰ÈËÁÔ‡ÌÂÓfi˜ (sc. Celsus) ÁÂ Ùa ^OÌËÚÈÎa öË, ÊËÛd ÏfiÁÔ˘˜

ÂrÓ·È ÙÔÜ ıÂÔÜ Úe˜ ÙcÓ ≈ÏËÓ ÙÔf˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘˜ ÙÔÜ ¢Èe˜ Úe˜ ÙcÓ ≠HÚ·Ó, ÙÔf˜

‰b Úe˜ ÙcÓ ≈ÏËÓ ÏfiÁÔ˘˜ ·åÓ›ÙÙÂÛı·È ó˜ ôÚ· âÍ êÚ¯É˜ ·éÙcÓ ÏËÌ-

ÌÂÏá˜ ö¯Ô˘Û·Ó ‰È·Ï·‚gÓ àÓ·ÏÔÁ›·È˜ ÙÈÛÈ Û˘Ó¤‰ËÛÂ Î·d âÎfiÛÌËÛÂÓ ï

ıÂfi ,̃ Î·d ¬ÙÈ ÙÔf˜ ÂÚd ·éÙcÓ ‰·›ÌÔÓ· ,̃ ¬ÛÔÈ ñ‚ÚÈÛÙ·›, ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜ àÔÚÚÈ-

ÙÂÖ ÎÔÏ¿˙ˆÓ ·éÙÔf˜ ÙFÉ ‰ÂÜÚÔ ï‰̌á (The “road to this world” refers to the
ancient, originally Orphic, understanding of Hades as this self-same
sensible world of birth, change and death, the cycle of iron necessity; the
idea found a majestic expression in Empedocles; cf. the Plutarchean
dualism and his interpretation of Platonic philosophy).

There was a considerably widespread non-Hesiodic view in Greek
mythology to the effect that the first rulers on Olympus were Ophion and
Eurynome, who were ousted by Cronos and Rhea and thrown into the
waves of Oceanus. So Apollonius Rhodius, Argonaut. I, 503-6 (where
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characteristically the account is put into Orpheus’ mouth, when singing to
the gathered heroes on the eve of their departure from Pagasae): 

õÂÈ‰ÂÓ ‰’ ó˜ ÚáÙÔÓ \OÊ›ˆÓ EéÚ˘ÓfiÌË ÙÂ

\øÎÂ·Ód˜ ÓÈÊfiÂÓÙÔ˜ ö¯ÔÓ ÎÚ¿ÙÔ˜ OéÏ‡ÌÔÈÔØ

œ˜ ÙÂ ‚›FË Î·d ̄ ÂÚÛdÓ ï ÌbÓ KÚfiÓ̌ˆ ÂúÎ·ıÂ ÙÈÌÉ ,̃

ì ‰b P¤FË, öÂÛÔÓ ‰’ âÓd Î‡Ì·ÛÈÓ \øÎÂ·ÓÔÖÔ.

The last detail fits precisely with the Pherecydean narration as we know
it from Celsus through Origenes’ quotation in Contra Celsum VI, 42 (=
B4): ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰ËÓ ‰b ÔÏÏ̌á àÚ¯·ÈfiÙÂÚÔÓ ÁÂÓfiÌÂÓÔÓ ^HÚ·ÎÏÂ›ÙÔ˘ Ì˘ıÔÔÈ-

ÂÖÓ ÛÙÚ·ÙÂ›·Ó ÛÙÚ·ÙÂ›÷· ·Ú·Ù·ÙÙÔÌ¤ÓËÓ, Î·d ÙÉ˜ ÌbÓ ìÁÂÌfiÓ· KÚfiÓÔÓ

‰È‰fiÓ·È, ÙÉ˜ ëÙ¤Ú·˜ ‰’ \OÊÈÔÓ¤·, ÚÔÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÂ Î·d êÌ›ÏÏ·˜ ·éÙáÓ îÛÙÔ-

ÚÂÖ, Û˘Óı‹Î·˜ ÙÂ ·éÙÔÖ˜ Á›ÁÓÂÛı·È, ¥Ó’ ïfiÙÂÚÔÈ ·éÙáÓ Âå˜ ÙeÓ \øÁËÓeÓ

(Pherecydes name for \øÎÂ·Ófi˜) âÌ¤ÛˆÛÈ, ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜ ÌbÓ ÂrÓ·È ÓÂÓÈÎËÌ¤-

ÓÔ˘˜, ÙÔf˜ ‰’ âÍÒÛ·ÓÙ·˜ Î·d ÓÈÎ‹Û·ÓÙ·˜ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜ ö¯ÂÈÓ ÙeÓ ÔéÚ·ÓfiÓ.

Obviously this feature was a very characteristic Pherecydean detail. We
meet it in Nonnos, Dionysiaca, VIII, 158-61, where Ophion and
Eurynome have their residence by Ocean and Tethys: 

ñÛÙ·Ù›ËÓ âd ¤˙·Ó âÏÂ‡ÛÔÌ·È \øÎÂ·ÓÔÖÔ

. . . 

TËı‡Ô˜ àÚ¯ÂÁfiÓÔÈÔ Û˘Ó¤ÛÙÈÔ˜Ø öÓıÂÓ îÎ¿Óˆ

Âå˜ ‰fiÌÔÓ EéÚ˘ÓfiÌË ,̃ Î·d \OÊ›ÔÓÔ˜ âÁÁ‡ıÈ Ì›ÌÓˆ.

But the succession Ophion - Cronos - Zeus, each successor overthrowing
his predecessor in cosmic hegemony, is not congruous with Pherecydes’
system, as we distinctly know from definite Aristotelian testimony. Yet there
existed such a general scheme of divine succession, albeit with variations, in
which Ophion and Eurynome were the primal royal pair. So Lycophron,
Alexandra, 1189 sqq. (with Boeotian Thebes as Zeus’ birth place), where
Zeus is referred to as ôÓ·Í ÙáÓ \OÊ›ÔÓÔ˜ ıÚfiÓˆÓ (v. 1192), and Rhea is
reported to have given birth to him clandestinely ÙcÓ ÚfiÛı’ ôÓ·ÛÛ·Ó

âÌ‚·ÏÔÜÛ· T·ÚÙ¿Ú̌ˆ (v. 1197), i.e. obviously Eurynome. Cf. the Tzetzean
scholia ad vv. 1191 and 1196. Here the expelled pair is thrown to Tartarus,
as in the orthodox account (Iliad Ξ, 279; Θ, 479-81; Hesiod Theog. 851),
and not simply to Ocean as the story goes according to Pherecydes. The
general prevailing tendency in this thinker’s system is to construe
primordial cosmogonical powers and oppositions in a positive and
constructive way and conjugation, not as hostile forces in irreconcilable and
unproductive antagonism.
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The Î·Ù·Ù·ÚÙ·ÚÒÛÂÈ˜ of the defeated or dangerously presumptuous
deities was a marked feature of Orphism; çÚÊÈÎ·d Î·Ù·Ù·ÚÙ·ÚÒÛÂÈ˜,

Proclus in Plat. Tim. 25 c-d (I, 188.25 Diehl = OF 122); in Rempubl. I,
93.22 Kroll (OF 122). In Tim. 40e (III 185.20 Diehl = OF 121). The
Neoplatonic interpretation of such Î·Ù·Ù·ÚÙ·ÚÒÛÂÈ˜ was always positive. 

A third variant as to the place of confinement of Ophionidae is
represented by Callimachus, Aetia, Fr. 177.7-8, where the Sun is made to
shine upon the older Gods (ıÂáÓ ÙÔÖÛÈ ·Ï·ÈÔÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜) during his
nocturnal travel. The place here must be Hades (cf. e.g. Pindar fr. 129
Schroeder; Macrobius Saturn. I, 18, 8; etc.) distinct from, and above,
Tartaros, unless in v. 7 of the Callimachean fragment a negative should be
assumed which is almost certainly impossible. Maybe Callimachus here
conflates Hades and Tartaros; or rather simply places the former rulers in
the Elysian fields, the isles of the Blessed, consonant with the idea of
eventual liberation for Cronos and the Titans from Tartaros by Zeus, as this
is expressed in the probable interpolation to the Hesiodic Erga 173a-c,
where the beatified heroes inhabit âÓ Ì·Î¿ÚˆÓ Ó‹ÛÔÈÛÈ ·Ú’ \øÎÂ·ÓeÓ

‚·ı˘‰›ÓËÓ, at the limits of Earth (â˜ ¤Ú·Ù· Á·›Ë˜),

ÙËÏÔÜ à’ àı·Ó¿ÙˆÓØ ÙÔÖÛÈÓ KÚfiÓÔ˜ âÌ‚·ÛÈÏÂ‡ÂÈ.

·éÙe˜ Á¿Ú ÌÈÓ öÏ˘ÛÂ ·Ù[cÚ àÓ‰Úá]Ó ıÂ[áÓ ÙÂØ

ÓÜÓ ‰’ ·åÂ›] ÌÂÙa ÙÔÖ˜ ÙÈÌc[Ó ö]¯ÂÈ ó˜ â[ÈÂÈÎ¤ .̃

This was also the Pindaric belief, Pythion. IV, 291: ÏÜÛÂ ‰b ZÂf˜ ôÊıÈÙÔ˜

TÈÙ¿Ó·˜; cf. Olympion. II, 70. 
The aforementioned royal succession for cosmic sovereignty is also

reported in Sch. to Aristophanes, Nubes, 247: ÚáÙÔÓ ÌbÓ ÙÔf˜ Î·Ùa

\OÊ›ˆÓ· Î·d EéÚ˘ÓfiÌËÓØ ‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b ÙÔf˜ Î·Ùa KÚfiÓÔÓ Î·d P¤·Ó, Ô≈ÛÙÈ-

Ó·˜ ≠OÌËÚÔ˜ (Iliad, E, 898) OéÚ·Ó›ˆÓ·˜Ø ÙÚ›ÙÔÓ ‰b ÙÔf˜ ¢ÈU ÙcÓ àÚ¯cÓ

Î·Ù·Ï‡Û·ÓÙ·˜ ÙcÓ âÎÂ›ÓˆÓ, ÔR˜ \OÏ˘Ì›Ô˘˜ ÎÏF‹˙ÔÌÂÓ. The same
sequence is implied by Nonnus, Dionysiaca II, 573-4, where Zeus
ridiculing Typhon after his signal victory over him, mentions as would-be
participants in Typhon’s wished for triumphant ascent to Heaven
Eurynome, Ophion and Cronos.

It is thus amply evident that by the side of Hesiodic orthodoxy (Ouranos
- Cronos - Zeus) we encounter an alternative myth of succession (Ophion -
Cronos - Zeus). In Aeschylus (certainly), Prometheus Vinctus, 955-9, the
‰ÈÛÛÔd Ù‡Ú·ÓÓÔÈ who have already fallen out of Olympus, the cosmic
citadel, before the third reign of Zeus, must be Ouranos and Cronos rather
than Ophion and Cronos despite the scholiast ad loc.: ÚÒÙÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ ÂÚd
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\OÊ›ˆÓ· Î·d EéÚ˘ÓfiÌËÓ, ‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔÓ ÙÔf˜ ÂÚd KÚfiÓÔÓ. In Agamemnon
167-74 we have again two former all-powerful divine leaders superseded by
Zeus’ victorious reign; probably again we have to do with Ouranos (¬ÛÙÈ˜

¿ÚÔÈıÂÓ qÓ Ì¤Á·˜, ·ÌÌ¿¯̌ˆ ıÚ¿ÛÂÈ ‚Ú‡ˆÓ) and Cronos (¬˜ ‰’ öÂÈÙ’

öÊ˘, ÙÚÈ·ÎÙÉÚÔ˜ Ôú¯ÂÙ·È Ù˘¯ÒÓ), even though the scholia ad loc. suggest
the Titans (Cronos) and Typhon respectively. On the other hand “waxing
great in overpowering audacity” fits Ophion’s unruly temperament (or the
Titanic character) rather than the serene authority of primal Heavens. One
can thus understand the scholiast’s point, but it is out of the question to
introduce Typhon as a reigning force in the universal empire at any stage of
cosmic history; and there is no other available candidate (however
remotely), once the first allusion is taken to refer to Cronos and the Titans.
In the scholia to Aratus, Phaen. 16, the ÚÔÙ¤ÚË ÁÂÓÂ‹ is explained
according to some (ÙÈÓ¤˜) as ÙÔf˜ ÂÚd \OÊ›ÔÓ· Î·d EéÚ˘ÓfiÌËÓ Î·d

OéÚ·ÓeÓ <Î·d> KÚfiÓÔÓ. Here we have a disorderly conflation, or rather a
syncretistic integration, of the two succession-sequences, with Ouranos
after Ophion. But there is no other trace of such mixed order, not even in
later Orphic sources, in so far as Ophion is concerned. Yet at Plato
Timaeus, 40e, we do find an unHesiodic sequence with a distinct
hypostatic level, intercalated between the primaeval couple Heaven - Earth
and the Titans (with Cronos); significantly, the intervening hypostasis is
Oceanos with Tethys. It is true that Proclus, in Tim. 40e (III 184, 1 Diehl =
OF 114), explicitly comments on this Platonic peculiarity, that it is in
contradistinction to Orpheus (ï ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜), quoting passages in
hexametres (evidently from the rhapsodic ÎÂÚÔd §fiÁÔÈ) where Oceanos and
Tethys, with Cronos, Rhea and the other Titans are all children of Heaven
and Earth (the orthodox account); cf. also Proclus op. cit. III 185, 28 Diehl
(= OF 135). But this probably refers to the latter, hellenistic and syncretistic
form of Orphism represented in the Rhapsodies, which no doubt followed
in this the Hesiodic orthodoxy. Olympiodorus again In Plat. Phaed. 61c p.
2, 21 Norvin (= OF 220) mentions the Hesiodic succession of reigns as
Orphic (OéÚ·Ófi˜ - KÚfiÓÔ˜ - ZÂ‡˜) with the addition, of course, of ¢ÈfiÓ˘-

ÛÔ˜ as the fourth kingdom (instead of the normative series of six). This is
obviously a simplification of the full rhapsodic series, with the omission of
its precelestial members (\HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔ˜ - N‡Í) - something very much in
tune with the Alexandrian type of (attenuated) Neoplatonism. Plato,
Cratylus, 402b-c, preserves an ancient Orphic fragment (OF 15): 

\øÎÂ·Óe˜ ÚáÙÔ˜ Î·ÏÏ›ÚÚÔÔ˜ qÚÍÂ Á¿ÌÔÈÔ,

¬˜ Ú· Î·ÛÈÁÓ‹ÙËÓ ïÌÔÌ‹ÙÔÚ· TËıfÓ ù˘ÈÂÓ.
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It is of course erroneous to assume that Ocean and Tethys were absolutely
the first conjugated principles in the Orphic theology Plato referred to. For
in the Cratylus passage where the verses are quoted, Plato collects evidence
for the Heracleitean view that all is in flux. He first refers to the very
appelations P¤· and KÚfiÓÔ˜ which, he maintains, are names of currents,
streams (ÚÂ˘Ì¿ÙˆÓ çÓfiÌ·Ù·); evidently he utilizes here the assumed
etymological equivalence KÚfiÓÔ˜ - XÚfiÓÔ˜. The famous Homeric verse
then is quoted (Iliad Ξ, 201). An unspecified reference to Hesiod is also
included (this should rather be taken as an interpretation of Chaos on the
pattern of Stoicism, etymologizing it from ¯¤ÔÌ·È, ¯ÂÖÛı·È, and identifying
it with primaeval chaotic liquidity; the usually adopted connection to
Theogony, 337 (cf. e.g. in OF 15) is extremely weak and wide off the mark.
Lastly the Orphic verses are quoted. We cannot suppose that there existed
any form of cosmogonic (especially Orphic) speculation which began with
Ocean and Tethys before Heaven and Earth. Besides, the very verses in
question make the conjugated pair brother and sister from the same father
and mother (as it is specifically and emphatically declared: Î·ÛÈÁÓ‹ÙËÓ

ïÌÔÌ‹ÙÔÚ·), these latter certainly being Heaven and Earth. Then the
statement that Ocean was the first to marry (ÚáÙÔ˜ qÚÍÂÓ Á¿ÌÔÈÔ) must
imply priority not absolutely but among his brothers. But who then would
these brothers be if not the rest of the Titans, including Cronos? In the
Timaeus passage (40e), where the Theogony adopted is significantly
ascribed to ıÂáÓ ·Ö‰Â˜ (hence no doubt to Orpheus, at least as well),
Ocean and Tethys appear to be the only children of the primal pair;
Cronos, Rhea, Phorcys Î·d ¬ÛÔÈ ÌÂÙa ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ must refer to the Titans. For
whereas in Hesiod (Theogony, 133 sqq.) Phorcys is not a Titan, in the
rhapsodic theology he is (OF 144) - evidently an ancient trait of Orphism.
In the Vatican Mythographer (Vat. Myth. I 204) we find precisely the same
deities as in the Timaeus passage, namely Cronos, Rhea and Phorcys, these
being considered as children of Heaven, who himself was born of Ophion;
Ophion, we are told, the philosophers also call Ocean or Nereus. With the
reversal of the sequence of the first two terms we obtain the Timaean series:
Heaven - Ocean - Cronos. The identification of Ocean with Ophion is very
telling (cf. Chapter 10, above). But if then Plato refers to the same
“Orpheus” in Cratylus and Timaeus, the meaning of ÚáÙÔ˜ in the
Cratylean Orphic fragment must be different. Maybe its significance lies in
the view that with Ocean and Tethys we have the first institutionalized
marriage in the procession of being and the derivation of reality; Earth and
Heaven copulating before that in an irregular way of some sort. We do find
evidence of such a conception even in the Hesiodic Theogony, 154 sqq.
Heaven there is portrayed as oppressing Earth by not allowing their
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offspring to see the light, i.e. to be born properly. He made them into the
bowels of Earth their Mother. Which means that he did not separate from
Earth, did not withdraw from his eternal copulation with her. Thus Earth
conceived a wrath against him, and persuaded her children, primarily the
terrible Cronos, to mutilate the Father by severing his member in the very
act of such incessant coition. Thus the Gods were able to emerge from the
maternal womb.

But a serious difficulty with this interpretation is presented by the
definite Proclean statements in Tim. 40e (III 176, 10 Diehl = OF 112), to
the effect that Orpheus explicitly called Earth the first bride (ÚÒÙË

Ó‡ÌÊË) and her union with Heaven the very first marriage (ÚÒÙÈÛÙÔÓ

Á¿ÌÔÓ). However this is not conclusive. For in Neoplatonic parlance the
“most first” (ÚÒÙÈÛÙÔ˜) marriage may occur between Heaven and Earth
as a causal prefiguration of all subsequent conjugate productivity; whereas
again the first marriage may still be that of Ocean and Tethys, as the
prototype of the actual union of two principles with multiple and regular
offspring. Be that as it may, in the Timaeus Plato clearly refers to an
Orphism involving the succession or sequence Heaven - Ocean - Zeus, and
with a final generation after the Olympian (ZÂf˜ ≠HÚ· ÙÂ Î·d ¿ÓÙÂ˜

¬ÛÔ˘˜ úÛÌÂÓ à‰ÂÏÊÔf˜ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ·éÙáÓ, öÙÈ ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ôÏÏÔ˘˜ âÎÁfi-

ÓÔ˘˜). This last clause certainly refers to Orphic-mysteric Dionysus as Zeus’
son. If we also add to the series a first member corresponding to the
Darkness at the beginning of things (that N‡Í with whom the most ancient
Orphic Cosmogony began) we reconstitute the entire scheme of the
famous Orphic six generations (N‡Í - OéÚ·Ófi˜ - \øÎÂ·Ófi˜ - KÚfiÓÔ˜ -

ZÂ‡˜ - ¢ÈfiÓ˘ÛÔ˜), a six graded sequence which became proverbial through
the Orphic verse:

≤ÎÙË ‰’ âÓ ÁÂÓÂFÉ Î·Ù··‡Û·ÙÂ ÔrÌÔÓ àÔÈ‰É˜

(accepting Kroll’s excellent emendation ÔrÌÔÓ to the manuscript ı˘ÌfiÓ in
Plutarch, de E apud. Delph. 391D or KfiÛÌÔÓ in Plato, Philebus, 66c).

Strong pressure to find a pretty early and hypostatically distinct place for
Ocean and Tethys in the general scheme of cosmic derivation must have
been exercised by the Homeric verse referred to above, Iliad • 201

\øÎÂ·ÓfiÓ ÙÂ, ıÂáÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ, Î·d ÌËÙ¤Ú· TËı‡Ó,

a verse widely quoted in antiquity (cf. e.g. the apparatus criticus ad loc. in
Ludwich’s edition), especially with regard to cosmogonical questions
concerning the origination of things. 
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Although considering Ocean a Titan, rhapsodic Orphism as well as
Athenian Neoplatonism laboured under the necessity to provide for him a
special position. Thus he is the first to proceed with Tethys from his parents
Heaven and Earth (Proclus in Plat. Tim. 40e, III 176, 10 Diehl = OF 112);
he alone stays aloof from the monstrous deed of the Cronian confederacy
against Father Sky (Proclus op. cit. III 185, 28 = OF 135) as remaining
nearer to his source, cause and principle. After all, the oceanic horizon of
Earth, the common, encircling boundary, intermediation and transition in
place and substance between Heaven and Earth, is given before all else,
once Heaven and Earth are determined as distinct hypostases. The
conflicting moments, harmonized with typical Neoplatonic dexterity, are
well exemplified in Proclus op. cit. III 186.7 = OF 117: on the one hand ï
\øÎÂ·Óe˜ Î·d ì TËıf˜ Î·ı’ ¬ÛÔÓ Ì¤ÓÔ˘ÛÈ Î·d ≥ÓˆÓÙ·È Úe˜ ÙeÓ OéÚ·ÓeÓ

Û˘Ì·Ú¿ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ ·éÙˇá ÙcÓ ÙáÓ ÚÔ˚fiÓÙˆÓ ‚·ÛÈÏÂ›·Ó, KÚfiÓÔ˘ ÙÂ Î·d

P¤·˜ etc., and hence Ocean and Tethys are superior to Cronos and P¤·;

but then on the other hand ¬ÙÈ ï KÚfiÓÔ˜ ñ¤ÚÙÂÚÔ˜ âÛÙd ÙÔÜ \øÎÂ·ÓÔÜ,

‰Â‰‹ÏˆÎÂÓ ï ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜ ¿ÏÈÓ Ï¤ÁˆÓ ÙeÓ ÌbÓ KÚfiÓÔÓ Î·Ù·Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈÓ ÙeÓ

ÔéÚ¿ÓÈÔÓ òOÏ˘ÌÔÓ ÎàÎÂÖ ıÚÔÓÈÛı¤ÓÙ· ‚·ÛÈÏÂ‡ÂÈÓ ÙáÓ TÈÙ¿ÓˆÓ, ÙeÓ ‰b

\øÎÂ·ÓeÓ ÙcÓ ÏÉÍÈÓ ±·Û·Ó ÙcÓ Ì¤ÛËÓØ Ó·›ÂÈÓ ÁaÚ ·éÙeÓ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ıÂÛÂ-

Û›ÔÈ˜ ÚÂ›ıÚÔÈ˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ÌÂÙa ÙeÓ òOÏ˘ÌÔÓ Î·d ÙeÓ âÎÂÖ ÂÚÈ¤ÂÈÓ OéÚ·ÓfiÓ,

àÏÏ’ Ôé ÙeÓ àÎÚfiÙ·ÙÔÓ, ó˜ ‰¤ ÊËÛÈÓ ï ÌÜıÔ˜, ÙeÓ âÎÂÛfiÓÙ· ÙÔÜ \OÏ‡-

ÌÔ˘ (sc. the fallen Heaven, OéÚ·ÓeÓ ÙeÓ âÎÂÛfiÓÙ· ÙÔÜ \OÏ‡ÌÔ˘) Î·d

âÎÂÖ ÙÂÙ·ÁÌ¤ÓÔÓ: the claims here for Cronian precedence over Ocean are
based on the fact that Cronos conquered Olympus, unthroned OéÚ·Ófi˜

and cast him down at the outer limits of Earth, where Ocean has his
residences constituting the circle of Horizon, the only meeting place of
Earth and Heaven now that a permanent gap separates them after Cronos’
monstrous deed. This seems to solve for us our serious problem above
regarding the true succession between Ouranos and Oceanos: Ocean is
identified with the fallen Heaven, former king of the World, dethroned by
Cronos, the next royal master. Then Cronos is, in a sense, Heaven, as
universal lord; just as Zeus is aspectually identified with the Celestial
existence, once the new Olympian order has been established, with its Jovial
summit.

This brings us appropriately back to Pherecydes. OéÚ·Ófi˜ cast down to
the confinements of Earth, and Ophioneus thrown into the Ocean at the
common boundary between Heaven and Earth, are obviously parallel
conceptions. There is also a structural analogy of Ophioneus and Ocean in
the corresponding series: Ophion - Cronos - Zeus (Apollonius Rhodius) on
the one hand and Ocean - Cronos - Zeus (Plato’s Timaeus) on the other. In
both the assimilations Ophioneus - OéÚ·Ófi˜ and Ophioneus - Ocean,
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there is involved a fundamental opposition and differentiation from
Cronos. The contamination of the two analogies is markedly operative in
the  Proclean passage quoted above. The Oceanian connection in
Ophioneus is confirmed by his wife Eurynome, a daughter of Ocean (Iliad
Σ, 388-9 (she lives in Ocean, too); Hesiod Theog. 358; Apollodorus
Biblioth. I, 8). She bore to Zeus the Charites (Hesiod Theog. 907-11;
Callimachus Fr. 384.45) and Asopos the river (Apollodorus Biblioth. III,
156). Eurynome was worshipped in Phigaleia under the aspect of a woman
complete down to the buttocks but ending as a fish (Pausanias VIII, 41, 4-
6). We saw above that according to the testimony of Vat. Myth. I, 204,
Ophion occupies in the cosmogonical sequences the position of Ocean,
indeed he is what the philosophers call Ocean. Ocean, on the other hand,
conceived as the ultimate river engulfing Earth, was likely to be visualized as
a gigantic snake, a vivid representation of every stream’s serpentine path (cf.
for Acheloos, Sophocles, Trachiniae, 11-3; Ovid Metamorph. IX, 62 sqq.;
etc.; v. the combat between Heracles and Acheloos, where the latter appears
as a human-headed snake with a fishy tail, and arms, Corpus Vasorum
Antiqu. Br. Mus. 3, III, I C, Plate 19, 1b.

In an isolated tradition preserved by the Scholia A and D in Iliad Θ,
479, Ophion is the mightiest of the Earth-born Giants; they raised great
war against Zeus at Tartessos on the banks of Ocean. (Significantly Strabo
III, 2, 12 (149C = 201, 18-9; 202, 5-7 M) links Tartaros to Tartessos).
Being defeated, they were thrown into the Erebos, and the previously
deposed Cronos was made king over them; Ophion alone was buried under
a mountain called after him \OÊÈÒÓÈÔÓ. What specifically connects this
account with Pherecydes is the oceanian location of the war. The arch-
Giant Ophion is further related to Typhon and his rebellion. 

But the basic point in Pherecydes and the ancient cosmogonies is the
position of Ophion at the very beginning of the World-formation. Thus
Lucian Tragopodagra, 99 sqq., in his mock theogonic procreation of Gout
makes her the first offspring of old Ophion and Clotho the Fate, when Eos
shone and blazed resplendent the Sun-Light, ending the reign of dark
Chaos. 

To differentiate, harmonize and conclude. 
First, alongside the Hesiodic orthodoxy there also existed a strong

current of tradition ascribing to  primaeval Water a central and primary
position in the cosmic creation scheme (cf. e.g. how such a tradition is
reflected in Thales as well as in Orphic theologies of the Hieronymus -
Hellanicus or the Athenagoras type. It also intruded into the Hesiodic
scheme, reinterpreting Chaos as above all primordial flux). The first step in
the formation of an orderly state out of the initial Chaos was the separation
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of Heaven and Earth. Whether as the primaeval liquidiy or as the Earth-
engulfing stream of horizon at her meeting place with Heaven in the first
cosmic Order, Ocean was according to this type of thought a central figure.
To the second type belonged the Orphism adopted by Plato in his Timaeus
passage. But this Ocean was a factor of stability and a mighty contributor to
that order, rather than a resistant, rebellious power obnoxious to it. Water is
a stable and cohesive element in its flux and transformation. This resulted
in Ocean’s important but discreet presence in Hesiodic orthodoxy; the same
prevailed at last in the complex rhapsodic Orphism, and was
philosophically expressed by Athenian Neoplatonism.

Second, there existed an intense sense of conflict in the divine order. This
had both a positive and a negative aspect. At the first stages of the World-
formation, each War among the Gods and each successive victorious reign
that resulted expressed the imposition of a higher degree of order and
development for the elemental cosmic forces that were weaving reality.
Once the stable and final order prevailed, so it was felt, every antagonism
was mere rebellion, a vehement attempt to lessen the measure or attenuate
the quality of the dominant harmony in the arrangement. It was in fact and
in effect a question of whether the balance between the powers of luminous
Form and the potencies of procreative Darkness had been rightly struck.
The resolution of this eternal cosmic enigma was safely entrusted to the
Heracleitean War among the contending parties. 

The inner essence and striking features of the Pherecydean system nicely
emerge in such perspectives. 

a) There is no open conflict in the development of reality. There is no
succession of improving directive principles, each overpowering the
previous one, no insurgent Sons vanquishing their royal Fathers, no
younger deities conquering older ones, no new decrees abolishing the
preobtaining ones. The model is one of organic evolution, of the unfolding,
according to a predetermined inherent law, of the vast fabric of the World
out of the aboriginal realities and their natural operations: the inherent law
is ensconced in the nature of the three eternal principles, Chronos, Zas,
Chthonie.

b) The primal creative act is Chronos’ emission of sperm. This âÎÚÔ‹

constitutes first of all the oceanic current, the primordial Water, the
principle of fluidity, source and quintessence of all fertilizing outflowing.
This becomes \øÁËÓfi˜, Pherecydes’ name for \øÎÂ·Ófi˜. Hesychius
confirms the gloss: s.v. \øÁÂÓ›‰·ÈØ èÎÂ·Ó›‰·ÈØ èÁcÓ ÁaÚ èÎÂ·Ófi˜; and s.v.
èÁ‹ÓØ èÎÂ·Ófi .̃ Lycophron Alex. 231 has ÁÚ·Ö·Ó Í‡ÓÂ˘ÓÔÓ \øÁ¤ÓÔ˘ TÈÙ·-

Ó›‰·. The ÁÚ·Ö· TÈÙ·Ó›˜ is Tethys the Titaness; òøÁÂÓÔ˜ is \øÎÂ·Ófi˜, the
first Titan. The Scholia and glosses ad loc. explain that òøÁÂÓÔ˜ was the old
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name of \øÎÂ·Ófi .̃ Parthenius spoke of èÁÂÓ›Ë ™Ù‡Í (Stephanus Byzantius
s.v. òøÁÂÓÔ˜ = Fr. 7 Martini): ÛfÓ ÙFÉ âÁg TËı‡Ó ÙÂ Î·d èÁÂÓ›Ë˜ ™Ù˘Áe˜

≈‰ˆÚ; meaning no doubt oceanine Styx; Styx was the oldest daughter of
Ocean, Hesiod Theogony 776-7; ‰ÂÈÓc ™Ù‡Í, ı˘Á¿ÙËÚ à„ÔÚÚfi˘ \øÎÂ·-

ÓÂÖÔ / ÚÂÛ‚˘Ù¿ÙË. The root seems to signify the extreme. Extreme in
time, aboriginal, as in Hesychius s.v. \øÁ¤ÓÈÔÓØ ·Ï·ÈfiÓ, and Stephanus
Byzantius loc. cit. òøÁÂÓÔ˜Ø àÚ¯·ÖÔ˜ ıÂfi˜, ¬ıÂÓ èÁÂÓ›‰·È Î·d èÁ¤ÓÈÔÈ,

àÚ¯·ÖÔÈ. But also extreme in place, furthest away: thus Hesychius s.v. èÁ‹...

Î·d Ê¿Ï·ÁÁÔ˜ Ùe öÛ¯·ÙÔÓ. Î·d Ùe ôÎÚÔÓ; and Etym. Gudianum s.v.
âÈˆÁ‹Ø âÎ ÙÔÜ èÁ‹, ï ñ„ËÏe˜ ÙfiÔ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È (cf. Hesychius s.v. èÁ¤ÓÈÔÓØ

...Î·d ùÚÔ˜ ÙÈ). More specifically, the Hesychian explanation Î·d Ùe ôÎÚÔÓ,

connects the world to ̌ü· (or ť· or ü· or t· or ù·), border, fringe or edge
of a garment in particular and generally. Also that which is attached to, and
bounds from above, say the upper part of a house, its second storey, cf. the
already Homeric ñÂÚˇáÔÓ. In fact the Lacedaemonians employed the
simple form t· (or ť·) instead of the complex one: Scholia T ad Iliad Π
184: Ùa ÌÂÙ¤ˆÚ· ‰b ÙáÓ ÔåÎËÌ¿ÙˆÓ t· §·ÎÂ‰·ÈÌfiÓÈÔÈ Î·ÏÔÜÛÈÓ, L ÓÜÓ

ñÂÚˇá¿ Ê·ÌÂÓ. Clearchus explained superficially that it was from her
habitual abode when a child in such superstructures that Helen was
believed and mythologized to have been born from Leda’s egg; Athenaeus
B, 57 e-f: \EÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó ‰b Î·d Ùa ÓÜÓ ÙáÓ ÔåÎÈáÓ ·Ú’ ìÌÖÓ Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓ·

ñÂÚˇá· “ˇè¿” ÊËÛd KÏ¤·Ú¯Ô˜ âÓ \EÚˆÙÈÎÔÖ˜, ÙcÓ ^EÏ¤ÓËÓ Ê¿ÛÎˆÓ âÓ

ÙÔÈÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÔåÎ‹Ì·ÛÈ ÙÚÂÊÔÌ¤ÓËÓ ‰fiÍ·Ó àÂÓ¤ÁÎ·Ûı·È ·Úa ÔÏÏÔÖ˜ ó˜

âÍ ˇèÔÜ ÂúË ÁÂÁÂÓÓËÌ¤ÓË. Thus we obtain the sense of that which
surrounds, encircles or encloses (cf. the ü· as a girdle around the pudenda
in bathing and, perhaps, in certain sacred rites, Pollux VII, 66; X, 181 with
a quotation from Theopompus Comicus, ¶·Ö‰Â˜ ΙΙ p. 807, II Meineke =
37: 

ÙËÓ‰d ÂÚÈ˙ˆÛ¿ÌÂÓÔÓ ̌ü·Ó ÏÔ˘ÙÚ›‰·

Î·Ù¿‰ÂÛÌÔÓ õ‚Ë˜ ÂÚÈ¤Ú·ÛÔÓ - 

and from Pherecrates, \IÓe˜ j ¶·ÓÓ˘¯›˜ II p. 279, VII Meineke = 62. Cf.
also Hermippus, ™ÙÚ·ÙÈáÙ·È II p. 405, VI Meineke = 53 and II p. 403, IV
Meineke). 

The Ocean, like a belt, circumflows and circumscribes Earth, just as it
was portrayed at the outer circumference (ôÓÙ˘Í) of both the Homeric (Σ,
483 sqq.; 607-8) and the Hesiodic (Scutum, 314-5: àÌÊ› ‰’ úÙ˘Ó Ú¤ÂÓ

\øÎÂ·Óe˜ Ï‹ıÔÓÙÈ âÔÈÎÒ˜ / ÄÓ ‰Â Û˘ÓÂÖ¯Â (it bounded and held
together) Û¿ÎÔ˜ ÔÏ˘‰·›‰·ÏÔÓ) shields. That circumscription and
confinement was also the primary meaning of è̌fiÓ, egg. The Aeolic form
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üÈÔÓ (―∪∪) (Sappho, 56; 112) suggests a root ˆj- (cf. also the poetic form
üÂÔÓ); while Hesychius informs us of a dialectal ü‚ÂÔÓ; s.v. òø‚Â·, Ùa ̌è¿,

\AÚÁÂÖÔÈ. Cf. s.v. \ø‚ÂÔÎfiÙ·ÈØ ÙÔf˜ ùÊÂÈ˜, i.e. egg-breaker snakes. This
postulates a root ˆF- with digamma. Maybe we should therefore with
Curtius (Greek Etymology Eng. Tr. II p. 488) assume a compound initial
root ˆFj-, of which the Latin suppressed the j (ov-um), while the Greek
normally dropped the F (cf. the Old Irish og, egg, and, indeed, egg itself). It
is remarkable that we can thus easily explain (again with Curtius) the Neo-
greek formation ·éÁfi which retained both F and j. \øÁËÓfi˜ in his way may
come directly from ˆj - or from ˆF - with the usual mutation of the
‰›Á·ÌÌ· into Á¿ÌÌ·. (Parallel mutations occur in the probably connected
forms ÔúË - Ôé¿ - ü· - è‚¿ - èÁ‹, signifying ÎÒÌË and, in Laconia, a local
division of the Spartan people. V. among other testimonies the Hesychian
lemmata s.vv. Ôå·ÙÄÓ, ÔåËÙÄÓ, Ôé·›, ü· ,̃ t‚·È, è‚¿Ù· ,̃ èÁ‹. We have to
do with divisions of the countryside encircling the civil centre: the ÎáÌ·È

around the fiÏÈ˜). To \øÁÂÓfi˜ we may compare also üÁ·ÓÔÓ as spoke of a
wheel, v. Bekker, Anecdota Graeca I, p. 318.5; Hesychius s.v. òøÁ˘ÁÔ˜,

èÁ‡ÁÈÔ˜ may further simply be reduplications of ˆÁ-. The idea of a power
circumscribing the World was represented, especially in occult contexts, by
the image of a terrible snake eating its tail (ÔéÚÔ‚fiÚÔ˜); cf. Acta Thomae,
32: Û˘ÁÁÂÓc˜ ‰b ÂåÌd âÎÂ›ÓÔ˘ ÙÔÜ öÍˆıÂÓ ÙÔÜ \øÎÂ·ÓÔÜ ùÓÙÔ˜, Ôy ì ÔéÚa

öÁÎÂÈÙ·È Ù̌á å‰›̌ˆ ÛÙfiÌ·ÙÈ (sc. ÙÔÜ ÔéÚÔ‚fiÚÔ˘). Here, in significant non-
Ochkamite multiplication, the monstrous, beneficial principle is
distinguished from its perceived embodiment (as the circumflowing
Ocean).

c) The spermatic moisture constituted the fluid element; while the fiery
and pneumatic ingredients in Chronos’ Semen produced fire and the
winds. The fundamental structure of the World and its elemental forces are
already created. The former is given right from the beginning with the
existence of the three ultimate principles; for they define Heaven, probably
as an extension of, or, at any rate, a celestial kind of Earth - cf. Phaedo’s
myth - (the realm of engulfing Chronos), the Gap (the realm of Zeus),
Earth and Hades (the realm of Chthonie), and the vast, abysmal chasm
beneath (Tartaros). The Earth flies above this abyss: she is the ñfiÙÂÚÔ˜

‰ÚÜ˜ of Isidorus (Clemens, Stromat. VI 53 (II 459.4 Stählin) = B2). She is
the giant Oak-tree with its roots at the Tartarian node whence Heaven and
Earth and Sea spring (Hesiod Theogony 736 sqq.), its trunk constituted
Earth with her interior Hades, and the branches formed the celestial
ramification of the World. Now Chronos’ seed, and the three elements
which it produces, fill that original frame, and by being deposited or
precipitated in the five cosmic recesses, the productive wombs of the five
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World-regions, they fertilize their respective latent potencies, thereby
bringing forth the ÂÓÙ¤Ì˘¯Ô˜ divine progeny. Chief among this prolific
offspring is the principle of Water, \øÁËÓfi˜, (located at the common
boundary of Heaven and Earth), the principle of Fire (maybe the Sun or
the aetherial bright quintessence condensed chiefly in the Sun, or, still
better, the primigenitus º¿ÓË˜, Eros himself ) positioned high under the
Sky, and the principle of Wind domiciled in Tartaros (cf. B5). Thus the
next stage in Creation is completed.

d) It cannot be that while all basic nooks respond productively to the
fertilizing prowess of Chronos’ semen, Earth’s womb alone remains sterile
and Hades without appropriate issue. On the contrary, in Chthonie’s
bowels is conceived by Chronos’ seed an almighty Daemon, the wondrous,
monstrous Enormity, the unspeakable Serpent, \OÊÈÔÓÂ‡˜, Pherecydes’
equivalent to \A˚‰ˆÓÂ‡˜. He, full of pride and confident of his powers,
claims universal sovereignty and challenges his father’s rule. The divine War
thus commences, and Chronos with his celestial hosts enters the lists
against Ophioneus, leader of the terrestrial army. The object of the contest
is who would govern the World by inhabiting the Sky; the vanquished, he
who would be thrown into the Ocean, will remain there hereafter in all
eternity (B4). The war is conducted on the Homeric pattern, with ÚÔÎÏ‹-

ÛÂÈ ,̃ ±ÌÈÏÏ·È and Û˘ÓıÉÎ·È, challenges, competitions and vowed terms. In
the end Chronos is victorious, and Ophioneus cast into the Ocean (ibid.).
A strong reminiscence of Chronos’ aberrant fecundation of Chthonie is
provided by the isolated story of Typhon’s birth in Scholia B Iliad, B, 783,
according to which Cronos gave to Hera two eggs smeared with his own
semen, and directed her to bury them in the Earth; from them the daemon
would be brought forth who could overpower Zeus, ÙeÓ ‰b (sc. KÚfiÓÔÓ)
‰ÔÜÓ·È ·éÙFÉ (sc. ≠HÚ÷·) ‰‡Ô è̌¿, Ù̌á å‰›̌ˆ ¯Ú›Û·ÓÙÈ ıÔÚ̌á, Î·d ÎÂÏÂ‡Û·ÓÙ·

Î·Ùa ÁÉ˜ àÔı¤Ûı·È, àÊ’ zÓ àÓ·‰Ôı‹ÛÂÙ·È ‰·›ÌˆÓ ï àÔÛÙ‹ÛˆÓ ¢›·

ÙÉ˜ àÚ¯É˜, and so Typhon was engendered. The context here belongs to
orthodox mythology; the important and relevant point is that a typhonic
being of sufficient power to contend for cosmic sovereignty could come
from Saturnian semen deposited into the earth, that is by abnormal coition
without actual contact between a Heavenly power and Earth. This is the
Pherecydean image, with the same participants (Cronos of course
substituted and explained as cosmogonical Chronos). The two eggs, of
which nothing, significantly, is said in the quoted story, must probably be
no less than Cronos’ testicles themselves, his ‰›‰˘ÌÔÈ.

54. For the war, its terms and conclusion v. n. 53.
Zeus’ effective intervention in the struggle against the unruly, riotous

and seditious host must be assumed not only because of the conclusive
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Middle-eastern and Greek analogies, but also in view of Zeus’ heightened
role in the government of the World subsequent to the defeat of
Ophioneus. This role consists in the final and determinative stage of the
orderly arrangement of the World as we know it, a demiurgic act
symbolised by the Sacred Marriage (v. nn. 55 and 57). The sequence of
events indicated by Maximus Tyrius, Dissertat. X, 4 (= A11), is revealing:
\AÏÏa Î·d ÙÔÜ ™˘Ú›Ô˘ ÙcÓ Ô›ËÛÈÓ ÛÎfiÂÈ, ÙeÓ ZÉÓ· Î·d ÙcÓ XıÔÓ›ËÓ Î·d

ÙeÓ âÓ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ òEÚˆÙ·, Î·d ÙcÓ \OÊÈˆÓ¤Ô˜ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ Î·d ÙcÓ ıÂáÓ Ì¿¯ËÓ,

Î·d ÙeÓ ‰¤Ó‰ÚÔÓ Î·d ÙeÓ ¤ÏÔÓ. The tree refers to the ñfiÙÂÚÔ˜ ‰ÚÜ ,̃ i.e.
the Earth in itself (v. n. 53). The “veil” (¤ÏÔ˜) is thrown upon it, i.e. the
surface of earth is shaped and ordered so as to constitute a meaningful
pattern. Evidently this casting of the veil upon the tree, this formation of
the Earth, refers to Zeus’ marriage to Chthonie; for this ¤ÏÔ˜ is the
ÊÄÚÔ˜ Ì¤Á· ÙÂ Î·d Î·ÏfiÓ made by Zeus and presented as a marriage-gift to
Chthonie (B2); the ÊÄÚÔ˜ decorated by the image of the whole or bit of
Earth (ibid.), and hung on the “subwinged oak-tree”, the ñfiÙÂÚÔ˜ ‰ÚÜ˜

(ibid.), i.e. Earth herself.
It is a vexed question whether Heaven was also pictured on the veil

besides Earth and the Ocean. The analogy of the Achilles’ shield in Homer
forged by Hephaetus (Iliad Σ, 483 sqq.) would support the view of celestial
inclusion; but in the Hesiodic shield’sdescription there is no mention of
Heaven as a cosmological constituent, only the portrayal of scenes that
would take place in the mansions of the Gods, cf. Scutum, 201 sqq. In the
Pherecydes papyrus (Grenfell-Hunt Greek Papyri II, n. 11, p. 23) the text
breaks off unfortunately just after mentioning Ogenus; but Clemens
Stromat. VI, 9, 4  (III, 429.1 Stählin = B2) has: ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ï ™‡ÚÈÔ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ:

“Z¿˜ ÔÈÂÖ ÊÄÚÔ˜ Ì¤Á· ÙÂ Î·d Î·ÏfiÓ, Î·d âÓ ·éÙˇá ÔÈÎ›ÏÏÂÈ °ÉÓ Î·d

\øÁËÓeÓ Î·d Ùa \øÁËÓÔÜ ‰ÒÌ·Ù·”. Clement’s silence as to the
representation of Heaven on the veil is the more telling, as he had just
before quoted the Homeric verses describing the portayal of Earth, Heaven
and Ocean in Achilles’ shield; he argues in extenso with this and similar
examples about the ÎÏÂÙÈÎeÓ Âr‰Ô˜ of eminent Greeks, unhesitatingly
appropriating for their own uses the literary inventions of others. It should
thus be infered that Heaven was absent from the Pherecydean veil. The veil
is symbolic of what is to become of our earthly world as a result of the
sacred marriage: the well-formed and ordered surface of the earth (encircled
by the Ocean) was portrayed on it, and that fully and perfectly ordered
aspect of earth was the gift of honour (Á¤Ú·˜) given symbolically (through
the veil) and promised materially to Chthonie by Zeus at their ritual
marriage; Diogenes Laertius I, 119 (= B1) quoting the very beginning of
the Pherecydean work: Za˜ ÌbÓ Î·d XÚfiÓÔ˜ qÛ·Ó àÂd Î·d XıÔÓ›Ë. XıÔÓ›FË
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‰b ùÓÔÌ· âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ °É âÂÈ‰c ·éÙFÉ Za˜ ÁÉÓ Á¤Ú·˜ ‰È‰ÔÖ. This marriage is
the symbol of cosmic creation, of the constitution of our orderly terrestrial
world.

In the enumeration of the basic features of Pherecydean cosmogony,
Maximus mentions Zeus and Chthonie and Love before the birth of
Ophioneus. But this does not refer to the Sacred Marriage, which followed
the Ophionid affair. Before it, there existed Chronos, Zas, Chthonie and,
after the emission of semen, from Chronos, first of all òEÚˆ ,̃ indeed ¶Úˆ-

ÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜. Pherecydes must have supposed some form of jealousy between
the two male principles vis-à-vis the female at this initial state of the yet
unformed World, as much is reported by Hermeias, Irrisio Gent. Philos. 6
(p. 18 Otto = A9): ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ ÌbÓ àÚ¯a˜ ÂrÓ·È Ï¤ÁˆÓ ZÉÓ· Î·d XıÔÓ›ËÓ

Î·d KÚfiÓÔÓØ ZÉÓ· ÌbÓ ÙeÓ ·åı¤Ú·, XıÔÓ›ËÓ ‰b ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ, KÚfiÓÔÓ ‰b ÙeÓ

¯ÚfiÓÔÓØ ï ÌbÓ ·åıcÚ Ùe ÔÈÔÜÓ, ì ‰b ÁÉ Ùe ¿Û¯ÔÓ, ï ‰b ¯ÚfiÓÔ˜ âÓ ž Ùa

ÁÈÓfiÌÂÓ·. ZËÏÔÙ˘›· ÙÔ›Ó˘Ó ÙáÓ ÁÂÚfiÓÙˆÓ Úe˜ àÏÏ‹ÏÔ˘˜. The
cosmogonical significance of their rivalry was that while Chronos’ irregular
and illicit mating with Chthonie brought forth Ophioneus who threatened
the orderly development towards a stable and harmonious cosmic structure,
Zeus’ ritual union with Chthonie, their sacred marriage and legitimate
conjugation and proper coition, produced the final beautiful arrangement
of a perfect Universe. Chronos provides the elemental forces, and basic
constitutents of the cosmic fabric, and is responsible for the World’s
inception and growth, while Zeus completes its design and controls its law-
abiding function.

It would be nicer to read in the Maximus passage: àÏÏa Î·d ÙÔÜ ™˘Ú›Ô˘

ÙcÓ Ô›ËÛÈÓ ÛÎfiÂÈ <Î·d ÙeÓ XÚfiÓÔÓ> Î·d ÙeÓ ZÉÓ· Î·d ÙcÓ XıÔÓ›ËÓ Î·d

ÙeÓ âÓ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ òEÚˆÙ· etc. It should be odd if Maximus omitted the
mention of Time precisely in a passage where he emphasized the hidden
meaning of the poetic and mythological manner of speaking, making it the
enigmatic enucleation of the same truths which, with human progress, are
later expressed philosophically. In any case, even without the addition of
XÚfiÓÔ˜, we ought to persevere in the same explanation (disassociating
Ophioneus from any relationship between Zeus and Chthonie, v. n. 53).
The tendency of the formulation, taken in isolation from what we know of
the entire Pherecydean system, would probably be to construe the begetting
of Ophioneus as the possible result of Zeus conceiving Love for Chthonie.
But this cannot be: theirs would be, at this stage, a monstrous and illicit
copulation, of a markedly different nature than their union in
sanctimonious marriage productive of a harmonious order. Eros must thus
be absent from such a coition, and such an offspring (cf. the Hesiodic
parallels, where illicit sexuality generates powers of darkness). The view
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expounded in n. 53 concerning the nature of Ophioneus’ origination in the
impregnation of (the unformed) Chthonie through the depositing in its
interior (i.e. the subterannean womb) of Cronos’ seed following his
autosexual act, is thus confirmed.

55. Proclus in Tim. 32C (ii 54, 28 Diehl = B3): ï ºÂÚÂÎ‡‰Ë˜ öÏÂÁÂÓ Âå˜

òEÚˆÙ· ÌÂÙ·‚Â‚ÏÉÛı·È ÙeÓ ¢›· Ì¤ÏÏÔÓÙ· ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂÖÓ. As the
production of reality is conceived on the biological pattern, so creation is
experienced as a sexual act. Hence the importance and significance of
cosmogonical Eros as principle of World-generation and formation. The
Demiurge must thus somehow be identified to that Love-Principle: Eros is
God as Creator. According to Theognis, Eros brings in springtime all seeds
of things upon earth, thus causing her blooming and flowering: 1275 sqq.: 

óÚ·ÖÔ˜ Î·d öÚˆ˜ âÈÙ¤ÏÏÂÙ·È ìÓ›Î· ÂÚ ÁÉ

ôÓıÂÛÈÓ Âå·ÚÈÓÔÖ˜ ı¿ÏÏÂÈ àÂÍÔÌ¤ÓËØ 

ÙÉÌÔ˜ öÚˆ˜ ÚÔÏÈgÓ K‡ÚÔÓ, ÂÚÈÎ·ÏÏ¤· ÓÉÛÔÓ,

ÂrÛÈÓ â’ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ Û¤ÚÌ· Ê¤ÚˆÓ Î·Ùa ÁÉ .̃

This yearly operation repeats the primal fertilization as an act of creation.
Dion Chrysostomus expounds an elaborate analysis of the idea, albeit in a
Stoic form and, importantly, in an avowedly Zoroastrian (which in a Greek
context virtually means primarily Pythagorean) setting: Oratio XXXVI §55
(II p. 15.8 Arn. = SVF II 622). The fiery, celestial, aetherial power at times
overpowers completely the three other elements, resolving the entire essence
of the world in its own ultimate substance and form; then it conceives a
strong desire for the condition in which it functions as the governing part
of the fully developed cosmic arrangement, as against its stage of all-
absorbing solitude, when it is the sole existent: ÏÂÈÊıÂd˜ ‰c ÌfiÓÔ˜ ï ÓÔÜ˜

(i.e. the thinking and leading fiery part of the World) ... Âéıf˜ âfiıËÛÂ ÙeÓ

âÍ àÚ¯É˜ ‚›ÔÓ (a yearning for its way of life in the previous cosmic stage
where it stood at the pinnacle of reality without exhausting it). This love for
his universal charioteering and, therefore, impetus towards World-creation,
is expressed in his transmutation to pure, resplendent light: öÚˆÙ· ‰b

Ï·‚gÓ ÙÉ˜ ìÓÈÔ¯‹ÛÂˆ˜ âÎÂ›ÓË˜ Î·d àÚ¯É˜ Î·d ïÌÔÓÔ›·˜ ÙÉ˜ ÙÂ ÙáÓ

ÙÚÈáÓ Ê‡ÛÂˆÓ (the remaining three elements besides fire) Î·d ìÏ›Ô˘ Î·d

ÛÂÏ‹ÓË ,̃ Î·d ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ôÛÙÚˆÓ, ê¿ÓÙˆÓ ÙÂ êÏá˜ ˙̌ÒˆÓ Î·d Ê˘ÙáÓ,

œÚÌËÛÂ âd Ùe ÁÂÓÓÄÓ Î·d ‰È·Ó¤ÌÂÈÓ ≤Î·ÛÙ· Î·d ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÂÖÓ ÙeÓ ùÓÙ·

ÓÜÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ... àÛÙÚ¿„·˜ ‰b ¬ÏÔ˜ ÔéÎ ôÙ·ÎÙÔÓ Ôé‰b Ú˘·ÚaÓ àÛÙÚ·‹Ó...

àÏÏa Î·ı·ÚaÓ Î·d àÌÈÁÉ ·ÓÙe˜ ÛÎÔÙÂÈÓÔÜ, ÌÂÙ¤‚·ÏÂ Ú÷·‰›ˆ˜ ±Ì· ÙFÉ

ÓÔ‹ÛÂÈ. Βecause this pure desire must be realised as a creative act by being
concretized as venereal operation and procreative process, the principle of
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existence is self-attenuated, reduces the intensity of its lightning and
becomes a mildly fiery air: ÌÓËÛıÂd˜ ‰b \AÊÚÔ‰›ÙË˜ Î·d ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ âÚ¿¸ÓÂ

Î·d àÓÉÎÂÓ ·ñÙfiÓ, Î·d ÔÏf ÙÔÜ ÊˆÙe˜ àÔÛ‚¤Û·˜ Âå˜ à¤Ú· ˘ÚÒ‰Ë ÙÚ¤-

ÂÙ·È, ˘Úe˜ ä›Ô˘. This coalescence of fire and air represents the
copulation of Zeus and Hera in their sacred Marriage: ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ñÌÓÔÜÛÈ

·Ö‰Â˜ ÛÔÊáÓ âÓ àÚÚ‹ÙÔÈ˜ ÙÂÏÂÙ·Ö˜ ≠HÚ·˜ Î·d ¢Èe˜ Âé‰·›ÌÔÓ· Á¿ÌÔÓ.

This divine, mysteric coition results in the production of the cosmic semen
with the appearance for the first time on the World-scene of the bifurcation
between the fluid substance and the plastic spirit in it, of the archetype of
the differentiation between body and soul: ñÁÚaÓ ‰b ÔÈ‹Û·˜ ÙcÓ ¬ÏËÓ

ÔéÛ›·Ó, íÓ Û¤ÚÌ· ÙÔÜ ¶·ÓÙfi˜, ·éÙe˜ âÓ ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ ‰È·ı¤ˆÓ, Î·ı¿ÂÚ âÓ

ÁÔÓFÉ ÓÂÜÌ· Ùe ÏÄÙÙÔÓ Î·d ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÔÜÓ etc.
The theology concerning the sacred Marriage of Zeus and Hera (in her

role as the great Goddess Earth) played a prominent part in Orphic
traditions, v. Eustathius ad Dionys. Perieg. 1 (GG II 217.15 = OF 115)
Î·ıa Î·d \OÚÊÂf˜ âÓ Ù̌á ÂÚd ¢Èe˜ Î·d ≠HÚ·˜ ÊËÛd Ï¤ÁˆÓ etc. Cf. Proclus
in Plat. Tim. 18c-d (I, 49.12 Diehl = OF 163): âÎ ÙáÓ Ì˘ÛÙÈÎáÓ ÏfiÁˆÓ

Î·d ÙáÓ âÓ àÔÚÚ‹ÙÔÈ˜ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ îÂÚáÓ Á¿ÌˆÓ etc. Cf. Proclus in Plat.
Tim. 18c (I 46. 27 Diehl = OF 132); op. cit. ad 31a (I 450.20 Diehl = OF
163). Cf. the marriage of Zeus and Hera in Cnossus, Diodorus V, 72; in
Samos, Lanctantius Inst. Divin. I, 17, 8. Pisander began his long poem
with that divine marriage, extending the history to his own times,
Macrobius, Saturnalia V, 2, 4-5. The Stoics, especially Chrysippus, were
prone to expatiate on philosophical interpretations of ancient theological
speculations, chiefly Orphic; so he treated the divine couple in question,
and elaborated on their mythological obscenities: Diogenes Laertius VII,
188; also Origenes, Contra Celsum, IV, 48; Clemens, Homiliae, V. 18.

56. For Orphism. Proclus in Plat. Tim. 39e (III, 102 Diehl = OF 82): Î·d ï

ÌbÓ ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ ïÚÄÓ ·éÙeÓ (sc. ÙeÓ ¢ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁfiÓ, i.e. Zeus) Âå˜ Ùe ·éÙÔ˙̌áÔÓ

ÂrÂÓ, ï ‰b \OÚÊÂf˜ Î·d âÈË‰ÄÓ ·éÙ̌á Î·d Î·Ù·›ÓÂÈÓ ‰ÂÈÍ¿ÛË˜ Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ

ÙÉ˜ N˘ÎÙfi .̃ The Platonic ·éÙÔ˙̌áÔÓ corresponds to the Orphic º¿ÓË˜ -

¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔ˜ - òEÚˆ˜. Op. cit. ad 29a-b (I 336 Diehl = OF 85): qÓ ÁaÚ

Î·d âÓ ÙÔ‡Ù̌ˆ (sc. Ù̌á ¢ÈU Î·Ù·ÔıÂd˜ ï MÉÙÈ˜ (a sexual transposition from
the normally feminine ì MÉÙÈ˜), Metis being the second hypostasis of the
Phanic triad (º¿ÓË˜ - MÉÙÈ˜ - ^HÚÈÎÂ·ÖÔ˜). Op. cit. ad 29 (I 324 Diehl
= OF 167); Ù·ÜÙ· ‰b Î·d ï \OÚÊÂf˜ âÓ‰ÂÈÎÓ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ Î·Ù·›ÓÂÛı·È ÙeÓ

ÓÔËÙeÓ ıÂeÓ öÊ·ÙÔ ·Úa ÙÔÜ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÔÜ ÙáÓ ¬ÏˆÓ ... ï ‰b ıÂÔÏfiÁÔ˜ Î·d

ÔxÔÓ âÈË‰ÄÓ ·éÙeÓ (sc. Zeus) Ùˇá ÓÔËÙˇá Î·d Î·Ù·›ÓÂÈÓ, ó˜ ï ÌÜıÔ˜

öÊËÛÂÓ ... ‰Èe Î·d ëÓÔÜÙ·È Úe˜ âÎÂÖÓÔÓ (sc. ÙeÓ ¶ÚˆÙfiÁÔÓÔÓ according to
Orpheus) ï ZÂf˜ ‰Èa Ì¤ÛË˜ ÙÉ˜ N˘ÎÙfi˜, Î·d ÏËÚˆıÂd˜ âÎÂÖıÂÓ Á›ÓÂÙ·È

ÎfiÛÌÔ˜ ÓÔËÙe˜ ó˜ âÓ ÓÔÂÚÔÖ˜:
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S˜ ÙfiÙÂ ¶ÚˆÙÔÁfiÓÔÈÔ ̄ ·‰gÓ Ì¤ÓÔ˜ \HÚÈÎÂ·›Ô˘

ÙáÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ ‰¤Ì·˜ Âr¯ÂÓ ëFÉ ëÓd Á·ÛÙ¤ÚÈ ÎÔ›ÏFË,

ÌÂÖÍÂ ‰’ âÔÖ˜ ÌÂÏ¤ÂÛÛÈ ıÂÔÜ ‰‡Ó·Ì›Ó ÙÂ Î·d àÏÎ‹Ó,

ÙÔûÓÂÎ· ÛfÓ Ù̌á ¿ÓÙ· ¢Èe˜ ¿ÏÈÓ âÓÙe˜ âÙ‡¯ıË.

Cf. also op. cit. ad 28c (I, 312 = OF 167): ÌÂÙa ÁÔÜÓ ÙcÓ Î·Ù¿ÔÛÈÓ ÙÔÜ

º¿ÓËÙÔ˜ ·î å‰¤·È ÙáÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ âÓ ·éÙ̌á (sc. Ù̌á ¢È˝) ÂÊ‹Ó·ÛÈÓ, œ˜ ÊËÛÈÓ

ï £ÂÔÏfiÁÔ ,̃ with the verses following the above quoted ones. Cf. Proclus in
Parmenid. 103b p. 799.27 Cousin2 and Hermeias in Plat. Phaedr. 247c (p.
148.10 Couvreur). 

On theological “swallowings” (Î·Ù·fiÛÂÈ˜) generally v. Proclus in Plat.
Tim. 34a (II, 93.18 Diehl = OF 167). 

In the great hymn to Zeus recorded by Porphyry and Eusebium Praep.
Evangel. III 9 p. 100a-105d, and in Stobaeus Eclog. I 23 (I 29.10
Wachsmuth) = OF 168, v. 9 (ZÂ‡˜ âÛÙÈ Î·d MÉÙÈ˜ ÚáÙÔ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÙˆÚ Î·d

öÚˆ˜ ÔÏ˘ÙÂÚ‹˜, a much quoted line by the Neoplatonists. In his
comment on this verse Proclus mentions the Pherecydean idea of Zeus’
transformation into Eros when about to create the stable arrangement of
this World. Cf. OF 169 and 170; Proclus in Tim. 32: II 54.28 Diehl = B3.

That Zeus swallows Metis in order fully to absorb, digest and control her
capacities is Hesiodic. In Theogony 886-900 we have one version, while as
Chrysippus (apud Galenum de placitis Hippocr. Et Plat. iii, 8 pp. 317 sqq.
Müller) testifies, there was a variant version either at a later part of
Theogony or in another work (Fr. Hesiodea 343 Merkelbach et West =
SVF II 908). Both accounts agree on the swallowing. We have here an
important point of contact between Hesiodic and Orphic theologies. Once
again, further, we encounter Pherecydes at the beginnings of the specifically
Orphic version, consisting in the projection of the essence of the later
incident onto the primal stage with a universal significance, so that we now
have the swallowing of Eros (who of course is identified or quasi-identified
harmonizingly - as distinguishable hypostasis within the same essential triad
- with Metis). Here the influence runs from Orphism to Pherecydes. 

57. For ¤ÏÔ˜ cf. n. 54. 
V. the surviving fragment of Pherecydes’ work in the Grenfell-Hunt

Papyrus treating precisely this marriage: B2 = F68 (Schibli); cf. also
Diogenes Laertius I 119 (= B1). The point is ritual conjugation as against
illicit and aberrant coition. Matrimonial copulation symbolizes regularized
and creative collabouring of the two ultimate Principles for the production
and maintainance of an orderly World. The marriage - ıÂÛÌÔ› safeguard the
harmonious form and arrangement of the offspring. This last, the genuine
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issue of this first legitimate conjugation, is prefigured in the marriage gift.
Similarly, the battle and triumph of the Olympians against the Giants was
eternalized on Athena’s robe carried at the great Panathenaic festival in
pomp and procession. Besides being pregnant with cosmogonical
significance, the ¤ÏÔ˜ given by Zeus to Chthonie at the third day of the
celebrations for their ritual marriage, provided also the aetion for the
corresponding human observances. Thus the divine act teams with double
symbolism constituting both a cosmogonical archetype and an aetiology for
the matrimonial ceremonial. The latter in its relevant part consisted in the
gifts given by the husband to the bride on the day when she was ritually
unveiled, seen and addressed by him as bride for the first time; the feast was
called àÓ·Î·Ï˘Ù‹ÚÈ· or ÚÔÛÊıÂÁÎÙ‹ÚÈ·; v. Pollux III, 36. Cf.
Harpocration s.v. àÓ·Î·Ï˘Ù‹ÚÈ·. (But the â·‡ÏÈ· are distinct from the
àÓ·Î·Ï˘Ù‹ÚÈ·, cf. Suda and Etym. Magn., s.v.). The unveiling and
address took part at the marriage banquet, v. Bekker, Anecdota Graeca I,
200.6 (also 390.26); cf. Lucian, Symp. 8. The event happened on the third
day of the marriage festivities and was followed by the processional
conveying of the bride to the groom’s place, v. Hesychius s.v. àÓ·Î·Ï˘Ù‹-

ÚÈÔÓ. 

The robe or mantle was a usual bridal gift: v. Homer Odyssey  Ô 107 and
125-7: Ô 292 sq.; Apollodorus Bibliotheca III, 4, 2 (25). More significantly,
and in a cultic context, a ¤ÏÔ˜ was woven for Hera every fourth year at
Olympia (Pausanias V, 16, 2), to commemorate, no doubt, her sacred
Marriage. The àÓ·Î·Ï˘Ù‹ÚÈ· or çÙ‹ÚÈ· of this archetypal matrimony
are represented in a metope from Selinus (Simon, Die Götter der Griechen,
p. 52, Fig. 44). The same event in its eternity is majestically expressed on
the Parthenon east-frieze (ibid. p. 53, fig. 45). Hera as bride is probably
portrayed in the fragmentary metope from Mycenae (ibid. p. 51, fig. 43).
Hera in this capacity and function is the heir to the status of the Great
Achaean Goddess, is the elemental Empedoclean power, the ÊÂÚ¤Û‚ÈÔ˜,

Earth herself. She is, on the other hand, the olympization of her former
grand prototype, and a perfection or fragment (depending on the
viewpoint and perspective adopted) of its awesome wholeness. Hera as
Earth according to Plutarch; Eusebius Pr. Ev. III prooem.; Theodoretus Gr.
Aff. Cur. III, 54; in primis, Empedocles B6. 

“Weaving” played a considerable role in Orphic symbolism; cf. OF 178;
192; 193. There even was an Orphic work entitled ¶¤ÏÔ˜ (Suda and
Hesychius Milesius s.v. \OÚÊÂ‡˜ = OF test 223; Clemens, Stromat. I 21,
131, 3-5 (II 81.7 Stählin = OF 222)), whose authorship was ascribed to
Brontinus (Clemens and Suda loci citati) or Zopyrus (Suda loc. cit.).
Weaving the fabric of the World and its cosmic order is an eminently
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pregnant form of expression in such contexts. Porphyry (De antro
Nymphar. 14 p. 66.13 Nauck2) reports that ¤ÏÔ˜ was an old
theosophical appellation of Heaven: ÙáÓ ·Ï·ÈáÓ Î·d ÙeÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ

¤ÏÔÓ ÂåÚËÎfiÙˆÓ, ÔxÔÓ ıÂáÓ ÔéÚ·Ó›ˆÓ ÂÚ›‚ÏËÌ·. The word normally
connoted the orderly arrangement of something underlying, its elaborate
decoration; v. Eusebius de Laud. Constant. VI p. 728 Reading: ÊˆÛÊfiÚÔ˘

‰’ âÍ¿„·˜ Ï·ÌÚa˜ àÎÙÖÓ· ,̃ ÛÂÏ‹ÓË˜ ÙÂ ÔÈÎÈÏ›·Ó Ê¤ÁÁÔ˘ ,̃ ôÛÙÚˆÓ ÙÂ

Û˘Ófi‰Ô˘˜ ÔÏ˘·˘ÁÂÖ˜ ÙeÓ Û‡Ì·ÓÙ· ÔéÚ·ÓfiÓ, ÔxÔÓ Ì¤Á· ¤ÏÔÓ, ·ÓÙÔ›-

ÔÈ˜ ÁÚ·ÊÉ˜ Î¿ÏÏÂÛÈÓ âÛÙÂÊ¿ÓˆÛÂÓ. Philo extends the conception to the
entire world; de Somniis I, §203 sq. (III p. 249.6 sqq. Wendland): Ùe

·ÌÔ›ÎÈÏÔÓ ≈Ê·ÛÌ·, ÙÔ˘ÙÔÓd ÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ. Cf. De Special. Legibus, I,
§95 (V. p. 23.23 sqq. Cohn); ibid. §86 (p. 22.8). In the Orphic Hymn XIX
to Zeus thunderbolt, it is hurled down ‰È·ÚÚ‹Í·˜ ‰b ¯ÈÙáÓ· ÔéÚ¿ÓÈÔÓ

ÚÔÎ¿Ï˘ÌÌ· (vv. 16-7). Cf. further Ùa ̂ IÂÚÔÛÙÔÏÈÎ¿ OF p. 300.
The Pherecydean ¤ÏÔ˜ (cf. also n. 40) represents evidently the

terrestial decoration, Earth’s harmonious formation as a glorious spectacle:
it thus concerns her surface. The interior remains as chthonic as ever: it is
the realm of Hades. The combination is potent: harmony is a question of
the superficies (it is however thorough and not superficial for that). The
root of being lies deep in the hideous womb. The flowering and fruition of
being, the beauty and effectiveness of existence, thrive on the fertility of
bursting disorder. We have to do with the two aspects of a single reality: the
mystery of hiddeness versus the radiance of revelation. 

58. Origenes Contra Celsum VI, 42 (= B5). The passage has been discussed
above (n. 53). - The notion that world and society ultimately obey the same
laws, in that they both are of the same general nature, or rather because
man is but a small portion of the cosmic totality, is a common human
experience. (The cosmic Macrocosm and human Microcosm). The form of
all lawfulness is simply this: violation of the valid, natural order is
inescapably redressed with marvelous precision on the whole and in the
long run, with certain divinities presiding over the mechanisms of
correction, both proximately and ultimately. Thus we read in Heracleitus
(Plutarch de exil., p. 604A = B94): ≠HÏÈÔ˜ ÁaÚ Ôé¯ ñÂÚ‚‹ÛÂÙ·È Ì¤ÙÚ·Ø Âå

‰b Ì‹, \EÚÈÓ‡Â˜ ÌÈÓ ¢›ÎË˜ â›ÎÔ˘ÚÔÈ âÍÂ˘Ú‹ÛÔ˘ÛÈÓ. (Cf. Plutarch, de Iside
et Osiride, 370D; Philodemus de Pietate 6a, p. 70 Gomperz - as restituted
by Croenert and Diels). The Erinnys are â›ÎÔ˘ÚÔÈ ¢›ÎË˜, and Dike is
¿ÚÂ‰ÚÔ˜ ¢Èfi˜, which absolute jurisdiction over transgression and lawful
retribution; Hesiod, Opera et Dies, 256 sqq. Cf. Euripides, Troades, 884
sqq. For this idea of cosmic justice, see also the famous Anaximandrean
passage (A9) quoted and treated above (n. 28). And cf. my general theory of
being, its dynamism, its polarity, and its basic sinusoidal oscillation. 
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EEAARRLLYY  PPYYGGHHAAGGOORREEAANNIISSMM
(nn. 59-111)
59. Pythagorean dualism, as the first systematic and philosophical articulation

of such a system in the Greek World, was early connected to the
characteristic Persian World-view. 

The antiquarian, scholarly and scientific researches of the Peripatetic
School on (esp. early) Pythagoreanism are well attested. Aristoxenus from
Taras (and the otherwise unknown Diodorus from Eretria) reported that
Pythagoras visited Zoroaster in order to learn the secrets of wisdom.
Hippolytus Refut. Omn. Haeres. I, 2, 12-15 (p. 7 Wendland = Diels,
Doxographi Graeci p. 557, 8-30 = Bidez-Cumont, Les Mages Hellénisés
d1). A. Gellius Noctes Atticae IV, 11, 1, praises Aristoxenus’ diligence in
litterary studies in the context of a discussion on abstemious Pythagorean
practices: Aristoxenus musicus, vir litterarum veterum diligentissimus,
Aristoteli philosophi auditor, in libro quem de Pythagora reliquit etc. This
book on Pyhagoras was a philosophical biography of the philosopher;
Clemens Stromat. I, 62 (II 39.17 Stählin = Pythagoras A8): \AÚÈÛÙfiÍÂÓÔ˜

âÓ Ù̌á ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÔ˘ ‚›̌ω. Diogenes Laertius I, 118 (= A8): \AÚÈÛÙfiÍÂÓÔ˜ ‰’ âÓ

Ùˇá ÂÚd ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÔ˘ Î·d ÙáÓ ÁÓˆÚ›ÌˆÓ ·éÙÔÜ. Keen interest in the
Pythagoreans was manifest in Aristotle himself, who wrote a specific work
ÂÚd ÙáÓ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›ˆÓ (v. Rose, Aristotelis Fragmenta 190-205) as well as
¶ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ \AÚ¯˘ÙÂ›Ô˘ ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊ›·˜ (ibid. 206-7). 

That Pythagoras encountered and heard Zoroaster was a widely held
view in antiquiy. It was shared by eminent scholars like Alexander
Polyhistor (Cyrillus, Adv. Julianum IV p. 133 Aubert = Migne PG 76,
633C = Les Mages Hellénisés Fr. B26b: ÎÛÙÔÚÂÖ ÁÔÜÓ \AÏ¤Í·Ó‰ÚÔ ,̃ ï â›-

ÎÏËÓ ¶ÔÏ˘˝ÛÙˆÚ, âÓ Ùˇá ÂÚd ˘ı·ÁÔÚÈÎáÓ Û˘Ì‚fiÏˆÓ, \AÛÛ˘Ú›ˇˆ Ùe

Á¤ÓÔ˜ ùÓÙÈ Ùˇá Z¿Ú÷· ÊÔÈÙÉÛ·È ÙeÓ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·Ó; Cyrillus draws on
Clemens, Stromat. I, 69, 6 = p. 44 Stählin = Les Mages Hell. B 26a); by
philosophers as Plutarch (De animae procreat. in Timaeo 1012E = Les
Mages Hell. Fr. B25b) and Porphyry (Vita Pythagorae 12 = p. 23 Nauck2 =
Les Mages Hell. B27). Apuleius confirms that the belief was maintained by
many; De magia Apologia 31 (p. 36.16 Helm = Les Mages Hell. B28b; it
was also related that when Cambyses conquered Egypt, Pythagoras was
found there, taken captive and transferred to Babylonia where he came into
contact with Zoroaster and the Magians; Apuleius Florida 15 (p. 21, 11
Helm = Les Mages Hell. B28a). The story of Pythagoras’ captivity appears
in Iamblichus, Vita Pythagorica, 19 = p. 13.11 Deubner, and in
Theologoumena Arithmeticae 40 = p. 53.1 de Falco, where the context (a
discussion of the length of time between successive Pythagorean
transmigrations) indicates Aristoxenus, among others, as the possible source
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of the account. Cf. also Georgius Syncellus Chronographia 210d = 397.11
Dindorf. Pythagoras’ discipleship at the feet of Zoroaster is stated in Scholia
ad Platon. Republ. 600B (= VI p. 360 Herman = Les Mages Hellénisés B
29n) and Suda s.v. ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ· .̃ 

Even when Zoroaster was not personally introduced as Pythagoras’
interlocutor, the Magians were. Cicero De finibus bon. et mal. V, 87; Pliny
Natur. Histor. XXIV, 156; 160; XXX, 9; Diogenes Laertius VIII, 3;
Clemens, Stromat. I, 66, 2; Valerius Maximus VIII, 7 ext. 2. Iamblichus
Vita Pythagor. 19; Julian, Orat. VII p. 236D; Olympiodorus Vita Platonis
5 (VI p. 194 Hermann).

The historical connection of Pythagoras with Zoroaster and the
Magians, was the more impressed, the more one was struck by the doctrinal
affiliation between his system and fundamental Persian beliefs. At the core
of the spiritual relationship lay dualism, albeit of a markedly different
complexion in each case. Greek dualism never took a crucially moral turn
so as to express chiefly the struggle between the hosts and power of Good
on the one hand and those of Evil on the other. Aristoxenus’ acount is
particularly significant, apud Hippolytus loc. cit.: ¢Èfi‰ˆÚÔ˜ ‰b ï \EÚÂ-

ÙÚÈÂf˜ Î·d \AÚÈÛÙfiÍÂÓÔ˜ ï MÔ˘ÛÈÎfi˜ Ê·ÛÈ Úe˜ Z·Ú¿Ù·Ó ÙeÓ X·Ï‰·ÖÔÓ

âÏËÏ˘ı¤Ó·È ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·ÓØ ÙeÓ ‰b âÎı¤Ûı·È ·éÙ̌á ‰‡Ô ÂrÓ·È à’ àÚ¯É˜ ÙÔÖ˜

ÔsÛÈÓ ·úÙÈ·, ¶·Ù¤Ú· Î·d MËÙ¤Ú·Ø Î·d ·Ù¤Ú· ÌbÓ Êá ,̃ ÌËÙ¤Ú· ‰b ÛÎfi-

ÙÔ˜, ÙÔÜ ‰b ÊˆÙe˜ Ì¤ÚË ıÂÚÌfiÓ, ÍËÚfiÓ, ÎÔÜÊÔÓ, Ù·¯‡, ÙÔÜ ‰b ÛÎfiÙÔ˘˜

„˘¯ÚfiÓ, ñÁÚfiÓ, ‚·Ú‡, ‚Ú·‰‡Ø âÎ ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ¿ÓÙ· ÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ Û˘ÓÂÛÙ¿-

Ó·È, âÎ ıËÏÂ›·˜ Î·d ôÚÚÂÓÔ .̃ It is explicitly recognized that the two ultimate
principles are Male and Female, the universal Father and Mother. They are
represented by the fundamental opposition between Light and Darkness,
whose traits (“parts”) are precisely the Parmenidean physical characteristics
of the aboriginal duality (light, hot, dry, buoyant, quick against dark, cold,
liquid, heavy, slow). So alongside the religious, logico-mythical background
there are adjoined to the principles their natural equivalent manifestations.
In order to accommodate in this predominantly Greek type of dualism
(where Luminosity and Obscurity are not moral forces at perpetual war, but
natural opposites creatively co-engaged) the Iranian world-view, the
account adds in the sequel a further, subordinate pair of contraries, two
daemons (chthonic and celestial, meant for Ormazd and Ahriman)
subservient and correlative to the two divine principles, obviously with the
intention of providing for Mazdaean beliefs and practices but with a
description that reproduces typical Greek speculations (particularly
Anaximandrean) concerning the concrete, physical workings of the
absolute principles: ÂÚd ‰b ÙáÓ âÎ ÁÉ˜ Î·d ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ (= ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ) ÁÈÓÔÌ¤-

ÓˆÓ, Ù¿‰Â Ê·Ûd (i.e. Diodorus and Aristoxenus) Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ ÙeÓ Z·Ú¿Ù·ÓØ ‰‡Ô
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‰·›ÌÔÓ·˜ ÂrÓ·È, ÙeÓ ÌbÓ ÔéÚ¿ÓÈÔÓ, ÙeÓ ‰b ¯ıfiÓÈÔÓØ Î·d ÙeÓ ÌbÓ ¯ıfiÓÈÔÓ

àÓÈ¤Ó·È ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ âÎ ÙÉ˜ ÁÉ ,̃ ÂrÓ·È ‰b ≈‰ˆÚ, ÙeÓ ‰b ÔéÚ¿ÓÈÔÓ ÜÚ ÌÂÙ¤-

¯ÔÓ ÙÔÜ à¤ÚÔ˜, ıÂÚÌeÓ Î·d „˘¯ÚfiÓ. The specific beliefs and practices
alluded to above are, firstly, the contrast between two male daemonic
principles, Oromazd and Ahriman (as Aristotle stated, frg. 6 Rose, in Diog.
Laertius, Prooemium, 8); and, secondly, the honour and sacrificial ritual
rendered to fire and water (Strabo XV, 3, 14 pp. 732-3 Casaubon; cf.
Dinon in Clemens, Protrept. 5, 6 (p. 49.23 Stählin). For “aerial fire” cf.
Hippolytus Iv, 43, 3 (p. 65.9, Wendland) and, chiefly, the already
commented upon passage from Dion Chrysostomus Oratio, XXXVI, 56.
For “ıÂÚÌeÓ Î·d „˘¯ÚfiÓ” v. in primis KfiÚË KfiÛÌÔ˘ 14-1, Corpus
Hermeticum Frg. XXIII Nock-Festugière, from Stobaeus Eclog. I, 49, 44 (I
p. 385 Wachsmuth). And see particularly the Anaximandrean ÁfiÓÈÌÔÓ ıÂÚ-

ÌÔÜ Î·d „˘¯ÚÔÜ.

That the ultimate Pythagorean contrariety was that between ¶¤Ú·˜ and
òAÂÈÚÔÓ is implicitly stated by Plato, Philebus, 16c: the idea is a divine gift
no less than fire, and some Prometheus (perhaps Pythagoras himself )
brought it to minkind; it is transmitted to us by the ·Ï·ÈÔ›, ÎÚÂ›ÙÙÔÓÂ˜

ìÌáÓ Î·d âÁÁ˘Ù¤Úˆ ıÂáÓ ÔåÎÔÜÓÙÂ ,̃ referring to the Pythagoreans, cf. 23c.
The fact is at any rate evident from Aristotle’s testimony. This fact should be
carefully distinguished from his interpretation of the reasons which led,
according to his view, the Pythagoreans to postulate that initial dualism. In
this he emphasized correctly the mathematical aspect of the developed
Pythagorean system; but this does not clash at all with its cosmogonical
origination. So Metaphys. 986a15 (B5): Ê·›ÓÔÓÙ·È ‰c Î·d ÔyÙÔÈ ÙeÓ àÚÈı-

ÌeÓ ÓÔÌ›˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ àÚ¯cÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d ó˜ ≈ÏËÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÔsÛÈ Î·d ó˜ ¿ıË ÙÂ Î·d

≤ÍÂÈ˜, ÙÔÜ ‰b àÚÈıÌÔÜ ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖ· Ùfi ÙÂ ôÚÙÈÔÓ Î·d Ùe ÂÚÈÙÙfiÓ, ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ‰b

Ùe ÌbÓ ôÂÈÚÔÓ Ùe ‰b ÂÂÚ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔÓ, Ùe ‰’ íÓ âÍ àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ

(Î·d ÁaÚ ôÚÙÈÔÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d ÂÚÈÙÙfiÓ) (cf. Theo Smyrnaeus de mathem.
apud Plat. 5 (p. 22.5 Hiller = Frg. 199 Rose)), ÙeÓ ‰b àÚÈıÌeÓ âÎ ÙÔÜ ëÓfi ,̃

àÚÈıÌÔf˜ ‰¤, Î·ı¿ÂÚ ÂúÚËÙ·È (v. 985b23 = B4), ÙeÓ ¬ÏÔÓ ÔéÚ·ÓfiÓ. Cf.
Aristoxenus in Stobaeus Eclog. I, 6 (p. 20.1 Wachsmuth = B2). Metaphys.
987a13 sqq. (B8): Ôî ‰b ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ ‰‡Ô ÌbÓ Ùa˜ àÚ¯¿˜ ... ÂåÚ‹Î·ÛÈ...,

ÙÔÛÔÜÙÔÓ ‰b ÚÔÛÂ¤ıÂÛ·Ó, n Î·d ú‰ÈfiÓ âÛÙÈÓ ·éÙáÓ, ¬ÙÈ Ùe ÂÂÚ·ÛÌ¤-

ÓÔÓ Î·d Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ Î·d Ùe ≤Ó (i.e. the first composition from limit and
infinity) Ôé¯ ëÙ¤Ú·˜ ÙÈÓ·˜ èÈ‹ıËÛ·Ó ÂrÓ·È Ê‡ÛÂÈ ,̃ ... àÏÏ’ ·éÙe Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ

Î·d ·éÙe Ùe íÓ ÔéÛ›·Ó ÂrÓ·È ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ zÓ Î·ÙËÁÔÚÔÜÓÙ·ÈØ ‰Èe Î·d àÚÈıÌeÓ

ÂrÓ·È ÙcÓ ÔéÛ›·Ó ê¿ÓÙˆÓ.

In the famous passage Met. 987b22 (=B23), Aristotle explicitly
maintains that what distinguishes the Platonic from the Pythagorean
position in the question of the first principles is that Plato substituted the
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(Indefinite) Dyad of the Great and the Small in the place of the
Pythagorean ôÂÈÚÔÓ. The peculiarity must refer to the diagnosed nature of
the Dyad (the Great and Small or the ÌÄÏÏÔÓ Î·d wÙÙÔÓ) rather than the
Dyad itself, since Theophrastus (Metaph. 33 = B14) speaks of the
Indefinite Dyad being Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ Î·d Ùe ôÙ·ÎÙÔÓ Î·d ÄÛ· ó˜ ÂåÂÖÓ

àÌÔÚÊ›· Î·ı’ ·ñÙ‹, as the one pole of the contrariety between the One (a
Platonic and not originally Pythagorean appellation of the former
principle) and the Indefinite Dyad. Plutarch Epitom. I, 3, 8 and Stobaeus
Ecl. I, 10, 12 (= Doxogr. Graeci p. 281 = B15) speaks in later parlance of
the Monad and the Indefinite Dyad as principles according to Pythagoras.
Metaphys. 990a8 (= B22): âÎ Ù›ÓÔ˜ Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ ÙÚfiÔ˘ Î›ÓËÛÈ˜ öÛÙ·È ¤Ú·ÙÔ˜

Î·d àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ÌfiÓÔÓ ñÔÎÂÈÌ¤ÓˆÓ Î·d ÂÚÈÙÙÔÜ Î·d àÚÙ›Ô˘, ÔéıbÓ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ

(sc. the Pythagoreans). Physica Γ, 203a1 (=B28) ...ÂÔ›ËÓÙ·È ÏfiÁÔÓ ÂÚd

ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘, Î·d ¿ÓÙÂ˜ ó˜ àÚ¯‹Ó ÙÈÓ· ÙÈı¤·ÛÈ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ, Ôî ÌbÓ

œÛÂÚ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ Î·d ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ Î·ı’ ·ñÙfi, Ôé¯ ó˜ Û˘Ì‚Â‚ËÎfi˜ ÙÈÓÈ

ëÙ¤Úˇ̂ , àÏÏ’ ÔéÛ›·Ó ·éÙe kÓ Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ. Cf. Phys. Γ, 204a29 (=B29). V.
also Eudemus in Simplicius in Phys. 431.13 (= B32). The important
passages in B30 will be treated infra as being of cosmogonical import. As
mathematical number is a physical hypostasis essentially constitutive of the
World, Cosmology and Mathematics are just two sides of one and the same
reality according to developed Pythagoreanism. The only question is a
genetic one, concerning the origin of the system. And in this respect, it is
natural to assume that what happened was (to put it epigrammatically) to
transpose the Anaximandrean ôÂÈÚÔÓ as source of all (basic) contrariety to
the one pole of the arch-opposition.

PPHHIILLOOLLAAUUSS
Philolaus’ system, as preserved in our sources, is a development of

primitive Pyhagoreanism. The World and everything in it is fitted together
from things limiting and unlimited; Stobaeus Ecl. I, 21, 7a (= p. 187.19-20
Wach. = B2): ‰ÉÏÔÓ ÙpÚ· ¬ÙÈ âÎ ÂÚ·ÈÓfiÓÙˆÓ ÙÂ Î·d àÂ›ÚˆÓ ¬ ÙÂ

KfiÛÌÔ˜ Î·d Ùa âÓ ·éÙˇá Û˘Ó·ÚÌfi¯ıË; ibid. I, 21, 7d (= p. 188.18
Wachsmuth = B6): ...Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ, âÍ zÓ Û˘Ó¤ÛÙ· ï ÎfiÛÌÔ˜, Î·d ÙáÓ

ÂÚ·ÈÓfiÓÙˆÓ Î·d ÙáÓ àÂ›ÚˆÓ; ibid. I, prooem. coroll. 3 (= p. 17.11
Wach. = B11): ...ÙáÓ Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ, ÙáÓ ÙÂ àÂ›ÚˆÓ Î·d ÙáÓ ÂÚ·ÈÓfi-

ÓÙˆÓ. The limiting things limit, while the unlimited do not, ibid. I, 21, 7a
(= p. 187.21 Wach = B2): Ùa ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ·éÙáÓ (sc. ÙáÓ öÚÁˆÓ) âÎ ÂÚ·ÈÓfi-

ÓÙˆÓ ÂÚ·›ÓÔÓÙÈ, Ùa ‰’ âÎ ÂÚ·ÈÓfiÓÙˆÓ ÙÂ Î·d àÂ›ÚˆÓ ÂÚ·›ÓÔÓÙ› ÙÂ

Î·È Ôé ÂÚ·›ÓÔÓÙÈ, Ùa ‰’ âÍ àÂ›ÚˆÓ ôÂÈÚ· Ê·Ó¤ÔÓÙ·È. The root and fact
of the existence in things on the one hand (ê âÛÙg ÙáÓ Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ),

their factuality and its foundation, that they obtain in reality, and the
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ground and support of their obtaining where they do stand, take roots and
grow (the term âÛÙÒ bears unmistakeable allusion to ëÛÙ›·, úÛÙ·Ì·È,

öÛÙÈÓ); as well as, on the other hand, also the nature and content of their
being and the principle and law of their coming to be (ì Ê‡ÛÈ˜, their
growth out of that root and the filling up of that factuality); these are
matters eternal and divine, unattainable by human knowledge, they are
unknowables for man; ibid. I, 21, 7d (= p. 188.14 sqq. Wach. = B6): ê ÌbÓ

âÛÙg ÙáÓ Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ, à˝‰ÈÔ˜ öÛÛ·, Î·d ·éÙa ÌaÓ ê Ê‡ÛÈ˜ ıÂ›· âÓÙd Î·d

ÔéÎ àÓıÚˆ›ÓËÓ âÓ‰¤¯ÂÙ·È ÁÓáÛÈÓ. What we can know is, firstly, that
nothing could come to be and be known by us, nothing could be real and
known, if there did not obtain the fact of existence, the root and
foundation (âÛÙÒ) of things, both of those limiting and of the unlimited
ones (ÂÚ·›ÓÔÓÙ· Î·d ôÂÈÚ·), ibid. (p. 188.16 = B6): ÔéÎ àÓıÚˆ›Ó·Ó

âÓ‰¤¯ÂÙ·È ÁÓáÛÈÓ, Ï¿Ó Á· j ¬ÙÈ Ôé¯ ÔxfiÓ Ù’ q˜ Ôé‰bÓ ÙáÓ âfiÓÙˆÓ Î·d

ÁÈÁÓˆÛÎÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ñÊ’ êÌáÓ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È, Ìc ñ·Ú¯Ô‡Û·˜ Ùa˜ âÛÙÔÜ˜ ÙáÓ

Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ âÍ zÓ Û˘Ó¤ÛÙ· ï ÎfiÛÌÔ˜, Î·d ÙáÓ ÂÚ·ÈÓfiÓÙˆÓ Î·d ÙáÓ

àÂ›ÚˆÓ. (I preserve the manuscript reading ÁÈÁÓˆÛÎÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ against the
editorial vulgate, after Usener, ÁÈÁÓˆÛÎfiÌÂÓÔÓ. The meaning is clear: man
does not comprehend the eternal factuality and root-existence of things;
only what comes to be and passes away, what is perceived, constitutes the
proper object of his knowledge; but it is certain that without the former, the
latter could not exist and be known. °ÈÁÓˆÛÎfiÌÂÓÔÓ, besides, gives an
unduly unnatural turn to the phrase). What we can know, secondly, is
number and its relations, for number is what renders things knowable and
known, that which adjusts things in a harmonious arrangement and
renders their reality commensurate to human apprehension. The harmony
in the objective constitution of entities and the regular relationship
established between them and the human soul, pressupose measure and
proportion, and is the work of number, ibid. prooem. coroll. 3 (p. 17.4 sqq.
Wach = B11); I 21, 7b (= p. 188.5 Wach. = B4). Evidently Philolaus has
given up to a significant extent the detailed cosmogony of early
Pythagoreanism and the mathematical speculations associated with it.
Whatever is the ultimate nature of things and the ground for their
existence, number adjusts them in a harmonious arrangement and renders
them commensurate to human apprehension. This is a fundamental
modification of the earlier position regarding number in Pythagoreanism,
as we know it from Aristotle. But the basic dichotomy in Philolaus between
ÂÚ·›ÓÔÓÙ· and ôÂÈÚ· points unmistakeably to the original duality of
¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ as absolute principles of existence. 

The single variant of Pythagorean philosophy which Aristotle recognizes
in the question concerning first principles is the table of syzygies, the series
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of coordinate pairs of fundamental opposites, ten in number. Metaph.
986a22 sqq. (= B5). They begin with, respectively, ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ,
while ranging in a complete but empirical fashion, over the entire field of
reality, mathematical, physical and ethical. Further, the initial syzygy
expresses the essential factors of all others (ÂÚÈÙÙeÓ Î·d ôÚÙÈÔÓ, íÓ Î·d

ÏÉıÔ˜, ‰ÂÍÈeÓ Î·d àÚÈÛÙÂÚfiÓ, ôÚÚÂÓ Î·d ıÉÏ˘, ìÚÂÌÔÜÓ Î·d ÎÈÓÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ,

Âéıf Î·d Î·Ì‡ÏÔÓ, Êá˜ Î·d ÛÎfiÙÔ ,̃ àÁ·ıeÓ Î·d Î·ÎfiÓ, ÙÂÙÚ¿ÁˆÓÔÓ Î·d

ëÙÂÚfiÌËÎÂ˜). The opposition is not merely one between possession of a
character and the corresponding privation, but of luminous formosity on
the one hand as against dark productivity on the other. A sign of relative
lateness is only the inclusion of the àÁ·ıfiÓ - Î·ÎfiÓ contrariety, unless
“badness” is construed as powerful but chaotic, and therefore deformed,
fertility; but such construal itself is evidence of a preexisting conceptual
anomaly. 

Right and sinister are again not mere relational predicates but also
absolute characters in contrariety, with concrete realizations.

(a) Cosmological: right is the upper half of Heaven and left the lower
one; Aristotle de Caelo 285b22 = B31; cf. 284b6 = B30 and Simplicius ad
loc., p. 173a11 Karsten. Aristotle in his ™˘Ó·ÁˆÁ‹ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÈÎáÓ Fr. 205
Rose, from Simplicius in Arist. de Caelo ad 285b 26, p. 175b29 Karsten,
wrote: ÙÔÜ ¬ÏÔ˘ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ Ùe ÌbÓ ôÓˆ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ ÂrÓ·È Ùe ‰b Î¿Ùˆ, Î·d Ùe

ÌbÓ ôÓˆ ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ‰ÂÍÈeÓ ÂrÓ·È, Ùe ‰b Î¿Ùˆ àÚÈÛÙÂÚfiÓ, Î·d ìÌÄ˜ âÓ Ù̌á

ôÓˆ ÂrÓ·È. In fact the Simplicius text has Î¿Ùˆ ... ôÓˆ ... Î¿Ùˆ instead, but
the Î¿Ùˆ ... ôÓˆ is a scribal error in the transmission of the text of
Simplicius; for Alexander Aphrodisiensis rightly corrected the last Î¿Ùˆ to
ôÓˆ detecting an error in the transmission of the Aristotelian text; but he
must have read the correct order ôÓˆ ... Î¿Ùˆ in the first and second
position, as he specifically commented on the last Î¿Ùˆ alone in the third
position, Simplicius op.cit. p. 175b 38. Themistius de Caelo (Moyse
Alatino interpret, Ven. 1574) f 26b = 96.17 = Fr. 205 Rose. - The superior
part of the world is the more celestial one, while the inferior is infernal in
character. 

(b) Embryological: male offspring is conceived on the right part of the
womb and contrariwise for the female. Parmenides B17 (from Galen in
Epid. VI, 48); likewise Anaxagoras and Empedocles according to
Censorinus, de die natali II, 6. But Empedocles rather emphasized the role
of hot and cold in the formation of the sexes, v. A81; yet he did
acknowledge the influence of the topical difference in embryology,
Oribasius III, 78, 13 (= Empedocles A83); while for Anaxagoras,
Censorinus’ view is confirmed by Hippolytus Refut. Omn. Haer. I, 8, 12
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(= A42); v. Aristotle de gener. animal. 763b30 (= Anaxagoras A107); cf.
also Parmenides A53 for a variation of the principle. 

(c) Symbolic: Iamblichus de Vit. Pythag. 83 = C4: ‰ÂÖ ÙeÓ ‰ÂÍÈeÓ

ñÔ‰ÂÖÛı·È ÚfiÙÂÚÔÓ; ibid. 84: Î·d ì ÏÉ„È˜ (sc. ÙÉ˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÎfi˜) ‰Èa ‰ÂÍÈÄ .̃ 

(d) Metrical: Aristotle, Metaph. N, 1092b30 = in B27. 
60. Such must have been held to be the nature of the ten principal antithetical

pairs (B5 from Aristotle). For five of them the fact is evident even at a
commonsensical level of consciousness (¤Ú·˜ Î·d ôÂÈÚÔÓ, íÓ Î·d ÏÉıÔ ,̃

äÚÂÌÔÜÓ Î·d ÎÈÓÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ, Âéıf Î·d Î·Ì‡ÏÔÓ, ÙÂÙÚ¿ÁˆÓÔÓ Î·d ëÙÂÚfiÌË-

ÎÂ˜). The fertility of the female and darkness as fecund womb of realities
tangible or ghostly could be scientifically projected as matrixes of variegated
possibilities realized and absorbed in spasmodic outbursts or destructive
collapses according to the chaotic necessity of plenipotential indeterminacy;
while male and light are eseentially form-orientated, form imposing, form-
revealing.

Very characteristic is one of the ways in which arithmeticizing
Pythagoreans endeavoured to constitute the antithesis of odd and even as
lying at the core of that between Finite and Infinite. The reduction was
achieved by the method of the so-called gnomons. These may be visualized
as groups of equidistant points (or corresponding figures) in °-formation
(° for °ÓÒÌˆÓ). Beginning with the monad (a single dot) and arranging in
succession around it odd gnomons (3, 5, 7 etc. points), we arrive at squares,
shapes always, that is, presenting the same form of rectangle (having sides in
the proportion 1:1):

.     .     .     .

.     .     .     .

.     .     .     .
monad .     .     .     .

If on the other hand one starts with a dyad and fits to it successively even
gnomons (4, 6, 8 etc. points) the result will be rectangles of differing nature
in each case (sides in proportions 2:1, 3:2, 4:3, 5:4 etc.):

.     .     .     .     .

.     .     .     .     .

.     .     .     .     .
dyad .     .     .     .     .

Identity and continual variation are thus considered as the essential
characteristics providing the connective bridge for the two oppositions
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¤Ú·˜ - ôÂÈÚÔÓ and ÂÚÈÙÙfiÓ - ôÚÙÈÔÓ. (Significantly the odd here is the
normative and normal; it is the mathematically even which is essentially
odd). V. Aristotle Physica, Γ, 203a6 sqq.; Stobaeus Ecl. Prooem. Coroll. 10
= p. 22.16 Wach. = B28.

The right - left antithesis falls into the same pattern of norm versus
variation in a number of related ways, whether via the (above noticed v. n.
59 ad fin.) supernal-infernal opposition or the male - female one, or
through the inception of the active (drastic and energetic) - passive
(undergoing and sustaining) contrariety, as later was the Aristotelian
interpretation: de Caelo B, 284b28: àe ‰b ÙáÓ ‰ÂÍÈáÓ ì Î·Ùa ÙfiÔÓ (sc.
ôÚ¯ÂÙ·È Î›ÓËÛÈ˜); 285b16: ‰ÂÍÈeÓ ‰b ëÎ¿ÛÙÔ˘ Ï¤ÁÔÌÂÓ, ¬ıÂÓ ì àÚ¯c ÙÉ˜

Î·Ùa ÙfiÔÓ ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂˆ .̃ Cf. the development in Simplicius ad 284b28; p.
172a26 sqq. Karsten: ÔxÔÓ ‰ÂÍÈa ¯ÂdÚ Î·d àÚÈÛÙÂÚ¿, Î·d fi‰Â˜ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜,

Ôé‰bÓ àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ Î·Ùa Ùa Û¯‹Ì·Ù· ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ·, ÙFÉ ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ ÌfiÓÔÓ ‰È·Ê¤-

ÚÔ˘ÛÈ, ¯ÂdÚ ÌbÓ ‰ÂÍÈa ÙÉ˜ Ï·ÈÄ˜ âÚÚˆÌÂÓÂÛÙ¤Ú·, ÙáÓ ‰b Ô‰áÓ ï ÌbÓ

Ï·Èe˜ Úe˜ Ùe ÛÙËÚ›˙ÂÛı·È ÌÄÏÏÔÓ âÈÙ‹‰ÂÈÔ ,̃ ï ‰ÂÍÈe˜ ‰b Úe˜ Ùe ôÚ¯ÂÈÓ

ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂˆ˜, Î·d ÙáÓ üÌˆÓ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ ï ÌbÓ Ï·Èe˜ Úe˜ Ùe à¯ıÔÊÔÚÂÖÓ, ï ‰b

‰ÂÍÈe˜ Úe˜ Ùe ÎÈÓÂÖÛı·È, Î·›ÙÔÈ Î·Ùa Ùe Û¯ÉÌ· ÌË‰bÓ àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ ‰È·Ê¤-

ÚÔÓÙ·. In this way the right determines, while the left is being determined.
The Good-Bad opposition is in any case anomalous. (The anomaly is

resolved for example in the Aristotelian System by the distinction of matter
and privation). The good as perfection of substance maximally functional,
is definitely one and the same in each given case; the inferior, defective and
useless, that which constitutes badness in the Greek world-experience, is
intrinsically unstable, changeable, variegated, defined only as a spectrum of
variation from, and around, the good. But here extreme caution is required,
for we are at the heart of portentous transformations. Two very different
polarities govern the basic experiences of the Iranian and the Greek people.
That between good and evil on the one hand, between perfect and
imperfect on the other. Early Pythagorean dualism was neither the one, nor
the other. Evil is damnation, imperfecion is defect, and no such principles
as either Perdition or Default exist in the Hellenic system. Equally there is
absent from it the eternal war of unconjugable powers, an incessant strife
between hostile sovereignties; or, alternatively, unperturbed dominance of
Excellence over Indigence. What we do have on Greek soil is the creative
opposition of complementary principles whose fusion forms the World.
The òAÂÈÚÔÓ possesses the positive existence of the Iranian Evil without its
depravity; it also is Want itself but without the impotence of imperfection
in the Homeric acceptation: it is plenary, chaotic dynamism of productivity.
That Good and Bad occur in the list of the ten principal coordinate
antitheses (the Syzygies) is both a mark of Eastern influence and a sign of
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relative lateness of the system. We observe the beginnings of the transition
to the later notion (evident from the classical times onwards), according to
which the unruly, disorderly field of chaotic fertility is more of a hindrance
than a necessary factor in the cosmic harmony. Yet this tendency never
exclusively prevailed in the Greek world; it rather merely tinctured the way
of looking at things under the spectacles of the typical love of perfect
Beauty, than really effecting a transmutation of the fundamental underlying
belief in the Dualism of the Olympian and the Chthonic towards any true
Monism. 

The criterion of ÌÄÏÏÔÓ Î·d wÙÙÔÓ and related variations in intension or
extension for the Infinite, is explicitly stated by Plato, Philebus 24e-25a,
with reference to the Pythagorean doctrine. 

61. Parmenidean dualism (B8.53 sqq.) gave as substance and characteristics of
the two primordial principles Light and Night: on the one hand aetherial
fire of flame, genial, light, rarefied; on the other body compressed and
heavy, night opaque solidified, indiscernible. To the opposites light - heavy,
rarefied - dense, warm - cold, Simplicius in a comment (In Physic. p. 31.3
sqq.) adds the soft - hard contrariety. All which fall under the more-or-less
category and, on this count, cannot exemplify the ¤Ú·˜ - ôÂÈÚÔÓ

antithesis (v. Plato, Philebus, 24a-d for the paradigm case of warm - cold;
also in 25c for other similar contrarieties). Thus the characteristics of the
Parmenidean dual principles seem all to belong to Indefiniteness. 

The same holds good for Alcmaeon’s World-view as well. Alcmaeon
preceived all the human environment as woven by opposites: ÊËÛd ÁaÚ

ÂrÓ·È ‰‡Ô Ùa ÔÏÏa ÙáÓ àÓıÚˆ›ÓˆÓ (a direct quotation), Ï¤ÁˆÓ Ùa˜ âÓ·-

ÓÙÈfiÙËÙ· ,̃ Aristotle Metaphys. 986a31 (= in A3). Aristotle mentions white
- black, sweet - bitter, good - bad, great - small as examples of such
contrarieties. With the exception of the good - bad antithesis which has
been analysed above, the rest appear as inter-infinite differentiations too. 

But it is remarkable that the members of the ten syzygies conform, or
may be construed to conform, to the Platonic requirements in the Philebus
regarding the nature of ¤Ú·˜ - ôÂÈÚÔÓ. This provides another token of
lateness. The list thus appears to be a (maybe Philolaic) elaboration of
original Pythagoreanism. It exhibits an implicit awareness of the Philebus
problem. The recognition that more-and-less, in all its varieties or any other
similar bifurcation, is the essential character of infinitude must be
considered specifically Platonic on the strength of such definitive
Aristotelian statements as Metaph. 987b25: Ùe ‰b àÓÙd ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ó˜

ëÓe˜ ‰˘¿‰· ÔÈÉÛ·È (sc. ÙeÓ ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ·) Ùe ‰’ ôÂÈÚÔÓ âÎ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˘ Î·d

ÌÈÎÚÔÜ ÙÔÜÙ’ ú‰ÈÔÓ (of Plato as against the Pythagoreans); Physica Γ,
203a15: (Aristotle speaks of the respective positions of the Pythagoreans
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and Plato regarding the ôÂÈÚÔÓ) ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ ‰b ‰‡Ô Ùa ôÂÈÚ·, Ùe Ì¤Á· Î·d

Ùe ÌÈÎÚfiÓ. Cf. Γ 206b27: âÂd Î·d ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ ‰Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ ‰‡Ô Ùa ôÂÈÚ· âÔ›-

ËÛÂÓ, ¬ÙÈ Î·d âd ÙcÓ ·ûÍËÓ ‰ÔÎÂÖ ñÂÚ‚¿ÏÏÂÈÓ Î·d Âå˜ ôÂÈÚÔÓ å¤Ó·È Î·d

âd ÙcÓ Î·ı·›ÚÂÛÈÓ. V. esp. Metaph. 988a25 ÔxÔÓ ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ ÌbÓ Ùe Ì¤Á·

Î·d Ùe ÌÈÎÚeÓ Ï¤ÁˆÓ, Ôî ‰’ \IÙ·ÏÈÎÔd (i.e. the Pythagoreans) Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ. Cf.
Physica, 187a17. The Ì¤Á· Î·d ÌÈÎÚfiÓ are matters for the World of Ideas -
Ideal Numbers, Metaph. 987b20, but also for the sensible world, 988a11;
cf. Physica Δ, 209b33. Aristotle speaks thus of the Platonic Dyad as the
“other” nature (= second principle), Metaph. 987b33; 988a13; 1083a12;
Physica 192a11; even as ì ÙÔÜ àÓ›ÛÔ˘ ‰˘¿˜, ÙÔÜ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ˘ Î·d ÌÈÎÚÔÜ

(Metaph. 1081a14). But all this concerns the later Pythagorean and chiefly
Old-Academic speculations on the two ultimate principles, as it can be
noted in Aristotle’s concise descripion at the beginning of Metaphysics N
(1087b3-1088b13). The ôÂÈÚÔÓ has abundantly proven its fertile nature
also on the conceptual level. 

62. For any but the ultimate opposition(s), each pole would itself be a
compound of ¤Ú·˜ and ôÂÈÚÔÓ; but the âÈÎÚ¿ÙÂÈ· (dominance) would
vary and make it belong to the one or the other series. Such series must
have been the ÂÚ·›ÓÔÓÙ· and ôÂÈÚ· of Philolaus. 

According to Philolaus’ system the radical factuality of the Limiting and
Unlimited principles of reality is beyond human comprehension and
explanation. But measure, proportion, in general number, make things
definite and knowable (Stobaeus Ecl. Prooem. Coroll. 3 = p. 16.24 Wach. =
B11: ôÓÂ˘ ‰b ÙÔ‡Ù·˜ (sc. ÙÉ˜ ‰ÂÎ¿‰Ô˜) ¿ÓÙ’ ôÂÈÚ· Î·d ô‰ËÏ· Î·d

àÊ·ÓÉ. Iamblichus In Nicom. Arithm. p. 7, 24 Pist. = B3: àÚ¯aÓ ÁaÚ Ôé‰b

Ùe ÁÓˆÛÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ âÛÛÂÖÙ·È ¿ÓÙˆÓ àÂ›ÚˆÓ âfiÓÙˆÓ. Stobaeus Ecl. I, 21,
7b = p. 188.5 Wach. = B4: Î·d ¿ÓÙ· Á· ÌaÓ Ùa ÁÈÁÓˆÛÎfiÌÂÓ· àÚÈıÌeÓ

ö¯ÔÓÙÈØ Ôé ÁaÚ ÔxfiÓ ÙÂ Ôé‰bÓ ÓÔËıÉÌÂÓ ÔûÙÂ ÁÓˆÛıÉÌÂÓ ôÓÂ˘ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘.

Thus the form in which the ultimate cosmogonical and cosmological
antithesis of ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ manifests itself to us is fundamentally the
opposition between harmony and disorder, indeed between number and
measurelessness. But this is an abstract formulation of the situation,
without real explanatory power. For on the other hand, the cosmic
workings of òAÂÈÚÔÓ as well as of ¶¤Ú·˜ are expressed through, and in,
number and its determinations and relations (Philolaus B6, 10, 11). The
intermixture of ¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ creates harmony and number. But for
the implied plurality of principles (Ùa ÂÚ·›ÓÔÓÙ·, Ùa ôÂÈÚ·), we could
have the generation of concrete, Cosmic Number, of the World as Number,
out of the aboriginal dualism. However the plural evidently refers to a list of
antithetical principles, like the ten syzygies, of the unknowable intrinsic
explanation of existence, but of the apprehensible operations and effects. If
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Stobaeus Ecl. I, 21, 8 = p. 188.17 Wach. = B7 is genuinely Philolaean (as
we should take it ), the One, being the first interfitting of ¶¤Ú·˜ and
òAÂÈÚÔÓ, cannot be an ultimate principle. Of course Philolaus could
understand a list of first principles as including derivative entities (arranged
in two series according to the predominance of the one or the other of the
two ultimate principles), but of significantly universal character and
definitive of an important and recognizable aspect or field of reality. Still the
One would then be of the ¶¤Ú·˜, while the Many of the òAÂÈÚÔÓ, in the
sense of the dominant character. 

Whether such is the valid reconstruction of the Philolaean position, and
whether it is genuinely Philolaus’ own, it shows what the solution would be
to the problem regarding the seeming confusion between Finite - Infinite
and Infinite - Infinite kinds of contrariety. The ultimate, principal
opposition(s) is (are) of the absolute ¤Ú·˜ - ôÂÈÚÔÓ type. But all other
antitheses in the world are between poles which already consist of ¤Ú·˜

and ôÂÈÚÔÓ, and which will, therefore, exhibit both the corresponding
(series of ) traits, yet under a dominating feature of the one or the other
member of the radical pair of principles. An example was given above
concerning the (Philolaean) One. A physical instance is provided by
elemental relations and the character of the basic qualities. Thus water acts
as limiting, male principle with regard to earth, by solidifying it through its
cohesive action restrictive of the latter’s natural dispersiveness. But the moist
is unlimited and female in connection with fire and warmth; for too intense
a heat solidifies liquid matter entirely, while when moderate condenses,
“digests” and brings it into maturity (cf. Aristotle, De Gener. Animal.
767a17: Ùe ‰b ıÂÚÌeÓ Ï›·Ó ÌbÓ ÎÚ·ÙÔÜÓ ÍËÚ·›ÓÂÈ Ùa ñÁÚ¿, ÔÏf ‰b

âÏÏÂÖÔÓ Ôé Û˘Ó›ÛÙËÛÈÓ). Philolaus held that our bodies are constituted by
the agency of warmth, the purpose of breathing being to chill and temper
the informing innate heat (A27 from Menon, Anonymi Londin. 18, 8 p.
31 Supplem. Aristotel. III, 1).

In the physical Parmenidean dualism reflecting avowedly early
Pythagoreanism, the second principle bears the character of Earth, heavy,
dense (and hard) darkness, passive and female, while the first stands for
aetherial luminosity, light (soft), rarefied, active and male. Here, the ¤Ú·˜ -

ôÂÈÚÔÓ antithesis bears not its mathematical appearance, but involves
characteristics depending on, and leading directly to, the primitive idea of a
male - celestial versus female - chthonic distinction. The Parmenidean
dualism was an adequate physical manifestation of the logico-mythical one,
it had nothing to do with mathematics; it was closer to the cultural milieu
at the birth of Pythagoreanism. 
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What was abstract and ineffectual in Philolaus becomes an organizing
principle in Plato. The Platonic analysis in the Philebus is the working out
of the Philolaean idea of a stricter mathematical interpretation of
pythagorean dualism (if it is not, conversely, rather the model for it). There
is the Indeterminate - Indeterminate antithesis, the dyad of the òAÂÈÚÔÓ

(Philebus 25d-e) and the Finite - Infinite one (25a). The basic opposition is
between, on the one hand, quantitative determinateness and, on the other
hand, the dyad or contrariety of indeterminacy. As Aristotle again and again
emphasizes, the second pole of the ultimate duality, mathematically
conceived, is itself dual and self-oppository. This latter opposition (of more
or less or great and small or however one would choose to describe it for
mathematical reasons and purposes), manifested in a stunning variety of
phenomena (hotter and colder, quicker and slower, moister and drier etc.),
is harmonized and reduced into definite, stable, orderly nature (health,
perfect music, the good seasons, all beautiful things) by the action of the
contrary principle, that of numerical definiteness. Philebus 25d-e: ÙcÓ ÙÔÜ

úÛÔ˘ Î·d ‰ÈÏ·Û›Ô˘ (sc. Á¤ÓÓ·Ó) Î·d ïfiÛË ·‡ÂÈ Úe˜ ôÏÏËÏ· âÓ·ÓÙ›·

‰È·ÊfiÚˆ˜ ö¯ÔÓÙ·, Û‡ÌÌÂÙÚ· ‰b Î·d Û‡ÌÊˆÓ· âÓıÂÖÛ· àÚÈıÌeÓ àÂÚÁ¿˙Â-

Ù·È. The ÙàÓ·ÓÙ›· in the text refers to the Indeterminate - Indeterminate
opposition. These are in their turn both âÓ·ÓÙ›· to the finite principles; cf.
25a: ÔéÎÔÜÓ Ùa Ìc ‰Â¯fiÌÂÓ· Ù·ÜÙ· (he was speaking of ÌÄÏÏÔÓ Î·d wÙÙÔÓ

and ÛÊfi‰Ú· Î·d äÚ¤Ì· and Ï›·Ó), ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ‰b Ùa âÓ·ÓÙ›· ¿ÓÙ· ‰Â¯fiÌÂÓ·,

ÚáÙÔÓ ÌbÓ Ùe úÛÔÓ Î·d åÛfiÙËÙ·, ÌÂÙa ‰b Ùe úÛÔÓ Ùe ‰ÈÏ¿ÛÈÔÓ Î·d ÄÓ

¬,ÙÈÂÚ iÓ Úe˜ àÚÈıÌeÓ àÚÈıÌe˜ j Ì¤ÙÚÔÓ Fq Úe˜ Ì¤ÙÚÔÓ, Ù·ÜÙ· Û‡Ì·-

ÓÙ· Âå˜ Ùe ¤Ú·˜ àÔÏÔÁÈ˙fiÌÂÓÔÈ Î·Ïá˜ iÓ ‰ÔÎÔÜÌÂÓ ‰ÚÄÓ ÙÔÜÙÔ. This all
is to take mathematics too literally; and, in fact, to substitute the science of
it for the philosophy of reality, while simultaneously professing to treat of it
only for the benefit of the latter, exactly as Aristotle complained against the
Old Academy, Metaph. A, 992a 32: àÏÏa Á¤ÁÔÓÂ Ùa Ì·ı‹Ì·Ù· ÙÔÖ˜ ÓÜÓ ì

ÊÈÏÔÛÔÊ›·, Ê·ÛÎfiÓÙˆÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ̄ ¿ÚÈÓ ·éÙa ‰ÂÖÓ Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÂ‡ÂÛı·È. 

In archaic Pythagoreanism, mathematics was thoroughly symbolic, and
mathematical objects fully substantial and material. It is only with the acute
mathematization of metaphysics, cultivated in classical Pythagoreanism
(Philolaus, Archytas) and prevailing in the Old Academy, that the problem
regarding the relevant kind of opposition observable in the World in
relation to the ultimate antithesis is posed threateningly. Moving from the
chaotic procreative dynamism of the Chthonic Female to the potent and
inexhaustible formlessness of the òAÂÈÚÔÓ and hence to the fecund ground
of open possibilities poping up, so to speak, into disorderly, never ending
realizations, and, finally, to a field of indefinite variation; and,
correspondingly, proceeding from the form-imposing, law-enforcing, light-
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bearing celestial Male to the irresistible, shaping determinateness of the
¶¤Ú·˜, and then to the omnipotent, creative seal of actuality, ending with
the operator of harmonious quantification; these correlative series of
conceptual experiences were crystallized into four successive world-views,
with a chronological Úˆı‡ÛÙÂÚÔÓ in the last two phases: (1) logico-
mythical religious speculation; (2) Pythagoras; (3) Aristotle; (4) Plato and
the Old Academy. 

Τhe Aristotelian theory on form and matter (whether in its ultimate
absoluteness as the opposition between God and prime Matter, or in its
multifarious physical expression) comes, in a restricted sense, closer to
original Pythagoreanism than the Academic overmathematicising. Form is
the limiting principle, but in the place of ôÂÈÚÔÓ, he distinguishes matter
as sustaining receptivity of form, and privation as absence of form (from
what is naturally receptive of it). Matter is like mother to the actual being,
while privation resembles the principle of badness. V. chiefly Physica A,
192a3-25; 190b17-191a22. Having introduced the substrate, potentially
perfect and desirous of form, Aristotle disposes of the relevant contrariety
by reducing it ultimately to the ≤ÍÈ˜ - ÛÙ¤ÚËÛÈ˜ model (v. the great
development in Metaphysica I, 1054a20 - 1056b2, esp. 1055b11-27), thus
construing it on the positive-negative pattern. Matter is very definite in the
content of being whose possibility it sustains; in fact it is as definite in this
as the corresponding actuality of existence for that content of being.
Potentiality and actuality are characterised by the same being-
determination in two different modes of existence. Even prime matter is
very definitely circumscribed in its content of possibilities: it involves the
potentiality of the sum-total of actuality in all its absolute determinateness.
(No unreal, “theoretical” possibility is ensconced in it). In this respect
matter is as positive as actualized form. If therefore we take the negativity of
privation together with matter, we reconstitute the Pythagorean second
principle. Aristotle’s point in distinguishing them was this: when the two
first principles combine to produce something, the one does not cancel the
other. But in the integration of matter and form, privation disappears,
while matter is preserved necessarily into the compound. Therefore the
second principle cannot be defined by the absence of form. Similarly if the
first principle consists in numerical determination, the second cannot be
quantificational indefiniteness. Or, if the former is harmony, the latter
cannot be disorder, since in the harmoniously composed thing disorder is
annihilated. 

But in fact it is not. As no thing is ¶¤Ú·˜ itself, òAÂÈÚÔÓ always lurks in
every thing. In the midst of existence however perfect lies the gap of Chaos.
In fact the unruly feeds the rule that rules it. This is why order can be
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revoked at any time, on the power and authority of the Second-Principle,
and destruction resume sway: a most fecund destruction, to wit. Early
Pythagoreanism, in touch with the Greek religious awareness of
chthonicity, was true to such an experience. In Archaic Pythagoreanism
mathematics was physical and cosmological (as Aristotle is never tired of
emphasising) and symbolic (as is argued in this study). 

63. The example par excellence was, of course, musical harmony. Sculpture and
architecture were other salient fields where definite proportionality
constituted the essential effect. Balance and measure and the working of the
principle of (Opposing) Tension were early discerned in health and applied
to gymnastics and medicine. Croton was famous for both its athletes and
doctors.

64. A) The notion that Pythagoras was led on scientific, inductive reasons to his
peculiar mathematization of the World, by empirical observation of, chiefly,
acoustical phenomena and the consequent development of an adequate
physical theory of music, is absurdly modern fiction, although usually
served under pretext of high authority. What Aristotle maintained was that
the Pythagoreans considered the mathematical principles as principles of
real being. He suggested two reasons for this idea. One, that they originated
and were the first to develop in a coherent way proper mathematical
studies; it was their initiation and intimate involvement with, indeed
addiction to, mathematics that accounts for their view on cosmic
principles. Second, they noticed resemblances between numbers and things
much more pronounced than between realities and physical elements. The
similarities consisted in felt identities between properties of numbers on the
one hand, and essential attributes of things, characters, states and events on
the other (‰ÈÎ·ÈÔÛ‡ÓË, „˘¯‹, ÓÔÜ˜, Î·ÈÚfi˜, ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ¿ıË Î·d Ì¤ÚË; cf.
Metaph. 990a23 ‰fiÍ·, à‰ÈÎ›·, ÎÚ›ÛÈ˜ j ÌÖÍÈ˜; such are the examples used
by Aristotle). In addition to this line of thought, which is naturally basically
symbolic, there was also operative due consideration of the fact that the
theory of Harmony in the audible and visual fields (system of proportions
in Music, Architecture, Sculpture, Painting) was strictly mathematical in
the more scientific sense. Metaphysica A, 985b23 sqq.: âÓ ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ Î·d

Úe ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ Ôî Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ ÙáÓ Ì·ıËÌ¿ÙˆÓ ê„¿ÌÂÓÔÈ

ÚáÙÔÈ Ù·ÜÙ¿ ÙÂ ÚÔ‹Á·ÁÔÓ, Î·d âÓÙÚ·Ê¤ÓÙÂ˜ âÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜ Ùa˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ

àÚ¯a˜ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ àÚ¯a˜ è̌‹ıËÛ·Ó ÂrÓ·È ¿ÓÙˆÓ. âÂd ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ (sc. of
mathematics and of mathematicals) Ôî àÚÈıÌÔ› Ê‡ÛÂÈ ÚáÙÔÈ, âÓ ‰b ÙÔ‡-

ÙÔÈ˜ â‰fiÎÔ˘Ó ıÂˆÚÂÖÓ ïÌÔÈÒÌ·Ù· ÔÏÏa ÙÔÖ˜ ÔsÛÈ Î·d ÁÈÁÓÔÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜,

ÌÄÏÏÔÓ j âÓ ˘Úd Î·d ÁFÉ Î·d ≈‰·ÙÈ, ¬ÙÈ Ùe ÌbÓ ÙÔÈÔÓ‰d ÙáÓ àÚÈıÌáÓ

¿ıÔ˜ ‰ÈÎ·ÈÔÛ‡ÓË Ùe ‰b ÙÔÈÔÓ‰d „˘¯c Î·d ÓÔÜ˜ ≤ÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b Î·ÈÚe˜ Î·d ÙáÓ

ôÏÏˆÓ ó˜ ÂåÂÖÓ ≤Î·ÛÙÔÓ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜, öÙÈ ‰b ÙáÓ êÚÌÔÓÈáÓ âÓ àÚÈıÌÔÖ˜
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ïÚáÓÙÂ˜ Ùa ¿ıË Î·d ÙÔf˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘˜Ø âÂd ‰c Ùa ÌbÓ ôÏÏ· ÙÔÖ˜ àÚÈıÌÔÖ˜

âÊ·›ÓÂÙÔ ÙcÓ Ê‡ÛÈÓ àÊÔÌÔÈáÛı·È ÄÛ·Ó, Ôî ‰’ àÚÈıÌÔd ¿ÛË˜ ÙÉ˜

Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ÚáÙÔÈ, Ùa ÙáÓ àÚÈıÌáÓ ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖ· ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖ· ¿ÓÙˆÓ

ñ¤Ï·‚ÔÓ ÂrÓ·È, Î·d ÙeÓ ¬ÏÔÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ êÚÌÔÓ›·Ó ÂrÓ·È Î·d àÚÈıÌfiÓØ Î·d

¬Û· Âr¯ÔÓ ïÌÔÏÔÁÔ‡ÌÂÓ· öÓ ÙÂ ÙÔÖ˜ àÚÈıÌÔÖ˜ Î·d Ù·Ö˜ êÚÌÔÓ›·È˜ Úe˜ Ùa

ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ¿ıË Î·d Ì¤ÚË Î·d Úe˜ ÙcÓ ¬ÏËÓ ‰È·ÎfiÛÌËÛÈÓ, Ù·ÜÙ· Û˘Ó¿-

ÁÔÓÙÂ˜ âÊ‹ÚÌÔÙÙÔÓ. Having developed mathematical (in fact arithmetical)
knowledge, they observed correlations between properties and relations of
numbers on the one hand, and properties and relations of things on the
other. These correlations were scientific (as in the case of Harmonics), but
mostly symbolic. They led to the conception of number as the constitutive
factor of reality, indeed as the primal reality in nature. Hence the elements
of number were thought to be elements of being tout court. And this
speculative insight was the outcome of construing the correspondences
between numerical and harmonic determinations on the one hand and the
celestial and physical parts and attributes on the other (which they
generalized and applied by extrapolation systematically to all aspects of
reality, so as to deduce the non-apparent correlations as well) as
explanations of the nature and structure of the cosmic fabric. This is the
clear Aristotelian overview of the matter, and it carries immediate
persuasion. The Pythagorean induction was logico-mythical; there followed
speculation; which then resulted in equally logico-mythical deduction.
Clearly the Pythagoran dogma àÚÈıÌˇá ‰¤ ÙÂ ¿ÓÙ’ â¤ÔÈÎÂÓ (Sextus
Empiricus adv. mathem. VII, 94) involved at least as much symbolic as
scientific (in the modern sense) meaning and application. Although a more
accurate description of the archaic mentality would lead us to say that
symbolic and scientific factors were then fused together in a unified, living
explanatory power - full knowledge having the synthetic power of the
symbol as well as the articulate clarity of analysis.

On the question of the scientificization of the chiefly symbolic (or rather
logico-mythical) Pythagorean Mathematics (in connection with the
emergence of the distinction between Mathematicians and Acousmatics
within the School), v. Chapter 14, Part A; Symbolic and Mathematical
Pythagoreanism: Early History.
B) The definite and the indefinite as principles were manifested as
attributive elements of number (essential properties being constitutive
elements for the Pythagoreans), marking them odd and even respectively.
From oddity and eveness comes the One, which, combining both, exhibits
the power of both and generates all number. For from the One all numbers
are derived, even and odd. Further, it is of such a nature that being added to
any number it changes its nature, producing from odd even and vice versa
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(it is the unconjugated monad in each odd number, the “odd” one out, -
the one unit e.g. in three that remains when the two other are taken as a
couple - that really effects the same result). Aristotle, Metaphysica A,
986a17 sqq.: ÙÔÜ ‰b àÚÈıÌÔÜ ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖ· Ùfi ÙÂ ôÚÙÈÔÓ Î·d ÂÚÈÙÙfiÓ, ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ

‰b Ùe ÌbÓ ÂÂÚ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔÓ, Ùe ‰b ôÂÈÚÔÓ, Ùe ‰’ íÓ âÍ àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙÔ‡-

ÙˆÓ (Î·d ÁaÚ ôÚÙÈÔÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d ÂÚÈÙÙfiÓ), ÙeÓ ‰’ àÚÈıÌeÓ âÎ ÙÔÜ ëÓfi˜ etc.
Alexander Aphrodisiensis (In Metaphys. 40, 20; 41, 12) explains: ÙáÓ ‰b

àÚÈıÌáÓ ÙcÓ ÌÔÓ¿‰· àÚ¯‹Ó, ·éÙÉ˜ Û˘ÁÎÂÈÌ¤ÓË˜ öÎ ÙÂ ÙÔÜ àÚÙ›Ô˘ Î·d

ÂÚÈÙÙÔÜØ ÂrÓ·È ÁaÚ ÙcÓ ÌÔÓ¿‰· ±Ì· àÚÙÈÔ¤ÚÈÙÙÔÓ, n â‰Â›ÎÓ˘Â ‰Èa ÙÔÜ

ÁÂÓÓËÙÈÎcÓ ·éÙcÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈÙÙÔÜ Î·d ÙÔÜ àÚÙ›Ô˘ àÚÈıÌÔÜØ àÚÙ›̌ˆ

ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ÚÔÛÙÈıÂÌ¤ÓË ÂÚÈÙÙeÓ ÁÂÓÓ÷Ä, ÂÚÈÙÙˇá ‰b ôÚÙÈÔν (p. 542a27
Brandis). Aristotle himself adduced this explanation in his special book on
Pythagoreanism (fr. 199 Rose from Theo Smyrnaeus, de mathem. apud
Plat. P. 22.5 Hiller): \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ ‰b âÓ Ùˇá ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÈÎˇá Ùe ≤Ó ÊËÛÈÓ

àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ ÌÂÙ¤¯ÂÈÓ (sc. ÙÔÜ àÚÙ›Ô˘ Î·d ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈÙÙÔÜ) ÙÉ˜ Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜Ø

àÚÙ›̌ˆ ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ÚÔÛÙÂıbÓ ÂÚÈÙÙeÓ ÔÈÂÖ, ÂÚÈÙÙ̌á ‰b ôÚÙÈÔÓ, n ÔéÎ iÓ

ä‰‡Ó·ÙÔ Âå Ìc àÌÊÔÖÓ Ù·Ö˜ Ê‡ÛÂÛÈÓ ÌÂÙÂÖ¯ÂØ ‰Èe Î·d àÚÙÈÔ¤ÚÈÙÙÔÓ

Î·ÏÂÖÛı·È Ùe ≤Ó. ™˘ÌÊ¤ÚÂÙ·È ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ Î·d ÂÚ¯‡Ù· .̃ As the mention of
Archytas indicates, this was probably a later (classical) interpretation of the
original Pythagorean consideration, which was initially more likely to
concentrate on the universal creativity of the One, it being the source and
principle of all number, even and odd. Cf. Theo Smyrnaeus op. cit. p.
99.24 sqq. Hiller: ì ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ÌÔÓa˜ àÚ¯c ¿ÓÙˆÓ Î·d Î˘ÚÈˆÙ¿ÙË

·ÛáÓ... Î·d âÍ w˜ ¿ÓÙ·, ·éÙc ‰b âÍ Ôé‰ÂÓfi˜, à‰È·›ÚÂÙÔ˜ Î·d ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ

¿ÓÙ·, àÌÂÙ¿‚ÏËÙÔ ,̃ ÌË‰ÂÒÔÙÂ ÙÉ˜ ·éÙÉ˜ âÍÈÛÙ·Ì¤ÓË Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ Î·Ùa

ÙeÓ ÔÏÏ·Ï·ÛÈ·ÛÌfiÓ etc. The idea passed into Hermetic teaching;
Stobaeus Ecl. I, 10, 15: ^H ÁaÚ ÌÔÓ¿˜, ÔsÛ· ¿ÓÙˆÓ àÚ¯c Î·d Ú›˙·, âÓ

ÄÛ›Ó âÛÙÈÓ ó˜ iÓ Ú›˙· Î·d àÚ¯‹... ÔsÛ· ÔsÓ àÚ¯c ¿ÓÙ· àÚÈıÌeÓ âÌÂ-

ÚÈ¤¯ÂÈ, ñe ÌË‰ÂÓe˜ âÌÂÚÈÂ¯ÔÌ¤ÓËØ Î·d ¿ÓÙ· àÚÈıÌeÓ ÁÂÓÓ÷Ä ñe

ÌË‰ÂÓe˜ ÁÂÓÓˆÌ¤ÓË ëÙ¤ÚÔ˘ àÚÈıÌÔÜ. According to Stobaeus Ecl. I proem.
coroll. 2: ì ÌÔÓa˜ ÁÔÓc ñe TÈÌ·›Ô˘ ÙÔÜ §ÔÎÚÔÜ ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÙ·È, ó˜

ôÚ¯Ô˘Û· ÙÉ˜ ÙáÓ àÚÈıÌáÓ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜. Cf. Martianus Capella VII, 731:
ipsam esse (sc. the Monad), ab eaque singula procreari, omniumque
numerorum solam seminarium esse. Iamblichus, in Nicomachi Arithm.
introd. 12 (p. 11.11 Pisteli): à’ ·éÙÉ˜ Á¿Ú, ó˜ àe Û¤ÚÌ·ÙÔ˜ Î·d à˚‰›Ô˘

Ú›˙Ë˜, âÊ’ ëÎ¿ÙÂÚÔÓ àÓÙÈÂÔÓıfiÙˆ˜ ·ûÍÔÓÙ·È Ôî ÏfiÁÔÈ (i.e. to the
infinitely great and small e.g. 2, 1/2 / 3, 1/3 / 4, 1/4 etc.) ... ÙÈÓb˜ ‰b óÚ›Û·-

ÓÙÔ ÌÔÓ¿‰· Âå‰áÓ Âr‰Ô ,̃ ó˜ ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ ¿ÓÙ·˜ ÂÚÈ¤¯Ô˘Û·Ó ÙÔf˜ âÓ àÚÈıÌ̌á

ÏfiÁÔ˘˜. Iamblichus (op. cit. 10, p. 10.12 Pistelli) even ascribes the idea to
Pythagoras himself: ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·˜ ‰b (defined number as) öÎÙ·ÛÈÓ Î·d âÓ¤Ú-

ÁÂÈ·Ó ÙáÓ âÓ ÌÔÓ¿‰È ÛÂÚÌ·ÙÈÎáÓ ÏfiÁˆÓ (where we should not be
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suspicious of the substance because of the anachronistic terminology). This
spermatic monad, first intermingling of ¤Ú·˜ and ôÂÈÚÔÓ (cf. the
Philolaean One), points to Chronos’ semen in Pherecydes, equally
spermatic (seminal and seminarium of all the World, ‰È·ÎfiÛÌËÛÈ˜). There,
however, Chthonie and Zas are external to it. This spermatic monad, first
intermingling of ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ, points to Chronos’ semen in
Pherecydes; only it does not there involve both principles.

Evidently the Pythagorean One corresponded to the mythological
androgynous Primigenitus. So Macrobius Comm. in Somn. Scipionis 6, 7-
8: unum autem quod ÌÔÓ¿˜ id est unitas dicitur et mas idem et femina est,
par idem atque impar, ipse non numerus sed fons et origo numerorum.
haec monas initium finisque omnium, neque ipsa principii aut finis sciens,
ad summum refertu deum etc. In a curious passage ascribed to Aristotle (fr.
198 Rose = Martianus Capella VII, 731) the Monas is described as a self-
loving being, a Narcissus involved in a continuous autosexual act: licet
Aristoteles … ex eo quod unum solum ipsa (sc. monas) sit et se queri seper
velit, Cupidinem asserat nominatam, quod se cupiat, si quidem ultra nihil
habeat et expers totius elationis aut copulae in se proprios detorquent
ardores. This representation must go to the very origin of Pythagoreanism
from logico-mythical speculation; the similarity to Chronos’ autosexual
emission of semen according to Pherecydes is again significant. That this
One was called àÚÙÈÔ¤ÚÈÙÙÔ˜ is quite possible in this signification
although there was a special sense attached to the word as a technical term
in Arithmology (cf. e.g. Iamblichus In Nicomachi Arithm. Introd. 29, p.
22.8 sqq. Pistelli; a different, and less specific, sense in Eucleid. Elem. VII
defin. 9 p. 184.16 Heiberg; v. also Philolaus B5).

TeÓ ‰’ àÚÈıÌeÓ âÎ ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ ÂrÓ·È stated Aristotle Metaph. A, 986a19.
Number was conceived essentially as consisting of monads (it was monadic
and not ideal according to the Aristotelian terminology in his discussion of
the Old Academic numerological complications). Aristoxenus (in Stobaeus
Ecl. I, prooem. coroll. 6 = p. 20.9 Wach) explained: MÔÓa˜ ÌbÓ ÔsÓ âÛÙÈÓ

àÚ¯c àÚÈıÌÔÜ, àÚÈıÌe˜ ‰b Ùe âÎ ÙáÓ ÌÔÓ¿‰ˆÓ ÏÉıÔ˜ Û˘ÁÎÂ›ÌÂÓÔÓ. In the
pregnant formulation of Moderatus (in Stobaeus Ecl. I, prooem. corol. 8, p.
21.8 Wach.): öÛÙÈ ‰b àÚÈıÌfi ,̃ ó˜ Ù‡̌ˆ ÂåÂÖÓ, Û‡ÛÙËÌ· ÌÔÓ¿‰ˆÓ j ÚÔ-

Ô‰ÈÛÌe˜ Ï‹ıÔ˘˜ àe ÌÔÓ¿‰Ô˜ àÚ¯fiÌÂÓÔ˜ Î·d àÓ·Ô‰ÈÛÌe˜ Âå˜ ÌÔÓ¿‰·

Î·Ù·Ï‹ÁˆÓ. Nicomachus (Introd. Arithm. I, 7, 1) similarly defined
number as limited (determined) multitude, or a combination of monads,
or an (arrested) flow of quantity made up of monads. Eucleid Elem. VII
def. 2: àÚÈıÌe˜ ‰b Ùe âÎ ÌÔÓ¿‰ˆÓ Û˘ÁÎÂ›ÌÂÓÔÓ ÏÉıÔ .̃ And Boutherus (in
Stobaeus Ecl. I, prooem. coroll. 5, p. 18.15 Wach.): àÚÈıÌe˜ âÎ ÌÔÓ¿‰ˆÓ

Û‡ÁÎÂÈÙ·È. But the monads are the progeny of the primordial Monad, of
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the aboriginal One, first blending of Finite and Indefinite. The One, once
generated, acts as Father on maternal Infinity (or maybe on itself as it
comprises infinity), procreating his offspring in his image, the multitude
and system of monads. At the first such intercourse another monad is
engendered; thus the dyad comes into being. At the next one we get
another monad, and the triad as a result. And so on. This seems to be
alluded to by a cryptic statement of Moderatus (in Stobaeus Ecl. I, prooem.
coroll. 9, p. 21.21 Wach.): Âå‰¤Ó·È ‰b Î·d ÙÔÜÙÔ ¯Ú‹, ¬ÙÈ ÙáÓ àÚÈıÌáÓ

ÂåÛËÁ‹Û·ÓÙÔ Ùa˜ àÚ¯a˜ Ôî ÌbÓ ÓÂÒÙÂÚÔÈ Ù‹Ó ÙÂ ÌÔÓ¿‰· Î·d ÙcÓ ‰˘¿‰·

(like, say, Plato according to Aristotle), Ôî ‰b ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÈÎÔd ¿Û·˜ ·Úa Ùe

ëÍÉ˜ Ùa˜ ÙáÓ ¬ÚˆÓ âÎıÂÛÂÈ˜ ‰È’ zÓ ôÚÙÈÔÈ ÙÂ Î·d ÂÚÈÙÙÔd ÓÔÔÜÓÙ·È. (The
·Úa Ùe ëÍÉ˜ âÎı¤ÛÂÈ˜ are the successive projections and subsequent
additions of a monad, the process which creates the series of natural
numbers as above explained; cf. e.g. Iamblichus in Nicomachi Arithm.
Introd. 14, p. 12.23 Pistelli). There is need of renewed copulation and of a
novel birth for the generation of each successive monad constituting the
next number. If this movement is not halted it will be submerged into
Infinity; such successive “arrests” are temporary, so to speak, resting places
or “rests” in the Infinite productive activity of the original monad-One and
they constitute the natural numbers. 

The above described process of number-generation may also be involved
in a curious doxographical passage on Aristotle in Stobaeus Ecl. I, prooem.
corol. 2, p. 16.15 Wach.: ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈÛÛÔÜ Î·d à‰È·ÈÚ¤ÙÔ˘ ÏfiÁÔ˘ \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤-

ÏË˜ àÂÊ‹Ó·ÙÔ ÚáÙÔÓ Î·d àÌ¤ÚÈÛÙÔÓ Âr‰Ô˜ Ùe ≤ÓØ Î·Ùa ‰b ÙcÓ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘

Ô›ËÛÈÓ Âå‰ÔÔÈÔ˘Ì¤ÓË ÌÔÓa˜ àÚ¯c Î·d ÛÙÔÈ¯ÂÖÔÓ ÙáÓ àÚÈıÌáÓ. Odd
number is essentially indivisible into two because of the existence in it of an
unconjugated monad (cf. supra). Thus monad qua monad (and not as
coupled in dyads) is constitutive of oddity and hence the One is the first
and absolutely indivisible form (Âr‰Ô˜) of odd numbers. The constitution
of the unique One (from ¶¤Ú·˜ and òAÂÈÚÔÓ) involves the principle of its
repetition, and thus the creation of the one results in the monad being
principle (as the One) and simultaneously element (as many monads) of
numbers. The primigenitum One is involved in a generation in which the
monad assumes its specific nature and function as principle and element of
number. 

The reported differentiation between One and Monad would not pose
serious difficulty in the context of early thought. The One is the primal,
physical Monad, but with the generation of number, there exist many
monads, yet only one One. In fact the uses of the words “one” and
“monad” may be reversed in this connection, or even intermixed. But these
are merely verbal complications. 
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65. Criticizing the theory of Ideas and mathematicals, Aristotle rejects any
hesitation as to whether the Pythagoreans maintained an actual generation
for the various numbers or not: Ôî ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ fiÙÂÚÔÓ Ôé ÔÈ-

ÔÜÛÈÓ j ÔÈÔÜÛÈ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ Ôé‰bÓ ‰ÂÖ ‰ÈÛÙ¿˙ÂÈÓØ Ê·ÓÂÚá˜ ÁaÚ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ etc.
(Metaph. N, 1091a13). And he further considers the examination of their
views as belonging to a different discipline than systematic metaphysics
investigating the principles of the immovable and changeless realm: àÏÏ’

âÂÈ‰c ÎÔÛÌÔÔÈÔÜÛÈ Î·d Ê˘ÛÈÎá˜ ‚Ô‡ÏÔÓÙ·È Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ, ‰›Î·ÈÔÓ ·éÙÔf˜ âÍÂ-

Ù¿˙ÂÈÓ ÙÈ ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜, âÎ ‰b ÙÉ˜ ÓÜÓ àÊÂÖÓ·È ÌÂıfi‰Ô˘Ø Ùa˜ ÁaÚ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜

àÎÈÓ‹ÙÔÈ˜ ˙ËÙÔÜÌÂÓ àÚ¯¿˜ etc. (ibid. 1091a18). They are concerned with
cosmogony (ÎÔÛÌÔÔÈÔÜÛÈ) and physics (Ê˘ÛÈÎá˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ), even when
they are ostensibly treating mathematics. Cf. also Metaph. A, 989b29 sqq.:
Ôî ÌbÓ ÔsÓ Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ Ù·Ö˜ ÌbÓ àÚ¯·Ö˜ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ÛÙÔÈ¯Â›ÔÈ˜

âÎÙÔˆÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜ ¯ÚáÓÙ·È ÙáÓ Ê˘ÛÈÔÏfiÁˆÓ (Ùe ‰’ ·úÙÈÔÓ ¬ÙÈ ·Ú¤Ï·‚ÔÓ

·éÙa˜ ÔéÎ âÍ ·åÛıËÙáÓØ Ùa ÁaÚ Ì·ıËÌ·ÙÈÎa ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ ôÓÂ˘ ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂÒ˜

âÛÙÈÓ öÍˆ ÙáÓ ÂÚd àÛÙÚÔÏÔÁ›·Ó), ‰È·Ï¤ÁÔÓÙ·È Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ Î·d Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÂ‡Ô-

Ó·È ÂÚd Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ¿ÓÙ·Ø ÁÂÓÓáÛ› ÙÂ ÁaÚ ÙeÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ Î·d ÂÚd Ùa ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘

Ì¤ÚË Î·d Ùa ¿ıË Î·d Ùa öÚÁ· ‰È·ÙËÚÔÜÛÈ Ùe Û˘Ì‚·ÖÓÔÓ, Î·d Ùa˜ àÚ¯a˜

Î·d Ùa ·úÙÈ· Âå˜ Ù·ÜÙ· Î·Ù·Ó·Ï›ÛÎÔ˘ÛÈ, ó˜ ïÌÔÏÔÁÔÜÓÙÂ˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ôÏÏÔÈ˜

Ê˘ÛÈÔÏfiÁÔÈ˜ ¬ÙÈ Ùfi ÁÂ kÓ ÙÔÜÙ’ âÛÙdÓ ¬ÛÔÓ ·åÛıËÙfiÓ âÛÙÈ Î·d ÂÚÈÂ›ÏËÊÂÓ

ï Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ ÔéÚ·Ófi˜. The Pythagoreans are “physiologists”, students of
Nature, of the sensible, physical Universe; with regard to Heaven, its parts
and properties and activities they “save the phenomena”, ‰È·ÙËÚÔÜÛÈ Ùe

Û˘Ì‚·ÖÓÔÓ, i.e. they keep inviolate what obtains and endeavour to explain
it, instead of reshaping the cosmic phenomena (the World as it appears)
according to their ideology (like e.g. the Eleatic philosophers). Aristotle
never ceases from emphasizing that according to the Pythagoreans
mathematical number constitutes the very substance of things and the enire
material Universe: it provides, in his own terminology, both the formal and
the material cause of being: Ê·›ÓÔÓÙ·È ‰c Î·d ÔyÙÔÈ ÙeÓ àÚÈıÌeÓ ÓÔÌ›˙Ô-

ÓÙÂ˜ àÚ¯cÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d ó˜ ≈ÏËÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÔsÛÈ Î·d ó˜ ¿ıË ÙÂ Î·d ≤ÍÂÈ˜

(Metaph. A, 986a15). Cf. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy §143. 
66. Cf. n. 64 for the Pythagorean generation of number out of the One. 
67. Aristotle, in his work on the Archytean philosophy (Fr. 207 Rose from

Damascius In Parmen. II p. 172.17 Ruelle = Archytas A13) reported that
Pythagoras called matter “ôÏÏÔ” by reason of its continual flux and
perpetual alteration: ...Î·Ùa ÙcÓ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÈÎcÓ Û˘Ó‹ıÂÈ·Ó Î·d ÙcÓ ·éÙÔÜ

ÙÔÜ ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓÔ˜, ôÏÏ· ÓÔÔÜÓÙÔ˜ Ùa öÓ˘Ï· Ú¿ÁÌ·Ù· Î·d ·éÙcÓ ÙcÓ

≈ÏËÓ... \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ ‰b âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ \AÚ¯˘ÙÂ›ÔÈ˜ îÛÙÔÚÂÖ Î·d ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·Ó ôÏÏÔ

ÙcÓ ≈ÏËÓ Î·ÏÂÖÓ ó˜ ÚÂ˘ÛÙcÓ Î·d àÂd ôÏÏÔ Î·d ôÏÏÔ ÁÈÁÓfiÌÂÓÔÓ. Cf. II p.
274.9: Úe˜ ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÄÓ Ùe âÓ ≈ÏFË kÓ Î·d ·éÙcÓ ÙcÓ ≈ÏËÓ ôÏÏ· Î·ÏÂÖ
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ï âÓ º·›‰ˆÓÈ ™ˆÎÚ¿ÙË˜, Î·d Úe ·éÙÔÜ Ôî ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ. ≠YÏË in this
context is the Aristotelian equivalence for the Pythagorean òAÂÈÚÔÓ. 

68. The formation of the physical World through successive transcendencies of
the previously achieved limitation, definiteness and harmonious
equilibrium, is the main point of Pythagorean cosmogony. V. infra. 

69. Aristotle criticized the view, held by some, that movement is, or intrinsically
belongs to, the second principle. Physica Γ, 201b19 sqq.: ...‰ÉÏfiÓ ÙÂ ÛÎÔ-

ÔÜÛÈÓ ó˜ ÙÈı¤·ÛÈÓ ·éÙcÓ (sc. ÙcÓ Î›ÓËÛÈÓ) öÓÈÔÈ, ëÙÂÚfiÙËÙ· Î·d àÓÈÛfi-

ÙËÙ· Î·d Ùe Ìc kÓ Ê¿ÛÎÔÓÙÂ˜ ÂrÓ·È ÙcÓ Î›ÓËÛÈÓØ zÓ Ôé‰bÓ àÓ·ÁÎ·ÖÔÓ

ÎÈÓÂÖÛı·È, ÔûÙ’ iÓ ≤ÙÂÚ· Fq ÔûÙ’ iÓ ôÓÈÛ· ÔûÙ’ iÓ ÔéÎ ùÓÙ·Ø ...·úÙÈÔÓ ‰b ÙÔÜ

Âå˜ Ù·ÜÙ· ÙÈı¤Ó·È ¬ÙÈ àfiÚÈÛÙfiÓ ÙÈ ‰ÔÎÂÖ ÂrÓ·È ì Î›ÓËÛÈ˜ etc. The ground of
the criticism against the view that movement is otherness, inequality or
non-being consists in the fact that these, in themselves, do not imply
movement. But Aristotle correctly diagnoses the operative reason behind
such putative equivalents: otherness etc., as well as movement, involve
indeterminateness. There follows upon the passage quoted the reason why,
in Aristotle’s terms, movement appears as indefinite. But there is no need to
be so technical. Movement cancels the determinateness of position or state
and is thus directly indeterminate, however definite it may be with regard
to its end point and final cause - something which Aristotle wishes to
highlight. The öÓÈÔÈ of Aristotle are evidently Pythagoreans and Platonists. 

Eudemus apud Simplicius In Phys. 431.5 (360a5 sqq. Brandis =
Archytas A23 + Pythagoreans B32; see Rose Aristotles Pseudepigraphus,
192): ÓÜÓ ‰b ÙÔÛÔÜÙÔÓ åÛÙ¤ÔÓ, ¬ÙÈ Î·d Eû‰ËÌÔ˜ Úe ÙÔÜ \AÏÂÍ¿Ó‰ÚÔ˘

îÛÙÔÚáÓ ÙcÓ ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓÔ˜ ÂÚd ÎÈÓ‹ÛÂˆ˜ ‰fiÍ·Ó Î·d àÓÙÈÏ¤ÁˆÓ ·éÙFÉ, Ù¿‰Â

ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈØ “¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ ‰b Ùe Ì¤Á· Î·d ÌÈÎÚeÓ Î·d Ùe Ìc kÓ Î·d Ùe àÓÒÌ·ÏÔÓ,

Î·d ¬Û· ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ âd Ù·éÙe Ê¤ÚÂÈ, ÙcÓ Î›ÓËÛÈÓ Ï¤ÁÂÈ. º·›ÓÂÙ·È ‰b ôÙÔÔÓ

·éÙe ÙÔÜÙÔ ÙcÓ Î›ÓËÛÈÓ Ï¤ÁÂÈÓØ ...‚¤ÏÙÈÔÓ ‰b ·úÙÈ· Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ Ù·ÜÙ· œÛÂÚ

\AÚ¯‡Ù·˜”. Î·d ÌÂÙ’ çÏ›ÁÔÓ “Ùe ‰b àfiÚÈÛÙÔÓ” ÊËÛd “Î·Ïá˜ âd ÙcÓ Î›ÓË-

ÛÈÓ Ôî ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ Î·d ï ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ âÈÊ¤ÚÔ˘ÛÈÓ”. The Aristotelian
criticism to the effect that movement cannot be identical to the Second
Principle however defined because that would imply that the unequal, for
example, should be in movement, bears the evident stamp of later types of
ratiocinations, those that led eventually to the highly elaborate articulations
of reality and its orderly derivation in Neoplatonism. Originally, movement
would be simply a way in which the Indefinite is manifested. In fact,
movement is a defining character in the Anaximandrean Infinite (v. n. 19).
Cf. also the inherent condition of Anaximenean Air. At the first stage of
articulation, movement would be included in the syzygies of first dual
principles, under the heading of the Limitless, the column of the Indefinite
(Aristotle Metaph. A, 986a23 sqq.; Plutarch de Iside et Osiride, 48;
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Porphyry, Vita Pythag. 38). As Simplicius explains (In Physic. P. 359b29
Brandis): Î·d âÎÂÖÓÔÈ (sc. Ôî àÚ¯·ÖÔÈ) ÁaÚ Âå˜ àÓÈÛfiÙËÙ· Î·d ëÙÂÚfiÙËÙ· Î·d

Ùe Ìc kÓ ÙÈı¤·ÛÈÓ (sc. ÙcÓ Î›ÓËÛÈÓ) ¬ÙÈ àfiÚÈÛÙfiÓ ÙÈ ‰ÔÎÂÖ ì Î›ÓËÛÈ˜Ø ‰‡Ô

ÁaÚ ÔéÛáÓ Û˘ÛÙÔÈ¯ÈáÓ ·Úa ÙÔÖ˜ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›ÔÈ ,̃ zÓ âÓ ÙFÉ ëÙ¤Ú· âÛÙdÓ ì

Î›ÓËÛÈ˜ ÙFÉ Ùa˜ àÚ¯a˜ â¯Ô‡ÛFË ÛÙÂÚËÙÈÎa˜ Î·d àÔÚ›ÛÙÔ˘ ,̃ âÓ ·x˜ Î·d ëÙÂÚfi-

ÙË˜ Î·d àÓÈÛfiÙË˜ Î·d Ùe Ìc kÓ (·î ÁaÚ ‰¤Î· àÓÙÈı¤ÛÂÈ˜ ó˜ àÚ¯·d ·ÚÂ-

Ï‹ÊıËÛ·Ó), ÂåÎfiÙˆ˜ àfiÚÈÛÙfiÓ ÙÈ ‰ÔÎÂÖ ì Î›ÓËÛÈ˜ Î·d âÎÂ›ÓÔÈ˜ œÛÂÚ Î·d

ìÌÖÓ. Any disagreement, Simplicius therefore intimates, in this connection
would be merely verbal. At a second phase of development, the second
principle, or the principles in the second column of the syzygies, would be
considered cause(s) of movement; this is Archytas’ position. 

70. Alteration as change in another respect than mere position is subject to the
same analysis as local movement. 

71. Cf. nn. 60-62. 
72. Aristotle Physica Γ, 203a3 sqq. (= B28): Î·d ¿ÓÙÂ˜ ó˜ àÚ¯‹Ó ÙÈÓ· ÙÈı¤·ÛÈ

ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ (sc. Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓ), Ôî Ì¤Ó, œÛÂÚ Ôî ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ Î·d ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ,

Î·ı’ ·ñÙfi, Ôé¯ ó˜ Û˘Ì‚Â‚ËÎfi˜ ÙÈÓÈ ëÙ¤Ú̌ˆ àÏÏ’ ÔéÛ›·Ó ·éÙe kÓ Ùe ôÂÈ-

ÚÔÓ. ¶ÏcÓ Ôî ÌbÓ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ·åÛıËÙÔÖ˜ (Ôé ÁaÚ ¯ˆÚÈÛÙeÓ ÔÈ-

ÔÜÛÈ ÙeÓ àÚÈıÌfiÓ), Î·d ÂrÓ·È Ùe öÍˆ ÙÔÜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔÜ ôÂÈÚÔÓ, ¶Ï¿ÙˆÓ ‰b

öÍˆ ÌbÓ Ôé‰bÓ ÂrÓ·È ÛáÌ·, Ôé‰b Ùa˜ å‰¤·˜ etc. Ibid. Δ, 213b22 (= B20):
ÂrÓ·È ‰’ öÊ·Û·Ó Î·d Ôî ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ ÎÂÓfiÓ, Î·d âÂÈÛÈ¤Ó·È ·éÙe Ù̌á ÔéÚ·Ó̌á

âÎ ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ ó˜ àÓ·Ó¤ÔÓÙÈ Î·d Ùe ÎÂÓfiÓ etc. (·éÙe and
ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ are by far the better testified varints, and they are correct; Diels’
changes are futile). The Infinite Spirit that circumscribes the World is a
conflation of the Anaximandrean Infinite with the Anaximenean Air, both
endowed as they were with Infinite, eternal movement. This spirit is
breathed in, inhaled, by the World, and together comes in the void. To the
Pythagorean commingling of vacuum and air (breath, spirit), Aristotle
testifies also the addition of time; Stobaeus Ecl. I, 18, 1 (= p. 156.11 Wach.
= B30): âÓ ‰b Ùˇá ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÔ˘ ºÈÏÔÛÔÊ›·˜ ÚÒÙˇ̂  ÁÚ¿ÊÂÈ (sc.
Aristotle, Fr. 201 Rose) ÙeÓ ÌbÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ ÂrÓ·È ≤Ó·, âÂÈÛ¿ÁÂÛı·È ‰’ âÎ ÙÔÜ

àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ¯ÚfiÓÔÓ ÙÂ Î·d ÓÔcÓ Î·d Ùe ÎÂÓfiÓ. The Infinite therefore
essentially involves air and movement (hence also spirit as moving air,
breath) and void; chaotic movement implicates incohate duration (ie.
Unordered time). Cf. for the void Plutarchean Epit. II, 9, 1 = Stobaeus Ecl.
I, 18, 4: Ôî ÌbÓ àe ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÔ˘ âÎÙe˜ ÂrÓ·È ÙÔÜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ ÎÂÓeÓ Âå˜ n àÓ·-

ÓÂÖ ï ÎfiÛÌÔ˜ Î·d âÍ Ôy (inhaling and exhaling). This physical
understanding of the early notion of Infinite is evident in Aristotle Metaph.
N, 1091a13: Ôî ÌbÓ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚÂÈÔÈ fiÙÂÚÔÓ Ôé ÔÈÔÜÛÈÓ j ÔÈÔÜÛÈ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ

Ôé‰bÓ ‰ÂÖ ‰ÈÛÙ¿˙ÂÈÓØ Ê·ÓÂÚá˜ ÁaÚ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ ó˜ ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ Û˘ÛÙ·ı¤ÓÙÔ .̃..

Âéıf˜ Ùe öÁÁÈÛÙ· ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ¬ÙÈ ÂúÏÎÂÙÔ Î·d âÂÚ·›ÓÂÙÔ ñe ÙÔÜ ¤Ú·-
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ÙÔ .̃ Cf. Physica Γ, 206b22: ÂúÂÚ Ìc öÛÙÈ Î·Ùa Û˘Ì‚Â‚ËÎe˜ âÓÙÂÏÂ¯Â›÷·

ôÂÈÚÔÓ, œÛÂÚ Ê·ÛdÓ Ôî Ê˘ÛÈÔÏfiÁÔÈ Ùe öÍˆ ÛáÌ· ÙÔÜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘, Ôy ì

ÔéÛ›· j àcÚ õ ôÏÏÔ ÙÈ ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔÓ, ôÂÈÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È. The formulation here
suggests a distinction between those who construed the Infinite as Air (like
Anaximenes) or some other substance, to which thus the infinity was an
attribute, and the Pythagoreans who (as Plato) posited the Infinite in itself
as principle of reality. But they too, initially, considered the Infinite in a
fully fledged physical sense as well. In fact they apprehended the infinite in
itself as the fundamental, common basis for the understanding of the first
Principle as air or any other suchlike substance (àcÚ j ôÏÏÔ ÙÈ ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔÓ).
Thus with the Pythagorean Infinite we capture the significant point of the
Anaximandrean Indefinite, the Anaximenean Air and the Pherecydean
Time all at once. Pythagoreanism represents in this sense the first
syncretistic system in Greek thought: no wonder that Heracleitus attacked
its author as full of diverse knowledge, badly stitched together, without
overall noetic insight (ÔÏ˘Ì·ı›Ë ÓfiÔÓ Ôé ‰È‰¿ÛÎÂÈ). With an incipient
mathematization of the world, the essential characterization of the Infinite
seems to be the void. For number, figure and (bodily) existence are limited:
definition and determination involve limitation. The developed scientific
mathematization of Pythagorean theory was a subsequent phenomenon,
and this must have originated the significant division of the School into
two rival sects (Ì·ıËÌ·ÙÈÎÔ› and àÎÔ˘ÛÌ·ÙÈÎÔ›). V. Chapter 4, Part A,
infra. Cf. n. 76. 

73. Hippolytus Refut. Omn. Haer. I, 6, 1 (Diels Dox. Gr. 559) in A11: ÔyÙÔ˜

(sc. \AÓ·Í›Ì·Ó‰ÚÔ˜) àÚ¯cÓ öÊË ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ Ê‡ÛÈÓ ÙÈÓ· ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘, âÍ w˜

Á›ÁÓÂÛı·È ÙÔf˜ ÔéÚ·ÓÔf˜ Î·d ÙÔf˜ âÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜. Ù·‡ÙËÓ ‰’ à˝‰ÈÔÓ

ÂrÓ·È Î·d àÁ‹Úˆ, mÓ Î·d ¿ÓÙ·˜ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈÓ ÙÔf˜ ÎfiÛÌÔ˘˜. Cf. Aristotle
Physica Γ, 203b25: àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ‰’ ùÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ öÍˆ, Î·d ÛáÌ· ôÂÈÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È

‰ÔÎÂÖ Î·d ÎfiÛÌÔÈ, a reference to the innumerable Anaximandrean worlds in
the Boundless. (Cf. Plutarchus Stromateis Frg. 2, Diels Dox. Gr. p. 579.7
sqq., from Eusebius Praep. Evang. I, 7, 16). 

74. Simplicius in Phys. 155.30 (= B2): Î·d ÌÂÙ’ çÏ›ÁÔÓ “Î·d ÁaÚ à‹Ú ÙÂ Î·d

·åıcÚ àÔÎÚ›ÓÔÓÙ·È àe ÙÔÜ ÔÏÏÔÜ ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÔ ,̃ Î·d Ùfi ÁÂ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓ

ôÂÈÚÔÓ âÛÙÈ Ùe ÏÉıÔ˜”. Ιbid. 157.5 (= B14): ‰ÉÏÔÓ ‰b Î·d âÎ ÙáÓ‰Â, “ï

‰b ÓÔÜ˜, n˜ àÂ› âÛÙÈ, Ùe Î¿ÚÙ· Î·d ÓÜÓ âÛÙÈÓ ¥Ó· Î·d Ùa ôÏÏ· ¿ÓÙ·, âÓ

Ù̌á ÔÏÏ̌á ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÈ Î·d âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÚÔÛÎÚÈıÂÖÛÈ Î·d âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ àÔÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤-

ÓÔÈ˜”. Aristotle Phys. Γ, 205b1 (= A50): \AÓ·Í·ÁfiÚ·˜ ‰’ àÙfiˆ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ

ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ àÂ›ÚÔ˘ ÌÔÓÉ˜Ø ÛÙËÚ›˙ÂÈÓ ÁaÚ ·éÙe ·ñÙfi ÊËÛÈÓ Ùe ôÂÈÚÔÓØ

ÙÔÜÙÔ ‰¤, ¬ÙÈ âÓ ·ñÙ̌á (ôÏÏÔ ÁaÚ Ôé‰bÓ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈÓ).

75. Plutarchean Epitom. I, 5, 2 = Stobaeus Ecl. I, 22, 2 = Diels Dox. Gr. p. 291
= A47: \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏÉ˜ ‰b ÎfiÛÌÔÓ ÌbÓ ≤Ó·, Ôé Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ Ùe ÄÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙeÓ
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ÎfiÛÌÔÓ, àÏÏa çÏ›ÁÔÓ ÙÈ ÙÔÜ ·ÓÙfi˜ Ì¤ÚÔ ,̃ Ùe ‰b ÏÔÈeÓ àÚÁcÓ ≈ÏËÓ. This
inert matter is structurally like (homologous with) the Stoic infinite void:
the totality of the ornamented site (‰È·ÎfiÛÌËÛÈ˜, KfiÛÌÔ˜, the World)
together with what lies beyond, is the ÄÓ. But for Stoicism all matter
without remainder is worked up into orderly existence (Cosmos). So that
what is left outside is not inert matter but non-being, the void.

For the Empedoclean conception, cf. B35 (from Simplicius In de caelo
529.1; 587.8; and In phys. 32.13) vv. 8-11: when the World is transformed
into a universal homogeneous intermingling and absolute integral (the
unified ™Ê·ÖÚÔ˜) under the domination of Love and Friendship, Strife
recedes to the outermost boundaries of the World. During that process:

ÔÏÏa ‰’ ôÌÂÈÎÙ’ öÛÙËÛÂ ÎÂÚ·ÈÔÌ¤ÓÔÈÛÈÓ âÓ·ÏÏ¿Í,

¬ÛÛ’ öÙÈ NÂÖÎÔ˜ öÚ˘ÎÂ ÌÂÙ¿ÚÛÈÔÓØ Ôé ÁaÚ àÌÂÌÊ¤ˆ˜

10.  ÙáÓ ÄÓ âÍ¤ÛÙËÎÂÓ â’ öÛ¯·Ù· Ù¤ÚÌ·Ù· Î‡ÎÏÔ˘

àÏÏa Ùa ÌbÓ Ù’ âÓ¤ÌÈÌÓÂ ÌÂÏ¤ˆÓ, Ùa ‰b Ù’ âÍÂ‚Â‚‹ÎÂÈ.

And so (Stobaeus Ecl. I, 90, 11 (= p. 121.14 Wach.) and Aristotle Metaph.
B, 1000b1 = B36):

ÙáÓ ‰b Û˘ÓÂÚ¯ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ âÍ öÛ¯·ÙÔÓ ¥ÛÙ·ÙÔ NÂÖÎÔ .̃

In the thoroughly unified Sphere, Strife stands apart and outside, while
Love permeates the conglomeration; Simplicius In Phys. 158.13 (B17, v.
16):

‰›Ï’ âÚ¤ˆØ ÙÔÙ¤ ÌbÓ ÁaÚ íÓ ËéÍ‹ıË ÌfiÓÔÓ ÂrÓ·È

âÎ ÏÂfiÓˆÓ, ÙÔÙ¤ ‰’ ·s ‰È¤Ê˘ Ï¤ÔÓ’ âÍ ëÓe˜ ÂrÓ·È,

ÜÚ Î·d ≈‰ˆÚ Î·d Á·Ö· Î·d ä¤ÚÔ˜ ôÏÂÙÔÓ ≈„Ô ,̃

NÂÖÎÔ˜ Ù’ ÔéÏfiÌÂÓÔÓ ‰›¯· ÙáÓ, àÙ¿Ï·ÓÙÔÓ ê¿ÓÙFË,

Î·d ºÈÏfiÙË˜ âÓ ÙÔÖÛÈÓ, úÛË ÌÉÎfi˜ ÙÂ Ï¿ÙÔ˜ ÙÂ.

When on the other hand Strife holds absolute sway, the four elements,
fully disjointed from each other and wholly free from any intermixture
among them, form four unconnected (very likely spherical, as Strife is àÙ¿-

Ï·ÓÙÔÓ ê¿ÓÙFË) totalities: v. Simplicius in Phys. 158, 6 (B17 vv. 6-8); ibid.
33, 21 (B26 vv. 5-7; cf. Aristotle Metaph. A, 985a23 = A37). Presumably
what remains outside the influence of Love’s Whirl, what in each cosmic
state lies outside Love’s field, stays unworked in uncontaminated isolation
under the rule of Strife: unconnected masses of the elements with Strife
presiding over them, prohibiting any kind of process or development from
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taking place: this part of the elements unaffected by the workings of Love
must be the àÚÁc ≈ÏË mentioned by the doxographical tradition on
Empedocles. 

There are significant structural similarities (homologies) to Pythagorean
Cosmology in all this, as well as important bridges over to Stoicism. The
crucial difference that sets apart early Pythagoreanism is that the Infinite is a
dynamic principle of movement; whereas already in Empedocles what lies
beyond orderly existence is inert. This is what characterizes the
Empedoclean system as early Classical rather than later Archaic. 

76. There was an Infinite Spirit outside the World, from which Cosmos inhales
its breath. This vaporous infinity is also the root of space and time: vacuum
and time enter into the World through its breathing. Aristotle, Physic.
213b22 and Stobaeus Ecl. I, 18, 1 (B30). For a void beyond the universe cf.
Physic. Δ, 213b1, a reference to Pythagoreanism. V. n. 72, and cf. infra.

It was an ancient experience that the void is airy in nature, just as
everything existent needs a tangible substantiality, a material basis and
corporeal manifestation, in order to subsist at all. (This archaic sentiment is
captured by the Stoic insistence on the corporeality of all true being). The
view that emptiness and air were the same thing was common, so that
philosophers like Anaxagoras used to endeavour to prove the nonexistence
of the vacuum by really exhibiting the substantiality of air (Aristotle Physic.
Δ, 213a22). The general position for the void is thus described by Aristotle,
Physic. Δ, 213a27: Ôî ‰b ôÓıÚˆÔÈ ‚Ô‡ÏÔÓÙ·È ÎÂÓeÓ ÂrÓ·È ‰È¿ÛÙËÌ· âÓ ž

ÌË‰¤Ó âÛÙÈ ÛáÌ· ·åÛıËÙfiÓØ ÔåfiÌÂÓÔÈ ‰b Ùe kÓ ±·Ó ÂrÓ·È ÛáÌ· Ê·Û›Ó, âÓ

ž ¬Ïˆ˜ ÌË‰¤Ó âÛÙÈ, ÙÔÜÙÔ ÂrÓ·È ÎÂÓfiÓ, ‰Èe Ùe ÏÉÚÂ˜ à¤ÚÔ˜ ÎÂÓeÓ ÂrÓ·È.

De anima B, 419b34: ‰ÔÎÂÖ ÁaÚ ÂrÓ·È ÎÂÓeÓ ï à‹Ú. De partibus animal. B,
656b15: Ùe ÁaÚ ÎÂÓeÓ Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ à¤ÚÔ˜ ÏÉÚ¤˜ âÛÙÈ. Plato makes the
Pythagorean Timaeus describe mist and darkness as turbid, murkiest air
(58d1): Î·Ùa Ù·ÜÙ· ‰b à¤ÚÔ ,̃ Ùe ÌbÓ Âé·Á¤ÛÙ·ÙÔÓ â›ÎÏËÓ ·åıcÚ Î·ÏÔ‡-

ÌÂÓÔ˜, ï ‰b ıÔÏÂÚÒÙ·ÙÔ˜ çÌ›¯ÏË ÙÂ Î·d ÛÎfiÙÔ˜. Already in Homer à‹Ú

signifies fog and misty darkness, e.g. Odyssey θ, 562: ä¤ÚÈ Î·d ÓÂÊ¤ÏFË

ÎÂÎ·Ï˘ÌÌ¤Ó·È (sc. the magic Phaeacean ships):
Ilias P 644 ä¤ÚÈ ÁaÚ Î·Ù¤¯ÔÓÙ·È ïÌá˜ ·éÙÔ› ÙÂ Î·d ¥ÔÈ.

ZÂÜ ¶¿ÙÂÚ, àÏÏa Ûf ÚÜÛ·È ñ’ ä¤ÚÔ˜ ̆ x·˜ \A¯·ÈáÓ

Ô›ËÛÔÓ ‰’ ·úıÚËÓ, ‰e˜ ‰’ çÊı·ÏÌÔÖÛÈÓ å‰¤Ûı·È,

(where the Scholia A explain: ¬ÙÈ à¤Ú· ÙcÓ ÛÎÔÙ›·Ó Î·ÏÂÖØ Î·d ÁaÚ ·éÙe˜ ï

àcÚ ÙFÉ ‰‡ÛÂÈ ÛÎÔÙÂÈÓfi˜ âÛÙÈ, Ï·ÌÚ‡ÓÂÙ·È ‰b âÈÊ·Ó¤ÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ ìÏ›Ô˘ -
which refers to the notion of the inherent darkness of the air-element, a
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notion involved in, among other issues, the heated controversy regarding
the interpretation of the Empedoclean ÚÈ˙ÒÌ·Ù·);
and P 649:

·éÙ›Î· ‰’ ä¤Ú· ÌbÓ ÛÎ¤‰·ÛÂÓ Î·d àáÛÂÓ çÌ›¯ÏËÓ,

ì¤ÏÈÔ˜ ‰’ â¤Ï·Ì„ÂØ Ì¿¯Ë ‰’ âd ÄÛ· Ê·¿ÓıË,

where again the Scholia A comment: ¬ÙÈ Û·Êá˜ ÙcÓ ÛÎÔÙ›·Ó à¤Ú· Ï¤ÁÂÈØ

öÛÙÈ ÁaÚ Ù·éÙeÓ Ù̌á çÌ›¯ÏËØ Î·d àáÛÂ ÙeÓ à¤Ú·, ¬ âÛÙÈÓ çÌ›¯ÏË(Ó). V.
Eustathius In Iliad. 1121.34 sqq. Odyssey ι, 144: àcÚ ÁaÚ ·Úa ÓË˘Ûd

‚·ıÂÖØ qÓ. Ilias E, 776: ÂÚd ‰’ ä¤Ú· Ô˘ÏfÓ ö¯Â˘Â (v. Sch. A ad loc.). Cf. Et.
Gud. 237.50-2; Et. Magnum 421.34; Miller, Mélanges de Littérature
Grecque pp. 144-5; Scholia A and D to Ilias T87. The same principal sense
obtains in Hesiod, Opera et Dies 252 sqq.:

ÙÚd˜ ÁaÚ Ì‡ÚÈÔ› ÂåÛÈÓ âd ̄ ıÔÓd Ô˘Ï˘‚ÔÙÂ›ÚFË

àı¿Ó·ÙÔÈ ZËÓe˜ Ê‡Ï·ÎÂ˜ ıÓËÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ,

Ô¥ Ú· Ê˘Ï¿ÛÛÔ˘Û›Ó ÙÂ ‰›Î·˜ Î·d Û¯¤ÙÏÈ· öÚÁ·

ä¤Ú· âÛÛ¿ÌÂÓÔÈ, ¿ÓÙË ÊÔÈÙáÓÙÂ˜ â’ ·x·Ó.

So Hippocrates, ¶ÂÚd à¤ÚˆÓ, ñ‰¿ÙˆÓ, ÙfiˆÓ XV: ä‹Ú ÙÂ ÔÏf˜ Î·Ù¤¯ÂÈ

ÙcÓ ¯ÒÚËÓ (around Phasis in the Black Sea) àe ÙáÓ ñ‰¿ÙˆÓ. V. Plutarch,
De Primo Frigido 948E: ¬ÙÈ ‰’ àcÚ Ùe ÚÒÙˆ˜ ÛÎÔÙÂÈÓeÓ âÛÙdÓ Ôé‰b ÙÔf˜

ÔÈËÙa˜ Ï¤ÏËıÂÓØ à¤Ú· ÁaÚ Ùe ÛÎfiÙÔ˜ Î·ÏÔÜÛÈÓ; he proceeds to quote
from Homer and Hesiod, embark on some precarious but significant
etymologies and ends up by referring to the Hesiodic T¿ÚÙ·Ú¿ Ù’ äÂÚfiÂ-

ÓÙ· (Theogony 119). The Stoics, significantly, remained faithful to this
Homero-Hesiodic equipotence of air (in itself) and darkness. 

Both assimilations (of air with void and of air with darkness) point to the
second principle of limitlessness, indefinition, indeterminacy and infinity. 

We thus observe in detail the affiliations between the Anaximandrean
òAÂÈÚÔÓ, the Anaximenean \A‹Ú and the Pythagorean òAÂÈÚÔÓ. Cf.
further n. 75. Of crucial importance is the Anaximenean fragment in
Plutarchean Epitom. I, 3, 4 = Stobaeus Ecl. I, 10, 12 (Diels Dox. Gr. p.
278) = B2: \AÓ·ÍÈÌ¤ÓË˜ EéÚ˘ÛÙÚ¿ÙÔ˘ MÈÏ‹ÛÈÔ˜ àÚ¯cÓ ÙáÓ ùÓÙˆÓ à¤Ú·

àÂÊ‹Ó·ÙÔØ âÎ ÁaÚ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ¿ÓÙ· Á›ÁÓÂÛı·È Î·d Âå˜ ·éÙeÓ ¿ÏÈÓ àÓ·Ï‡Â-

Ûı·È. “ÔxÔÓ ì „˘¯‹, ÊËÛ›Ó, ì ìÌÂÙ¤Ú· àcÚ ÔsÛ· Û˘ÁÎÚ·ÙÂÖ ìÌÄ ,̃ Î·d ¬ÏÔÓ

ÙeÓ ÎfiÛÌÔÓ ÓÂÜÌ· Î·d àcÚ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈ”Ø Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ‰b Û˘ÓˆÓ‡Ìˆ˜ àcÚ Î·d

ÓÂÜÌ·. 

This then accounts for one factor in the Pythagorean Û‡ÁÎÚ·ÛÈ˜

regarding the second principle.
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77. The guide for this description of the limit is provided by the evidence
regarding the Infinite. Against emptiness, darkness and spirituality we
assume radiant perfect solidity, dense and hard; to organize space, disorderly
and uncoordinated, an absolute point of reference is required; irregular
time-flux and incoherent duration demands the serializing agency of the
present. 

78. Aristotle, Met. 1091a14 (B26): ÙÔÜ ëÓe˜ Û˘ÛÙ·ı¤ÓÙÔ .̃ 

79. Philolaus B7 = Stobaeus Ecl. I, 21, 8 (189.17 W). 
80. Philolaus B7. It was located in the middle of the cosmic Sphere. Cf. A16;

17. 
81. Aristotle de Caelo 293b1 sqq. (B37); Fr. 204 Rose; Simplicius In de Caelo,

ad loc. 511.26 (B37); Proclus In Eucl. 90.14 (Friedl.); In Tim. ad 61c. V.
Rose, Aristoteles Pseud. 189. Cf. Philolaus A16.

82. De caelo loc. cit.
83. When in the Old Academy the two ultimate principles used to be expressed

as MÔÓ¿˜ and ¢˘¿˜, the former was called Zeus; Xenocrates Fr. 15 Heinze;
cf. Macrobius Comm. In Somn. Sc. I, 6, 8; Martianus Capella 731;
Theologoumena Arithmeticae 14.7 de Falco. Cf. Ùe ÙÉ˜ ÌÔÓ¿‰Ô˜ ÓÔÂÚeÓ

ÜÚ as God, Hippolytus Ref. Omn. Haer. I, 3, 1. 
84. Met. 1091a13 (B26). Cf. 1080b16 (B9): ¬ˆ˜ ‰b Ùe ÚáÙÔÓ íÓ Û˘Ó¤ÛÙË

ö¯ÔÓ Ì¤ÁÂıÔ ,̃ àÔÚÂÖÓ âÔ›Î·ÛÈ (sc. the Pythagoreans). 
85. Met. 1091a13 (B26). 
86. Colour is either in the limiting surface of a thing or the limit itself. Thus the

Pythagoreans ÙcÓ âÈÊ¿ÓÂÈ·Ó ¯ÚÔÈaÓ âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó; Aristotle de sens. 439a30
(B42). Cf. Theolog. Arithm. p. 11.8 de Falco. Cf. my paper
“Pythagoreanism in the Meno and Platonic Development”, in the
Symposium Platonicum Therense. Proceedings to be published in the
Conference Series of the Institute for Philosophical Research. 

87. In place of the Timaean association of fire with pyramis, some
Pythagoreans, and clearly earlier, assumed an ëÓ·‰ÈÎeÓ ‰È¿˘ÚÔÓ Î‡‚ÔÓ in
the middle of the Universe; Anatolius p. 30 Heib. 

88. Cf. Eurytos A2; 3. 
89. Syrianus CAG 6.1 p. 10 Kroll; p. 175; Theolog. Arithm. p. 7.10 de Falco.

Cf. Thesleff, The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period p. 164.31
sqq. 

90. Aristotle Fr. 196 Rose (C2). 
91. OF 54. 
92. OF 79; 82. 
93. Clemens Romanus Homil. VI, 5 (OF 56). 
94. For ÁfiÓÈÌÔ˜ Ì˘ÂÏfi˜ cf. Hippon A12; Democritus B124. 
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95. Iamblichus In Nicom. Arithm. introd. 10.12 Pisteli; Theol. Arithm. 4.18
de Falco; Theon Smyrn. 37.18 Hiller; Martianus Capela VII, 731; Syrianus
In Met. 912b8 Usener. Cf. Thesleff op. cit. p. 165. 

96. Aristotle Met. 1091a3 (B26); cf. B30. V. Philolaus B17 = Stobaeus Ecl. I,
15, 7 (148.4 Wach.). 

97. Aristotle Fr. 201 Rose (Stobaeus I, 18, 1c, p. 156.8 Wach. = B30); cf. Phys.
213b22; Stobaeus I, 18, 4b p. 160.9 W. 

98. KÂÓfiÓ, n ‰ÈÔÚ›˙ÂÈ Ùa˜ Ê‡ÛÂÈ˜, of numbers, too; Aristotle Phys. 213b22
(B30). 

99. Plutarchean Epit. I, 21, 1 = Stobaeus Ecl. I, 8, 40b = Diels Dox. Gr. 318.4.
Aristotle Phys. 218a33 (B33). 

100. B20a = Ioannes Lydus de mens. IV, 64 (114.20 Wuensch). 
101. Cf. e.g. Theol. Arithm. 14.7 de Falco. Cf. the Pherecydean PÉ for P¤·

(B9). Plato, Cratyl. 402b: P¤· and KÚfiÓÔ ,̃ ÚÂ˘Ì¿ÙˆÓ çÓfiÌ·Ù·. 

102. Critias B18 (its authorship was ascribed either to Euripides or to Critias) =
Euripides 594 Nauck2. 

103. Aristotle Fr. 196 Rose: Ùa˜ ‰b ôÚÎÙÔ˘˜ P¤·˜ ̄ ÂÖÚ· .̃ 

104. Critias B19 = Euripides 593 Tr. Gr. Fr. Nauck2. 
105. ¶ÓÔ‹ or ¶ÓÂÜÌ·. Breathing must have been an emphatic feature of the

early system. Xenophanes was led to deny it expressly (A1 = Diogenes
Laertius IX, 19: ¬ÏÔÓ ‰b ïÚÄÓ Î·d ¬ÏÔÓ àÎÔ‡ÂÈÓ, Ìc Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ àÓ·ÓÂÖÓ. The
air of Anaximenes is analogous to the Pythagorean spirit, v. Anaximenes
B2: ÔxÔÓ ì „˘¯c ì ìÌÂÙ¤Ú· àcÚ ÔsÛ· Û˘ÁÎÚ·ÙÂÖ ìÌÄ˜, Î·d ¬ÏÔÓ ÙeÓ

ÎfiÛÌÔÓ ÓÂÜÌ· Î·d àcÚ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÂÈ. Cf. Diogenes Apolloniates in n. 106. Cf.
nn. 72 and 76. 

106. Life, breathing and soul go together. Cf. Diogenes Apolloniates B4
(Simplicius In Phys. 151.28 sqq.), esp.: ôÓıÚˆÔÈ ÁaÚ Î·d Ùa ôÏÏ· ˙̌á·

àÓ·Ó¤ÔÓÙ· ˙ÒÂÈ Ù̌á à¤ÚÈØ Î·d ÙÔÜÙÔ ·éÙÔÖ˜ Î·d „˘¯‹ âÛÙÈ Î·d ÓfiËÛÈ .̃..

Î·d âaÓ ÙÔÜÙÔ à·ÏÏ·¯ıFÉ, àÔıÓF‹ÛÎÂÈ Î·d ì ÓfiËÛÈ˜ âÈÏÂ›ÂÈ. Cf. B5.
Sextus Empiricus Adv. math. IX, 127 (= Empedocles B136): íÓ ÁaÚ é¿Ú-

¯ÂÈ ÓÂÜÌ·, Ùe ‰Èa ·ÓÙe˜ ÙÔÜ KfiÛÌÔ˘ ‰ÈÉÎÔÓ „˘¯É˜ ÙÚfiÔÓ, Ùe Î·d

ëÓÔÜÓ ìÌÄ˜ Úe˜ âÎÂÖÓ· (sc. gods and the irrational animals). This is said of
Ôî ÂÚd ÙeÓ ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·Ó Î·d ÙeÓ \EÌÂ‰ÔÎÏ¤· Î·d Ùe ÏÔÈeÓ ÙáÓ \IÙ·ÏáÓ

ÏÉıÔ .̃ The commentary on Orphism in the Derveni papyrus interprets
Zeus as the all-pervading, all-subduing Air; his intelligence (ÊÚfiÓËÛÈ˜),
conceived as spirit, breath, air in movement, is identified with Orphic
MÔÖÚ·; Columns XVIII-XIX Janko; cf. e.g. R. Merkelbach, ZPE 1, 1967 p.
23-5. Cf. also Hippocrates Aphor. VIII (8, 672 Littré): àÔÓ¤ÂÈ (in death)
àıÚfiÔÓ Ùe ÓÂÜÌ· ÙÔÜ ıÂÚÌÔÜ, ¬ıÂÓ ÂÚ Í˘Ó¤ÛÙË Ùe ¬ÏÔÓ, Âå˜ Ùe ¬ÏÔÓ

¿ÏÈÓ, ..., Ùe ‰b ‰Èa ÙáÓ âÓ ÎÂÊ·ÏFÉ àÓ·ÓÔáÓ, ¬ıÂÓ Ùe ̇ ÉÓ Î·Ï¤ÔÌÂÓ. 
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For self-movement and volatility as of the essence of soul: Aristotle, de
anima 405a31 (Alcmaeon A12); Diogenes Laert. VIII 83 (= Alcmaeon A1);
Stobaeus Ecl. I, 49, 1a (418.24 Wach.); Aristotle, de anima 405a21 (=
Diogenes Apolloniates A20; cf. B4-5). Cf. Cicero de Nat. D. I, 11, 27:
(Pythagoras) censuit animum esse per naturam rerum omnem intentum et
commeantem etc.; Lactantius Div. Inst. I, 5; Minucius Felix Oct. 19. For
spirit as soul cf. also Epicharmus B10; 9; 22. The àÚÈıÌe˜ ·ñÙeÓ ÎÈÓáÓ

ascribed to Pythagoras as a definition of soul, is evidently a Xenocratean
interpretation. 

The common source and character of soul and time is indicated in
Plutarch, Qu. Pl. 1007B: ¶˘ı·ÁfiÚ·˜ âÚˆÙËıÂd˜ Ù› XÚfiÓÔ˜ âÛÙ›, ÙcÓ ÙÔÜ

¬ÏÔ˘ „˘¯cÓ ÂåÂÖÓ. Since Pythagoras is also reputed to have identified time
with the outermost celestial sphere, one feels the theoretical pressure to
conceive of ultimate heaven as the cosmic, universal soul. See next n. 

107. De anima 410b28-30: ï âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ \OÚÊÈÎÔÖ˜ Î·ÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔÈ˜ öÂÛÈ ÏfiÁÔ˜Ø ÊËÛd

ÁaÚ ÙcÓ „˘¯cÓ âÎ ÙÔÜ ¬ÏÔ˘ ÂåÛÈ¤Ó·È àÓ·ÓÂfiÓÙˆÓ, ÊÂÚÔÌ¤ÓËÓ ñe ÙáÓ

àÓ¤ÌˆÓ. Cf. the Pythagorean Commentaries (Hypomnemata) in Diogenes
Laertius VIII, 32: ÂrÓ·› ÙÂ ¿ÓÙ· ÙeÓ à¤Ú· „˘¯áÓ öÌÏÂˆÓ. And for the
expected materialization of the idea, v. Aristotle, De an. 404a16 (B40): soul
as the âÓ Ù̌á à¤ÚÈ Í‡ÛÌ·Ù·, or the windy, spiritual cause of their incessant
movement.

108. Metaph. 6a 23 sqq. Usener.
109. Clemens Romanus Homil. VI, 4 (= OF 55).
110. And the sequel; VI 5-12 (= OF 56).
111. The Pythagorean ôÂÈÚÔÓ corresponds (as homologue) to the Homerico-

Hesiodic Tartaros where Cronos and the Titans hold sway. The planets were
called the dogs of Persephone by the Pythagoreans (Aristotle Fr. 196 Rose =
C2). And the Sea, ‰¿ÎÚ˘ÔÓ KÚfiÓÔ˘ (ibid.; Plutarch de Is. et Os. 32, 364A;
Clemens Strom. V, 50.1; Porphyry Vit. Pyth. 41); sea being an impure,
uncongenial and Typhonic element, Plutarch loc cit., in contrast to the
‰¿ÎÚ˘· ¢Èfi˜ as rain, Clemens, op. cit. V, 49, 3. As rain is Jovial semen, so
the ‰¿ÎÚ˘ÔÓ KÚfiÓÔ˘ may refer to his Titanic seed. 

112. Is Pythagorean creation continuing in time, with more and more disorderly
infinity assuming defining order? Order-imposition would then be
propagating from the centre away spherically to infinity in space and time,
starting at the beginning of time, the moment when the finite unit emerged
in the Womb of chaotic Indeterminacy. Like a big-bang of order
continuing indefinitely in time. Or should we assume a Grand Rhythm
there as well (a process intrinsic in dualism), with a Cosmic Oscillation of
World’s (KfiÛÌÔ˜) expansion and contraction (shrinking to unit and chaos
and back again outwards in an expanding domination of order)? 
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