














CHAPTER 8
ZÂ‡˜, Z·ÁÚÂ‡˜, \A˚‰ˆÓÂ‡˜
¢‹ÌËÙÂÚ ì ıÚ¤„·Û· ÙcÓ âÌcÓ ÊÚ¤Ó·,
ÂrÓ·› ÌÂ ÙáÓ ÛáÓ ôÍÈÔÓ Ì˘ÛÙËÚ›ˆÓ.
“Aeschylus” apud Aristophanis Ranas, 886-7.

As the first part on the Sacred Obscenity of the Mysteries revolved
around the interpretation of a few highly significant Orphic verses, so
this second step in the Inquiry will consist in a commentary on a
crucially revealing philosophical dictum. And having previously
studied religious sexuality in its potent, pregnant aspect, we now turn
our curious but thus purified eyes into the phase where the generative
power bears its first tremendous fruits through horror, pain and
ecstasy.
A
Heracleitus oracularly declared: ó˘Ùe˜ ≠A˚‰Ë˜ Î·d ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜, ¬ÙÂˇˆ
Ì·›ÓÔÓÙ·È Î·d ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ or ÏËÓÂ‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ1. (Plutarch, De Iside et
Osiride 362A; Clement Protrept. 34, 5 = p. 26.8-9 Stählin Fr.
15DK)2. He, like the God of Delphi, neither reveals nor withholds
truth but signifies the hidden harmony, as lightning momentarily
unveils things secret and dark roots.
People Ì·›ÓÔÓÙ·È and ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ in their worship of Dionysus,
but, whether this stroke of penetration enters their consciousness or
not, they in fact offer these exhilarating revels to none other than the
God of Death, who is in reality their self-same Bacchus. This is the
startling, enigmatic revelation that the Dark Philosopher strikingly
offers us here. §ËÓ·˝˙ÂÈÓ essentially pertains to Dionysus, one of
whose sacred â›ıÂÙ· was §ËÓ·ÖÔ˜. Diodorus Siculus III, 63: ÙeÓ ‰’
ÔsÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ âÂÏıﬁÓÙ· ÌÂÙa ÛÙÚ·ÙÔ¤‰Ô˘ ÄÛ·Ó ÙcÓ ÔåÎÔ˘Ì¤ÓËÓ,
‰È‰¿Í·È Ù‹Ó ÙÂ Ê˘ÙÂ›·Ó ÙÉ˜ àÌ¤ÏÔ˘, Î·d ÙcÓ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ ÏËÓÔÖ˜ àﬁ-
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ıÏÈ„ÈÓ ÙáÓ ‚ÔÙÚ‡ˆÓØ àÊ’ Ôy §ËÓ·ÖÔÓ ·éÙeÓ çÓÔÌ·ÛıÉÓ·È. And in
IV, 5, explaining some of the divine eponyma: §ËÓ·ÖÔÓ ‰b àe ÙÔÜ
·ÙÉÛ·È Ùa˜ ÛÙ·Ê˘Ïa˜ âÓ ÏËÓˇá. Similarly we find in the ancient and
Byzantine catalogues of Epitheta Deorum: â›ıÂÙ· ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘...
§ËÓ·›Ô˘ (Anonymus Laurentianus p. 268 Schöll); Nicetas A. IV, 6 (p.
276 Schöll) and B.II. 3 (p.282 Schöll). Hesychius finally gives the
gloss: §ËÓ·ÖÔ˜Ø ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜. In Mykonos there took place a sacrifice to
Dionysus §ËÓÂ‡˜ on the 12th of §ËÓ·ÈÒÓ, ñbÚ Î·ÚáÓ, a very
important connection of wine pressing with the fruits of the trees, the
çáÚ·È, two central Dionysiac responsibilities; v. S1G1 373.25. The
epithet relates to the ÏËÓﬁ˜, the wine-press, ¬Ô˘ ÛÙ·Ê˘Ïc ·ÙÂÖÙ·È
according to Hesychius s.v. and Pollux VII, 151 …âÓ z
ˇ ‰b (sc. ÎÚ·ÙÉÚÈ
vel ‰Ô¯Â›ˇˆ) Ùa˜ ÛÙ·Ê˘Ïa˜ ‚¿ÏÏÔ˘ÛÈÓ Ôî ÙÚ˘ÁáÓÙÂ˜ ÛÙ·Ê˘ÏÔ‚ÔÏÂÖÔÓØ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ ‰b z
ˇ âÌ·ÙÔÜÓÙ·È ÏËÓﬁ˜. Ùa ‰b çÓﬁÌ·Ù· Ù·ÜÙ’ âÛÙÈÓ
âÎ ÙÔÜ \IÛ·›Ô˘ Úe˜ ¢ÈÔÎÏ¤· ≈‚ÚÂˆ˜. (Regarding of course the
immediately preceding names from «Î·d Ùe ÌbÓ Í‡ÏÔÓ âÓ t ÙÔûÏ·ÈÔÓ
È¤˙ÂÙ·È ùÚÔ˜ etc. following, excepting probably the all too common
last one, ÏËÓﬁ˜, which does not stand in need of a testimony).
This divine eponymon must have been esteemed a central one
among the Ionians, as it gave the name to the month §ËÓ·ÈÒÓ, a
subject leading to a complexity that I shall examine later. Athens in
particular worshipped the God as §ËÓ·ÖÔÓ and this name related also
to a location where a sanctuary was dedicated to him under this
epithet. In the area to the south of the Acropolis, and somewhat
towards the east, which was known as §›ÌÓ·È, that is, in the
immediate vicinity of the classical theater of Dionysus, there was a
large sacred enclosure called probably Ùe §‹Ó·ÈÔÓ, within which the
ancient dramatic exhibitions took place before the construction of the
stone-theater, and which also contained the most ancient sanctuary of
the primeval Dionysos. So the valuable Hesychius glosses s.v. âd
§ËÓ·›ˇˆØ àÁÚﬁ˜ (I propose in place of the ms. àÁÒÓ3) âÛÙÈÓ âÓ Ùˇá
ôÛÙÂÈ, §‹Ó·ÈÔÓ, ÂÚ›‚ÔÏÔÓ ö¯ˆÓ Ì¤Á·<Ó>, Î·d âÓ ·éÙˇá §ËÓ·›Ô˘
¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ îÂÚﬁÓØ âÓ ˇz âÂÙÂÏÔÜÓÙÔ Ôî àÁáÓÂ˜ \AıËÓ·›ˆÓ (or ÙáÓ
§ËÓ·›ˆÓ as Wilamowitz suggested) ÚdÓ Ùe ı¤·ÙÚÔÓ ÔåÎÔ‰ÔÌËıÂÖÓ·È.
And similarly Photius in his lexicon s.v. §‹Ó·ÈÔÓ (Alberti pro §‹ÓÈÔÓ)Ø
ÂÚ›‚ÔÏÔ˜ Ì¤Á·˜ \Aı‹ÓFËÛÈÓ, âÓ z
ˇ [âd] àÁáÓ·˜ qÁÔÓ Úe ÙÔÜ ı¤·ÙÚÔÓ (pro ıÂ¿ÙÚÔ˘) ÔåÎÔ‰ÔÌËıÉÓ·È, çÓÔÌ¿˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ. \EÛÙdÓ
‰b âÓ ·éÙˇá Î·d îÂÚeÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ §ËÓ·›Ô˘. The same information is
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provided in an abbreviated form by the Lexicon Rhetor. In Anecd.
Bekker p. 278.8: §‹Ó·ÈÔÓØ îÂÚeÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘, âÊ’ Ôy ÙÔf˜ àÁáÓ·˜ âÙ›ıÂÛ·Ó Úe ÙÔÜ Ùe ı¤·ÙÚÔÓ àÓÔÈÎÔ‰ÔÌËıÉÓ·È, by the Etymologicum
Magnum s.v. âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ· ÂÚ›‚ÔÏﬁ˜ (pro ÂÚ›·˘ÏÔÈ) ÙÈ˜ Ì¤Á·˜
\Aı‹ÓFËÛÈÓ, âÓ ˇz îÂÚeÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ §ËÓ·›Ô˘Ø Î·d ÙÔf˜ àÁáÓ·˜ qÁÔÓ
ÙÔf˜ ÛÎËÓÈÎÔ‡˜; and by Suda s.v. âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆØ ÂÚ›‚ÔÏﬁ˜ ÙÈ˜ Ì¤Á·˜
âÓ ˇz ÙÔf˜ àÁáÓ·˜ qÁÔÓ ÙÔf˜ ÛÎËÓÈÎÔ‡˜. A good example of
successive content trimming. The locality was called §‹Ó·ÈÔÓ or
§ËÓ·ÖÔÓ obviously by virtue of its being the regular place of universal
Athenian wine-pressing in antique times; it must have been of an
agrarian, consequently farm-like character, a sort of àÁÚﬁ˜. It is
through the expression ï âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ àÁÒÓ that Aristophanes refers
to the Attic Lenaea, Acharnenses, 504. And thus Plato, Protagoras
327D: Ô≈˜ ¤Ú˘ÛÈÓ ºÂÚÂÎÚ¿ÙË˜ ï ÔÈËÙc˜ â‰›‰·ÍÂÓ âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ.
And so Evegorus’ law apud Demosthenes Contra Meidiam 10 (p.
517-8): Î·d ì âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ ÔÌc Î·d Ôî ÙÚ·Áˇˆ‰Ôd Î·d Ôî ÎˆÌˇˆ‰Ô›
(sc. qF Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ). Also S1G 1029.9 (we are told of IV B.C) ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· Ùa âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ. The same expression must be supposed to occur
in the ancient inscriptions CIA II 741 frg. I (of 334/3 BC [âd
KÙËÛ]ÈÎÏ¤Ô˘˜ ôÚ[¯ÔÓ]ÙÔ˜); frg. II (333/2 BC); and frg.d (331/0
BC): in all of which the last or more letters are missing. It is of course
different to find in CIA II 834b (329/8 BC) col. II l. 46: âÈÛÙ¿Ù·È˜
âÈÏ‹Ó·È· Âå˜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· ıÜÛ·È ¢¢. ıÜÛ·È âÈÏ‹Ó·È· is to make the
appropriate sacrifice of a Lenaean character and purport during the
¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· (the âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ most naturally). I agree in correcting the
âd §ËÓ·›ˆÓ of the papyrus in Aristotle’s \AıËÓ·›ˆÓ ¶ÔÏÈÙÂ›· LVII
to âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ. That Pollux drawing on this very passage paraphrases
(VIII, 90): ï ‰b ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ Ì˘ÛÙËÚ›ˆÓ ÚÔ¤ÛÙËÎÂ ÌÂÙa ÙáÓ âÈÌÂÏËÙáÓ, Î·d §ËÓ·›ˆÓ etc., is in tune with the standard later use of
§‹Ó·È· to signify ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ. A habit, no doubt, of
impeccable origin, as we read in Aristophanes’ Acharnenses 1155: ¬˜
Á’ âÌb ÙeÓ ÙÏ‹ÌÔÓ· §‹Ó·È· ¯ÔÚËÁáÓ à¤Ï˘Û’ ô‰ÂÈÓÔÓ. The form
âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ determines the place, as âd ¶·ÏÏ·‰›ˇˆ (Fr. Aristophanes
533), â’ \AÚÙ·ÌÈÙ›ˇˆ (Aristophanes Lys. 1251), Ùe âd ¢ÂÏÊÈÓ›ˇˆ
‰ÈÎ·ÛÙ‹ÚÈÔÓ (Demosthenes p. 644, 20): it is the location of a
sanctuary.
The §‹Ó·ÈÔÓ was in the region called §›ÌÓ·È; for as we learn from
Hesychius, it was there that the §‹Ó·È· took place: §›ÌÓ·ÈØ âÓ \Aı‹-
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Ó·È˜ ÙﬁÔ˜ àÓÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ, ¬Ô˘ Ùa §‹Ó·È· õÁÂÙÔ. (Ta §‹Ó·È·
specifically, we shall see, as they were celebrated even before Ùa âÓ
ôÛÙÂÈ or ÌÂÁ¿Ï· ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ·). To such a location fits nicely what is
reported by the antiquarian and atticographer Phanodemus apud
Athenaeus XI, 465A = Fr. Gr.H. 325 F12: º·Óﬁ‰ËÌÔ˜ ‰b Úe˜ Ùˇá
îÂÚˇá (Ùe îÂÚﬁÓ Jacoby, quite unnecessarily, despite his argument in IIIb
(Supplement) vol. I p. 185. ¶Úe˜ Ùˇá îÂÚˇá can easily mean in the
sanctuary, Úﬁ˜ connoting the movement signified by Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ·˜),
ÊËÛ›, ÙÔÜ âÓ §›ÌÓ·È˜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Ùe ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜ Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ·˜ ÙÔf˜ \AıËÓ·›Ô˘˜ âÎ ÙáÓ ›ıˆÓ Ùˇá ıÂˇá ÎÈÚÓ¿Ó·È, ÂrÙ’ ·éÙÔf˜ ÚÔÛÊ¤ÚÂÛı·ÈØ ¬ıÂÓ
Î·d §ÈÌÓ·ÖÔÓ ÎÏËıÉÓ·È ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ, ¬ÙÈ ÌÈ¯ıbÓ Ùe ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜ Ùˇá
≈‰·ÙÈ ÙﬁÙÂ ÚáÙÔÓ âﬁıË ÎÂÎÚ·Ì¤ÓÔÓ. ‰ÈﬁÂÚ çÓÔÌ·ÛıÉÓ·È Ùa˜
ËÁa˜ (perhaps to be omitted with Kaibel) N‡ÌÊ·˜ Î·d ÙÈı‹Ó·˜ ÙÔÜ
¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘, ¬ÙÈ ÙeÓ ÔrÓÔÓ ·éÍ¿ÓÂÈ Ùe ≈‰ˆÚ ÎÈÚÓ¿ÌÂÓÔÓ. ìÛı¤ÓÙÂ˜ ÔsÓ
ÙFÉ ÎÚ¿ÛÂÈ âÓ è
ˇ ‰·Ö˜ öÌÂÏÔÓ ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ, ¯ÔÚÂ‡ÔÓÙÂ˜ Î·d àÓ·Î·ÏÔÜÓÙÂ˜ Eû·Ó ÙÂ (so, correctly Kaibel referring to Hesychius s.v.
Eû·˜· ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜ pro Eé¿ÓıË; Schweighäuser before had conjectured
Eé¿Ó ÙÂ or Eû·ÓÙ· or Eû·Ó ÙÂ referring to Etym. M. p. 553.46;
Jacoby keeps the more unlikely ms. Eé¿ÓıË) Î·d ¢Èı‡Ú·Ì‚ÔÓ Î·d
B·Î¯Â˘ÙaÓ Î·d BÚﬁÌÈÔÓ. °ÏÂÜÎÔ˜ is in the standard common and
later usage, namely, the must, grape-juice, the liquid resulting from the
compression of the grapes; as the glossae Greco-Latinae have it:
°ÏÂÜÎÔ˜· Mustum; Mustus; pluralia non habet. Must, during its
period of fermentation fell under the general appellation of wine,
called especially new wine or must-wine although, strictly speaking,
the must turns into wine through fermentation, cf. Plinius XIV 9,
(11) §83: medium inter dulcia vinumque est quod Graeci aigleucos
(i.e. àÂ›ÁÏÂ˘ÎÔ˜) vocant, hoc est semper mustum. Id evenit cura,
quoniam fervere prohibetur sic appellant musti in vino transitum;
explaining in the sequel the manner of this curious inhibition. Isidorus
Etymologiarum XX, 3, 4 employs the laxer and commoner usage:
Mustum est vinum e lacu statim sublatum. Dictum autem creditur
mustum quod in se limum et terram habeat mixtam; nam mus terra,
unde et humus. Cuius tanta vis fervoris est ut vasa quamvis grandia ex
eo repleta absque spiramine ilico disrumpat. (On the earthly nature
and composition of the must v. e.g. the Aristotelian Meteorologica Δ,
385b1 sqq.); in this process of expurification and digestion, there were
segregated from the boiling liquid on the one hand the sedimentary
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lees at the bottom of the vat (ÙÚ‡Í, faex: cf. Glossae Gr. Lat. ÙÚ‡ÍØ
faex, fex and ÙÚ˘Á›· ÔúÓÔ˘Ø Fex, Faex; Fax, faecis), and on the other the
foamy excrescence on the surface (called ôÓıÔ˜ ÔúÓÔ˘). A succinct
description of the mighty ebullient transformation we have e.g. in
Galen’s De Usu Partium IV, 3 where the crucial parallel between
blood and wine is drawn: öÛÙˆ ‰‹ ÙÈ˜ ÔrÓÔ˜ ôÚÙÈ ÌbÓ ÙáÓ ‚ÔÙÚ‡ˆÓ
âÎÙÂıÏÈÌÌ¤ÓÔ˜, âÁÎÂ¯˘Ì¤ÓÔ˜ ‰b Èı¿ÎÓ·È˜, ñe ‰b ÙÉ˜ âÌÊ‡ÙÔ˘ ıÂÚÌ·Û›·˜ öÙÈ Î·ÙÂÚÁ·˙ﬁÌÂÓﬁ˜ ÙÂ Î·d ‰È·ÎÚÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ Î·d ÂÙÙﬁÌÂÓÔ˜
Î·d ˙¤ˆÓØ Î·d ·éÙÔÜ ÙáÓ ÂÚÈÙÙˆÌ¿ÙˆÓ Ùe ÌbÓ ‚·Úf Î·d ÁÂá‰Â˜,
¬ÂÚ ÔrÌ·È ÙÚ‡Á· Î·ÏÔÜÛÈÓ, âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ˘ıÌ¤ÛÈ ÙáÓ àÁÁÂ›ˆÓ ñÊÈÛÙ¿Ûıˆ, Ùe ‰’ ≤ÙÂÚÔÓ Ùe ÎÔÜÊﬁÓ ÙÂ Î·d àÂÚá‰Â˜ âÔ¯Â›ÛıˆØ Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È ‰’
ôÓıÔ˜ ÙÔÜÙÔ Î·d ÏÂÖÛÙÔÓ âÍ›ÛÙ·Ù·È ÙÔÖ˜ ÏÂÙÔÖ˜ ÔúÓÔÈ˜, œÛÂÚ ÙÔÖ˜
·¯˘Ù¤ÚÔÈ˜ ı¿ÙÂÚÔÓ ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È ¿ÌÔÏ˘. K·Ùa ‰b ÙcÓ ÙÔÜ ·Ú·‰Â›ÁÌ·ÙÔ˜ ÂåÎﬁÓ· ÓﬁÂÈ ÌÔÈ ÙeÓ âÎ ÙÉ˜ ÎÔÈÏ›·˜ Âå˜ Ùe w·Ú àÓ·‰Ôı¤ÓÙ· ¯˘ÏeÓ ñe ÙÉ˜ âÓ Ùˇá ÛÏ¿Á¯Óˇˆ ıÂÚÌ·Û›·˜ œÛÂÚ ÙeÓ ÔrÓÔÓ
ÙeÓ ÁÏÂ‡ÎÈÓÔÓ ˙¤ÔÓÙ¿ ÙÂ Î·d ÂÙÙﬁÌÂÓÔÓ Î·d àÏÏÔÈÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ Âå˜
·¥Ì·ÙÔ˜ ¯ÚËÛÙÔÜ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ, âÓ ‰b ÙFÉ ˙¤ÛÂÈ Ù·‡ÙFË Ùe ÌbÓ ñÊÈÛÙ¿ÌÂÓÔÓ
·éÙÔÜ ÙáÓ ÂÚÈÙÙˆÌ¿ÙˆÓ ¬ÛÔÓ åÏ˘á‰¤˜ ÙÂ Î·d ·¯‡, Ùe ‰’ âÈÔÏ¿˙ÔÓ, n ‰c ÏÂÙﬁÓ ÙÂ Î·d ÎÔÜÊÔÓ ÔxÔÓ àÊÚﬁ˜ ÙÈ˜ âÔ¯ÂÖÙ·È Ùˇá
·¥Ì·ÙÈ. That this, and not what the term would suggest today, is the
meaning, we are informed by Etym. Gudianum p. 126.56 Sturz s.v.
°Ï˘Îf˜: ...Á›ÓÂÙ·È ·Úa Ùe ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜, n ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ ÙeÓ Ó¤ÔÓ ÔrÓÔÓ, ï
ÓÂˆÛÙd àÔÛÙ¿˙ˆÓ âÎ ÙÔÜ ÏËÓÔÜ ÔrÓÔ˜. And this is conclusively
elucidated by the exquisite analogy drawn by Alexis between wine
fermentation and age blossoming, a vivid life image alongside Galen’s
recondite physiological picture. Athenaeus II, 36E; Stobaeus Floril.
CXV, 7 (who ascribes the fragment to ¢ËÌ‹ÙÚÈÔ˜ (j ºÈÏ¤Ù·ÈÚÔ˜) =
Fr. Com. Gr. III p. 405 Meineke = Fr. 46 PCG vol. II p. 48:
ïÌÔÈﬁÙ·ÙÔ˜ ôÓıÚˆÔ˜ ÔúÓˇˆ ÙcÓ Ê‡ÛÈÓ
ÙÚﬁÔÓ ÙÈÓ’ âÛÙ›. Î·d ÁaÚ ÔrÓÔÓ ÙeÓ Ó¤ÔÓ
ÔÏÏ‹ ’ÛÙ’ àÓ¿ÁÎË Î·d ÙeÓ ôÓ‰Ú’ àÔ˙¤Û·È
ÚÒÙÈÛÙÔÓ àÊ˘‚Ú›Û·È Ù’, à·Óı‹Û·ÓÙ· ‰b
ÛÎÏËÚeÓ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È, ·Ú·ÎÌ¿Û·ÓÙ· ‰’ zÓ Ï¤Áˆ
ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ê¿ÓÙˆÓ, à·Ú˘ı¤ÓÙ· ÙcÓ ôÓˆ
Ù·‡ÙËÓ ôÓÔÈ·Ó âÈÔÏ¿˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ, ÙﬁÙÂ
ﬁÙÈÌÔÓ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È Î·d Î·Ù·ÛÙÉÓ·È ¿ÏÈÓ,
ì‰fÓ ı’ ±·ÛÈ ÙÔé›ÏÔÈÔÓ ‰È·ÙÂÏÂÖÓ.
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The new wine and the young man alike have their time of boiling,
unbridled indulgence in desires and passions, of brisk and rough
fermentation, which produces the pubic blossoming, the foam of the
must and of the ephebe. A hardness sets in temporally then, which,
with the passing of the acme and the removal of that foamish disorder,
mellows down into a stable, drinkable enjoyment; we possess now the
highest pleasures: old wine and full manhood.
Naturally, despite this essential identification of ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜ with Ó¤Ô˜
ÔrÓÔ˜ we can easily maintain a distinction between the two: for
ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜ can be explicitly applied to the liquid produce of the pressing
in so far as the immediately settling in process of autofermentation has
not begun or has not proceeded far and for long; whereas Ó¤Ô˜ ÔrÓÔ˜
can be exclusively utilized to signify that product once the brisk stage
of fermentation (say the nine first days) is over. Thus we can easily
understand the Hippocratic ¶ÂÚd ¢È·›ÙË˜ Β΄ I 223L = I 684 K: Ôî
Ó¤ÔÈ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ ÙáÓ ÔúÓˆÓ ‰È·¯ˆÚ¤Ô˘ÛÈÓ, ‰ÈﬁÙÈ âÁÁ˘Ù¤Úˆ ÙÔÜ ÁÏÂ‡ÎÂÔ˜
ÂåÛd Î·d ÙÚﬁÊÈÌÔÈ etc. °ÏÂÜÎÔ˜ always connotes a boiling condition,
ibid. ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜ Ê˘Û÷Ä Î·d âÈÙ·Ú¿ÛÛÂÈ Î·d ÙcÓ ÎÔÈÏ›ËÓ ñ¿ÁÂÈØ Ê˘Û÷Ä
ÌbÓ ¬ÙÈ ıÂÚÌ·›ÓÂÈ, ñ¿ÁÂÈ ‰b âÎ ÙÔÜ ÛÒÌ·ÙÔ˜ ¬ÙÈ Î·ı·›ÚÂÈ, Ù·Ú¿ÛÛÂÈ
‰b ˙¤ÔÓ âÓ ÙFÉ ÎÔÈÏ›FË Î·d ‰È·¯ˆÚ¤ÂÈ. Admittedly, Ó¤Ô˜ ÔrÓÔ˜ can be
used with a certain laxity up to, say, December. It may also bear then,
besides, a relative sense contrasted to really old stuff. But this is Ôé‰bÓ
Úe˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ.
For the standard sense of ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜ cf. e.g. the peripatetic Phanias
from Eresus apud Athenaeus I p. 31e = Fr. 41 Wehrli vol. IX p. 19:
ÂÚd ‰b ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ àÓıÔÛÌ›Ô˘ ÔúÓÔ˘ ÛÎÂ˘·Û›·˜, º·Ó›·˜ ï \EÚ¤ÛÈÔ˜ ÊËÛd
Ù¿‰ÂØ «°ÏÂ‡ÎÂÈ ·ÚÂÁ¯ÂÖÙ·È ·Úa ¯ÔÜ˜ ÂÓÙ‹ÎÔÓÙ· Âx˜ ı·Ï¿ÛÛË˜
Î·d Á›ÓÂÙ·È àÓıÔÛÌ›·˜» etc. And to ascend from the pupil to the
teacher. In Aristotle it is made clear that one uses the word in the
must-signification, Meteorologica 3.380b31 sqq.: Î·d Ùa ñÁÚa ‰b
≤„ÂÛı·È Ï¤ÁÔÌÂÓ ÔxÔÓ Á¿Ï· Î·d ÁÏÂÜÎÔ˜, ¬Ù·Ó ï âÓ Ùˇá ñÁÚˇá ¯˘Ìe˜
Âå˜ Âr‰ﬁ˜ ÙÈ ÌÂÙ·‚¿ÏÏFË ñe ÙÔÜ Î‡ÎÏˇˆ Î·d öÍˆıÂÓ ˘Úe˜ ıÂÚÌ·›ÓÔÓÙÔ˜ etc. This refers to the production of various sweet wines (dulcia,
ÁÏ˘ÎÂÖ˜) by cooking the must (chief among the artificial processes of
obtaining them, others being inhibited fermentation, or previous sundrying of the grapes). V. e.g. Plinius XIV, 9 (11) §80: nam siraeum,
quod alii hepsema (= ≤„ËÌ·), nostri sapam appellant, ingeni, nor
naturae, opus est musto usque ad tertiam mensurae decocto. quod ubi
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factum ad dimidiam est, defrutum vocatur (depending that is on the
degree of condensation by evaporation). Similarly XXIII (30): vino
cognata res sapa est, musto decocto, donec tertia pars supersit. (V.
Appendix I, On Maturation and Decay).
B
We return to the Phanodemean passage. Phanodemus refers to the
institution of wine ÎÚ¿ÛÈ˜ with water under the auspices of the
Marshy Dionysus, and the consequent festivities of ebullition and
hilarity, as the very appellations under which the presiding divinity is
invoked (to be analysed infra in detail) demonstrate. People brought
their newly squeezed-out blood of the God to his presence, to ferment
in ›ıÔÈ, maybe under his protection or at any rate to receive his
blessing. They took from those dolia the sacred substance and offered
it to its divine primary Source and Cause, to its genitor and procreator,
before tasting it themselves to satiely (softened by water says
Phanodemus, in different proportions we must understand, some
partaking even of the unmitigated fervour of the godly potion). Song
and dance and acerbic scurrilousness and ÊÈÏÔ·›ÁÌˆÓ disposition
and ecstatic elevation and wild eruption of instinctive active passion
naturally and divinely ensued the bacchic force released and selfindulging in all its splendour of unbridled vehemence. Naturally we
see displayed in those festivals the milder aspect of Eé·ÛÌﬁ˜, as the
complementary destructive extremities of its furor are missing. Thus
their chief character emerges: universal, excessive mirth and
exuberance. Hence, the Bacchic women were called ÏÉÓ·È in Arcadia
(Hesychius s.v. ÏÉÓ·È; (cf. scholia to Clement, Protrepticus 34, 5 =
Heracleitus B15DK, ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓØ ‚·Î¯Â‡Ô˘ÛÈÓØ ÏÉÓ·È ÁaÚ ·î
‚¿Î¯·È). This is clearly the explained, ÏÉÓÔ˜ as wine press the
expaining circumstance ― not the other way round).
There can be no doubt that the origins reported by Phanodemus
related to vindemia on the one hand and to the sanctuary of the God
in §›ÌÓ·È on the other. Vintage time is indicated. And whether the
actual treading of the grapes took place in the vicinity of the sacred
place; or whether the jars of must were left there to ferment, both of
which I have suggested, there can be no doubt that the God of Wine,
(especially under the epithet which signifies the essential turn taken by
treading in wine production, the necessary prerequisite of
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fermentation as it frees and unbinds the inner fiery divine principle
which will change the sweet grape liquor into the intoxicating liquid
which leads to ecstatic freedom) that §ËÓ·ÖÔ˜ was the god of §›ÌÓ·È
and of its ancient temple.
Congruous with this is Apollodorus’ testimony apud Scholia ad
Acharnenses 960. It is a question of the XﬁÂ˜ in Anthesteria: ÊËÛd ‰b
\AÔÏÏﬁ‰ˆÚÔ˜ \AÓıÂÛÙ‹ÚÈ· Î·ÏÂÖÛı·È ÎÔÈÓá˜ ÙcÓ ¬ÏËÓ ëÔÚÙcÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ àÁÔÌ¤ÓËÓ, Î·Ùa Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ‰b ¶ÈıÔÈÁ›·Ó, Xﬁ·˜, X‡ÙÚ·Ó (sic
instead of ¶ÈıÔ›ÁÈ·, X‡ÙÚÔ˘˜). K·d ·sıÈ˜ (sc. ÊËÛd ï \AÔÏÏﬁ‰ˆÚÔ˜), ¬ÙÈ \OÚ¤ÛÙË˜ ÌÂÙa ÙeÓ ÊﬁÓÔÓ Âå˜ \Aı‹Ó·˜ àÊÈÎﬁÌÂÓÔ˜, qÓ ‰b
ëÔÚÙc ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ §ËÓ·›Ô˘, ó˜ Ìc Á¤ÓÔÈÙÔ ÛÊ›ÛÈÓ ïÌﬁÛÔÓ‰Ô˜ àÂÎÙÔÓg˜ ÙcÓ ÌËÙ¤Ú·, âÌË¯·Ó‹Û·ÙÔ ÙÔÈﬁÓ‰Â ÙÈ ¶·Ó‰›ˆÓ etc.4. As
Anthesteria were connected with the sanctuary of Dionysus in §›ÌÓ·È
(cf. e.g. the Τhucydidean passage to be quoted infra, II, 15), we must
identify ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜ §ËÓ·ÖÔ˜ with the god of that sanctuary (whether he
was also called hieratically §ÈÌÓ·ÖÔ˜ or not). It does not follow from
this fragment that Apollodorus equated the later standard feasts of
\AÓıÂÛÙ‹ÚÈ· and §ËÓ·Ö·: he simply identified the god and the place
for both celebrations. There remains of course the problem of the time
for the initial festivities of Lenaea, as they may be presumed to
originally have followed very soon after vintage. To this original
dispensation may be taken to allude the isolated testimony of the
Scholia on Aristophanes Acharn. 378: Ùa ‰b §‹Ó·È· âÓ Ùˇá ÌÂÙÔÒÚˇˆ õÁÂÙÔ. (What is added there makes it clear that the final
scholiast took this as pertaining to Aristophanes’ time as well, which is
downright wrong. But the autumnal date may reflect an independent
piece of evidence lost among the mass of information that securely
locates the classical Lenaia at the Attic month Gamelion, Ionian
Lenaion, about January-February). Assuming a September vintage, an
aboriginal wine (or rather must) festival could have been celebrated
towards the end of September; or (less likely), if new wine after brisk
fermentation was the focal point, we can go to around the end of
October for the celebrations. The §‹Ó·È· was clearly initially as
agrarian festival. So Stephanus Byzantius s.v. §‹Ó·ÈÔ˜Ø àÁgÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ âÓ àÁÚÔÖ˜ àe ÙÉ˜ ÏËÓÔÜ. \AÔÏÏﬁ‰ˆÚÔ˜ âÓ ÙÚ›Ùˇˆ XÚÔÓÈÎáÓ
(244F17 Jacoby). Hence it is that my proposal to emend the
Hesychean lemma s.v. âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ so as to read àÁÚﬁ˜ pro àÁÒÓ gains
support. Similarly sch. on Aristophanes Acharn. 202: ôÍˆ Ùa Î·Ù’
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àÁÚÔ‡˜ (sc. ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ·)Ø Ùa §‹Ó·È· ÏÂÁﬁÌÂÓ·... §‹Ó·ÈÔÓ Á¿Ú âÛÙÈÓ âÓ
àÁÚÔÖ˜ îÂÚeÓ ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ‰Èa Ùe +ÏÂÎÙÔf˜ âÓÙ·Üı· ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È, j
‰Èa Ùe ÚáÙÔÓ âÓ ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ Ùˇá Ùﬁˇˆ ÏËÓeÓ ÙÂıÉÓ·È. Maybe §‹Ó·È·
covered various phases of the potent and portentous winetransformation: a must-festival, a feast of the first fermentation, the
carousal of the new wine. Hence the differing accounts of its time, and
of the connection between what later on was separated as §‹Ó·È· on
the one hand and Î·Ù’ àÁÚÔf˜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· on the other. (For the
identity of the two cf. Sch. on Aristophanes, Acharn. 504-6(b)). For
the settled time of these various festivities, v. Bekker, Anecdota Graeca
I p. 235: ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ·Ø ëÔÚÙc \Aı‹ÓËÛÈ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘Ø õÁÂÙÔ ‰b Ùa ÌbÓ Î·Ù’
àÁÚÔf˜ ÌËÓe˜ ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰ÂáÓÔ˜ (December-January), Ùa ‰b §‹Ó·È·
°·ÌËÏÈáÓÔ˜ (January-February), Ùa ‰b âÓ ôÛÙÂÈ \EÏ·ÊË‚ÔÏÈáÓÔ˜
(March-April). Hesychius s.v. ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· and Scholia on Aeschives i.43
give the same timing while ascribing the §‹Ó·È· to §ËÓ·ÈÒÓ which is
the Ionian equivalent of the Athenian °·ÌËÏÈÒÓ. The scholia on
Plato, Respublica 475d (p. 234 Greene) repeat the same information
but give M·ÈÌ·ÎÙËÚ›ˆÓ (November-December) for the §‹Ó·È·:
possibly an early wine feast, as the first full cycle of intense
fermentation of the wine lasts for about 40 days. The three-day
Anthesteria were celebrated in \AÓıÂÛÙËÚÈÒÓ (February-March).
§‹Ó·ÈÔÓ, it is established, was then in §›ÌÓ·È. §›ÌÓ·È were to the
south of the Acropolis5, as Thucydides’ high authority testifies.
Speaking in II, 15 of the Û˘ÓÔÈÎÈÛÌﬁ˜ of Athens by Theseus he adds:
Ùe ‰b Úe ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ì àÎÚﬁÔÏÈ˜ ì ÓÜÓ ÔsÛ· ﬁÏÈ˜ qÓ, Î·d Ùe ñ’
·éÙcÓ Úe˜ ÓﬁÙÔÓ Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ÙÂÙÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔÓ. TÂÎÌ‹ÚÈÔÓ ‰¤Ø Ùa ÁaÚ îÂÚa
âÓ ·éÙFÉ ÙFÉ àÎÚÔﬁÏÂÈ Î·d ôÏÏˆÓ ıÂáÓ âÛÙÈ, Î·d Ùa öÍˆ Úe˜ ÙÔÜÙÔ
Ùe Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ ¥‰Ú˘Ù·È, Ùﬁ ÙÂ ÙÔÜ ¢Èe˜ ÙÔÜ \OÏ˘Ì›Ô˘, Î·d Ùe ¶‡ıÈÔÓ, Î·d Ùe ÙÉ˜ °É˜, Î·d Ùe âÓ §›ÌÓ·È˜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘,
ˇz Ùa àÚ¯·ÈﬁÙÂÚ· ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· ÙFÉ ‰ˆ‰ÂÎ¿ÙFË ÔÈÂÖÙ·È âÓ ÌËÓd \AÓıÂÛÙËÚÈáÓÈ, œÛÂÚ Î·d Ôî à’ \AıËÓ·›ˆÓ òIˆÓÂ˜ öÙÈ Î·d ÓÜÓ ÓÔÌ›˙Ô˘ÛÈ.
(The antiquity of the feast is confirmed by the fact that even then the
Ionians celebrated it similarly and at the same time, which shows that
it must have been common before the Ionian colonization).
The place was at the foot of the Acropolis rock and is well defined
by the topography of the area and its extant remains. The theater of
Dionysus was built later (finished under Lycurgus in the second half of
the 4th century) in its immediate vicinity. Pausanias perambulating
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from the ¶Ú˘Ù·ÓÂÖÔÓ in the Agora to the Theater along the TÚ›Ô‰Â˜
street, through the modern Plaka, on the side of which6 choregic
monuments in the form of chaplets, and probably devoted to Gods,
existed with tripods on the top (the best preserved among them being
the Lysicratic, with the beautiful Dionysian relief of the punishment of
the corsairs by Satyrs and Sileni), finally reaches the Dionysiac
Sanctuary by the Theater. As the text in the beginning of I, 20 is
difficult, I subjoin it corrected: òEÛÙÈ ‰b ï‰e˜ àe ÙÔÜ ¶Ú˘Ù·ÓÂ›Ô˘
Î·ÏÔ˘Ì¤ÓË TÚ›Ô‰Â˜ (perhaps to be read <â˜> TÚ›Ô‰·˜ as the word
signified rather the place at and round the end of the road). \AÊ’ Ôy
<‰b> Î·ÏÔÜÛÈ Ùe ¯ˆÚ›ÔÓ, Ó·Ôd ıÂáÓ ÂåÛd ÔûÙÔÈ (vel. ÔûÙÈ; so I emend
pro â˜ ÙÔÜÙÔ) ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔÈ, Î·d ÛÊ›ÛÈÓ âÍÂÛÙ‹Î·ÛÈ ÙÚ›Ô‰Â˜ ¯·ÏÎÔÖ Ì¤Ó,
ÌÓ‹ÌË˜ ‰b ôÍÈ· Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÂ˜ ÂåÚÁ·ÛÌ¤Ó·. (Not that the
tripods supported those worthy works, but the Ó·Ô› contained them;
it is ÛÊ›ÛÈ âÍÂÛÙ‹Î·ÛÈ Ì¤Ó -ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÂ˜ ‰¤, not ¯·ÏÎÔÖ Ì¤Ó - ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÂ˜ ‰¤; a harsh hyperbaton, a forced contruction and an awkward
turn, but of the manneristic and recherché kind in which Pausanias
delighted, and no doubt considered very artistic and elegant. One may
soften a bit the angle of the built-up by substituting ÂÚÈ¤¯Ô˘ÛÈ for
ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÂ˜; but we had better leave it as it stands. Theoretically it
could be that the memorable works stood on the tripods at the very
top; but if Á¿Ú in the next sentence is sound, the Praxitelean Satyr
would be up there too, contrary to what is stated below. Cf. Ι, 21, 3: âÓ
‰b ÙFÉ ÎÔÚ˘ÊFÉ ÙÔÜ ıÂ¿ÙÚÔ˘ Û‹Ï·ÈﬁÓ âÛÙÈÓ âÓ Ù·Ö˜ ¤ÙÚ·È˜ ñe ÙcÓ
àÎÚﬁÔÏÈÓØ ÙÚ›Ô˘˜ ‰b öÂÛÙÈ Î·d ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ (as in the similar
monuments mentioned in the passage here quoted). \AﬁÏÏˆÓ ‰b âÓ
·éÙˇá Î·d òAÚÙÂÌÈ˜ ÙÔf˜ ·Ö‰¿˜ ÂåÛÈÓ àÓ·ÈÚÔÜÓÙÂ˜ ÙÔf˜ NÈﬁ‚Ë˜.
This grand scale glorious divine butchery could not stand on or in a
tripod; âÓ ·éÙˇá sc. Ùˇá ÛËÏ·›ˇˆ - not Ùˇá ÙÚ›Ô‰È. It must have
consisted in statues in the round. It is true that Stuart and Revett
(1761) drew the monument with a seated female figure on the top;
they omitted to represent the two columns that still stand on either
side at the top of the cave. These are not mentioned by Pausanias
either. The tripods that they might have supported were missing in his
time, so he did not consider the columns as a (telling) part of the
structure. The tripod Pausanias saw was perhaps substituted later by
one of the statues that existed within, though only Leto would suit the
drawn form if it existed. ™¿Ù˘ÚÔ˜ Á¿Ú âÛÙÈÓ, âÊ’ ˇz ¶Ú·ÍÈÙ¤ÏËÓ
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Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ÊÚÔÓÉÛ·È Ì¤Á·Ø Î·d ﬁÙÂ ºÚ‡ÓË˜ ·åÙÔ‡ÛË˜ ...... ºÚ‡ÓË ÌbÓ
Ô≈Ùˆ ÙeÓ öÚˆÙ· ·îÚÂÖÙ·ÈØ ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ ‰b âÓ Ùˇá Ó·ˇá [Ùˇá] ÏËÛ›ÔÓ
™¿Ù˘Úﬁ˜ âÛÙÈ ·Ö˜ Î·d ‰›‰ˆÛÈÓ öÎˆÌ·Ø òEÚˆÙ· ‰’ ëÛÙËÎﬁÙ· ïÌÔÜ
Î·d ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ £˘Ì›ÏÔ˜ âÔ›ËÛÂÓ. (^O Ó·ﬁ˜ is one of the Ó·Ô› Pausanias
was speaking of in the beginning of the chapter. Satyrus stands by
Dionysus and offers him a drink7; Dionysus and, also, Eros, are the
work of Thymilus. The temple cannot be one of the two in the
sanctuary: for (1) it is clearly stated above that Satyrus stand in one of
the chaplets in the place TÚ›Ô‰Â˜; (2) which one of the two temples
would probably be specified otherwise8; (3) Atheneaus XIII 591B
writes: âÎÏÔÁcÓ ‰b ·éÙFÉ (sc. ÙFÉ ºÚ‡ÓFË) ÙáÓ àÁ·ÏÌ¿ÙˆÓ ö‰ˆÎÂÓ (sc.
ï ¶Ú·ÍÈÙ¤ÏË˜), ÂúÙÂ ÙeÓ òEÚˆÙ· ı¤ÏÔÈ Ï·‚ÂÖÓ ÂúÙÂ ÙeÓ âd TÚÈﬁ‰ˆÓ ™¿Ù˘ÚÔÓ etc. the Satyrus of the Tripods, that stood in the place or
road called TÚ›Ô‰Â˜; (4) the description of the sanctuary that
commences immediately after seems to open a fresh topic.
Thus he says (I, 20, 3): TÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ‰¤ âÛÙÈ Úe˜ Ùˇá ıÂ¿ÙÚˇˆ Ùe
àÚ¯·ÈﬁÙ·ÙÔÓ îÂÚﬁÓ. ¢‡Ô ‰¤ ÂåÛÈÓ âÓÙe˜ ÙÔÜ ÂÚÈ‚ﬁÏÔ˘ Ó·Ôd Î·d ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÈ, ¬ÙÂ \EÏÂ˘ıÂÚÂf˜ Î·d nÓ \AÏÎ·Ì¤ÓË˜ âÔ›ËÛÂÓ âÏ¤Ê·ÓÙÔ˜ Î·d
¯Ú˘ÛÔÜ (he goes on to describe the pictures I mentioned in the note,
one of which, the àÓ·ÁˆÁ‹ of Hephaestus to Olympus by Dionysos
and the seductive power of wine, is very archaic and fits well with what
I argued concerning its existence in the older temple and, as it were,
God). We have the ÂÚ›‚ÔÏÔ˜ of the glossographers. The sanctuary is
the ancient §ËÓ·ÖÔÓ. The Dionysus (worshipped) was the §ËÓ·ÖÔ˜
(and, partly by location, partly by nature, §ÈÌÓ·ÖÔ˜). ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜ \EÏÂ˘ıÂÚÂ‡˜ was the ancient Íﬁ·ÓÔÓ brought from Eleutherae. V. Pausanias
I, 38, 8: âÓ ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ Ùˇá Â‰›ˇˆ (sc. of Eleutherae, at the boundaries with
Boeotia) Ó·ﬁ˜ âÛÙÈ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘, Î·d Ùe Íﬁ·ÓÔÓ âÓÙÂÜıÂÓ \AıËÓ·›ÔÈ˜ âÎÔÌ›ÛıË Ùe àÚ¯·ÖÔÓØ Ùe ‰b âÓ \EÏÂ˘ıÂÚ·Ö˜ âÊ ìÌáÓ Âå˜ Ì›ÌËÛÈÓ âÎÂ›ÓÔ˘
ÂÔ›ËÙ·È. He refers to that antique statue in the important
ceremony alluded to in I, 29, 2 by that name: (in Academy)… Î·d
Ó·e˜ Ôé Ì¤Á·˜ âÛÙÈÓ, Âå˜ nÓ ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ÙÔÜ \EÏÂ˘ıÂÚ¤ˆ˜ Ùe
ôÁ·ÏÌ· àÓa ÄÓ öÙÔ˜ ÎÔÌ›˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ âÓ ÙÂÙ·ÁÌ¤Ó·È˜ ìÌ¤Ú·È˜. The
subject will be discussed in detail below. Those ordained days must
have preceded the Great Dionysia. For Philostratus, Vitae
Sophistarum II, 1, 3 speaking of Herodes Atticus’ magnificent displays
of gloriously spent opulence, writes: ...ïﬁÙÂ ‰b ≥ÎÔÈ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ·, Î·d
Î·Ù›ÔÈ â˜ \AÎ·‰ËÌ›·Ó Ùe ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ≤‰Ô˜, âÓ KÂÚ·ÌÂÈÎˇá ÔÙ›˙ˆÓ
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àÛÙÔf˜ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ Î·d Í¤ÓÔ˘˜ Î·Ù·ÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ âd ÛÙÈ‚¿‰ˆÓ ÎÈÙÙÔÜ. The
road to the Academy, was the road to Eleutherai and Boeotia; the
ceremony reenacted the original Coming of the God. So the statue
must have been brought back for the festivities. It was placed on the
orchestra: Dio Chrysostomus, Oratio XXXI §121 (p. 386 Di.)
condemning the Athenian madness to hold gladiatorial games in the
very theater, compares them unfavourably to their Corinthian teachers
in this kind of sight: ÔxÔÓ Âéıf˜ Ùa ÂÚd ÙÔf˜ ÌÔÓÔÌ¿¯Ô˘˜ Ô≈Ùˆ ÛÊﬁ‰Ú· â˙ËÏÒÎ·ÛÈ (sc. the Athenians) KÔÚÈÓı›Ô˘˜, ÌÄÏÏÔÓ ‰’ ñÂÚ‚Â‚Ï‹Î·ÛÈ ÙFÉ Î·ÎÔ‰·ÈÌÔÓ›÷· ÎàÎÂ›ÓÔ˘˜ Î·d ÙÔf˜ ôÏÏÔ˘˜ ±·ÓÙ·˜
œÛÙÂ Ôî KÔÚ›ÓıÈÔÈ ÌbÓ öÍˆ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜ ıÂˆÚÔÜÛÈÓ âÓ ¯·Ú¿‰Ú÷· ÙÈÓÈ,
ÏÉıÔ˜ ÌbÓ ‰˘Ó·Ì¤Óˇˆ ‰¤Í·Ûı·È Ùﬁˇˆ, Ú˘·Úˇá ‰b ôÏÏˆ˜ Î·d Ô˘
ÌË‰ÂÓd iÓ ÌË‰b ı¿„ÂÈÂ ÌË‰¤Ó· ÙáÓ âÏÂ˘ı¤ÚˆÓ, \AıËÓ·ÖÔÈ ‰b âÓ Ùˇá
ıÂ¿ÙÚˇˆ ıÂáÓÙ·È ÙcÓ Î·ÏcÓ Ù·‡ÙËÓ ı¤·Ó ñ’ ·éÙcÓ ÙcÓ àÎÚﬁÔÏÈÓ,
Ôy ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ âd ÙcÓ çÚ¯‹ÛÙÚ·Ó ÙÈı¤·ÛÈÓØ œÛÙÂ ÔÏÏ¿ÎÈ˜ âÓ
·éÙÔÖ˜ ÙÈÓ· ÛÊ¿ÙÙÂÛı·È ÙÔÖ˜ ıÚﬁÓÔÈ˜, Ôy ÙeÓ îÂÚÔÊ¿ÓÙËÓ Î·d ÙÔf˜
ôÏÏÔ˘˜ îÂÚÂÖ˜ àÓ¿ÁÎË Î·ı›˙ÂÈÓ. (They further, he relates, took amiss,
in their very classical way, the advice that a philosophical reformer
thought incumbent on him to give them, so much so, that, he, seeing
his life rendered disagreeable by their rough scoffing no doubt, was
obliged to leave them to their alien but enthralling obsession, and
depart). The xoanon, was, in the final stage of the ceremonies present
before the theatrical performances, conveyed to the theater, from a
sacred place where it had stood by an âÛ¯¿Ú·: the Ephebes brought it,
in solemn procession with torches (thus by night) thence to the
theater. CIA II 471 B12 ÂåÛ‹Á·ÁÔÓ (sc. the Ephebes) ‰b Î·d ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ àe ÙÉ˜ âÛ¯¿Ú·˜ Âå˜ Ùe ı¤·ÙÚÔÓ ÌÂÙa ÊˆÙﬁ˜, for the thymelic
performances of the Great Dionysia. The holy image was placed on or
by the ı˘Ì¤ÏË in all likelihood (cf. supra: ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ âd ÙcÓ çÚ¯‹ÛÙÚ·Ó ÙÈı¤·ÛÈÓ): for thus is a stiff, primitive Icon of a mature man
wrapped in a mantle represented in an early 5th century red-figure
crater, with a tragic hemichoir of young men dancing solemnly before
it (see a picture of it in E. Simon Die Götter der Griechen Fig. 262).
On the altar there are ÔÈÎ›Ï·È Ù·ÈÓ›·È, fillets, bands bearing diverse
decorations, and what looks like olive branches. (They are rather
emblems of victory than funereal anathemata). More important than
the determination of the exact place where the Eidolon was placed in
the Theater’s orchestra, is the discovery of the place where the âÛ¯¿Ú·
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was, whence with nocturnal pomp Dionysus was brought to the
theater. It must have been an important and unique yearly sight, as is
clearly signified by Alciphron’s reference to it put to the hand of
Menander himself, Epistolae II, 3, 16: âÌÔd Á¤ÓÔÈÙÔ ÙeÓ \AÙÙÈÎeÓ àÂd
ÛÙ¤ÊÂÛı·È ÎÈÛÛeÓ Î·d ÙeÓ â’ âÛ¯¿Ú·˜ ñÌÓÉÛ·È Î·Ù’ öÙÔ˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ,
Ùa˜ Ì˘ÛÙËÚÈÒÙÈ‰·˜ ôÁÂÈÓ ÙÂÏÂÙ¿˜, ‰Ú·Ì·ÙÔ˘ÚÁÂÖÓ ÙÈ Î·ÈÓeÓ Ù·Ö˜
âÙËÛ›·È˜ ı˘Ì¤Ï·È˜ ‰Ú¿Ì· etc. But whether the âÛ¯¿Ú· in question
was in the temple by the Academy, or within the §ËÓ·ÖÔÓ sanctuary
(could one dare suggest the possibility of its being identical to the
euphemistically called ‚ˆÌﬁ˜?), or, perhaps, whether the Eleusinian
\EÛ¯¿Ú· is meant, will have to be resolved elsewhere. The foundations
of the two temples, as well as traces of a ÂÚ›‚ÔÏÔ˜ have been
excavated immediately to the south of the theater (the succession of
buildings is: the scenic structure, a stoa (constituting the northern part
of the ÂÚ›‚ÔÏÔ˜), a smaller and apparently older temple and a large
one next. Nearby, to the East of the theater and the precinct lies the
Odeion as Pausanias correctly informs us (§4 sqq.). The immediate
juxtaposition of the theater with the sanctuary is also testified by the
Scholia on Demosthenes’ Contra Meidiam pp. 517-8. Concerning
the solemn public assembly convened in the Dionysian theater (âÓ
¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘) the day after Pandia, and taking special cognizance of
various irregularities committed during religious festivities, it is
explained: âÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Ì¤Ó, âÓ Ùˇá ıÂ¿ÙÚˇˆ Û˘ÓÉÙÔ ÁaÚ Ùˇá ıÂ¿ÙÚˇˆ
Ùe Ù¤ÌÂÓÔ˜.
In the Demosthenic (which, if not by Demosthenes, is in his
style9) oration LIX Contra Neaeram, there is repeated reference to the
sanctuary. It is called Ùe îÂÚeÓ ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ âÓ §›ÌÓ·È˜ and Ùe àÚ¯·ÈﬁÙ·ÙÔÓ Î·d êÁÈÒÙ·ÙÔÓ îÂÚeÓ ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ âÓ §›ÌÓ·È˜ (§76).
Nothing is specified about temple(s), thus îÂÚﬁÓ, as in Thucydides,
must be the entire enclosed sacred area. There was a ‚ˆÌﬁ˜ there again
in the open, by implication and norm, (although the more mysteric
worship becomes the less olympian orderliness and harmonious
uniformity is observed) by which there was a very ancient stone
inscription in evanescent old Attic letters proclaiming the sacred law
regulating some aspects of the performance, according to the ancient
customs, of ôÚÚËÙ· îÂÚa ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜ by the queen: the author
mentions explicitly the conditions she should satisfy in order to
safeguard the validity of the awesome rites. He refers the enactment of
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such restrictions to the Post-Thesaic time, when kingship as supreme
and sovereign authority was abolished and the basileus was elected by
the people (‰ÉÌÔÈ) âÎ ÚÔÎÚ›ÙˆÓ Î·Ù’ àÓ‰Ú·Á·ı›·Ó ¯ÂÈÚÔÙÔÓáÓ (§75
p. 1370 Reiske). Assuming that the author had ample reasons, maybe
internal and conclusive to connect this definite assertion regarding the
appointment of Basileus, with the requirements concerning the
Queen10, it is important to determine the approximate time of the
inscription. That it could be of the aristocratic age, I consider unlikely;
although it is still possible that some kind of assembly-confirmation of
the well-known aristocratic appointment might be at work at some
phase of the ominous development from natural aristocracy to
constitutional (or rather conventional) democracy. Indeed Theseus’
reputed philodemocratic tendencies may have chiefly resulted in the
more secure political establishment (as a customary authority) of the
confirmation powers of the aboriginal Popular Assembly, a measure
occasioned and rendered feasible and even desirable by his Û˘ÓÔÈÎÈÛÌﬁ˜ and the creation of the first important (proto-)ﬁÏÈ˜ in Attica.
The £ÂÛÌÔı¤Ù·È, having been constituted after the institution of the
annual archonship, were, according to Aristotle (\Aı.¶ÔÏ. III, 5)
entrusted with the writing of the ı¤ÛÌÈ·: ıÂÛÌÔı¤Ù·È ‰b ÔÏÏÔÖ˜
≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ öÙÂÛÈÓ ìF Ú¤ıËÛ·Ó, õ‰Ë Î·Ù’ âÓÈ·˘ÙeÓ ·îÚÔ˘Ì¤ÓˆÓ Ùa˜ àÚ¯¿˜,
¬ˆ˜ àÓ·ÁÚ¿„·ÓÙÂ˜ Ùa ı¤ÛÌÈ· Ê˘Ï¿ÙÙˆÛÈÓ Úe˜ ÙcÓ ÙáÓ àÌÊÈÛ‚ËÙÔ‡ÓÙˆÓ ÎÚ›ÛÈÓ etc. Thus we have magistracy elections before
Draco; though it remains undecided whether an internal aristocratic
arrangement alone is meant or an assembly-confirmation is also
implied. As the law in question is essentially religious it could
conceivably be the codificatory work of Thesmothetae even before
Draco, sometime, say between the 4th and 7th or 8th decades of the
seventh century B.C. But as it probably pertains to a larger set of
enactments consolidating the manner and prerequisities in archontic
elections, I consider it more likely that Draco’s arrangements may be
meant; according to which, Aristotle, \Aı.¶ÔÏ. IV, àÂ‰¤‰ÔÙÔ ÌbÓ ì
ÔÏÈÙÂ›· ÙÔÖ˜ Ï· ·ÚÂ¯ÔÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜Ø11 ìÚÔÜÓÙÔ ‰b ÙÔf˜ ÌbÓ âÓÓ¤· ôÚ¯ÔÓÙ·˜ Î·d ÙÔf˜ Ù·Ì›·˜ ÔéÛ›·Ó ÎÂÎÙËÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ÔéÎ âÏ¿ÙÙˆ ‰¤Î· ÌÓáÓ
âÏÂ˘ı¤Ú·Ó, Ùa˜ ‰’ ôÏÏ·˜ àÚ¯a˜ <Ùa˜> âÏ¿ÙÙÔ˘˜ âÎ ÙáÓ ¬Ï· ·ÚÂ¯ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ, ÛÙÚ·ÙËÁÔf˜ ‰b Î·d î¿Ú¯Ô˘˜ ÔéÛ›·Ó àÔÊ·›ÓÔÓÙ·˜ ÔéÎ
öÏ·ÙÙÔÓ j ëÎ·ÙeÓ ÌÓáÓ âÏÂ˘ı¤Ú·Ó, Î·d ·Ö‰·˜ âÎ Á·ÌÂÙÉ˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÎe˜
ÁÓËÛ›Ô˘˜ ñbÚ ‰¤Î· öÙË ÁÂÁÔÓﬁÙ·˜ etc. This situation best fits the
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Demosthenic formulation; there most probably was some phyletic
ÚﬁÎÚÈÛÈ˜ involved, as this is nearer to the spirit of natural aristocracy,
and as it was taken over by Solon on whose constitutional system
Aristotle, \Aı.¶ÔÏ. VIII - Ùa˜ ‰’ àÚ¯a˜ âÔ›ËÛÂ ÎÏËÚˆÙa˜ âÎ ÚÔÎÚ›ÙˆÓ, ÔR˜ ëÎ¿ÛÙË ÚÔÎÚ›ÓÂÈÂÓ ÙáÓ Ê˘ÏáÓ. ÚÔ‡ÎÚÈÓÂÓ ‰’ Âå˜ ÙÔf˜
âÓÓ¤· ôÚ¯ÔÓÙ·˜ ëÎ¿ÛÙË ‰¤Î·, Î·d ÙÔf˜ âÓÓ¤· âÎÏ‹ÚÔ˘Ó. This final
lottery substantially disagrees with the statement in the oration.
Hence, on the whole and under the initial presupposition, the
inscription would belong to the time of Draco’s codification of
constitutional and judicial legislation, or slightly afterwards, in, say,
the 8th or 9th decade of the 7th century B.C. To such high antiquity
the evanide letters in a stone inscription amply testify.
The content broadly supports such a conclusion. For the essential
point is that the necessity for the law was created, or significantly
enhanced, when kingship could be conferred de facto on persons with
less than absolute pride in indigence, with somehow diluted
aristocratic sensitivities concerning purity of blood and natural
nobility of excellence, and with rather reduced eugonic
preoccupations. As those former features were bound up with the
other virtues and characters that in their wonderful cohesion
constituted the austere yet glorious value-system of natural aristocracy,
any degree of adulteration of their purity could originally proceed
from the intrusion of a principle that was both the first to make itself
effectively independent from the Great Whole (by virtue of its
wielding pragmatic influence in life) and the last objectively in grade
of reputability and implicit authority: and that principle was the cause
of Artificiality (of artificial organization and institutionalisation), this
sinister, universal Disrupter and Uglifier, the pernicious chief catalyst
in the dissolution of the divine Commonwealth upon Earth. It can be
shown that this was the only possible Rebel in pristine times. But I
shall pass over this more theoretical fact here.
Unperverted human feeling accepts Wealth, as the concomitant
manifestation and tangible proof of real intrinsic excellencies; and even
then demands magnaninous employment of it. The perfect condition
of such a state of affairs is marvellously portrayed in Pindar’s sublime
hieronices addressed to the magnificent Sicelian tyrants. Left in itself
and isolated, dissociated from the principle of excellence, Wealth
becomes the sign of artificial societal organization, and thus the
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evidence of Injustice. It is then quintessentially unjust as it segregates
itself from Virtue and Worth to foully fraternise with Valuelessness
and Vulgarity. This is rendered possible by organizational artificiality.
For there is a natural linkage of wealth with excellence, as in the
inherent bond between ability and efficiency, virtue and success. The
problem arises when structures appropriate to one human condition
are retained in the face of significant intellectual, economic and
material progress. The institutional framework of the old aristocratic
regimes could not contain the new content of a rapidly developing
situation on pain of fossilisation and consequent malfunction and
inefficiency. Tumultuous upheaval results upon any imprudent
insistence on holding fast to outdated structures. Their fossilisation
makes them brittle, and in time they collapse, the monstrous skeletons
of a body once teaming with life. Unnatural artificiality (i.e.
misalignment of institutional structures to the real historic content of
human activity) is the veritable Arch-Fiend, not merely because it
generates a perpetual vicious circle of social Injustice (both in
following it and in resisting), but chiefly because it transmits its
hideous miasma to the entire axiocracy of values, causing everywhere
consternation, Envy, Hate and universal social disorder, finally
destroying Aristocracy (meritocracy) as the universal principle of
human organization under whatever constitutional arrangement of
societal order. It can effectively be scourged and beaten only by the full
adoption of the principle of freedom.
The invidious workings of that Evil principle of non-alignment
begin much earlier than its constitutional, so to speak, recognition as a
social factor of prime importance in itself that has to be corrected.
Much before, thus, Draco’s first timocratical enactments, was the
worm writhing within the bowels of the beautiful body of natural
Aristocracy, polluting and deforming its noble spirit12. But the time of
its official acknowledgment is the most appropriate for an enactment
circumscribing, in its proper sphere, the expected worthlessness of
hideous artificiality, its feared disastrous negligence of the primeval
and eternal, man-and-city-saving sacred Customs, a real negligence
under a hollow, pretended subservience to them.
This is the sense of the passage which follows and it accords nicely
with our former determinations. Te ÁaÚ àÚ¯·ÖÔÓ, t ôÓ‰ÚÂ˜ \AıËÓ·ÖÔÈ, ‰˘Ó·ÛÙÂ›· âÓ ÙFÉ ﬁÏÂÈ qÓ (i.e. the simple rule of the most
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wholly and holy powerful), Î·d ì ‚·ÛÈÏÂ›· ÙáÓ àÂd ñÂÚÂ¯ﬁÓÙˆÓ ‰Èa
Ùe ·éÙﬁ¯ıÔÓÂ˜ ÂrÓ·È (kingship belonged to those who excelled in each
case by virtue of their nobility and indigenousness13), Ùa˜ ‰b ı˘Û›·˜
ê¿Û·˜ ï ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ öı˘Â (sc. Ùa˜ ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜, the publica sacra,
the city sacrifices), Î·d Ùa˜ ÛÂÌÓÔÙ¿Ù·˜ Î·d àÚÚ‹ÙÔ˘˜ ì Á˘Óc ·éÙÔÜ
âÔ›ÂÈ, ÂåÎﬁÙˆ˜, ‚·Û›ÏÈÛÛ· ÔsÛ·. âÂÈ‰c ‰b £ËÛÂf˜ Û˘ÓˇÒÎÈÛÂÓ
·éÙÔf˜ Î·d ‰ËÌÔÎÚ·Ù›·Ó âÔ›ËÛÂ Î·d ì ﬁÏÈ˜ ÔÏ˘¿ÓıÚˆÔ˜ âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ, ÙeÓ ÌbÓ ‚·ÛÈÏ¤· Ôé‰bÓ wÙÙÔÓ14 ï ‰ÉÌÔ˜ ì
F ÚÂÖÙÔ âÎ ÚÔÎÚ›ÙˆÓ
Î·Ù’ àÓ‰Ú·Á·ı›·Ó ¯ÂÈÚÔÙÔÓáÓ15, ÙcÓ ‰b Á˘Ó·ÖÎ· ·éÙÔÜ ÓﬁÌÔÓ öıÂÓÙÔ
àÛÙcÓ ÂrÓ·È Î·d Ìc âÈÌÂÌÂÈÁÌ¤ÓËÓ ëÙ¤Úˇˆ àÓ‰Ú›, àÏÏa ·Úı¤ÓÔÓ
Á·ÌÂÖÓ, ¥Ó· Î·Ùa Ùa ¿ÙÚÈ· ı‡ËÙ·È Ùa ôÚÚËÙ· îÂÚa ñbÚ ÙÉ˜
ﬁÏÂˆ˜, Î·d Ùa ÓÔÌÈ˙ﬁÌÂÓ· Á›ÓËÙ·È ÙÔÖ˜ ıÂÔÖ˜ ÂéÛÂ‚á˜, Î·d ÌË‰bÓ
Î·Ù·Ï‡ËÙ·È ÌË‰b Î·ÈÓÔÙÔÌÉÙ·È. K·d ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ÙeÓ ÓÔÌeÓ ÁÚ¿„·ÓÙÂ˜
âÓ ÛÙ‹ÏFË ÏÈı›ÓFË öÛÙËÛ·Ó âÓ Ùˇá îÂÚˇá ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ·Úa ÙeÓ ‚ˆÌeÓ
âÓ §›ÌÓ·È˜ (Î·d ·≈ÙË ì ÛÙ‹ÏË öÙÈ Î·d ÓÜÓ ≤ÛÙËÎÂÓ, àÌ˘‰ÚÔÖ˜ ÁÚ¿ÌÌ·ÛÈÓ \AÙÙÈÎÔÖ˜ ‰ËÏÔÜÛ· Ùa ÁÂÁÚ·ÌÌ¤Ó·), Ì·ÚÙ˘Ú›·Ó ÔÈÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ ï
‰ÉÌÔ˜ ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ·ñÙÔÜ ÂéÛÂ‚Â›·˜ Úe˜ ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ Î·d ·Ú·Î·Ù·ı‹ÎËÓ
Î·Ù·ÏÂ›ˆÓ ÙÔÖ˜ âÈÁÈÁÓÔÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜, ¬ÙÈ Ù‹Ó ÁÂ ıÂˇá Á˘Ó·ÖÎ· ‰ÔıËÛÔÌ¤ÓËÓ Î·d ÔÈ‹ÛÔ˘ÛÈÓ Ùa îÂÚ¿, ÙÔÈ·‡ÙËÓ àÍÈÔÜÌÂÓ ÂrÓ·È: sc. true citizen
and virgin when married to the king16.
That chief altar is mentioned and in another respect. Upon the
entrance of the new Athenian year, and on the assumption of
authority by the new Archon-Basileus together with the other
magistrates, his wife, the Queen, had all-important religious duties to
perform. They are nicely related, probably in order of succession, by
the author of the oration in §73 (1369-70R): Î·d ·≈ÙË ì Á˘Óc ñÌÖÓ
öı˘Â Ùa ôÚÚËÙ· îÂÚa ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜, Î·d Âr‰ÂÓ L Ôé ÚÔÛÉÎÂÓ
·éÙcÓ ïÚÄÓ Í¤ÓËÓ ÔsÛ·Ó, Î·d ÙÔÈ·‡ÙË ÔsÛ· ÂåÛÉÏıÂÓ, Ôy Ôé‰Âd˜
ôÏÏÔ˜ \AıËÓ·›ˆÓ ÙÔÛÔ‡ÙˆÓ ùÓÙˆÓ ÂåÛ¤Ú¯ÂÙ·È, àÏÏ’ j ì ÙÔÜ ‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ Á˘Ó‹, âÍÒÚÎˆÛ¤ ÙÂ Ùa˜ ÁÂÚ·Úa˜ Ùa˜ ñËÚÂÙÔ‡Û·˜ ÙÔÖ˜ îÂÚÔÖ˜
(1), âÍÂ‰ﬁıË ‰b Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ Á˘Ó‹ (2), öÚ·ÍÂ ‰b ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜
Ùa ¿ÙÚÈ· Ùa Úe˜ ÙÔf˜ ıÂÔ‡˜, ÔÏÏa Î·d ±ÁÈ· Î·d àﬁÚÚËÙ· (3).
The °ÂÚ·Ú·› (a better form than ÁÂÚ·ÈÚ·›, from Á¤Ú·˜ rather than
from ÁÂÚ·›Úˆ; in Attic it was possibly pronounced Á¤Ú·Ú·È. For as
Eustathius remarks p. 341.13 sqq. they often accented ·Úa ÙcÓ àÓ¿ÏÔÁÔÓ Û˘Ó‹ıÂÈ·Ó, adducing as examples, inter alia: Ôî ‰’ ·éÙÔd Î·d ‚‰¤Ï˘ÚÔ˜ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ Î·d ﬁÓËÚÔ˜ Î·d Ìﬁ¯ıËÚÔ˜ öÍˆ àÓ·ÏÔÁ›·˜. ¶ÄÓ ÁaÚ
Âå˜ -ÚÔ˜ ÏÉÁÔÓ ·ÚÒÓ˘ÌÔÓ, ·ÚÂÛ¯ËÌ·ÙÈÛÌ¤ÓÔÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ [i.e.
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with three genera formally differing] çÍ‡ÙÔÓÔÓ âÛÙÈ Î·ı’ ^HÚˇˆ‰È·ÓﬁÓ
etc. The signification of the word could be taken as active, not passive:
those that confer Á¤Ú·, not the receptors; so Dionysius Halicarnaseus
as we shall see. But both senses are appropriate and accurate: they were
Honourable in themselves as worthy of honouring the God in
unspeakable rites; and they had the honour of honouring Him as well;
and they honoured Him) were fourteen women sacred to Dionysus
each year appointed by the king principally for the performance of
special, mystic rites. Thus Hesychius s.v. °ÂÚ·Ú·›Ø î¤ÚÂÈ·È ÎÔÈÓá˜.
\I‰›ˆ˜ ‰b ·î Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ Ùˇá âÓ §›ÌÓ·È˜ Ùa îÂÚa âÈÙÂÏÔÜÛ·È, Ùˇá
àÚÈıÌˇá ‰ÂÎ·Ù¤ÛÛ·ÚÂ˜. Identically Lex. Seguer. (Anecd. Bekkeri p.
231.32) s.v. °ÂÚ·Ú·› (pro °ÂÚ·ÈÚ·›; for the change is postulated by
the word order): î¤ÚÂÈ·È ÎÔÈÓá˜, å‰›ˆ˜ ‰b ·Úa \AıËÓ·›ÔÈ˜ ·î Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ etc.17. That the king appointed them we learn from Pollux VIII,
108: ÁÂÚ·Ú·›Ø ·yÙ·È ôÚÚËÙ· îÂÚa ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ öı˘ÔÓ ÌÂÙ’ ôÏÏË˜ ıÂˆÚ›·˜ (i.e. with other ceremonies). K·ı›ÛÙË ‰b ·éÙa˜ ï ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜
ÔûÛ·˜ ÙÂÙÙ·Ú·ÛÎ·›‰ÂÎ·. Dionysius Halicarnasseus apud Etym.
Magnum s.v. °ÂÚ·ÈÚ·› gives his reason for their number as well as
their etymology: ·Úa \AıËÓ·›ÔÈ˜ Á˘Ó·ÖÎ¤˜ ÙÈÓÂ˜ îÂÚ·›. L˜ ï ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ Î·ı›ÛÙËÛÈÓ åÛ·Ú›ıÌÔ˘˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ‚ˆÌÔÖ˜ ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘, ‰Èa Ùe
ÁÂÚ·›ÚÂÈÓ ÙeÓ ıÂﬁÓØ Ô≈Ùˆ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈÔ˜ ï ^AÏÈÎ·ÚÓ·ÛÂ‡˜. (Perhaps ‰Èa
Ùe Á. ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ Ô≈Ùˆ <Î·ÏÔ˘Ì¤Ó·˜> ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈÔ˜ ï ^AÏ.). There were
apparently in all fourteen altars of the God. Harpocration refers to our
very passage, without doubting its origin: s.v. ÁÂÚ·Ú·› (some mss. give
ÁÂÚ·È·› of which in a moment) ·î Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ îÂÚˆÌ¤Ó·È Á˘Ó·ÖÎÂ˜.
¢ËÌÔÛı¤ÓË˜ âÓ Ùˇá Î·Ùa NÂ·›Ú·˜. The ÁÂÚ·È·› form is with reference
to and connected with the Homeric ÁÂÚ·È¿˜ of Iliad Z, 87; 270; 296.
Suda does not distinguish the forms at all, s.v. ÁÂÚ·›· (vel. ÁÂÚ·È¿)Ø ì
ÁÚ·Ü˜. K·d ÁÂÚ·È·d ·î Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ îÂÚˆÌ¤Ó·È Á˘Ó·ÖÎÂ˜. But it is
ÁËÚ·Èﬁ˜, -¿ which signify old age. And after all old age does by the
divine and natural Law possess a specific honour of reverence. As to
the Homeric use, Hesychius correctly explains s.v. ÁÂÚ·È¿˜Ø âÓÙ›ÌÔ˘˜
Á˘Ó·ÖÎ·˜, Ùa˜ Á¤Ú· ÙÈ â¯Ô‡Û·˜, namely to take care in a specific way
of the (Icon of) divinity. Despite some dissonant testimonies, that is,
(1) an intermarginalium in Scholia A ad 270: ÁÂÚ·È¿˜ ÁÚ. Î·d ÁÂÚ·ÈÚ¿˜; (2) Sch. B ad 87: ÁÂÚ·È¿˜Ø ÙÈÓb˜ ÁÂÚ·ÈÚa˜ àÓ·ÁÈÓÒÛÎÔ˘ÛÈÓ, ¥Ó·
‰ËÏÔÖ Ùa˜ îÂÚÂ›·˜, Ùa˜ âÎ ÙáÓ îÂÚáÓ Á¤Ú·˜ ‰Â¯ÔÌ¤Ó·˜. (3) The
identical in meaning Schl. T ad loc. (but for the ÁÂÚ·Ú¿˜ instead of
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ÁÂÚ·ÈÚ¿˜; in the former we either must assume an irregular extension
in the penultimate; or correct to the latter form); there can be no
doubt that these stem from some Αlexandrian wits, and that the
Homeric meaning is, as Hesychius nicely explains, honourable
matrons with the connotation of enjoyment of a specific honour18. It
is remarkable however that the ÁÂÚ·È·› are requested to offer to
Athena’s Icon a ¤ÏÔ˜ invoking her help at the particular junction of
circumstances the very same offering that was made as an annual ritual
by the Argive ÁÂÚ·Ú¿‰Â˜ to the very substitute of that self-same
Palladium.
Of the multiple origination, the varied role, the polyvalence of
significance attached to the °ÂÚ·Ú·› we can form some impression
from the details related by Pausanias’ regarding the similar body of the
Sixteen in Olympia (V, 16). We should have anyway assumed their old
age by virtue of the important function and intrinsic respectability
connoted in their appellation. But the Oath they took upon entering
into office implies that they were ÁËÚ·È·› too, over the climacteric
period at any rate; for they swore (§78): ^AÁÈÛÙÂ‡ˆ Î·d ÂåÌd Î·ı·Úa
Î·d àÁÓc àﬁ ÙÂ ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ÙáÓ Ôé Î·ı·ÚÂ˘ﬁÓÙˆÓ Î·d à’ àÓ‰Úe˜
Û˘ÓÔ˘Û›·˜ etc. This did not pertain to the particular time alone, but
was rather a declaration of perpetual purity and chastity from
whatever religious stains and incapacitates for the performance of holy
rites they might possess.
The °ÂÚ·Ú·› were appointed by the King, but the Queen
administered to them the awsome oath in the sanctuary by the altar
upon the sacred things lying in baskets: (§78): BÔ‡ÏÔÌ·È ‰’ ñÌÖÓ Î·d
ÙeÓ îÂÚÔÎ‹Ú˘Î· Î·Ï¤Û·È, n˜ ñËÚÂÙÂÖ ÙFÉ ÙÔÜ ‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÎ›,
¬Ù·Ó âÍÔÚÎÔÖ Ùa˜ ÁÂÚ·Úa˜ âÓ Î·ÓÔÖ˜ Úe˜ Ùˇá ‚ˆÌˇá, ÚdÓ ±ÙÂÛı·È
ÙáÓ îÂÚáÓ, ¥Ó· Î·d ÙÔÜ ¬ÚÎÔ˘ Î·d ÙáÓ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ àÎÔ‡ÛËÙÂ, ¬Û·
ÔxﬁÓ Ù’ âÛÙdÓ àÎÔ‡ÂÈÓ, Î·d Âå‰ÉÙÂ ó˜ ÛÂÌÓa Î·d ±ÁÈ· Î·d àÚ¯·Ö· Ùa
ÓﬁÌÈÌ¿ âÛÙÈÓ. (There follows that part of the oath which could with
impunity be said and heard: (§79) ÙÔÜ ÌbÓ ¬ÚÎÔ˘ ÙÔ›Ó˘Ó Î·d ÙáÓ
ÓÔÌÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ·ÙÚ›ˆÓ (those mentioned also in the inscribed law),
¬Û· ÔxﬁÓ Ù’ âÛÙÈÓ ÂåÂÖÓ, àÎËÎﬁ·ÙÂ etc). We clearly have to do with
mysteric rites.
From these passages I reconstruct the general outline of the
ceremonies in Limnae which took place near the beginning of the
Athenian year, as follows: The Queen, a special îÂÚÔÎ‹Ú˘Í and the 14
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elderly women entered the tabooed precinct, and stood round the
Great Altar. The Queen alone entered the holy of holies (the ancient
temple most likely or some abaton within it) and took the Sacred
Baskets with the Sacred Objects that they contained perhaps covered
so that the male îÂÚÔÎ‹Ú˘Í might not see them. The language used is
Î·d ÙÔÈ·‡ÙË ÔsÛ· - i.e. it is not now a question of citizen or alien ÂåÛÉÏıÂÓ, Ôx Ôé‰Âd˜ ôÏÏÔ˜ \AıËÓ·›ˆÓ ÙÔÛÔ‡ÙˆÓ ùÓÙˆÓ ÂåÛ¤Ú¯ÂÙ·È,
àÏÏ’ j ì ÙÔÜ ‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ Á˘Ó‹; this is proceeded by the exclamation:
Î·d Âr‰ÂÓ L Ôé ÚÔÛÉÎÂÓ ·éÙcÓ ïÚÄÓ Í¤ÓËÓ ÔsÛ·Ó, the point here
being her unindigenous growth; for indeed the °ÂÚ·Ú·› were seeing
the same awful sights in assisting her. She brought the baskets by the
Altar, where on them and with the assitance of the îÂÚÔÎ‹Ú˘Í the
°ÂÚ·Ú·› took their not-to-be-divulged Oath. The Man then left the
place and the Queen with the consecrated Women’s help19
performed20 the Unspeakable Rites on behalf, and to the universal
beneficence, of the City (Ùa ôÚÚËÙ· îÂÚa ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜) by the
handling of the Sacred Things (ÚdÓ ±ÙÂÛı·È ÙáÓ îÂÚáÓ §78). It was
not fas for the participants to relate to anybody else what had taken
place there: (§79) Î·d ¬ÙÈ Ôé‰’ ·éÙ·Ö˜ Ù·Ö˜ ïÚÒÛ·È˜ Ùa îÂÚa Ù·ÜÙ·
ÔxﬁÓ Ù’ âÛÙ› Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ Úe˜ ôÏÏÔÓ Ôé‰¤Ó·. The ïÚÒÛ·È˜, finally, implies
that the Queen the main holy action alone, the performed assistance
of the by-standing °ÂÚ·Ú·› being secondary.
Soon after the performance of these Mystic rites followed the
sacred Marriage of the Queen with Dionysus (phase (2) supra). Cf.
Hesychius s.v. ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Á¿ÌÔ˜Ø ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ ‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÎe˜ Î·d ıÂÔÜ
Á›ÓÂÙ·È Á¿ÌÔ˜. This was consummated in the so-called BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÈÔÓ in
the Agora; Aristotle \Aı. ¶ÔÏ. III, 5 ...àÏÏ’ ï ÌbÓ ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ Âr¯Â Ùe
ÓÜÓ Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÈÔÓ ÏËÛ›ÔÓ ÙÔÜ ¶Ú˘Ù·ÓÂ›Ô˘ (ÛËÌÂÖÔÓ ‰¤Ø
öÙÈ Î·d ÓÜÓ ÁaÚ ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ ‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ Á˘Ó·ÈÎe˜ ì Û‡ÌÌÂÈÍÈ˜ âÓÙ·Üı·
Á›ÁÓÂÙ·È Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ Î·d ï Á¿ÌÔ˜) etc. BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÈÔÓ (οr BÔ˘ÎÔÏÂÖÔÓ as
Wilamowitz and Kaibel unnecessarily corrected it, cf. the ¶·Ú·Û›ÙÈÔÓ,
v. Appendix II On the Parasition and the Hieron in the Royal Law) is
a pregnant expression in this application, the God being the divine
Bull. The sacred marriage was followed by the performance of many
symbolic rites by the Queen-Mortal Wife of the God pro urbe
addressed to various gods and goddesses, §73: ...âÍÂ‰ﬁıË ‰b Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ Á˘Ó‹, öÚ·ÍÂ ‰b ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜ Ùa ¿ÙÚÈ· Ùa Úe˜ ÙÔf˜
ıÂÔ‡˜, ÔÏÏa Î·d ±ÁÈ· Î·d àﬁÚÚËÙ·.
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We learn further from the oration that the sanctuary was closed
during the year, and only opened to the public once, on the 12th of
Anthesterion, in the festival of Anthesteria: (§76 p. 1371 R): Î·d ‰Èa
Ù·ÜÙ· âÓ Ùˇá àÚ¯·ÈÔÙ¿Ùˇˆ îÂÚˇá ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Î·d êÁÈˆÙ¿Ùˇˆ âÓ
§›ÌÓ·È˜ öÛÙËÛ·Ó (sc. ÙcÓ ÏÈı›ÓËÓ ÛÙ‹ÏËÓ), ¥Ó· Ìc ÔÏÏÔd Âå‰áÛÈ Ùa
ÁÂÁÚ·ÌÌ¤Ó· (we deduce that there were probably other arcana as well
written on it; although the eupatrids were always, and rightly, rather
reticent about religious matters in general, and only with extreme
reluctance, and in as enigmatic and hidden way as possible, did they
divulge sacra, when, with the deterioration of the natural state of
things, it was made unavoidable to vulgarize and write down the
unwritten ¿ÙÚÈ·. Even in the time of the oration, Areopagus
institutes inquiries and chastises the king for his guilty error, of
ignorance as he pleads, secretly (§80): ó˜ ÁaÚ âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ Ùa îÂÚa Ù·ÜÙ·
(with the beginning of the new civil year as I have explained above)
Î·d àÓ¤‚ËÛ·Ó Âå˜ òAÚÂÈÔÓ ¶¿ÁÔÓ Ôî âÓÓ¤· ôÚ¯ÔÓÙÂ˜ Ù·Ö˜ Î·ıËÎÔ‡Û·È˜ ìÌ¤Ú·È˜ (on a certain date after their assumption of authority
they presented themselves to the Court that was highest in prestige, of
which they were later to become ordinary members), Âéıf˜ ì ‚Ô˘Ïc ì
âÓ \AÚÂ›ˇˆ ¶¿Áˇˆ œÛÂÚ Î·å ÙôÏÏ· ÔÏÏÔÜ àÍ›· âÛÙd ÙFÉ ﬁÏÂÈ ÂÚd
ÂéÛ¤‚ÂÈ·Ó, â˙‹ÙÂÈ ÙcÓ Á˘Ó·ÖÎ· Ù·‡ÙËÓ ÙÔÜ £ÂÔÁ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ≥ÙÈ˜ qÓ, Î·d
âÍ‹ÏÂÁ¯Â, Î·d ÂÚd ÙáÓ îÂÚáÓ ÚﬁÓÔÈ·Ó âÔÈÂÖÙÔ, Î·d â˙ËÌ›Ô˘ ÙeÓ
£ÂÔÁ¤ÓËÓ ¬Û· Î˘Ú›· âÛÙÈÓ, âÓ àÔÚÚ‹Ùˇˆ ‰b Î·d ‰Èa ÎÔÛÌÈﬁÙËÙÔ˜)Ø
±·Í ÁaÚ ÙÔÜ âÓÈ·˘ÙÔÜ ëÎ¿ÛÙÔ˘ àÓÔ›ÁÂÙ·È, ÙFÉ ‰ˆ‰ÂÎ¿ÙFË ÙÔÜ \AÓıÂÛÙËÚÈáÓÔ˜ ÌËÓﬁ˜. That was the date on which, according to
Thucydides II, 15 (v. supra) Ùa àÚ¯·ÈﬁÙÂÚ· ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÈ· ÙFÉ ‰ˆ‰ÂÎ¿ÙFË
ÔÈÂÖÙ·È âÓ ÌËÓd \AÓıÂÛÙËÚÈáÓÈ in that very sanctuary.
Γ
The unspeakable rites above described, the sacred marriage of the
God with the Queen, as well as the Feast of the 12th Anthesterion
pertain to an aboriginal Dionysus initially distinct from the Theban
incomer. There is nothing but smooth, indigenous acceptance in the
sacra pro urbe; instituted at a time when the king was alone the
unquestionable principle of the people, plenipotentiary of sacred
majesty, whom the very God deigned to substitute in his marital
duties in an annually consummated copulation thereby securing
divine grace for the entire town (Babylonian parallels spring
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immediately to mind); while the Anthesteria guarded eternally their
definitely chthonic singularity. By contrast the Cadmian God met
nothing but determined resistance in his thrice-repeated attempts at
infiltration of Attic territory, and it may well be that he was finally
officially naturalized only by the accession of the previously Boeotian
Eleutherai, an eminent centre of his cult and even then not without
explicit Pythic and Dodonean sanction.
In illustrating the whole matter in some detail, firstly the character
of the autochthonous Attic Dionysiac worship will be clarified. And
then the distinctive nature of the Semelian offspring together with the
reasons for the opposition he encountered and for its final triumphal
overcoming, must be elucidated.
In the immediate vicinity of the Acropolis the area to the SE was
abundant in waters as the Asclepeion there, and the famous
Peisistratean âÓÓÂ¿ÎÚÔ˘ÛÈ˜ fountain nearby (Pausanias I, 14, 1), amply
testify. The waters would have formed small rivulets and a marshy field
with tiny lakes before joining the Ilissus below or, perhaps, the river
itself may have been transformed in the area to extensive marshes. The
place must have been a highspot of orgiastic multifarious plantation.
The God in the Marshes, ï âÓ §›ÌÓ·È˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜, was fundamentally
the principle of Fecundity and Life appropriately located and
worshipped in the midst of the liquid element and its manifest
procreative power21. He is the Great Lord of Potent Juices, and thus
particularly connected with the fruits of trees (àÎÚﬁ‰Ú˘·, ïáÚ·È),
which constitute, in their liquid exquisiteness, the resplendent
maturation, semen-like, of all succus workings within the living wood,
itself the dried up residuum of these transformations. The sacred
marriage renders this indubitable: it constituted the blessing of the
year for all natural generation, from the slightest physical
transformation to human birth, when the divine Semen irrigated the
City in the person of her female head and colophon: the Queen. The
intercourse took place in the building of the Agora by the old
Prytaneion called BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÈÔÓ22. Nothing more significant than the
name.
BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÈÔÓ (from ‚Ô˘ÎÔÏ¤ˆ = tend cattle) means ordinarily a herd
of cattle, but here is the place where cattle are tended, a cattle shed (via
‚Ô˘ÎÔÏ›· = tending of cattle. The weak, as was observed, bring the
papyrus to their standards with ‚Ô˘ÎÔÏÂÖÔÓ). The Divine Beast tended
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is the Great Bull, Dionysus himself. (Dionysus is called ‚Ô‡ÎÂÚˆ˜ by
Sophocles Fr. 959 Pearson; Ù·˘ÚﬁÎÂÚˆ˜ by Euripides, Bacchae, v. 100;
ô‰·ÌÔ˜ ·Ö˜ Ù·˘Úˆﬁ˜ by Ion of Chios Fr. 5 Page. In Argos he was
referred to by the divine epithet ‚Ô˘ÁÂÓ‹˜, Plutarch, de Osiride et
Iside, 364F. His statues were in many cases bovine, Plutarch op.cit.,
364E; one instance was in Cyzicus, Athenaeus 476A: ...ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ
ÎÂÚ·ÙÔÊ˘É Ï¿ÙÙÂÛı·ÈØ öÙÈ ÙÂ Ù·ÜÚÔÓ Î·ÏÂÖÛı·È ñe ÔÏÏáÓ
ÔÈËÙáÓ. âÓ ‰b K˘˙›Îˇˆ Î·d Ù·˘ÚﬁÌÔÚÊÔ˜ ¥‰Ú˘Ù·È. Probably Plutarch
means that his statues gave him oxhorns). Among the numerous
divine beings connected to the God, his Tenders were included,
Lucianus de Saltatione 79: ì Ì¤Ó ÁÂ B·Î¯ÈÎc ùÚ¯ËÛÈ˜, âÓ \IˆÓ›÷·
Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· Î·d âÓ ¶ﬁÓÙˇˆ ÛÔ˘‰·˙ÔÌ¤ÓË, Î·›ÙÔÈ ™·Ù˘ÚÈÎc ÔsÛ·, Ô≈Ùˆ
ÎÂ¯Â›ÚˆÙ·È ÙÔf˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ âÎÂÖ, œÛÙÂ Î·Ùa ÙeÓ ÙÂÙ·ÁÌ¤ÓÔÓ
≤Î·ÛÙÔÈ Î·ÈÚeÓ ê¿ÓÙˆÓ âÈÏ·ıﬁÌÂÓÔÈ ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ Î¿ıËÓÙ·È ‰È’
ìÌ¤Ú·˜ TÈÙÄÓÂ˜ Î·d KÔÚ‡‚·ÓÙ·˜ Î·d ™·Ù‡ÚÔ˘˜ Î·d BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÔ˘˜
ïÚáÓÙÂ˜. In imitation to them, humanly composed religious
associations also bore the name, e.g. IG XII, 9, 262 (from Eretria): Te
ÎÔÈÓeÓ ÙáÓ BÔ˘ÎﬁÏ(ˆ)Ó ZÒ˘[ÚÔÓ] \AÛÎÏËÈ¿‰Ô˘. The Cratinian
BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÔÈ probably refers to such a company of immortal or mortal
(at)tendants of the God, just as his ™¿Ù˘ÚÔÈ. The poet’s fervant
dithyrambic style, together with his marked vinosity, is exquisitely
commented on in the masterly ÂéÊËÌ›· of his great adversary by
Aristophanes, Ranae 353 sqq.:
ÂéÊËÌÂÖÓ ¯Úc ÎàÍ›ÛÙ·Ûı·È ÙÔÖ˜ ìÌÂÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜ ¯ÔÚÔÖÛÈÓ
¬ÛÙÈ˜ ôÂÈÚÔ˜ ÙÔÈáÓ‰Â ÏﬁÁˆÓ j ÁÓÒÌËÓ Ìc Î·ı·ÚÂ‡ÂÈ,
j ÁÂÓÓ·›ˆÓ ùÚÁÈ· MÔ˘ÛáÓ Ì‹Ù’ Âr‰ÂÓ Ì‹Ù’ â¯ﬁÚÂ˘ÛÂ,
ÌË‰b KÚ·Ù›ÓÔ˘ ÙÔÜ Ù·˘ÚÔÊ¿ÁÔ˘ ÁÏÒÙÙË˜ ‚·Î¯ÂÖ’ âÙÂÏ¤ÛıË,
etc.

The bacchanalia of the Cratinian tongue aptly alludes to his
infamous attachment to the God’s liquor (cf. Pax, 70 sqq.). But it
chiefly bears testimony to the Cratinian dithyrambology (cf.
Hesychius s.v. ˘ÚÂÚ¤Á¯ÂÈ i.e. ÜÚ, ÜÚ öÁ¯ÂÈ, vel ÜÚ âd ÜÚ
öÁ¯ÂÈ), his full productive imbibement of the bacchic spirit, as the
divine dionysiac eponymon Ù·˘ÚÔÊ¿ÁÔ˜ bears witness, of which more
later. In Euripides, Antiope Fr. 202 Nauck = Fr. XXXVII Kambitsis, L’
Antiope d’ Euripide p. 12 (from Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromata I,
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163, 5 (p. 151 Sylb.)) there is some difficulty with the transmitted
text:
<iambic dipodia> öÓ‰ÔÓ ‰b ı·Ï¿ÌÔÈ˜ ‚Ô˘ÎﬁÏÔÓ
ÎÔÌáÓÙ· ÎÈÛÛˇá ÛÙÜÏÔÓ Eé˝Ô˘ ıÂÔÜ.

The ÛÙÜÏÔ˜ is the Î›ˆÓ, Idol of the God, dressed and masked (v.
e.g. the picture on the stamnos in Naples, E. Simon Die Götter der
Griechen p. 275. This stamnos belongs to the group of Lenäervasen
carrying similar depictions correctly associated by their first
commentator to the Lenaia; Frickenhaus, Lenäervasen, 72nd
Winckelmannsprogramm. With - in most cases - or without ecstatic
maenadic display, there can be no doubt as to the ascription). But it
cannot with propriety be called BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÔ˜ unless by extreme violence.
Timidly shrinking, then, from boldly construing ‚Ô˘ÎﬁÏÔ˜ ÛÙÜÏÔ˜ as
‚Ô˘ÎÔÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ ÛÙÜÏÔ˜ (much care and cura being obviously spent in
the dressing of the symbolic column), one may either suppose with
e.g. Dindorf and Nauck the missing part of the metre to follow ‚Ô˘ÎﬁÏÔÓ (or to immediately precede it as with Kambitsis loc.cit.), but this
looks merely like trying to avoid the problem. Or change to ‚Ô˘ÎﬁÏˆÓ
with Wilamovitz (Aristoteles und Athen II p. 42), an exercise of sheer
naivety. Or, of a different order, adopt Toupius’ conjecture ÎÔÛÌÔÜÓÙ·
(ad Longinus de Sublimitate XL, 5), even though he perversely prefers
his other proposal ‚Ô˘ÎﬁÏÔ˘. BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÔ˜ ÛÙÜÏÔ˜ may likely signify the
cattle tender’s rod: that could be what was dressed up as a symbol of
the bull-god. In any case the pregnant religious sense of our word
seems unmistakable.
Let us ascend now from the tenders to the tended. The Eleians
were particularly given to the worship of Dionysus (Pausanias, VI, 26,
1: ıÂáÓ ‰b âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ Û¤‚Ô˘ÛÈÓ \HÏÂÖÔÈ). Indeed they
claimed that it was in Elis, in particular in a pagus (demus) known as
Orthia, that first of all honours were rendered to Dionysus by Physcoa
with whom he copulated and Narcaeus their offspring - all highly
significant names. The god visited the stuffed Tumous, cf. Ê‡ÛÎË,
Ê‡ÛÎˆÓ from Ê˘Û¿ˆ (ultimately Ê‡ˆ) in the Erect location (\OÚı›·)
and procreated the Narcous (Numbing, Deadening). The phallic
creative potency of the God is clearly already combined with a
lethiferous result (Pausanias V, 16, 6-7). A clear epiphany of the God
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took place in a feast called £˘Ö·, when wine, out of divine grace filled
three Ï¤‚ËÙ·˜ locked up and secured against human manipulation
(VI, 26, 1). Theopompous, relating the same story, claimed for the
Olympian banks of Alpheius the honour of the first appearance of
vine (Fr. 265 Grenfell-Hunt, apud Athenaeus I p. 34a). The Sixteen
old Eleian women (analogous to the Fourteen Athenian °ÂÚ·Ú·›, v.
supra), of whom such cardinal offices and important services are
related in extenso by Pausanias in V, 16 (among which functions was
included a sacred dance called Physcoa in honour of that Physcoa who
suffered the divine coitus with Dionysus), these women were
particularly devoted to Dionysus: Plutarchus, Mulierum virtutes, XV,
251E: ·î ÂÚd ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ îÂÚ·d Á˘Ó·ÖÎÂ˜, L˜ ^EÎÎ·›‰ÂÎ· Î·ÏÔÜÛÈÓ
etc., where the extreme reverence they commanded is also illustrated,
even at the time of the Aristotimean tyranny (v. the story in Plutarch,
cf. Pausanias V, 5, 1; Justinus XXVI, 1).
These Sixteen must have thus been at the head of the Elean
Women, who in their hymn to Dionysus besought his epiphany or
mystic presence in his temple, chanting thus (Plutarch, Aetia Graeca,
XXXVI, 299 A-B):
âÏıÂÖÓ, ≠HÚˆ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÂ,
±ÏÈÔÓ â˜ Ó·eÓ
êÁÓeÓ ÛfÓ X·Ú›ÙÂÛÛÈÓ
â˜ Ó·eÓ Ùˇá ‚Ô¤ˇˆ Ô‰d ‰‡ˆÓ23.
òAÍÈÂ T·ÜÚÂ.
òAÍÈÂ T·ÜÚÂ.

The change of ≠HÚˆ to qÚ’ t by Cook, adopted by Titchener
(BT) is exceedingly shallow even though ≠HÚˆ is itself rather
troublesome, if not properly understood. On the other hand, the two
instances of Ó·ﬁÓ are unlikely both to have occurred. If the former is
kept, as is more likely, we can emend the fourth verse to either â˜
Ì˘¯ﬁÓ... ‰‡ˆÓ (cf. in Homer Odyssey η, 82 where Athena ‰ÜÓÂ ‰’
\EÚÂ¯ıÉÔ˜ ˘ÎÈÓeÓ ‰ﬁÌÔÓ, the temple in Acropolis) or â˜ ‚ˆÌﬁÓ...
ı‡ˆÓ (Dionysus and Graces being Û‡Ì‚ˆÌÔÈ in Olympia; ı‡ˆÓ is
Diehl s reading, Anthologia Lyrica p. 206), arranging thus:
êÁÓeÓ ÛfÓ X·Ú›ÙÂÛÛÈÓ â˜ Ì˘¯ﬁÓ
Ùˇá ‚Ô¤ˇˆ Ô‰d ‰‡ˆÓ
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or:
êÁÓeÓ ÛfÓ X·Ú›ÙÂÛÛÈÓ
â˜ ‚ˆÌeÓ Ùˇá ‚Ô¤ˇˆ Ô‰d ı‡ˆÓ.

The second is preferable as the God is called upon to appear in a
triple layer of meaning: first, ı‡ˆÓ in divine rage his characteristic
influence being translated to himself; then, secondly, ı‡ˆÓ seething
(with blood), swollen with a double entendre on a distended foot , a
bulging membrum; finally, ı‡ˆÓ offering a sacrifice (in particular
sacrificing by tearing to pieces as in Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 137), a
sacrifice in fact of himself as the sacred bull.
And ±ÏÈÔÓ is also problematic, deficient in sense and metre.
Despite the valiant but far-fetched attempt by Kerenyi (v. Dionysos
pp. 181-2), a marine temple lacks significative power in the
invocation; if ‚ˆÌﬁÓ is accepted for the second Ó·ﬁÓ, then the location
was in Olympia where the double altars were to be found; and the
tribrachys is radically out of tune with the basically dactylic rhythm of
the hymn. òAÏÈÔÓ (Welcker; better than Bergk’s \AÏÂ›ˆÓ) is a
somewhat doubtful improvement; one does not normally give the
territorial location of the Temple in an invocation therein; only some
relevant significative feature may be referred to; and so one may be
tempted by ı‡˚ÔÓ, in relationship to the feast of £˘Ö· above
mentioned. Οr, rather, we may boldly understand ±ÏÈÔÓ from êÏ›˙ˆ,
collect, gather together, assemble (as in ±ÏÈÔ˜, the Pythagorean name
for nine, Theologoumena Arithmeticae, 57): ±ÏÈÔ˜ Ó·ﬁ˜ would then
be like the Christian âÎÎÏËÛ›·.
Perhaps more than everything so far mentioned is the ôÍÈÂ, as
ordinarily understood, jejune. If it is really an adjective that is wanted
here, ±ÁÈÂ would be much more in place. But I feel that the epodos
encapsulated the entire point of the invocatory hymn, the imperative
imploration / imprecation for the divine manifestation; and that
therefore an epiphanic infinitive would fit nicely, such as ôÍÂÛı·È,
which Hesychius s.v. glosses: àÁ·Á¤Ûı·È, àÊ›ÍÂÛı·È, ·Ú·ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È;
making the correspondence âÏıÂÖÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÂ - ôÍÂÛı·È Ù·ÜÚÂ
complete24. One may further think of the secret Samothracian
Cabeiric triad \AÍ›ÂÚÔ˜, \AÍÈﬁÎÂÚÛ·, \AÍÈﬁÎÂÚÛÔ˜ (Scholia in
Apollonius, Argonautica A, 916-18b; Et. Magnum s.v. K¿‚ÂÈÚÔÈ p.
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482.28 Sylb.; Et. Gudianum s.v. p. 289.20 Sturrz; cf. the talismanic,
prophylactic inscription on an amulet, Orelli, Inscriptiones Latinae,
440; cf. Strabo X p. 427-3 Cas.). Cf. also the Athena \AÍÈﬁÔÈÓÔ˜ in
Pausanias III, 15, 6. In all such names the common first component
ôÍÈÔ˜ bears fully its aboriginal derivation and meaning ï ôÁˆÓ (ôÁ-ÛÈÔ˜), the leader, one who weighs down, the chief, hence, also, ôÍÈÔ˜, ï
ôÁˆÓ ÛÙ·ıÌﬁÓ ÙﬁÛÔÓ (ÌÂ›˙ÔÓ·), and thus so much priced. From such
senses is the correlative ôÁ-Ó˘-ÌÈ enlivened with or without the
digamma: by the sheer onus and momentum of following the leading
force, so to speak, the Principal Driver breaks clear. Hence the various
toponymia, as òAÍÈÔ˜ or \AÍÈﬁ˜ the great Macedonian river (a deep
and rapid stream with several apparent changes of its flow through the
ages); another river in Caria whom Plinius (V 27 (29) §103) calls
Axon; cf. the \AÍÈÔ‡ÔÏÈ˜ on the \AÍÈﬁ˜ river in lower Moesia
(Ptolemy iii.10 §11); the \AÍﬁ˜ or òAÍÔ˜ or òO·ÍÔ˜ in Crete, a town
not far from Eleutherne and Mount Ida (Herodotus IV, 154;
Stephanus Byzantius s. both forms, the second being the remnant of
an initial digamma, just as the Oå·Í›˜ of Apollonius Argonautica A,
1131, explicitly betokened by the numismatic F¿ÍÈÔÈ) on a high
(Etym. Magnum s.v. Oú·ÍÈ˜ p. 616.54 Sylb.) and precipitous location
(Stephanus Byz. s.v. òO·ÍÔ˜... ÙÈÓb˜ ‰b ‰Èa Ùe Î·Ù·ÁÉÓ·È ÙeÓ ÙﬁÔÓ
Î·d ÎÚËÌÓÒ‰Ë ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈÓØ Î·ÏÔÜÛÈ ÁaÚ ÙÔf˜ ÙÔÈÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜ ÙﬁÔ˘˜ ôÍÔ˘˜,
Î·ı¿ÂÚ Î·d ìÌÂÖ˜ [the ordinary common usage] àÁÌÔ‡˜), where
furthermore a rapid river flowed (Virgil, Eclogae I, 66: et rapidum
Cretae veniemus Oaxen, which we must understand of a river in the
island Creta despite the unbearably forced Servian interpretation, ad
loc.) the \AÍ›· town of the Ozolian Locri (Stephanus Byz. s.v.) where
an òAÍÈÔ˜ son or \AÍ›· daughter of the euphemistic KÏ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ give a
sufficient hint to the Great Masher; a homonymous town in Italy
(Steph. Byz. s.v.) in all probability the same with the castellum in
Etruria, in agro Tarquiniense mentioned by Cicero, pro Caec. 7,
whose remains have been identified with Castel d’ Asso or Castellaccio
some 10 km west of Viterbo (with an important necropolis), located
in the angle between two small streams flowing through deep ravines
with precipitous escarpments on each side (Smith, Dict. of Geogr. p.
352a); of \AÍÈ¿ÎË˜ and \AÍÈ¿Î·È in Sarmatia I shall not speak, and less
of Axona in Galatia.
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We may therefore compose the final invocational cry of the Eleian
women as
\AÍÈﬁÙ·˘ÚÂ
understanding the Ur-Bull, the Fully-Priced Beast. Or even, maybe,
with emphasis on the ôÁ-Ó˘ÌÈ offspring, the Destroyer of Bulls (cf.
Ù·˘ÚÔÊ¿ÁÔ˜ as divine epithet of Dionysus, the Consumer of Bulls) an
ambivalence very systematically exploited in ancient religiosity. This
second signification would connect with Ù·˘ÚÔÊ¿ÁÔ˜, and the
ultimate sacrifice where the victim is the God himself, the slayer is the
God himself, and he to whom the sacrifice is offered, is the God
Himself (an enhancement of the Christ archetype).
The awesome epodos is repeated twice, as the chthonic character of
the divinity invoked requires eveness, according to the general syzygy
philosophically articulated by the Pythagoreans.
The sanctity (êÁÓe˜ Ì˘¯ﬁ˜ or ‚ˆÌﬁ˜ or even Ó·ﬁ˜) of the Bacchic
orgies is a matter to which the sacred obscenity revealed, as far as
allowable, in the first part of the study on ôÚÚËÙ· îÂÚ¿ has
accustomed us.
In Delphi an archaic, life-size bull has been found constructed
from silver layers with golden genitalia, a precious dedication most
likely to Dionysus, the other, darker side of Delphic religiosity.
The combination of Dionysus with the X¿ÚÈÙÂ˜ is well attested in
the Eleian cult. In his detailed enumeration of all altars in the
Olympian Altis according to the customary sacrificial succession,
Pausanias (V, 14, 4-15, 9) mentions (§10) one near Pelopeion ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ÌbÓ Î·d X·Ú›ÙˆÓ âÓ ÎÔÈÓˇá (with two others in the vicinity sacred
to Muses and Nymphs, appropriate neighbours of the God). This
common altar was in fact one of the six principal ones, devoted in
pairs to the Eleian Dodecatheon; their institution was traditionally
ascribed to Hercules, v. Apollodorus Bibliotheca II, 7, 2, 5 (§141):
öıËÎÂ ‰b (sc. ï ^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜) Î·d ÙeÓ \OÏ˘ÌÈ·ÎeÓ àÁáÓ·, ¶¤ÏÔﬁ˜ ÙÂ
‚ˆÌeÓ î‰Ú‡Û·ÙÔ, Î·d ıÂáÓ ‰Ò‰ÂÎ· ‚ˆÌÔf˜ ≤Í â‰Â›Ì·ÙÔ. This is
confirmed by Pindar (Olymp. X, 25 ‚ˆÌáÓ ëÍ¿ÚÈıÌÔÓ âÎÙ›ÛÛ·ÙÔ sc.
Hercules). He also refers to this singular Û˘Ì‚ˆÌ›· in Olymp. V, 5
(‚ˆÌÔf˜ íÍ ‰È‰‡ÌÔ˘˜), where the scholia quote Herodorus’ account
and the list of these six double altars: Î·d ÚáÙÔÓ ÙeÓ ÙÔÜ ¢Èe˜ ÙÔÜ
\OÏ˘Ì›Ô˘, z
ˇ Û‡Ì‚ˆÌÔÓ âÔ›ËÛÂ (always Hercules) ÙeÓ ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓ·,
‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔÓ ≠HÚ·˜ Î·d \AıËÓÄ˜, ÙÚ›ÙÔÓ ^EÚÌÔÜ Î·d \AﬁÏÏˆÓÔ˜,
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Ù¤Ù·ÚÙÔÓ X·Ú›ÙˆÓ Î·d ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘, ¤ÌÙÔÓ \AÚÙ¤ÌÈ‰Ô˜ Î·d
\AÏÊÂÈÔÜ, ≤ÎÙÔÓ KÚﬁÓÔ˘ Î·d P¤·˜. Of these Pausanias loc.cit.
mentions the 5th (14 §6); the 3rd (14 §28); the 4th (14 §10). In 14
§4 there is a lacerated passage where some common altars were
mentioned; the Mss. have: ÙÚ›Ù· ‰b <…> âd ëÓe˜ ‚ˆÌÔÜ Î·d ·≈ÙË
Î·ı¤ÛÙËÎÂÓ ì ı˘Û›·. ¤ÌÙ· \AÚÙ¤ÌÈ‰È ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ +Ï·Ôd ‰È’ \AıËÓÄÓ+.
≤ÎÙ· \EÚÁ¿ÓFË. Clearly third in the series was a Û˘Ì‚ˆÌ›·, and
similarly the fourth, followed by the remark âd ëÓe˜ ‚ˆÌÔÜ Î·d ·≈ÙË
Î·ı¤ÛÙËÎÂÓ ì ı˘Û›·. The text for the fifth is corrupt. To harmonize
the text with the Herodorian information one may read, attending
mostly the older editions and judiciously ignoring the calamitous
modern ones: ÙÚ›Ù· ‰b <âd ëÓe˜ ‚ˆÌÔÜ KÚﬁÓˇˆ Î·d P¤÷·. Ù¤Ù·ÚÙ·
¢ÈU Î·d ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓÈØ>25 âd ëÓe˜ ‚ˆÌÔÜ Î·d ·≈ÙË Î·ı¤ÛÙËÎÂÓ ì ı˘Û›·.
¤ÌÙ· \AÚÙ¤ÌÈ‰È ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ. ≠HÚ÷· Î·d \AıËÓ÷Ä ≤ÎÙ· \EÚÁ¿ÓFË. The last
correction is somehow precarious; for Zeus and Poseidon one cannot
doubt; as to Saturn and Rhea, there is no other obvious place for their
insertion, nor indeed any other mention of them in the Pausanian list.
It is, on the other hand, quite possible that they were in later times
omitted from the monthly worship at the altars (15 §10), the Cronian
temple and worship becoming all but extinct, save for the lingering
memory of the prejovian state of affairs and the myths concerning the
birth of the New Tyrant (cf. Pausanias V, 7, 6 and 10), surviving also
in the name of the hill superintending Altis from the North the KÚﬁÓÈÔÓ (V, 21, 2; VI, 19, 1), on whose top the only certain remnant of an
aboriginal Cult to Cronus was performed (VI, 20, 1: âd ‰b ÙÔÜ ùÚÔ˘˜
ÙFÉ ÎÔÚ˘ÊFÉ ı‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ Ôî B·Û›Ï·È Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ Ùˇá KÚﬁÓˇˆ Î·Ùa åÛËÌÂÚ›·Ó ÙcÓ âÓ Ùˇá qÚÈ \EÏ·Ê›ˇˆ ÌËÓd ·Úa \HÏÂ›ÔÈ˜. Was this what in
ancient times was the common altar?). If we then consider the
Saturno-Rhean altar as unavailable to the regular service performed to
those included in the Pausanian list, we can plausibly recast the
defective passage thus: ÙÚ›Ù· ‰b <âd ëÓe˜ ‚ˆÌÔÜ ¢ÈU Î·d ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓÈ.
Ù¤Ù·ÚÙ· ≠HÚ÷· Î·d \AıËÓ÷ÄØ> âd ëÓe˜ ‚ˆÌÔÜ Î·d ·≈ÙË Î·ı¤ÛÙËÎÂÓ ì
ı˘Û›·. ¤ÌÙ· \AÚÙ¤ÌÈ‰È ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ §·Ùˆ˝‰È. \AıËÓ÷Ä ≤ÎÙ· \EÚÁ¿ÓFË etc.
There is another rather likely place in which to effect our harmonizing
operations: in 14, 8 Pausanias mentions the primeval altar of Hera
Olympia, then the common one to Apollo and Hermes, upon which
(§9) he proceeds thus: âÊÂÍÉ˜ ‰b ïÌÔÓÔ›·˜ ‚ˆÌe˜ Î·d ·sıÈ˜ \AıËÓÄ˜,
ï ‰b MËÙÚe˜ £ÂáÓ. But ·sıÈ˜ bears its full point when proceeded by
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the corresponding mention in the immediate, near vicinity. But no
such reference to Athena is forthcoming. One may suggest then
âÊÂÍÉ˜ ‰b ïÌÔÓÔ›·˜ ‚ˆÌe˜ Î·d ·sıÈ˜ (≠HÚ·˜ ÎÔÈÓe˜ Î·d> \AıËÓÄ˜26, ï
‰b (vel ôÏÏÔ˜ ‰b) etc.
In the François vase Dionysus is followed by three Horae and
preceded by three divinities two of which bear the inscriptions
HÂÛÙ›·, X·ÚÈÎÏÒ, while the third’s name probably began by ¢ÂÏ- or
¢ÂÚ- (or less probably ¢ÂÁ). These may be meant for a group of UrCharites, so multi-named and multiple. The significance of the strong
Eleian cultic association of Dionysus with them lies in their
safeguarding a positive and beneficent epiphany of the Great
Generative power. For they superintend natural growth and perfect
maturity (as, e.g. AéÍÒ and Hegemone in Athens, Pausanias IX, 35,
2); they constitute splendorous radiance in beauty (as KÏ‹Ù· and
º¿ÂÓÓ· in Laconia id. 35,1 or as daughters of Sun and AúÁÏË
according to Antimachus id. 35, 5); they control festive joy, gladness
of heart and merry splendour (as £¿ÏÂÈ·, EéÊÚÔÛ‡ÓË, \AÁÏ·˝·
according to the Hesiodic Theogony, in this followed by Orphism,
ibid.). Without their graceful attendance what could not be expected
from the manifestation of the Divine Beast, raving with his bull- Ô‡˜
or ¤Ô˜? For the phallic significance of Ô‡˜ is clear from the
elsewhere-discussed Pythian oracle given to Aegeus (Plutarch, Theseus
III; scholia Euripides Medea 679; scholia Lycophron 493;
Apollodorus Bibl. III §207). The etymological connection of the
words Ô‡˜, ¤Ô˜, ﬁÛÈ˜, ﬁÛıË, ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰ÒÓ, pes, penis, ÂÚá, ﬁÚÔ˜,
ﬁÚ and á˜ (Lacedaimonian for Ô‡˜, Hesychius s.v.) por (for puer),
puer, ﬁÙÓÈ·, ¢ÂÛ-ﬁÙ-Ë˜, potens (possum), potior is evident. Their
sense affinity stems from some initial root meaning unwithstandable
action and irresistable overcoming, striking (down), penetrating
(through), tearing (asunder), pressing (heavily), dispersing (around)
etc.
Lastly ≠HÚˆ˜ should not confound us. It is of course truest that
hero cult was most clearly distinguished from divine worship. But
there existed beings, born from a mortal parent (almost always female,
an O¥·; the reversed situation, with a mortal father, is rare: see the
Hesiodic enumeration Theogony 963 sqq.; and notice vv. 1019-22)
by the felicitous intervention of a God, who have lived as humans,
performed transcendent prodigies indubitably superior to the extreme
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limits of mere humanity, and finally became, by virtue of their
inhuman preeminence, even Gods. A few among them attained the
superiority of panhellenic worship (Hercules, the Theban Dionysus,
the peculiar divinity of the Dioscuri, Asclepius). The address as Hero
to Dionysus on the part of the Eleian women may draw attention
precisely to his heroic life here on Earth. He was a Hero on Earth, but
of a higher origination, calibre and destiny; and thus though a New
God and absolutely honoured with full divine Worship, he may still
be fondly invoked in terms of his unforgettable sojourn among men.
Nothing more easy and acceptable than this.
But I believe there is deeper significance in the application.
Especially, since such a hero-becoming-God Dionysus fits the
Semelean offspring, better than the mystic Zagreus. Seeking a hidden
dimension in such cultic invocations, we observe that fundamentally
and aboriginally ≠HÚˆ˜ is but the masculine of ≠HÚ·, a king by the
Queen, the Potent One next to the ¶ﬁÙÓÈ· (v. supra). The evident
power implicit constitutionally in heroism is duly recorded also by the
lexicographers; so Hesychius s.v. ≠HÚˆ˜Ø ‰˘Ó·Ùﬁ˜, åÛ¯˘Úﬁ˜, ÁÂÓÓ·ÖÔ˜,
ÛÂÌÓﬁ˜ (thus corrected by Palmerius and Kusterns from the
blunderous nonsense ìÚá˜Ø ‰˘Ó·Ùá˜ etc.; cf. Suda s.v.); and Zonaras
s.v. ≠HÚˆÂ˜Ø ìÌ›ıÂÔÈ, ‰˘Ó·ÙÔ›. The same root appears in the explosive
might of spring, ö·Ú - Âú·Ú - qÚ - ver; the digamma in the Greek form
is rendered certain, dialectically at least, by Hesychius Á›·ÚÂ˜Ø ö·Ú. Cf.
also Á¤·ÚØ ö·Ú and ‚ËÚ¿ÓıÂÌÔÓØ Ó¿ÚÎÈÛÛÔ˜. Ôî ‰¤, ÙËÚ¿ÓıÂÌÔÓ (?).
The sense in this application relates also to blood, Narcissus’ death
transforming the beautiful youth into the flower. Cf. the similar case
of Hyacinthus in Ephorion’s fragment. (I do not know whether the
same component ‚ËÚ-FËÚ-≥Ú- enters into ‚ËÚ›¯·ÏÎÔÓØ Ùe Ì¿Ú·ıÔÓ
§¿ÎˆÓÂ˜). To the same basic meaning points unmistakeably the
Alexandrine poetic usage (no doubt a learned, recherché, but ancient,
ÁÏáÛÛ·) of ö·Ú for the liquid of life blood27 - Callimachus 328.2
(Âú·ÚÈ); 523 (Âr·Ú); Euphorio 40.3 Collectanea Alexandrina Powell; cf.
Nicander Alexipharmaca 314; Theriaca 701; and Oppianus
Halieutica II, 618. Hence metaphorically used for the juice of the
olive, Nicander Alexipharmaca 87 and Callimachus Fr. 177.22. The
Scholia T ad Ilias T 87 (äÂÚÔÊÔÖÙÈ˜ \EÚÈÓÓ‡˜) mention a variant thus:
öÓÈÔÈ ‰b å·ÚÔáÙÈ˜ ·Úa Ùe AåÛ¯‡ÏÂÈÔÓØ Ôî ‰b Âå·ÚÔáÙÈ˜ âÁÎÂÈÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ÙÔÜ Â, Âr·ÚØ ¬ÂÚ âÛÙÈ Î·Ùa ™·Ï·ÌÈÓ›Ô˘˜ ·xÌ·. (This was so
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strong as to be considered a variant to the Homeric äÂÚÔÊÔÖÙÈ˜). And
so the EM s.v. \HÂÚÔÊÔÖÙÈ˜ âÚÈÓÓ‡˜ 421.54 sqq.: ...j ·Úa Ùe ö·Ú, n
ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ Ùe ·xÌ·Ø Î·d ï ·îÌ·ÙÔﬁÙË˜, ä·ÚÔﬁÙË˜ (vel. Âå·ÚÔﬁÙË˜)
(sic to be corrected from äÂÚÔﬁÙË˜). As s.v. Âr·Ú (294.47) Âr·Ú, Ùe
·xÌ·Ø Î·d Âå·ÚÔﬁÙË˜ ï ·îÌ·ÙÔﬁÙË˜, œ˜ ÊËÛÈ K·ÏÏ›Ì·¯Ô˜ (Fr.
247): Ùe ‰’ âÎ Ì¤Ï·Ó Âr·Ú öÏ·ÙÂÓ (so with Bentley and Rittershusius
pro ö‰·ÙÂÓ). The master-lexicographer testifies abundantly to the
glossema; v. s.vv. ö·ÚØ ·xÌ·, K‡ÚÈÔÈ (a Cyprian, and specifically
Salaminian as we saw, usage, which points to the highest
Peloponnesian antiquity); Âr·ÚØ ·xÌ·Ø j „˘¯c and Âå·ÚÔﬁÙË˜Ø ·îÌÔﬁÙË˜Ø „˘¯ÔﬁÙË˜ and q·ÚØ ·xÌ·Ø „˘¯‹ which all intensify the force
of meaning by bringing in the principle of life itself and even more,
the all-powerful absolute dispensation in s.v. ú·Ú·Ø ·xÌ·. j ÌÔÖÚ·. Cf.
also s.vv. å·ÚÔﬁÙË˜ and äÂÚÔﬁÙË˜ as also å·Ú¿ÏÂÌÔ˜ (i.e. ú·Ú +
·Ï¿ÌË)Ø àÎÚﬁ¯ÂÈÚÔ˜ (this rendered by Hesychius himself as àÓ‰ÚÔÊﬁÓÔ˜). Finally cf. Eustathius ad Odysseam 367, p. 1851.42 sqq.
To conclude on the Eleian invocation, this is then how it should
read:
âÏıÂÖÓ ≠HÚˆ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÂ
±ÏÈÔÓ â˜ Ó·eÓ
êÁÓeÓ ÛfÓ X·Ú›ÙÂÛÛÈÓ
â˜ ‚ˆÌeÓ Ùˇá ‚Ô¤ˇˆ Ô‰d ı‡ˆÓ.
\AÍÈﬁÙ·˘ÚÂ!
\AÍÈﬁÙ·˘ÚÂ!

The singular importance of the invocation of the Elian women lies
in the fact that we possess an unmistakeable ritualistic testimony to the
God-Beast, the Divine Bull. We can thus draw freely on poetic and
other usages of the cultic fact, arrogantly unmindful of the moribund
vociferations of those who would class their inconvenience or
prurience as a religious improvement of one sort or another.
Δ
There was an aboriginal Lenaean god, whose cult was associated
with wine and its transformations from grape juice to full liquor. The
character of his worship was consonant to the ebriety caused by wine:
from mirthfulness to ecstatic delirium, from joviality to rough scoffing
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(Ùa âÍ êÌ¿ÍË˜ seem to belong also at least to the Lenaean festivities)28
and from expressive movement to maenadic dancing (see the
Lenäervasen), the god let loose (Ï‡ÛÈÔ˜) tongue, mind and body. This
was also a beast-god, the Holy Bull, the divine archetype of a powerful
animal marked by the ambivalence of pliable tameness and
uncontrollable rage. Wine and bull: symbols of a quite productive
power that can be raised to terrible heights of intensity. At the limit of
extreme manifestation the beneficial productivity inherent in every
power becomes harmful and destructive; and the genial serenity of awe
is turned into horror.
The horror of eating raw flesh (èÌÔÊ·Á›·) was an essential part of
the sanctifying rites to Zagreus, the Mysteric-Orphic Dionysus.
Clemens Alexandrinus testifies to the connection of omophagy,
Dionysian frenzy, and the sacredness of the phallic serpent;
Protrepticus, 12, 2: ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ Ì·ÈÓﬁÏËÓ çÚÁÈ¿˙Ô˘ÛÈ ‚¿Î¯ÔÈ èÌÔÊ·Á›÷· ÙcÓ îÂÚÔÌ·Ó›·Ó ôÁÔÓÙÂ˜, Î·d ÙÂÏ›ÛÎÔ˘ÛÈ Ùa˜ ÎÚÂÔÓÔÌ›·˜ ÙáÓ
ÊﬁÓˆÓ àÓÂÛÙÂÌÌ¤ÓÔÈ ÙÔÖ˜ ùÊÂÛÈÓ, âÔÏÔÏ‡˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ Eé¿Ó, … Î·d
ÛËÌÂÖÔÓ çÚÁ›ˆÓ ‚·Î¯ÈÎáÓ ùÊÈ˜ âÛÙd ÙÂÙÂÏÂÛÌ¤ÓÔ˜. More full
evidence comes from much older sources. The chorus in Euripides’
Cretans proclaims their pure life (êÁÓeÓ ‚›ÔÓ), in particular their strict
observance of various taboos including the prohibition of animal food,
after having undergone three ritual transformations: a) they have
become initiates of Zeus Idaeus; b) they have performed the mysteric
rites of raw flesh-eating as attendants of the nocturnal wanderer,
Zagreus; and c) they have raised the sacred torches in the Couretic
(Corybantic) rituals to the Mountainous Mother. As a result they are
now true bacchoi, they are sanctified as saints (ïÛÈˆıÂ›˜). KÚÉÙÂ˜ Fr.
79.9-20 Austin pp. 51-2:
êÁÓeÓ ‰b ‚›ÔÓ ÙÂ›ÓÔÌÂÓ âÍ Ôy
¢Èe˜ \I‰·›Ô˘ Ì‡ÛÙË˜ ÁÂÓﬁÌËÓ
Î·d Ó˘ÎÙÈﬁÏÔ˘ Z·ÁÚ¤ˆ˜ ‚Ô‡ÙË˜ (Diels correction as ‚Ô‡Ù·˜,
pro ‚ÚÔÓÙa˜)
Ùa˜ (Bergk deleting the tranmitted Ù¿˜ [Ù’]) èÌÔÊ¿ÁÔ˘˜ ‰·ÖÙ·˜
ÙÂÏ¤Û·˜
ÌËÙÚ› Ù’ çÚÂ›÷· ‰÷¿‰·˜ àÓ·Û¯gÓ
ÌÂÙa KÔ˘Ú‹ÙˆÓ
‚¿Î¯Ô˜ âÎÏ‹ıËÓ ïÛÈˆıÂ›˜.
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¿ÏÏÂ˘Î· ‰’ ö¯ˆÓ Â¥Ì·Ù· ÊÂ‡Áˆ
Á¤ÓÂÛ›Ó ÙÂ ‚ÚÔÙáÓ <
>
Î·d ÓÂÎÚÔı‹Î·È˜ Ôé ¯ÚÈÌÙﬁÌÂÓÔ˜
ÙcÓ âÌ„‡¯ˆÓ
‚ÚáÛÈÓ â‰ÂÛÙáÓ ÂÊ‡Ï·ÁÌ·È.

(Cf. Euripides, Bacchae, 72-83). Congruously (in the above
adduced passage), Clemens Alexandrinus, Protrepticus, 12, 2: ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ Ì·ÈÓﬁÏËÓ çÚÁÈ¿˙Ô˘ÛÈ ‚¿Î¯ÔÈ èÌÔÊ·Á›÷· ÙcÓ îÂÚÔÌ·Ó›·Ó ôÁÔÓÙÂ˜, Î·d ÙÂÏ›ÛÎÔ˘ÛÈ Ùa˜ ÎÚÂÔÓÔÌ›·˜ ÙáÓ ÊﬁÓˆÓ àÓÂÛÙÂÌÌ¤ÓÔÈ ÙÔÖ˜
ùÊÂÛÈÓ, âÔÏÔÏ‡˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ Eé¿Ó etc. To be a bacchus and to act bacchicly
was essential to Dionysian worship; cf. Herodotus IV, 79: ™Î‡ı·È ‰b
ÙÔÜ ‚·Î¯Â‡ÂÈÓ ¤ÚÈ ≠EÏÏËÛÈ çÓÂÈ‰›˙Ô˘ÛÈØ Ôé Á¿Ú Ê·ÛÈ ÂåÎe˜ ÂrÓ·È
ıÂeÓ âÍÂ˘Ú›ÛÎÂÈÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ, ¬ÛÙÈ˜ Ì·›ÓÂÛı·È âÓ¿ÁÂÈ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜. The
divine frenzy is of the substance of such worship. \øÌÔÊ¿ÁÈÔÓ was a
terminus technicus in Dionysian worship; cf. a Milesian inscription
LSAM 48.2-3: èÌÔÊ¿ÁÈÔÓ âÌ‚·ÏÂÖÓ... [ì î¤]ÚÂÈ· ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜
âÌ‚¿ÏFË...; and 48.2-3: Ìc âÍÂÖÓ·È èÌÔÊ¿ÁÈÔÓ âÌ‚·ÏÂÖÓ ÌËıÂÓd ÚﬁÙÂÚÔÓ [j ì î¤]ÚÂÈ· ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ﬁÏÂˆ˜ âÌ‚¿ÏFË. The worshippers did
what the god by his nature was doing: in Lesbos there was a Dionysus
èÌËÛÙ‹˜ (eater of raw flesh), Alcaeus Fr. 129.9 Voigt. Dosiadas
confirms the religious practice of human sacrifice to Dionysus
(Fr.Gr.H. 458 F7). In fact Clemens Alexandrinus who mentions
Dosiadas’ testimony reports also on Anticleides’ evidence that in the
Cretan Lyctus there was a similar rite to Zeus, Clement, Protr. 3, 42, 5
(= Eusebius, Preparatio Evangelica, IV, 16, 12): §˘ÎÙ›Ô˘˜ Á¿Ú
KÚËÙáÓ ‰b öıÓÔ˜ ÂåÛdÓ ÔyÙÔÈ - \AÓÙÈÎÏÂ›‰Ë˜ âÓ NﬁÛÙÔÈ˜ (Fr.Gr.H.
140F7) àÔÊ·›ÓÂÙ·È àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ àÔÛÊ¿ÙÙÂÈÓ Ùˇá ¢È˝Ø Î·d §ÂÛ‚›Ô˘˜
¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ ÙcÓ ïÌÔ›·Ó ÚÔÛ¿ÁÂÈÓ ı˘Û›·Ó ¢ˆÛÈ<¿>‰·˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ (loc.cit.).
The Cretan connection is all-important in view of Euripides’ KÚÉÙÂ˜.
In Chios and Tenedos, the human sacrifice to Dionysus \øÌ¿‰ÈÔ˜ was
not made in the customary way (by ÛÊ·Á‹), but by tearing apart the
victim (‰È·ÛáÓÙÂ˜); Porphyry de abstinentia, II 55: öı˘ÔÓ ‰b Î·d âÓ
X›ˇˆ Ùˇá \øÌ·‰›ˇˆ ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ ôÓıÚˆÔÓ ‰È·ÛáÓÙÂ˜, Î·d âÓ TÂÓ¤‰ˇˆ,
ó˜ ÊËÛdÓ EûÂÏÈ˜ ï K·Ú‡ÛÙÈÔ˜ (cf. Eusebius, P.E. IV, 16, 5).
Further, BÔ‡ÙË˜, a herdsman (Aeschylus, Prometheus 568;
Euripides, Andromache 280) is equivalent to the ‚Ô˘ÎﬁÏÔ˜ met above.
The worshipper is in attendance of the divine Beast, the Bull-
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Dionysus. Here we see the perfect correspondence of the God-Bull
presiding over the rituals of raw flesh-eating - sacrificing and eating of
what? Preeminently and characteristically a bull. So we learn (again)
that in Crete the worshippers, during a special trieteric ritual, ate a live
bull with their bare teeth; Firmicus Maternus, De errore prof. rel. VI,
5 (p. 16.23 Ziegler): vivum laniant dentibus taurum. The bull torn
apart constitutes the symbolic presence of the God himself
dismembered by the Titans. Firmicus Maternus clearly inscribes the
Cretan rite into the framework of the Zagreus story (although he
colours that story with naïve decorations), VI, 1-5 (pp. 15.6-17.6
Ziegler). In fact he reports that the bull sacrifice took place in the
context of what the divine child suffered in the hands of the Titans; p.
16.19 sqq.: Cretenses ut furentis tyranni (sc. Zeus, Dionysus’ father
who was inconsolate at his son’s fate, there is Euhemerism in Firmicus’
relation) saevitiam mitigarent, festos funeris dies statuunt, et annuum
sacrum trieterica consecratione conponunt, omnia per ordinem
facientes quae puer moriens aut fecit aut passus est. Vivum laniant
dentibus taurum etc. That the God (and precisely the God as Zagreus)
was the ultimate sacrificial victim appears also from a curious rite in
Tenedos, the little island where there prevailed the cult of Dionysus
the Raw-Eater. So Aelianus, De natura animalium, XII, 34 p. 310.2328 Hercher: TÂÓ¤‰ÈÔÈ ‰b Ùˇá àÓıÚˆÔÚÚ·›ÛÙFË ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ (a variant
epithet to \øÌ¿‰ÈÔ˜, making the human sacrifice explicit) ÙÚ¤ÊÔ˘ÛÈ
Î‡Ô˘Û·Ó ‚ÔÜÓ, ÙÂÎÔÜÛ·Ó ‰b ôÚ· ·éÙcÓ Ôx· ‰‹Ô˘ ÏÂ¯g ıÂÚ·Â‡Ô˘ÛÈ,
Ùe ‰b àÚÙÈÁÂÓb˜ ‚Ú¤ÊÔ˜ Î·Ù·ı‡Ô˘ÛÈ ñÔ‰‹Û·ÓÙÂ˜ ÎÔıﬁÚÓÔ˘˜. ¬ ÁÂ
ÌcÓ ·Ù¿Í·˜ ·éÙe Ùˇá ÂÏ¤ÎÂÈ Ï›ıÔÈ˜ ‚¿ÏÏÂÙ·È ‰ËÌÔÛ›÷·, Î·d öÛÙÂ
âd ÙcÓ ı¿Ï·ÙÙ·Ó ÊÂ‡ÁÂÈ. The ÎﬁıÔÚÓÔÈ make the young ox
symbolically Dionysus. His mother is tended as a woman who has just
given birth (ÏÂ¯Ò). And the people throw stones at the sacrificer, who
has to escape to the sea (as Dionysus did when pursued by Lucurgus).
The èÌÔÊ·Á›·È are coupled with ‰È·Û·ÛÌÔ› in Plutarch, De
defectu oraculorum, 14, 417C. In the Orphic hymn 30 to Dionysus
we find the epitheton èÌ¿‰ÈÔ˜ (5), together with the descriptive
adjectives that make Dionysus horned and bull-like (‰ÈÎ¤ÚˆÙ·, 3;
Ù·˘ÚˆﬁÓ, 4); we also see him explicitly identified with the mysteric
Dionysus, i.e. Zagreus:
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6. Eé‚Ô˘ÏÂÜ, ÔÏ‡‚Ô˘ÏÂ, ¢Èe˜ Î·d ¶ÂÚÛÂÊÔÓÂ›Ë˜
àÚÚ‹ÙÔÈ˜ Ï¤ÎÙÚÔÈÛÈ ÙÂÎÓˆıÂ›˜ etc.

Zagreus ‰È·Û·ÛÌÔ› is an essential part of Orphism. The god torn
apart was the Wine-God of inebriation and divine frenzy. The Scholia
to Clement, Protrepticus I, 2 on ÏËÓ·˝˙ÔÓÙ·˜ observe: ÏËÓ·˝˙ÔÓÙ·˜Ø
àÁÚÔÈÎÈÎc è
ˇ ‰c âd Ùˇá ÏËÓˇá à
÷ ‰ÔÌ¤ÓË, m Î·d ·éÙc ÂÚÈÂÖ¯ÂÓ ÙeÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Û·Ú·ÁÌﬁÓ. The shedding of the grape’s sap in the wine-press is
symbolically associated to the shedding of Zagreus’ blood at his
dismemberment at the hands of the Titans. (To object that grapes are
not torn asunder as Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of
Athens2, p. 35 n. 2 is naïve). §ËÓﬁ˜, the wine-press is indeed the
mangling-place of the grapes, just as ÏÉÓ·È become thus the manglers
or tearers of the God (G.W. Elderkin, Archaeological Papers V, 1943).
§ËÓﬁ˜ was also appositely a burial coffin, as well as, generally, a large
chest. The multiple evidence from the cultus shows that the story
must have been primeval. And so the Orphic Zagreus is very early. He
certainly goes beyond Onomacritus, despite Pausanias VIII 37, 5:
·Úa ‰b ^OÌ‹ÚÔ˘ \OÓÔÌ¿ÎÚÈÙÔ˜ ·Ú·Ï·‚gÓ ÙáÓ TÈÙ¿ÓˆÓ Ùe ùÓÔÌ·
¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ ÙÂ Û˘Ó¤ıËÎ·Ó ùÚÁÈ· Î·d ÂrÓ·È ÙÔf˜ TÈÙÄÓ·˜ Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ
ÙáÓ ·ıËÌ¿ÙˆÓ âÔ›ËÛÂ ·éÙÔ˘ÚÁÔ‡˜. In fact, what Pausanias claims
here is not that Onomacritus invented the story of Dionysus being
torn apart (Û·Ú·ÁÌﬁ˜), but that he was the one who ascribed the
atrocity to the Titans. And indeed this Titanic aboriginal sin is Orphic.
Only Orphism and Orphic hexameters pre-existed the Peisistratean
codification, just as Homeric poetry pre-existed the Peisistratean
recension and collection of the Homeric corpus.
The markedly protracted unalterability of cultus, and the secure
foundation this provides to the inner meaning of the symbolism
involved, can everywhere be traced, but also here in connection with
what is reported in the Euripidean passage from the KÚÉÙÂ˜ quoted
above. There is significant correspondence between the cultic
observances affirmed therein, and the injunctions proclaimed in a
sacred law from Smyrna (F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrés de l’ Asie Mineure,
No. 84 pp. 186-9).
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Euripides, KÚÉÙÂ˜ Fr. 79
(Austin)

Smyrna Inscription No. 84
Sokolowski

1.

v. 16: ¿ÏÏÂ˘Î· ‰’ ö¯ˆÓ
Â¥Ì·Ù·

v. 10: ÌË‰b ÌÂÏ·ÓÊ¿ÚÔ˘˜ ÚÔÛ›Ó·È (sic) ‚ˆÌÔÖÛÈ ôÓ·ÎÙ[Ô˜]

2.

vv. 16-7: ...ÊÂ‡Áˆ /Á¤ÓÂÛ›Ó ÙÂ
‚ÚÔÙáÓ <...>

vv. 3-5: ÙÂÛÛ·Ú¿ÎÔÓÙ· ÌbÓ
õÌ·Ù· à’ â¯ı¤ÛÂˆ˜ ÂÊ‡Ï·¯ıÂ / ÓËÈ¿¯ÔÈÔ ‚Ú¤ÊÔ˘˜, Ìc
‰c Ì‹ÓÂÈÌ· Á¤ÓËÙ·È, / öÎÙÚˆÛÈÓ ÙÂ Á˘Ó·ÈÎe˜ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ õÌ·Ù·
ÙﬁÛÛ·.

3.

v. 18: Î·d ÓÂÎÚÔı‹Î·È˜ Ôé ¯ÚÈÌÙﬁÌÂÓÔ˜

vv. 6-9: jÓ ‰¤ ÙÈÓ’ ÔåÎÂ›ˆÓ
ı¿Ó·ÙÔ˜ Î·d ÌÔÖÚ· Î·Ï‡„FË, /
ÂúÚÁÂÛı·È ÌËÙÚe˜ ÙÚ›Ù·ÙÔÓ
Ì¤ÚÔ˜ âÎ ÚÔ‡ÏÔÈÔØ / jÓ ‰’ ôÚ’
à’ àÏÏÔÙÚ›ˆÓ ÔúÎˆÓ ÙÈ Ì›·ÛÌ· Á¤ÓËÙ·È, / ìÏ›Ô˘˜ ÙÚÈÛÛÔf˜ ÌÂÖÓ·È Ó¤Î˘Ô˜ ÊıÈÌ¤ÓÔÈÔ.

4.

vv. 19-20: ÙcÓ âÌ„‡¯ˆÓ / ‚ÚáÛÈÓ â‰ÂÛÙáÓ ÂÊ‡Ï·ÁÌ·È

vv. 11-5: ÌËı’ àı‡ÙÔÈ˜ ı˘Û›·È˜
îÂÚáÓ âd ¯ÖÚ·˜ å¿Ï[ÏÂÈÓ],
/ÌË‰’ âÓ ‚·Î¯Â›ÔÈ˜ èeÓ ÔÙd
‰·ÖÙ· Ù[›ıÂÛı·È], / Î·d ÎÚ·‰›ËÓ Î·ÚÔÜÓ îÂÚÔÖ˜ ‚ˆÌÔÖ˜
[....] / ä‰b çÛÌÔÜ Ù’ à¤¯ÂÛı·È,
nÓ ‰Ë[.....] / â¯ıÚÔÙ¿ÙËÓ Ú›˙·Ó
Î˘¿ÌˆÓ âÎ Û¤[ÚÌ·ÙÔ˜..] /
TÂÈÙ¿ÓˆÓ ÚÔÏ¤ÁÂÈÓ Ì‡ÛÙ·È˜
[......]

5.

v. 17: Î·d Î·Ï¿ÌÔÈÛÈ ÎÚÔÙÂÖÓ Ôé
ı¤Û[ÌÈﬁÓ âÛÙÈÓ...] / õÌ·ÛÈ Ôx˜
Ì‡ÛÙ·È ı˘Û›[·˜.....]

6.

v. 19: [ÌË‰]b ÊÔÚÂÖÓ Û˘[.........]
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1. Wearing white garments is also a Pythagorean trait; Diogenes
Laertius VIII 19; 33; Iamblichus, De vita Pythagorica, 100; 149; 153;
155; cf. Herodotus II 81; Diodorus X, 9, 6.
2 and 3. Birth and death, as mighty manifestations of natural
processes, were sacred and impure simultaneously. For their status in
connection with cultic sanctity v. Diogenes Laertius VIII, 33 (for the
Pythagoreans): ÙcÓ ‰b êÁÓÂ›·Ó ÂrÓ·È ‰Èa Î·ı·ÚÌáÓ Î·d ÏÔ˘ÙÚáÓ Î·d
ÂÚÈÚÚ·ÓÙËÚ›ˆÓ Î·d ‰Èa ÙÔÜ ·éÙeÓ Î·ı·ÚÂ‡ÂÈÓ àﬁ ÙÂ Î‹‰Ô˘˜ Î·d
ÏÂ¯ÔÜ˜ Î·d ÌÈ¿ÛÌ·ÙÔ˜ ·ÓÙﬁ˜ etc. Cf. Iamblichus V.P. 153. These
Pythagorean taboos were also observed by superstitious common
people, Theophrastus, X·Ú·ÎÙÉÚÂ˜, ΧVΙ (ÂÚd ‰ÂÈÛÈ‰·ÈÌÔÓ›·˜), 9:
Î·d ÔûÙÂ âÈ‚ÉÓ·È ÌÓ‹Ì·ÙÈ ÔûÙ’ âd ÓÂÎÚeÓ ÔûÙ’ âd ÏÂ¯g âÏıÂÖÓ
âıÂÏÉÛ·È, àÏÏa Ùe Ìc ÌÈ·›ÓÂÛı·È Û˘ÌÊ¤ÚÔÓ ·ñÙˇá ÊÉÛ·È ÂrÓ·È.
When the Athenians purified Delos they decreed that no one should
die or give birth on the island, Thucydides III.104.2: ıÉÎ·È ¬Û·È qÛ·Ó
ÙáÓ ÙÂıÓÂÒÙˆÓ âÓ ¢‹Ïˇˆ ¿Û·˜ àÓÂÖÏÔÓ, Î·d Ùe ÏÔÈeÓ ÚÔÂÖÔÓ
Ì‹ÙÂ âÓ·ÔıÓ‹ÛÎÂÈÓ âÓ ÙFÉ Ó‹Ûˇˆ Ì‹ÙÂ âÓÙ›ÎÙÂÈÓ. Cf. Euripides,
Alcestis 22 (Apollo leaves the palace when the queen is almost dead Ìc
Ì›·ÛÌ¿ Ì’ âÓ ‰ﬁÌÔÈ˜ Î›¯FË). The combination of strict sanctity with
the quintessential pollution, human killing, is eloquently displayed in
the cultus of Artemis Tauropolos, Euripides, Iph. in Taur. 381 sqq.:
≥ÙÈ˜ (sc. òAÚÙÂÌÈ˜) ‚ÚÔÙáÓ ÌbÓ õ ÙÈ˜ ±„ËÙ·È ÊﬁÓÔ˘,
j Î·d ÏÔ¯Â›·˜ j ÓÂÎÚÔÜ ı›ÁFË ¯ÂÚÔÖÓ,
‚ˆÌáÓ àÂ›ÚÁÂÈ, Ì˘Û·ÚeÓ ó˜ ìÁÔ˘Ì¤ÓË,
·éÙc ‰b ı˘Û›·È˜ ≥‰ÂÙ·È ‚ÚÔÙÔÎÙﬁÓÔÈ˜.

The taboo was widespread. For example at Hierapolis in Syria
entrance to the temple of Astarte was forbidden to anyone who had
seen a corpse (Lucianus, Dea Syria, 53). The Pythagorean prohibitory
injunctions (the Î·ı·ÚÌÔ›) were mostly taken over from mystery cults
and initiatory rites, as Alexander Polyhistor remarks at the very end of
his account; Diogenes Laertius VIII, 33: ÙcÓ ‰b êÁÓÂ›·Ó ÂrÓ·È... Î·d
‰Èa ÙÔÜ ·éÙeÓ Î·ı·ÚÂ‡ÂÈÓ... Î·d à¤¯ÂÛı·È... Î·d ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ zÓ
·Ú·ÎÂÏÂ‡ÔÓÙ·È Î·d Ôî Ùa˜ ÙÂÏÂÙa˜ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ îÂÚÔÖ˜ âÈÙÂÏÔÜÓÙÂ˜.
Similarly Iamblichus V.P. 138: öÛÙÈ ‰b Î·d ÙáÓ àÔÙ·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ Ùa
ÔÏÏa (most of the Pythagorean taboos) âÎ ÙÂÏÂÙáÓ ÂåÛËÁÌ¤Ó·. We
also see extensive concordances with the Eleusinian cathartic ritual;
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Porphyry, De abstinentia IV, 16: ·Ú·ÁÁ¤ÏÏÂÙ·È ÁaÚ Î·d \EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÈ
à¤¯ÂÛı·È... Î·d Î˘¿ÌˆÓ... Î·d â’ úÛË˜ ÌÂÌ›·ÓÙ·È Ùﬁ ÙÂ ÏÂ¯ÔÜ˜
±„·Ûı·È Î·d Ùe ıÓËÛÂÈ‰›ˆÓ. ıÓËÛÂ›‰È· are animal corpses, including
here human ones, so that ±„·Ûı·È ıÓËÛÂÈ‰›ˆÓ would mean both
touching a dead body and eating animal food. £ÓËÛÂ›‰È· properly are
(already) dead bodies. So that a prohibition of eating the flesh of ıÓËÛÂ›‰È· would be tantamount to a taboo on eating the flesh of an
animal that is not slaughtered on the spot (in sacrifice), with its blood
pouring out.
4. v. 11 of the Smyrna inscription posits a difficult problem of
interpretation. The ôı˘ÙÔÈ ı˘Û›·È were the slaughter of animals
instead of proper sacrificial killing? Or are they sacrifices of living
beings tout court, i.e. impermissible offerings? In the latter case we
have the total taboo on animal food more usually associated with
Pythagoreanism. But an objection (not yet overwhelming; for v.
Aelianus, Varia Historia, IV, 17: ÚÔÛ¤ÙÙ·ÙÂ ‰b ï ·éÙe˜ ¶˘ı·ÁﬁÚ·˜
Î·Ú‰›·˜ à¤¯ÂÛı·È Î·d àÏÂÎÙÚ˘ﬁÓÔ˜ ÏÂ˘ÎÔÜ Î·d ÙáÓ ıÓËÛÂÈ‰›ˆÓ
·ÓÙe˜ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ) to this construal is provided by the special mention
of the heart, and the prohibition of its offering (v. 13). The ôı˘ÛÙ·
îÂÚ¿ (animals slaughtered in a non-sacrificial context or perhaps again
illicit sacrifices?) of Semonides Fr. 7.56 West is not exactly parallel: in
the inscription we have a doubly emphatic ÌËı’ àı‡ÙÔÈ˜ ı˘Û›·È˜ îÂÚáÓ
âd ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ å¿ÏÏÂÈÓ. Nevertheless, the sense seems to be improper
sacrifices, so that we do not have an absolute taboo on animal eating,
something that is also attested with the Pythagoreans, obviously on the
part of a less severe sect of them. One reported case of restricted carnal
prohibition is eating oviparous animals; cf. Diogenes Laertius loc.cit.
(VIII 33): à¤¯ÂÛı·È èáÓ Î·d ÙáÓ èÔÙﬁÎˆÓ ˙ˇÒˆÓ. Another case is
the testimony that (some of ) the Pythagoreans were tasting flesh as
participants in an animal (proper) sacrifice; Porphyry, De abstinentia,
I 26 (Heracleides Ponticus Fr. 40 Wehrli): îÛÙÔÚÔÜÛÈ ‰¤ ÙÈÓÂ˜ Î·d
·éÙÔf˜ ±ÙÂÛı·È ÙáÓ âÌ„‡¯ˆÓ ÙÔf˜ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›Ô˘˜, ¬ÙÂ ı‡ÔÈÂÓ ıÂÔÖ˜.
We have in the inscription a series of other food taboos besides this
partial prohibition of flesh eating. The egg taboo is Orphic; Plutarch,
Quaestionum Convivalium, II, 3, 1 (635E): ...âÓ¤¯ÂÛı·È ‰ﬁÁÌ·ÛÈÓ
\OÚÊÈÎÔÖ˜ j ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÈÎÔÖ˜, Î·d Ùe ˇèﬁÓ, œÛÂÚ öÓÈÔÈ Î·Ú‰›·Ó Î·d
âÁÎ¤Ê·ÏÔÓ, àÚ¯cÓ ìÁÔ‡ÌÂÓÔ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ àÊÔÛÈÔÜÛı·È. The taboo
relates to the cosmic significance of the Ovum in Orphism; ibid. 2
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(636D-E): ÙeÓ \OÚÊÈÎeÓ Î·d îÂÚeÓ ÏﬁÁÔÓ, n˜ ÔéÎ ùÚÓÈıÔ˜ ÌﬁÓÔÓ Ùe
ˇèeÓ àÔÊ·›ÓÂÈ ÚÂÛ‚‡ÙÂÚÔÓ, àÏÏa Î·d Û˘ÏÏ·‚gÓ ±·Û·Ó ·éÙˇá
ÙcÓ ê¿ÓÙˆÓ ïÌÔÜ ÚÂÛ‚˘Á¤ÓÂÈ·Ó àÓ·Ù›ıËÛÈ. Î·d ÙôÏÏ· ÌbÓ
«ÂûÛÙÔÌ· ÎÂ›Ûıˆ» Î·ı’ ^HÚﬁ‰ÔÙÔÓØ öÛÙÈ ÁaÚ Ì˘ÛÙÈÎÒÙÂÚ·Ø ˙ˇÒˆÓ
‰b ÔÏÏa˜ Ê‡ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔÜ ÎﬁÛÌÔ˘ ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÔ˜, Ôé‰bÓ ó˜ ÂåÂÖÓ Á¤ÓÔ˜
ôÌÔÈÚÔÓ âÛÙÈ ÙÉ˜ âÍ è
ˇ ÔÜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜Ø ...¬ıÂÓ ÔéÎ ôÔ ÙÚﬁÔ˘ ÙÔÖ˜ ÂÚd
ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ çÚÁÈ·ÛÌÔÖ˜ ó˜ Ì›ÌËÌ· ÙÔÜ Ùa ¿ÓÙ· ÁÂÓÓáÓÙÔ˜ Î·d
ÂÚÈ¤¯ÔÓÙÔ˜ âÓ ë·˘Ùˇá Û˘ÁÎ·ıˆÛ›ˆÙ·È.
The taboo on heart has to do principally with the various sacred
accounts on what befell Zagreus’ heart when he was torn apart by the
Titans.
\OÛÌﬁ˜ is tantalizing. It probably refers to the leguminous plant
that is also mentioned by Dioscorides (II, 147; III, 131) as çÛÌ¿˜ or
ùÓÔÛÌ· (perhaps the modern Greek ‰ÈﬁÛÌÔ˜?). Some with less
probability have thought of the smells and odorous vapours arising
after eating fava-beans (Î‡·ÌÔÈ).
The Î‡·ÌÔÈ appear next in the inscription in an incomplete
context. The taboo on beans goes back to Eleusinian and Orphic
origins; Pausanias I, 37, 4: …Ó·ﬁ˜… K˘·Ì›ÙÔ˘Ø Û·Êb˜ ‰b Ôé‰bÓ ö¯ˆ
Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ ÂúÙÂ ÚáÙÔ˜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ öÛÂÈÚÂÓ ÔyÙÔ˜ ÂúÙÂ ÙÈÓ· âÂÊ‹ÌÈÛ·Ó
≥Úˆ·, ÙÈ ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ àÓÂÓÂÁÎÂÖÓ ÔéÎ öÛÙÈ ÛÊ›ÛÈÓ â˜ ¢‹ÌËÙÚ· ÙcÓ
Â≈ÚÂÛÈÓ. ¬ÛÙÈ˜ ‰b õ‰Ë ÙÂÏÂÙcÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÈ Âr‰ÂÓ j Ùa Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓ·
\OÚÊÈÎa âÂÏ¤Í·ÙÔ, Ôx‰ÂÓ n Ï¤Áˆ. Besides being Orphic-Eleusinian,
the taboo was Pythagorean as well (as we should expect it, from the
totality of our evidence in general and on grounds of the pregnant
Herodotean disclosure at II 81 in particular). So the learned poet,
scholar and literateur Callimachus, Fr. 553 Pfeiffer:
Î·d Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ôÔ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ ö¯ÂÈÓ, àÓÈáÓÙÔ˜ â‰ÂÛÙÔÜ,
ÎäÁÒ, ¶˘ı·ÁﬁÚË˜ ó˜ âÎ¤ÏÂ˘Â, Ï¤Áˆ.

(That beans are noxious food represents a negative valuational
attitude which as will be seen only simplistically captures the essence
of the case, and if emphatic, distorts it). The taboo was also Egyptian
(Herodotus II, 37, 5).
The polyvalent symbolism of the beans (cf. Iamblichus V.P., 109:
Î·d «Î˘¿ÌˆÓ à¤¯Ô˘» ‰Èa ÔÏÏa˜ îÂÚ¿˜ ÙÂ Î·d Ê˘ÛÈÎa˜ Î·d Âå˜ ÙcÓ
„˘¯cÓ àÓËÎÔ‡Û·˜ ·åÙ›·˜; cf. infra) endowed them with sacred power
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(just as in the case of birth and death). A mighty Orphic symbolism is
explained by Heracleides Ponticus Fr. 41 Wehrli: ï ‰b ¶ÔÓÙÈÎe˜ ^HÚ·ÎÏÂ›‰Ë˜ ÊËÛ›Ó, ó˜ ÂúÙÈ˜ ÙeÓ Î‡·ÌÔÓ âÓ Î·ÈÓFÉ ı‹ÎFË âÌ‚·ÏgÓ àÔÎÚ‡„ÂÈ ÙFÉ ÎﬁÚˇˆ âd ÙÂÛÛ·Ú¿ÎÔÓÙ· ¿Û·˜ ìÌ¤Ú·˜, Âå˜ ù„ÈÓ àÓıÚÒÔ˘ ÛÂÛ·ÚÎˆÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ÌÂÙ·‚·ÏﬁÓÙ· ÙeÓ Î‡·ÌÔÓ ÂñÚ‹ÛÂÈ, Î·d ‰Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ
ÙeÓ ÔÈËÙcÓ Ê¿Ó·ÈØ
rÛÔÓ ÙÔÈ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ ÙÂ Ê·ÁÂÖÓ ÎÂÊ·Ï¿˜ ÙÂ ÙÔÎ‹ˆÓ.

By burying the bean (ı‹ÎË = coffin, tomb, grave), a fully fleshed
human appears after forty days, the interval required for the intense
fermentation of the new wine; but also the period of gestation of the
human embryo required for its first significant articulation in the case
of the male offspring. So Aristotle, Historia Animalium, H, 3. The
formative movement occurs 40 days after conception for the male
embryo; 583b3-5: âd ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ÙáÓ àÚÚ¤ÓˆÓ ó˜ âd Ùe ÔÏf âÓ Ùˇá
‰ÂÍÈˇá ÌÄÏÏÔÓ ÂÚd Ùa˜ ÙÂÙÙ·Ú¿ÎÔÓÙ· Á›ÁÓÂÙ·È ì Î›ÓËÛÈ˜. This is
the start of articulation of an up to then undifferentiated fleshy mass;
583b10-2: ÂÚd ‰b ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ÙeÓ ¯ÚﬁÓÔÓ Î·d Û¯›˙ÂÙ·È (i.e. is
differentiated) Ùe Î‡ËÌ·Ø ÙeÓ ‰’ öÌÚÔÛıÂÓ ôÓ·ÚıÚÔÓ Û˘Ó¤ÛÙËÎÂ
ÎÚÂá‰Â˜. If a 40 days old aborted embryo is taken and appropriately
treated (put in cold water and then scratched and cut so as to remove
its enclosing membrane) then one can observe the basic articulation of
human being; 583b15-21: Ùe ÌbÓ ÔsÓ ôÚÚÂÓ ¬Ù·Ó âÍ¤ÏıFË ÙÂÙÙ·Ú·ÎÔÛÙ·ÖÔÓ, âaÓ ÌbÓ Âå˜ ôÏÏÔ ÙÈ àÊFÉ ÙÈ˜, ‰È·¯ÂÖÙ·È ÙÂ Î·d àÊ·Ó›˙ÂÙ·È,
âaÓ ‰’ Âå˜ „˘¯ÚeÓ ≈‰ˆÚ, Û˘Ó›ÛÙ·Ù·È ÔxÔÓ âÓ ñÌ¤ÓÈØ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ (sc. ÙÔÜ
ñÌ¤ÓÔ˜) ‰b ‰È·ÎÓÈÛı¤ÓÙÔ˜ Ê·›ÓÂÙ·È Ùe öÌ‚Ú˘ÔÓ Ùe Ì¤ÁÂıÔ˜ ìÏ›ÎÔÓ
Ì‡ÚÌËÍ ÙáÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏˆÓ, Ù¿ ÙÂ Ì¤ÏË ‰ÉÏ·, Ùa Ù’ ôÏÏ· ¿ÓÙ· Î·d Ùe
·å‰ÔÖÔÓ, Î·d Ôî çÊı·ÏÌÔd Î·ı¿ÂÚ âd ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ˙ˇÒˆÓ Ì¤ÁÈÛÙÔÈ. In
the case of the female embryo this happens in the 90th day; 583b21-4:
Ùe ‰b ıÉÏ˘, ¬,ÙÈ ÌbÓ iÓ ‰È·Êı·ÚFÉ âÓÙe˜ ÙáÓ ÙÚÈáÓ ÌËÓáÓ, à‰È¿ÚıÚˆÙÔÓ ó˜ âd Ùe ÔÏf Ê·›ÓÂÙ·ÈØ ¬,ÙÈ ‰’ iÓ âÈÏ¿‚FË ÙÔÜ ÙÂÙ¿ÚÙÔ˘
ÌËÓﬁ˜, Á›ÁÓÂÙ·È âÛ¯ÈÛÌ¤ÓÔÓ (differentiated) Î·d ‰Èa ÙÂ¯¤ˆÓ Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ ÙcÓ ôÏÏËÓ ‰È¿ÚıÚˆÛÈÓ. Accordingly, we have the corresponding
report of what happens if one buries within a vase and into the earth a
mature flower of a bean for 90 days; only now it is a child’s head (“the
same as eating parental head”) that one finds after this interval in the
vase, or a pudendum muliebre, as a result of the bean-flower
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transformation. Porphyry, De vita Pythagorica, 44: Âå ‰b Î·d
àÓıÔÜÓÙÔ˜ âÓ Ùˇá ‚Ï·ÛÙ¿ÓÂÈÓ ÙÔÜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘ Ï·‚ÒÓ ÙÈ˜ ÂÚÎ¿˙ÔÓÙÔ˜
ÙÔÜ ôÓıÔ˘˜ ‚Ú·¯f âÓıÂ›Ë àÁÁÂ›ˇˆ ÎÂÚ·ÌÂˇá Î·d â›ıËÌ· âÈıÂd˜ âÓ ÙFÉ
ÁFÉ Î·ÙÔÚ‡ÍÂÈÂÓ Î·d âÓÓÂÓ‹ÎÔÓÙ· ·Ú·Ê˘Ï¿ÍÂÈÂÓ ìÌ¤Ú·˜ ÌÂÙa Ùe
Î·ÙÔÚ˘¯ıÉÓ·È, ÂrÙ· ÌÂÙa Ù·ÜÙ· çÚ‡Í·˜ Ï¿‚ÔÈ Î·d àÊ¤ÏÔÈ Ùe áÌ·,
Â≈ÚÔÈ iÓ àÓÙd ÙÔÜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘ j ·È‰e˜ ÎÂÊ·ÏcÓ Û˘ÓÂÛÙáÛ·Ó j
Á˘Ó·ÈÎe˜ ·å‰ÔÖÔÓ. The genetic symbolism of the bean is well
complemented by another report there loc.cit.: Âå Á¿Ú ÙÈ˜ ‰È·ÙÚ·ÁgÓ
Î‡·ÌÔÓ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ç‰ÔÜÛÈ ÏÂ¿Ó·˜ âÓ àÏ¤÷· ÙÉ˜ ÙÔÜ ìÏ›Ô˘ ‚ÔÏÉ˜ Î·Ù·ıÂ›Ë Úe˜ çÏ›ÁÔÓ, ÂrÙ’ àÔÛÙa˜ â·Ó¤ÏıÔÈ ÌÂÙ’ Ôé ÔÏ‡, Â≈ÚÔÈ iÓ
ç‰ˆ‰ﬁÙ· àÓıÚˆÂ›Ô˘ ÁﬁÓÔ˘, smells like human semen. There is a
metaphysical cause given there for these facts: that in the beginning of
the world-formation, the same deliquescence of conflated parts in
earth gave rise to both man and bean: îÛÙÔÚÔÜÛÈ ‰’ ·éÙeÓ (sc.
Pythagoras) à·ÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÈÓ Ùe ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔ ¬ÙÈ ÙÉ˜ ÚÒÙË˜ ÙáÓ ¬ÏˆÓ
àÚ¯É˜ Î·d ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ Ù·Ú·ÙÙÔÌ¤ÓË˜ Î·d ÔÏÏáÓ ±Ì· Û˘ÓËÓÂÁÌ¤ÓˆÓ
Î·d Û˘ÛÂÈÚÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ Î·d Û˘ÛÛËÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ âÓ ÙFÉ ÁFÉ Î·Ù’ çÏ›ÁÔÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈ˜ Î·d ‰È¿ÎÚÈÛÈ˜ Û˘Ó¤ÛÙË ˙ˇÒˆÓ ÙÂ ïÌÔÜ ÁÂÓÓˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ Î·d Ê˘ÙáÓ
àÓ·‰È‰ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ, ÙeÙÂ ‰c àe ÙÉ˜ ·éÙÉ˜ ÛËÂ‰ﬁÓÔ˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜
Û˘ÛÙÉÓ·È Î·d Î‡·ÌÔÓ ‚Ï·ÛÙÉÛ·È. This account of origins is Orphic
(Î·Ùa ^IÂÚÒÓ˘ÌÔÓ Î·d ^EÏÏ¿ÓÈÎÔÓ), with an Empedoclean hue. It
explains also occult elective sympathies among very different things.
Ιohannes Lydus mentions as his source for these stories (which he
relates verbatim) Antonius Diogenes âÓ ÙÚÈÛ‰ÂÎ¿ÙFË ÙáÓ ñbÚ £Ô‡ÏËÓ à›ÛÙˆÓ - not the best source. But Antonius would preserve such
exquisite lore. Besides, the learned Hippolytus (Elenchus omnium
heresium, I, 2, 14) ascribes the source of this Pythagorean lore to
Zoroaster. The account is expressed in an almost identical way
evidencing a common source: Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ ‰b Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È ·Ú·ÁÁ¤ÏÏÂÈÓ Ìc
âÛı›ÂÈÓ (sc. Pythagoras), ·åÙ›÷· ÙÔÜ ÙeÓ Z·Ú¿Ù·Ó (= Zoroaster) ÂåÚËÎ¤Ó·È Î·Ùa ÙcÓ àÚ¯cÓ Î·d Û‡ÁÎÚÈÛÈÓ ÙáÓ ¿ÓÙˆÓ Û˘ÓÈÛÙ·Ì¤ÓË˜ ÙÉ˜
ÁÉ˜ öÙÈ Î·d Û˘ÓÛÂÛËÌÌ¤ÓË˜ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È ÙeÓ Î‡·ÌÔÓ. ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ ‰b ÙÂÎÌ‹ÚÈﬁÓ ÊËÛÈÓ, ... (there follows the report on the semen-like smell of
beans chewed and then exposed to the sun). Û·Ê¤ÛÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b ÂrÓ·È Î·d
≤ÙÂÚÔÓ ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ· Ï¤ÁÂÈØ Âå àÓıÔÜÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘ Ï·‚ﬁÓÙÂ˜ ÙeÓ
Î‡·ÌÔÓ Î·d Ùe ôÓıÔ˜... (now the other report follows on the burying
of the bean within a ¯‡ÙÚ· in the earth, upon which, in a few days)
ú‰ÔÈÌÂÓ <iÓ> ·éÙe Âr‰Ô˜ ö¯ÔÓ Ùe ÌbÓ ÚáÙÔÓ ó˜ ·åÛ¯‡ÓËÓ Á˘Ó·ÈÎﬁ˜
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(pudendum muliebre), ÌÂÙa ‰b Ù·ÜÙ· Î·Ù·ÓÔÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ ·È‰›Ô˘
ÎÂÊ·ÏcÓ Û˘ÌÂÊ˘Î˘Ö·Ó. I wonder whether this ·È‰›Ô˘ ÎÂÊ·Ï‹
might not be the ‚¿Ï·ÓÔ˜ of a puerile male membrum thus repeating
the Baubonic spectacle in the bean! Be this as it may, another sign of
the generative symbolism of beans comes from pointed allusions in
the names of things. Thus we learn that the first swelling of the paps at
puberty was called Î‡·ÌÔ˜. Pollux, 2, 163: ï ‰b ÂÚd ÙFÉ ıËÏFÉ ÌÂÏ·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ Î‡ÎÏÔ˜ Êá˜ (sc. Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È), ì ‰b ÚÒÙË ÙÔÜ Á¿Ï·ÎÙÔ˜ ñ’
·éÙˇá ÉÍÈ˜ Î‡·ÌÔ˜. And more explicitly Eustathius, Scholia in
Iliadem I 219 p. 749.24: ...Î·d ì ıËÏc Ùe ôÎÚÔÓ ÙÔÜ Ì·ÛÙÔÜ, Ôy
Ê·ÛdÓ ì ÚÒÙË âÓ Ùˇá ì‚¿ÛÎÂÈÓ ·ûÍËÛÈ˜ Î‡·ÌÔ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È. Cf. Rufus,
Onomast. 92. Does that swelling resemble the bean?
The ÔÈËÙ‹˜ in the Heracleides testimony is Orphic (Kern, OF,
291 p. 301). In view of the conjunction of the verse quoted with the
Empedoclean B141 DK (‰ÂÈÏÔ›, ¿Ó‰ÂÈÏÔÈ, Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ôÔ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ ö¯ÂÛı·È) in Geoponica II 35, 8, one may ascribe the hexameter in
question to the Empedoclean K·ı·ÚÌÔ› as well. The symbolic
generative power of the beans illustrated by Heracleides’ relation is
manifested in the Orphic mysteric assimilation of them to the
pudenda; Aristotle Fr. 180 (V. Rose, Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus) =
¶ÂÚd ÙáÓ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›ˆÓ Fr. 5 Ross: ÊËÛdÓ ‰’ \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ âÓ Ùˇá
ÂÚd ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›ˆÓ ÂÚd ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ·Ú·ÁÁ¤ÏÏÂÈÓ ·éÙeÓ à¤¯ÂÛı·È ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ õÙÔÈ ¬ÙÈ ·å‰Ô›ÔÈ˜ ÂåÛdÓ ¬ÌÔÈÔÈ etc. The kidney-like
shape of the bean resembles that of the testicles and ovaries, especially
in their embryonic development. And this testicular shape also
represents the bent position of the embryo in the womb; Aristotle,
op.cit. H, 7, 586a35-b4: Û¯ÉÌ· ‰’ ö¯ÂÈ âÓ ÙFÉ ñÛÙ¤Ú÷·... Î·d ôÓıÚˆÔ˜
Û˘ÁÎÂÎ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔ˜ ÚÖÓ· ÌbÓ ÌÂÙ·Íf ÙáÓ ÁÔÓ¿ÙˆÓ ö¯ÂÈ, çÊı·ÏÌÔf˜ ‰’
âd ÙÔÖ˜ ÁﬁÓ·ÛÈÓ, tÙ· ‰’ âÎÙﬁ˜. This is also the position used for
burials to represent the foetal return. Furthermore, there were in fact
some more knowledgeable interpreters who construed the similarity in
shape observed by Aristotle between fava beans and pudenda to a
symbolic identity of the two, especially in explaining the Empedoclean
taboo in his K·ı·ÚÌÔ›: ‰ÂÈÏÔ›, ¿Ó‰ÂÈÏÔÈ, Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ôÔ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ ö¯ÂÛı·È (B141 DK). Given that Aristoxenus maintained that Pythagoras
was particularly prone to eat beans for their beneficial intestinal
influence (Fr. 25 Wehrli), he is probably to be credited with the
account reported by Aulus Gellius of how such a false opinion about
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the Pythagorean practice in this particular case came to prevail (which
is indeed the natural reading of Gellius). This is the account; Aulus
Gellius, Noctes Atticae, IV, 11, 9-10: videtur antem de Î˘¿Ìˇˆ non
esitato causam erroris fuisse, quia in Empedocli carmine (one
Empedoclean poem is presupposed here!), qui disciplinas Pythagorae
secutus est, versus hic invenitur:
‰ÂÈÏÔ›, ¿Ó‰ÂÈÏÔÈ, Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ôÔ ¯ÂÖÚ·˜ ö¯ÂÛı·È.

Opinate enim sunt plerique Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ legumentum dici, ut a vulgo
dicitur. Sed qui diligentius scitiusque carmina Empedocli arbitrati
sunt, Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ hoc in loco testiculos significare dicunt, eosque more
Pythagorae operte atque symbolice Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ appellatos, quod sint
·úÙÈÔÈ ÙÔÜ Î˘ÂÖÓ et geniturae humanae vim praebeant; idcircoque
Empedoclen versu isto non a fabulo edendo, sed a rei veneriae
prolubio voluisse homines deducere. Whatever the merits of this
symbolic signification (and I think it is basically correct) it does not
show that the taboo did not exist; rather to the contrary, it testifies to
the existence of the prohibition. Some sect afterwards interpreted the
injunction spiritually no doubt, i.e. as not binding in its material
dimension. But this is clearly a later attitude.
In his account of the symbolism of the bean taboo, Aristotle adds
(just after mentioning the similarity to the pudendum) a similarity to
the Gates of Hades; loc.cit. ·Ú·ÁÁ¤ÏÏÂÈÓ (sc. Pythagoras) à¤¯ÂÛı·È
ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ õÙÔÈ ¬ÙÈ ·å‰Ô›ÔÈ˜ ÂåÛdÓ ¬ÌÔÈÔÈØ j ¬ÙÈ ≠÷A‰Ô˘ ‡Ï·È˜Ø àÁﬁÓ·ÙÔÓ ÁaÚ ÌﬁÓÔÓ. The Gates of Hades are the pudenda muliebria
through which the souls of the dead re-enter the world. This is
manifestly indicated by an îÂÚe˜ ÏﬁÁÔ˜, a sacred explanation why the
Orphic (and Pythagorean) taboo on beans equates eating them to
tasting parental head. Scholia (T) on Ilias N 589 (also Eustathius, p.
948.24 sqq.): Ôî ‰b îÂÚeÓ ÏﬁÁÔÓ Ê·Û›ÓØ «rÛﬁÓ ÙÔÈ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ ÙÂ Ê·ÁÂÖÓ
ÎÂÊ·Ï¿˜ ÙÂ ÙÔÎ‹ˆÓ» (OF 291) ‰Èa Ùe
„˘¯FÉ˜ ·å˙ËáÓ ‚¿ÛÈÓ öÌÌÂÓ·È ä‰’ àÓ·‚·ıÌﬁÓ
âÍ \A˝‰·Ô ‰ﬁÌˆÓ, ¬Ù·Ó ·éÁa˜ ÂåÛ·Ó›ˆÛÈÓ.

(= Thesleff, The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period, p.
199.19). The female womb represents Hades, the Cosmic Womb.
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There is a difficulty in the Pythic explanation offered from Aristotle as
to why the bean resembles the Gates of Hades (Diogenes Laertius
VIII, 34): àÁﬁÓ·ÙÔÓ ÁaÚ ÌﬁÓÔÓ. Scaliger despaired emending to ôÁÔÓÔÓ. He might have in mind what Clemens Alexandrinus reports
(Stromata III, 24, 2-3 p. 207.1-4 Stählin): (Pythagoras prohibited the
beans’ use) ÌÄÏÏÔÓ ‰b ÙÈ Î‡·ÌÔÈ âÛıÈﬁÌÂÓÔÈ àÙﬁÎÔ˘˜ âÚÁ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È Ùa˜
Á˘Ó·ÖÎ·˜. £ÂﬁÊÚ·ÛÙÔ˜ ÁÔÜÓ âÓ Ùˇá ¤ÌÙˇˆ ÙáÓ º˘ÛÈÎáÓ ·åÙ›ˆν
(De caus. plant. V 15, 1) Ùa ÎÂÏ‡ÊË ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ÂÚd Ùa˜ Ú›˙·˜ ÙáÓ
ÓÂÔÊ‡ÙˆÓ ‰¤Ó‰ÚˆÓ ÂÚÈÙÈı¤ÌÂÓ· ÍËÚ·›ÓÂÈÓ Ùa Ê˘ﬁÌÂÓ· îÛÙÔÚÂÖ, Î·d
·î Î·ÙÔÈÎ›‰ÈÔÈ ‰b ùÚÓÈıÂ˜ Û˘ÓÂ¯á˜ Ù·ÜÙ· ÛÈÙÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ ôÙÔÎÔÈ Á›ÓÔÓÙ·È
(cf. Geoponica (Didymos) II 35, 1 and 5). But on the other hand, it is
related that beans fertilise the earth where they are sown; Pliny, op.cit.
§210: solum, in quo sata est, laetificat stercoris vice. We have to do
with the customary potency of the opposites for this symbol of
Dionysian power. But evidently the solution to the problem is
explicitly given by Porphyry, De antro nympharum, 19 (as Delatte
noted): Î·d Î˘¿ÌÔÈ˜ ÔéÎ âÊÈ˙¿ÓÔ˘ÛÈÓ (sc. ·î Ì¤ÏÈÛÛ·È, the bees), ÔR˜
âÏ¿Ì‚·ÓÔÓ Âå˜ Û‡Ì‚ÔÏÔÓ ÙÉ˜ Î·Ù’ ÂéıÂÖ·Ó ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ Î·d àÎ·ÌÔÜ˜
(i.e. progression without return in Neoplatonic parlance) ‰Èa Ùe
ÌﬁÓÔ˘˜ Û¯Â‰eÓ ÙáÓ ÛÂÚÌ·ÙÈÎáÓ ‰È’ ¬ÏÔÓ ÙÂÙÚÉÛı·È, Ìc âÁÎÔÙÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ Ù·Ö˜ ÌÂÙ·Íf ÙáÓ ÁÔÓ¿ÙˆÓ âÌÊÚ¿ÍÂÛÈÓ. The stalk (rather than
the seed-vessel, cf. Pliny’s observation infra) of the bean, almost alone
of all leguminous plants, is completely bored through, without
division bars or stoppages at the joints. So it is àÁﬁÓ·ÙÔÓ, jointless, one
continuous vessel pierced all along. So Pliny, Nat. Hist. XVIII, 12 (30)
§122: ni genicula abessent, molli calamo similis (sc. scapus favae).
It all fits nicely together. Furthermore, the beans symbolize the
divine unity of creativity and destructiveness signified by the
Heracleitean dictum about the identity of Dionysus and Hades in the
person of Zagreus; and they carry a similar ambivalence to that of the
God. They are generative in character, but also particularly apt to the
realm of the dead and for mortuary rites. V. Lucian, Mort. dial. 20, 3;
the heroic dead celebrate their victory in Hades by boiling and eating
beans, Lucian, Vera historia II, 24. Varro mentioned that the souls of
the dead were believed to reside in beans (cf. supra) and lugubrious
letters on their leaves; Pliny Nat. Hist. XVIII §§118-9: (eating of
beans is condemned), ut alii (from Pythagoras) tradidere, quoniam
mortuorum animae sint in ea, qua de causa parentando utique
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adsumitur. This seems to imply that they were to be used only in
connection with mortuary rites. Pliny goes on to invoke Varro’s
authority: Varro et ob haec flaminem ea non vesci tradit et quoniam in
flore eius litterae lugubres reperiantur. The beans were also used in a
peculiar mode of divination: in eadem peculiaris religio, namque
fabam utique ex frugibus referre mos est auspici causa, quae ideo
referiva appellatur (cf. Festus, 344L). Verrius Flaccus (Festus, 77L)
confirms and amplifies: Fabam nec tangere nec nominare Diali
flamini licet, quod ea putatur ad mortuos pertinere. nam et
Lemuralibus iacitur larvis et Parentalibus adhibetur sacrificiis et in
flore eius luctus litterae apparere videntur. V. Ovid, Fasti, V 427 sqq.
on the rites of the Lemuria:
.........................
435 Cumque manus puras fontana perluit unda,
vertitur, et nigras accipit ore fabas,
aversusque iacit. sed dum iacit, haec ego mitto,
his, inquit, redimo meque meosque fabis.
hoc novies dicit, nec respicit. umbra putatur
colligere et nullo terga vidento sequi.
rursus aquam tangit, Temesaeaque concrepat aera,
et rogat, ut tectis exeat umbra suis.
cum dixit novies, manes exite paterni,
respicit et pure sacra peracta putat.

But again, in dialectical opposition to its mortuary character, the
bean has the symbolic potency of the sap of life, blood.
(Pseudo)Acronis scholia velustiora in Horatii Sermones II, 6, 63:
Pythagoras fabam quoque animal esse dicebat, quod cocta sanguinis
humorem ex se emitteret. And: Pythagoras philosophus ab omnibus
animalibus abstinens, etiam faba abstinuit, quod viridis in pyxide aerea
diutius servata vertatur in sanguinem. (Or in an attenuated
formulation ibid.: Pythagoras legumen omne negaverat comedendum,
praecipue fabam velut parentem coluerat; nam colorem eius dicebat
veluti humano sanguine infectum. The milder statement as to the
bean-blood connection is counterbalanced by the extreme view that
Pythagoras enjoined abstention from all leguminous fruits). The
strong idea expressed in the first lemma that the bean is a kind of
animal, stands as an explanation of the association of the respective
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taboos against beans and (ultimately human) flesh; Porphyry, V.P. §43:
úÛ· ‰b Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ·ÚF‹ÓÂÈ (sc. Pythagoras) à¤¯ÂÛı·È Î·ı¿ÂÚ àÓıÚˆ›ÓˆÓ Û·ÚÎáÓ. Ioannes Lydus reports a Roman practice of eating
beans in March, Mars month; and a Roman ritual to paint each other
faces with a bean-solution in Martial worship; IV 42 (p. 99.9-14):
¿ÓÙÂ˜ ‰b Î·Ùa ÙeÓ M¿ÚÙÈÔÓ ÙÚÔÊcÓ ÙcÓ âÎ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ âÏ¿Ì‚·ÓÔÓØ
òAÚÂÔ˜ ‰b ï Î‡·ÌÔ˜, ·Úa Ùe Î‡ÂÈÓ ·xÌ·Ø ö¯ÚÈﬁÓ ÙÂ Ùa˜ àÏÏ‹ÏˆÓ
ù„ÂÈ˜ àÓÙd ·¥Ì·ÙÔ˜ Ùe ¯Ú›ÛÌ· ÙÔÜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘ Ï·Ì‚¿ÓÔÓÙÂ˜, Ù·‡ÙFË ÁÂ
ÙeÓ òAÚÂ· ıÂÚ·Â‡ÔÓÙÂ˜. The Martial association of the beans refers
to the destructive aspect of their symbolism. In the symbolic
etymology offered we find combined the generative (Î‡ˆ+blood, the
liquid of life) with the destructive (shedding of blood, killing, Mars)
moments in the Bean-Meaning.
The religious and metaphysical, creative and destructive, always
chthonic symbolism of the beans was accompanied by physicopsychical representations in their symbolic meaning. A primary
characteristic in this dimension was the spiritual potency of the bean,
conceived physically as windy nature, also as flatulence disturbing
digestion in the ventricular organs and causing turbulent sleep and
tumultuous dreams; Diogenes Laertius VIII, 24: ÙáÓ ‰b Î˘¿ÌˆÓ
àËÁﬁÚÂ˘ÂÓ à¤¯ÂÛı·È (sc. Pythagoras) ‰Èa Ùe ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÒ‰ÂÈ˜ ùÓÙ·˜
Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ÌÂÙ¤¯ÂÈÓ ÙÔÜ „˘¯ÈÎÔÜØ Î·d ôÏÏˆ˜ ÎÔÛÌÈˆÙ¤Ú·˜ àÂÚÁ¿˙ÂÛı·È, Ìc ·Ú·ÏËÊı¤ÓÙ·˜, Ùa˜ Á·ÛÙ¤Ú·˜ Î·d ‰Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ Î·d Ùa˜ Î·ı’
≈ÓÔ˘˜ Ê·ÓÙ·Û›·˜ ÏÂ›·˜ Î·d àÙ·Ú¿¯Ô˘˜ àÔÙÂÏÂÖÓ. Beans were also
reputed to be an aphrodisiac; Ioannes Lydus, De mensibus, IV 42 (p.
99.14-7 Wϋnsch): ¬ÙÈ ï ¶˘ı·ÁﬁÚ·˜ ¿Ó˘ ÙeÓ Î‡·ÌÔÓ àÂÛÙÚ¤ÊÂÙÔØ
‰È·ÊÂÚﬁÓÙˆ˜ ÁaÚ ·Úa ÙÔf˜ ôÏÏÔ˘˜ Î·ÚÔf˜ ‰ÈÂÁÂ›ÚÂÈ Ùa ÛÒÌ·Ù·
Úe˜ Û˘ÓÔ˘Û›·Ó âÛıÈﬁÌÂÓÔ˜, Î·d Ù·‡ÙFË Î·ı¤ÏÎÂÈ Ùa˜ „˘¯a˜ âd ÙcÓ
Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ. Pliny testifies to the same with Diogenes Laertius’ effect;
Hist. Nat. VIII, 30 (12) §118: Quin et prisco ritu fabata suae
religionis diis in sacro est, praevalens pulmentari cibo et hebetare
sensus existimata, insomnia quoque facere, ab haec Pythagoricae
sententiae damnata est. This dulling effect on the senses of the relish is
part of a general cordial bluntness caused by it; Geoponica (Didymus),
II, 35, 3: Ôî ‰b Ê˘ÛÈÎÔ› Ê·ÛÈ ÙÔf˜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜ àÌ‚Ï‡ÓÂÈÓ Ùa˜ Î·Ú‰›·˜
ÙáÓ âÛıÈﬁÓÙˆÓ ·éÙÔ‡˜. ‰Èe Î·d âÌÔ‰›˙ÂÈÓ Ù·Ö˜ Âéı˘ÔÓÂÈÚ›·È˜ ÓÔÌ›˙ÔÓÙ·È, ÂåÛd ÁaÚ ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÒ‰ÂÈ˜. Oî Ê˘ÛÈÎÔ› in this context are primarily
the physicians and medical writers. Cf. e.g. Hippocrates, ¶ÂÚd ¢È·›-
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ÙË˜ Β, 45, 1: Î‡·ÌÔÈ ÙÚﬁÊÈÌﬁÓ ÙÈ Î·d ÛÙ·ÙÈÎeÓ Î·d Ê˘Ûá‰Â˜Ø
Ê˘Ûá‰Â˜ ÌbÓ ¬ÙÈ Ôé ‰¤¯ÔÓÙ·È Ôî ﬁÚÔÈ ÙcÓ ÙÚÔÊcÓ êÏ¤· âÈÔÜÛ·ÓØ
ÛÙ¿ÛÈÌÔÓ ‰b ¬ÙÈ çÏ›ÁËÓ ö¯ÂÈ ÙcÓ ñÔÛÙ¿ıÌËÓ ÙÉ˜ ÙÚÔÊÉ˜. For other
passages from medical treatises to the same effect v. notes ad loc.
Geoponica ed. Niclas. Cf. Artemidorus, Oneirocriticon, I, 68. A
compendium on their nutritive qualities and effects when eaten is
provided in the work of the Byzantine writer Simeon Seth, Syntagma
de alimentorum facultatibus, lemma ÂÚd Ê·‚¿ÙˆÓ, pp. 113-5
Langkavel. The beans create a tension in the entire body caused by
their flatulence: Ê˘Ûá‰Â˜ ‰b ö‰ÂÛÌ¿ ÂåÛÈ Î·d ·úÛıËÛÈÓ ·Ú¤¯Ô˘ÛÈ
ÙÔÖ˜ ¿Û¯Ô˘ÛÈ Ù¿ÛÂˆ˜ ÙÈÓÔ˜ ñe ÓÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ Î·ı’ ¬ÏÔÓ Ùe ÛáÌ· Î·d
Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ¬Ù·Ó à‹ıË˜ ÙÈ˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ÌÂÙ·Ï¿‚FË (p. 113.16-9). They
inspire the lower belly: ÙáÓ ‰b ÏÔÈáÓ çÛÚ›ˆÓ Ùa ôÓˆ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ ÙÉ˜
Á·ÛÙÚe˜ Ì¤ÚË âÌÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÔ‡ÓÙˆÓ, ÔyÙÔÈ ÌÄÏÏÔÓ Ùa Î¿Ùˆ (p. 114.57). We learn that it is the later physicians that considered the beans
bad-tempered and unwholesome, adducing the fact that they supply
an appropriate matrix for the generation of all sorts of bugs and other
little animals: Ôî ‰b ÓÂÒÙÂÚÔÈ Î·ÎÔ¯‡ÌÔ˘˜ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜ â‰ﬁÍ·Û·Ó, ÛÙÔ¯·Û¿ÌÂÓÔÈ ÙÔÜÙÔ âÎ ÙÔÜ àÔÁÂÓÓÄÛı·È âÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜ ˙ˆ˛ÊÈ·, àÂd ÁÂÓÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ÙáÓ ÙÔÈÔ‡ÙˆÓ âÎ Û‹„Âˆ˜ Î·d âÎ ÎÔÚ›·˜ Î·d Ú˘ˆ‰áÓ ñÁÚÔÙ‹ÙˆÓ (p. 114.11-4). This is a negative reading of the same potency that
we saw above hailed in the Orphic context as making the beans
symbols of the original world-creation out of primeval slime and
rottenness. It is further claimed that their effects on man do not come
only through the digestive tract, but their insalubrious consequences
can be felt through living in a place full of these plants and breathing
the accordingly affected air: ‰È˚Û¯˘Ú›˙ÔÓÙ·È ‰b Ôî ÙÉ˜ ‰ﬁÍË˜ Ù·‡ÙË˜
ÚÔ˚ÛÙ¿ÌÂÓÔÈ, ó˜ Ôé ÌﬁÓÔÓ ÌÂÙ·Ï·Ì‚·ÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ ıÔÏÔÜÛÈ ÙeÓ ÏÔÁÈÛÌeÓ Ôî Î‡·ÌÔÈ àÏÏa Î·d ÙcÓ ‰È¿ÓÔÈ·Ó àÌ‚Ï‡ÓÔ˘ÛÈ ÙáÓ àÓ·ÛÙÚÂÊÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ‰ÈËÓÂÎá˜, âÓ ˇz Ùﬁˇˆ ÏÉıﬁ˜ âÛÙÈ ÙáÓ ÊÂÚﬁÓÙˆÓ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜
Ê˘ÙáÓ, ó˜ àÙÌáÓ ÌÔ¯ıËÚáÓ Î·d Û¯Â‰eÓ ÏÔÈÌˆ‰áÓ àÓ·‰È‰ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ
âÍ ·éÙáÓ Î·d ÌÔÏ˘ÓﬁÓÙˆÓ ÙeÓ ¤ÚÈÍ à¤Ú·, n˜ ‰ÈËÓÂÎá˜ ÂåÛÓÂﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ ÌÂÙ·ÙÚ¤ÂÈ ÙcÓ ÙÔÜ âÁÎÂÊ¿ÏÔ˘ ÎÚÄÛÈÓ, w˜ ÌÂÙ·ÙÚÂÔÌ¤ÓË˜ Î·d
·î ÏÔÁÈÎ·d ‰˘Ó¿ÌÂÈ˜ àÌ‚Ï‡ÓÔÓÙ·È (p. 114.15-24). Α general mental
obtuseness and psychic darkening is ascribed to them. Which extends
to the dorment condition and the sort of dreams one has under their
nefarious influence. Such being one set of reasons for which the
Pythagoreans abstained from their eating; while it is recognized that
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different kinds of explanations had been offered for this taboo:
Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ ‰b Î·d ó˜ ‰Èa Ùe Î·Îﬁ¯˘ÌÔÓ çÓÂ›ÚÔ˘˜ Ù·Ú·¯Ò‰ÂÈ˜ âÚÁ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È Î·d ÔéÎ àÏËıÂÖ˜, Î·d ó˜ ‰Èa Ùa˜ ÙÔÈ·‡Ù·˜ ·åÙ›·˜ Ôî ¶˘ı·ÁﬁÚÂÈÔÈ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ àÂ›¯ÔÓÙÔ, Âå Î·d ‰È·ÊﬁÚÔ˘˜ à¤‰ˆÛ·Ó ·åÙ›·˜ ÙÉ˜
àÔ¯É˜ ·éÙáÓ (pp. 114.24-115.2). In fact our sources notice and
repeat the fact of the multi-dynamism inherent in the bean-taboo, a
result of the multiple symbolism of the bean. Cf. also the Anonymous
in Photius, Bibliotheca, 249 p. 439a 24-31 (Bekker): ¬ÙÈ Ôî ¶˘ı·ÁﬁÚÂÈÔÈ ÙáÓ âÌ„‡¯ˆÓ àÂ›¯ÔÓÙÔ, ÙcÓ ÌÂÙÂÌ„‡¯ˆÛÈÓ àÊÚﬁÓˆ˜ (the
Patriarch’s comment) ó˜ àÏËıÉ ñÔÏ·Ì‚¿ÓÔÓÙÂ˜, Î·d ¬ÙÈ Ùa ÙÔÈ·ÜÙ·
ÙáÓ ‚ÚˆÌ¿ÙˆÓ ·¯‡ÓÂÈ ÙeÓ ÓÔÜÓ, ÙÚÔÊÈÌÒÙÂÚ· ùÓÙ· Î·d ÔÏÏcÓ
àÓ¿‰ÔÛÈÓ ÔÈÔÜÓÙ·. ‰Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ Î·d ÙÔÜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘ àÂ›¯ÔÓÙÔ, ¬ÙÈ Ê˘ÛÒ‰Ë˜ Î·d ÙÚÔÊÈÌÒÙ·ÙÔ˜. Î·d ôÏÏ·˜ ‰¤ ÙÈÓ·˜ ·åÙ›·˜ ÏÂ›Ô˘˜ àÔ‰È‰ﬁ·ÛÈÓ, ·Q ·éÙÔf˜ âÓÉÁÔÓ à¤¯ÂÛı·È ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ. Further on the
multiplicity of the reasons cf. Apollonius, Hist. memor. 46; some
expressed their preference for one single explanation e.g. Clemens
Alexandrinus, Stromata, III, 24, 1-3 (pp. 206.20-207.5 Stählin) an
erroneous and modern attitude that misses the whole point of sacred
symbolism. The basic digestive qualities of the beans are that they are
stopping (non-laxative) and flatulent. They consequently cause
perturbance of soul and mind; Cidero, De divinatione, I, 30, §62:
iubet igitur Plato sic ad somnun proficisci corporibus adfectis ut nihil
sit quod errorem animis pertubationemque adferat. Ex quo etiam
Pythagoriis interdictum putatur ne faba vescerentur, quod habet
inflationem magnam is cibus tranquillitati mentis quaerenti vera
contrariam. (Cf. on this Ciceronian passage Aulus Gellius, Noctae
Atticae, 4, 11, 3-4). The turbulence intefering with the eater’s sleep
makes the beans unsuitable for divination through dreams; Plutarch,
Quaestionum Convivalium VIII, 10, 1.
Aristotle mentioned also as a reason for the Pythagorean taboo on
beans the fact that j ¬ÙÈ ÊıÂ›ÚÂÈ (D.L. VIII, 34). This destructive
potency of the beans seems particularly to refer to their alleged
capacity to cause sterility in women, maybe by aborting (ÊıÂ›ÚÂÈÓ)
their conception. V. Clement, Stromata, loc.cit. (p. 207.1 St.): ÌÄÏÏÔÓ
‰b ¬ÙÈ Î‡·ÌÔÈ âÛıÈﬁÌÂÓÔÈ àÙﬁÎÔ˘˜ âÚÁ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È Ùa˜ Á˘Ó·ÖÎ·˜ (the
explanation preferred by Clement). Another consideration was the
beans’ destructive efficacy (ÊıÔÚ¿) against the trees (esp. young ones)
in whose roots their pods were put; Clement loc.cit., with reference to
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Theophrastus, De causis plantarum, V, 15, 1: ...Î·d ¬Û· ·Ú·‚·ÏÏﬁÌÂÓ· ·Úa Ùa˜ Ú›˙·˜ ·é·›ÓÂÈ, Î·ı¿ÂÚ Ùa ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ÎÂÏ‡ÊË Î·d
Âú ÙÈ ôÏÏÔ ÙÔÈÔÜÙÔÓ ≤ÙÂÚÔÓ (this and similar effects are called ÊıÔÚ·›
by Theophrastus). Cf. Apollonius, Mirab. 46. Iamblichus brings that
destructive quality under two heads, destructive of divine
communication and of divine divination; Protrepticus, 21, 37: Ùe ‰b
Î˘¿ÌˆÓ à¤¯Ô˘ Û˘Ì‚Ô˘ÏÂ‡ÂÈ Ê˘Ï¿ÙÙÂÛıÂ ÄÓ ¬ÛÔÓ âÛÙd Êı·ÚÙÈÎeÓ
ÙÉ˜ Úe˜ ıÂÔf˜ ïÌÈÏ›·˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ ıÂ›·˜ Ì·ÓÙÈÎÉ˜. Intercourse with
gods is inhibited as a result of eating beans because of their physical
flatulent potency and turbulent effects on mind and body.
The symbolism of the destructive potency of the beans should not
of course be taken negatively. It is the reverse side of a powerful coin
whose obverse manifests creative might. The proper human attitude to
both aspects is awe. Lucian, in his burlesque piece Vitarum auctio,
preserves the true spirit of Pythagoreanism in the midst of his ridicule
and scoffing. The taboo does not mean that one loathes them; on the
contrary they are sacred and of a wonderful nature. So op.cit. 6:
ΠΥΘΑΓΟΡΑΣ. âÌ„˘¯‹˚ÔÓ ÌbÓ Ôé‰b íÓ ÛÈÙ¤ÔÌ·È, Ùa ‰b ôÏÏ· ÏcÓ
Î˘¿ÌˆÓ.
ΑΓΟΡΑΣΤΗΣ. Ù›ÓÔ˜ ≤ÓÂÎ·; q Ì˘Û¿ÙÙFË ÙÔf˜ Î˘¿ÌÔ˘˜;
ΠΥΘΑΓΟΡΑΣ. ÔûÎØ àÏÏa îÚÔ› ÂåÛÈ Î·d ı·˘Ì·ÛÙc ·éÙáÓ ì Ê‡ÛÈ˜Ø
ÚáÙÔÓ ÌbÓ ÁaÚ Ùe ÄÓ ÁÔÓ‹ ÂåÛÈ Î·d jÓ àÔ‰‡ÛFË˜ Î‡·ÌÔÓ öÙÈ ¯ÏˆÚeÓ âﬁÓÙ·, ù„Â·È ÙÔÖÛÈ
àÓ‰ÚË˝ÔÈÛÈ ÌÔÚ›ÔÈÛÈ âÌÊÂÚ¤· ÙcÓ Ê˘‹ÓØ ë„Ëı¤ÓÙ·
‰b jÓ àÊFÉ˜ â˜ ÙcÓ ÛÂÏËÓ·›ËÓ Ó˘Íd ÌÂÌÂÙÚËÌ¤ÓFËÛÈ,
·îÌÒ‰Â· ÔÈ‹ÛÂÈ˜.

Two main points are made by Pythagoras. First, if you take the skin
off the fresh bean, the form resembles that of the virile member. It has
been seen that it allegedly is similar to the shape of pudenda muliebria;
which both forms together make up Baubo’s type. Secondly, there is
the beans transformation (after an appropriate preparation) into a
blood-like substance. (A third reason adduced by Pythagoras was not
primary, but superadded later not without reason; although it is
jestingly given pride of place by Lucian: that Athenian democracy
used beans for their lottery in the magistrates’ appointments: Ùe ‰b
Ì¤˙ÔÓ, \AıËÓ·›ÔÈÛÈ ÓﬁÌÔ˜ Î˘¿ÌÔÈÛÈ Ùa˜ àÚ¯a˜ ·îÚ¤ÂÛı·È. (Cf.
Plutarch, De liberis educandis 17 p. 12F: «Î˘¿ÌˆÓ à¤¯ÂÛı·È», ¬ÙÈ
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Ôé ‰ÂÖ ÔÏÈÙÂ‡ÂÛı·È etc.; Hippolytus, Elenchos, ΣΤ, 27). This
interpretation is also testified by Aristotle; as the last symbolism in his
enumeration, he explained: j ¬ÙÈ çÏÈÁ·Ú¯ÈÎﬁÓØ ÎÏËÚÔÜÓÙ·È ÁÔÜÓ
·éÙÔÖ˜ (sc. ÙÔÖ˜ Î˘¿ÌÔÈ˜). The taboo in this sense represents an
oligarchic manifesto against lot-democracy.
Ever-present was, however, an ambivalence in the valuation of
things tabooed. The beans are in one account associated with the
Saturnian era, when allegedly bread was made from them, as
agriculture proper had not yet appeared, nor was its need felt. Scholia
(T) in Il. N 589, p. 513.49-51 and Eustathius, Comm. in Iliadem N
589 p. 948.25: Ôî ‰¤ Ê·ÛÈÓ ¬ÙÈ âd KÚﬁÓÔ˘ ôÚÙÔ˜ âÍ ·éÙáÓ (sc. ÙáÓ
Î˘¿ÌˆÓ) âÁ›ÓÂÙÔ ÙÔÖ˜ àÓıÚÒÔÈ˜, ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ ‰b Ìc ÁÂ‡ÂÛı·È ·éÙáÓ
âÂÙÚ¿Ë, ¥Ó· ÌË‰ﬁÏˆ˜ ÌÓ‹ÌË ÙÔÜ KÚﬁÓÔ˘ Ê˘Ï¿ÙÙÔÈÙÔ
(presumably because of Zeus’ tyranny, at least initially). It is
memorable, but expectable, that Aristotle’s fragment gives all principal
dimensions of the symbolic meaning in this connection. To repeat it
(¶ÂÚd ÙáÓ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›ˆÓ fr. 5 Ross p. 134): ÊËÛd ‰’ \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ âÓ
Ùˇá ÂÚd ÙáÓ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›ˆÓ ÂÚd ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ ·Ú·ÁÁ¤ÏÏÂÈÓ ·éÙeÓ
(sc. Pythagoras) à¤¯ÂÛı·È ÙáÓ Î˘¿ÌˆÓ õÙÔÈ (1) ¬ÙÈ ·å‰Ô›ÔÈ˜ ÂåÛdÓ
¬ÌÔÈÔÈØ j (2) ¬ÙÈ ≠÷A‰Ô˘ ‡Ï·È˜ (àÁﬁÓ·ÙÔÓ ÁaÚ ÌﬁÓÔÓ)Ø j (3) ¬ÙÈ ÊıÂ›ÚÂÈØ j (4) ¬ÙÈ ÙFÉ ÙÔÜ ¬ÏÔ˘ Ê‡ÛÂÈ ¬ÌÔÈÔÓØ j (5) ¬ÙÈ çÏÈÁ·Ú¯ÈÎﬁÓ (ÎÏËÚÔÜÓÙ·È ÁÔÜÓ ·éÙÔÖ˜). Items (1) to (3) and (5) have been analysed
above. (4) may refer to the association with Orphic accounts of worldcreation (like the one Î·Ùa ^IÂÚÒÓ˘ÌÔÓ Î·d ^EÏÏ¿ÓÈÎÔÓ), as has been
observed above; or to some such similar community in significant
character between beans and KﬁÛÌÔ˜, on which magic and
symbolism work. Something appears to escape us, some significant
detail. Compare what is reported, again on Aristotelian testimony (v.
D.L. VIII 36), on the symbolic meaning of the precept ôÚÙÔÓ Ìc
Î·Ù·ÁÓ‡ÂÈÓ, do not break the bread. After some other explanations,
we learn that some (Ôî ‰¤) interpreted it âÂd àe ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ (sc. ÙÔÜ
ôÚÙÔ˘) ôÚ¯ÂÙ·È Ùe ¬ÏÔÓ. This goes much further than the reference to
the Saturnian bread from beans mentioned above. Delatte (La vie de
Pythagore, p. 132) appositely refers to Empedocles B34DK, in fact an
Aristotelian quotation (Meteorologica Δ4.381b31): 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·˜...

444

CHAPTER 8

Flour mixed with water is the substance of bread. And it is taken to
represent the cosmic interplay between the dry and the wet as
principles conjugatively determining the existence of things.
Plutarch, Aetia Romana, 95 ascribes the same polyvalence of the
beans to all leguminous products: they are erebal and symbols of
forgetfulness (of the Ï‹ıË ı·Ó¿ÙÔ˘) as in the case of the Ï¿ı˘ÚÔÓ and
âÚ¤‚ÈÓıÔ˜ (supposedly also indicated on etymological grounds); they
are mortuary (Úe˜ Ùa ÂÚ›‰ÂÈ· Î·d Ùa˜ ÚÔÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜ ÙáÓ ÓÂÎÚáÓ
Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ¯ÚáÓÙ·È ÙÔÖ˜ çÛÚ›ÔÈ˜); they are flatulent and with large
sediment in digestion which leads away from mental sanctity and
corporeal purity; they incline to sexual coition because of their
flatulence and windiness (Î·d Úe˜ Û˘ÓÔ˘Û›·Ó ·ÚÔÚÌ÷Ä ‰Èa Ùe
Ê˘Ûá‰Â˜ Î·d ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÈÎﬁÓ).
The Smyrna inscription is damaged and mutilated. There are more
taboos in it of uncertain content. It is not allowed to make noise (or
play music) with reeds (or reed-instruments?): Î·Ï¿ÌÔÈÛÈ ÎÚÔÙÂÖÓ Ôé
ı¤Û[ÌÈﬁÓ âÛÙÈÓ...]. K·Ï¿ÌË might more likely perhaps here refer to
the stalk of wheat-corn, as in Callimachus, Hymn to Demeter, 19: ó˜
Î·Ï¿Ì·Ó ÙÂ Î·d îÂÚa ‰Ú¿ÁÌ·Ù· Ú¿Ù· àÛÙ·¯‡ˆÓ à¤ÎÔ„Â... One
should not bring in (the sanctuary or the worship) something
unknown: [ÌË‰]b ÊÔÚÂÖÓ Û˘[.........].
The identical purifications and taboos of the Smyrna inscription
and of the Euripidean chorus are part of the mysteric worship of
Dionysus Zagreus. The mention of the Titans in the inscription (v.
16), albeit in an unclear context, shows that this Dionysus and these
rituals and symbols related to the Titanic incident in the life of the
Divine Child, his dismemberment in their hands. In another
inscription from Teos (of the first century B.C.) there are reported
honours decreed by the society of the Dionysiasts (v. 51) to the
priestess of Dionysus Hediste (= The Most Pleasurable). We read
there, in an unfortunately damaged context, (SEG IV 598.19-20 =
Dionisismo B10.19-20 Scapri (Le Religioni dei Misteri vol. I pp. 2534)): ...Î·d ùÚÁÈ· []·ÓÙe˜ îÂÚÔ[Ü] ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Î·ÙÔÈ¯ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ öÙÔ˘˜
[... Î·ÙÔÈ¯ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ has to go with ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘, as it is inappropriately
related to either îÂÚÔÜ or öÙÔ˘˜. This then is the Dying God, next to be
Resurrected. (On the theme of dying gods v. Philodemus, De pietate,
44, 45b, 46b (pp. 16-8 G); Aeschylus Fr. *260 Radt). The principle of
life is the principle of death, just as we have seen in detail the
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symbolism of life and death to coalesce in the tabooed beans. This
deity is the Divine Beast, the Bull-God. (The initiates of Euripides’
KÚÉÙÂ˜ are Tenders ‚ÔÜÙ·È, ‚Ô˘ÎﬁÏÔÈ of the God. And they have
partaken in the holy rites of omophagy in representation of Zagreus
dismemberment). This is also the Wine-God and the Raving-God,
from whom we started this inquiry. We have a number of symbolic
dimensions bound together in the mysteric image of a Mild-Wild
Wine-Bull, giver of Life and Death himself Dying and Rising,
Custodian of Generation and Destruction. The Heracleitean HadesDionysus fits perfectly into the essence of this God, as does remarkably - the only occurrence of Dionysus in the Homeric corpus.
In the story of Lycurgus the enemy of the God (Ilias VI 130-40),
Dionysus is a young child as he still has his nurses (ÙÈı‹Ó·˜ v. 132)
and he panics and flees to Thetis, terror-stricken on Lycurgus’
onslaught (...¢ÈÒÓ˘ÛÔ˜ ‰b ÊÔ‚ËıÂd˜ / ‰‡ÛÂı’ êÏe˜ Î·Ùa ÎÜÌ·, £¤ÙÈ˜
‰’ ñÂ‰¤Í·ÙÔ ÎﬁÏˇˆ / ‰ÂÈ‰ÈﬁÙ·Ø ÎÚ·ÙÂÚe˜ ÁaÚ ö¯Â ÙÚﬁÌÔ˜ àÓ‰Úe˜
ïÌÔÎÏFÉ, vv. 135-7); he is described by the divine epithet frenzied, Ì·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ (Ì·ÈÓÔÌ¤ÓÔÈÔ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔÈÔ v. 132); while the weapon of
Lycurgus in his attack on the God and his nutrices is ‚Ô˘Ï‹Í (v.
135), the ox-goad! There is also mention of the mythical Nysa, where
the incident takes place, located in Thrace rather than in exotic Arabia.
The main components are here already. Zagreus is primeval.
E
By the side of this Dionysus Antiquus, who is Dionysus the
Newcomer and what does he signify that is not already present in the
symbolism of the Older One? It appears nothing.
The Semelean Dionysus of Euripides’ Bacchae (vv. 1 sqq.: ≠HÎˆ
¢Èe˜ ·Ö˜ Ù‹Ó‰Â £Ë‚·›ˆÓ ¯ıﬁÓ· / ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜, nÓ Ù›ÎÙÂÈ Ôı’ ì K¿‰ÌÔ˘ ÎﬁÚË / ™ÂÌ¤ÏË etc.) has all the symbolic attributes and potencies
of the older Bacchus-Zagreus. He causes ecstatic behaviour, to the
remotest limits, the tearing apart (‰È·Û·ÛÌﬁ˜) of Pentheus by
maenads. He is wild of appearance and even theriomorphic; vv. 99
sqq.:
öÙÂÎÂÓ (sc. Zeus) ‰’, êÓ›Î· MÔÖÚ·È
Ù¤ÏÂÛ·Ó, Ù·˘ÚﬁÎÂÚˆÓ ıÂeÓ
ÛÙÂÊ¿ÓˆÛ¤Ó ÙÂ ‰Ú·ÎﬁÓÙˆÓ
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ÛÙÂÊ¿ÓÔÈ˜, öÓıÂÓ ôÁÚ·Ó ıËÚÔÙÚﬁÊÔÓ Ì·ÈÓ¿‰Â˜ àÌÊÈ‚¿ÏÏÔÓÙ·È ÏÔÎ¿ÌÔÈ˜.

In fact the entire choral hymn to Dionysus (¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ ñÌÓ‹Ûˆ, v.
71) in Bacchae 64-167 loudly bespeaks the identity of old and new
Dionysus. The correspondence between this hymn and the fragment
from KÚÉÙÂ˜ is closest. Beatus (Ì¿Î·Ú v. 72) is he who having been
initiated (ÙÂÏÂÙa˜ ıÂáÓ Âå‰Ò˜ v. 73) leads a pure life (‚ÈÔÙaÓ êÁÈÛÙÂ‡ÂÈ v. 74) participating in mystic thiasos (ıÈ·ÛÂ‡ÂÙ·È „˘¯¿Ó v. 75)
and being an active bacchos up in the mountains (âÓ ùÚÂÛÛÈ ‚·Î¯Â‡ˆÓ v. 76) by sanctifying purifications (ïÛ›ÔÈ˜ Î·ı·ÚÌÔÖÛÈÓ v. 77),
observing the sacred rites of the Great Mother Cybele (Ù¿ ÙÂ Ì·ÙÚe˜
ÌÂÁ¿Ï·˜ ùÚÁÈ· K˘‚¤Ï·˜ ıÂÌÈÙÂ‡ˆÓ vv. 78-90). So in KÚÉÙÂ˜: êÁÓeÓ
‰b ‚›ÔÓ ÙÂ›ÓÔÌÂÓ... Ì‡ÛÙË˜ ÁÂÓﬁÌËÓ... ÌËÙÚ› Ù’ çÚÂ›÷·... ‚¿Î¯Ô˜ âÎÏ‹ıËÓ ïÛÈˆıÂ›˜. This blessed saint is a tender of Zagreus (Z·ÁÚ¤ˆ˜ ‚Ô‡ÙË˜) in KÚÉÙÂ˜, a servant of Dionysus (¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ ıÂÚ·Â‡ÂÈ v. 82) in
Bacchae. The torches (‰÷Ä‰Â˜) οf the KÚÉÙÂ˜ fragment is here what
Dionysus himself holds in his hand: ï B·Î¯Âf˜ àÓ¤¯ˆÓ / ˘ÚÛÒ‰Ë
ÊÏﬁÁ· Â‡Î·˜ (vv. 145-6). The KÔ˘ÚÉÙÂ˜ of the KÚÉÙÂ˜ now
become KÔÚ‡‚·ÓÙÂ˜ (v. 125). They are made to have invented the
drum (‚˘ÚÛﬁÙÔÓÔÓ Î‡ÎÏˆÌ· v. 124) the main musical organ that
together with the flute (ºÚ˘Á›ˆÓ/·éÏáÓ vv. 127-8) was used to
induce or accompany orgiastic bacchic dancing (cf. the locus classicus,
Aeschylus Fr. 57 Radt, where again the flute, the cymbals and the
drum - Ù·˘ÚﬁÊıÔÁÁÔÈ ‰’ ñÔÌ˘ÎáÓÙ·› / ÔıÂÓ âÍ àÊ·ÓÔÜ˜ ÊÔ‚ÂÚÔd
ÌÖÌÔÈ, / Ù˘¿ÓÔ˘ ‰’ ÂåÎgÓ œÛı’ ñÔÁ·›Ô˘ / ‚ÚÔÓÙÉ˜ Ê¤ÚÂÙ·È ‚·Ú˘Ù·Ú‚‹˜ create and signal the ecstatic situation). Crete is brought into
the picture here as the place where the invention of the drum was
made by the Kouretes (vv. 122-4), the land of Crete is hailed as the
birthplace of Zeus (˙¿ıÂÔ› ÙÂ KÚ‹Ù·˜ / ¢ÈÔÁÂÓ¤ÙÔÚÂ˜ öÓ·˘ÏÔÈ, vv.
121-2) and Zeus KÚËÙ·ÁÂÓ‹˜ himself is invoked as the one reared by
the Kouretes in a (subterranean) cave (ı·Ï¿ÌÂ˘Ì· KÔ˘Ú‹ÙˆÓ v. 120;
ı·Ï¿ÌÂ˘Ì· from ı·Ï·ÌÂ‡ˆ, keep (to protect) in a ı·Ï¿ÌË, is passive
and not equivalent to ı·Ï¿ÌË, contrary to the vulgate understanding);
which all point to the initiation into the mysteric worship of the
Idaean Zeus (¢Èe˜ \I‰·›Ô˘ Ì‡ÛÙË˜ ÁÂÓﬁÌËÓ) in the KÚÉÙÂ˜ fragment.
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Euripides is indeed stretching things in trying to cope with the
circumstance of the Semelean, Theban birth of his Dionysus in the
Bacchae amidst so many pointers to Crete: the connection is made
overtly to reside in the fact that the Kouretes invented the drum in
Crete - a tenuous relationship. There are however some other indices
of significant convergence. First, omophagy is mentioned (èÌÔÊ¿ÁÈÔÓ
¯¿ÚÈÓ, v. 139). Secondly, Dionysus àÁÚÂ‡ˆÓ (v. 137; cf. ï ÁaÚ ôÓ·Í
àÁÚÂ‡˜ v. 1193) points to Zagreus, the mysteric (Orphic-Eleusinian)
Dionysus. Thirdly, the sacred playful strains of the sacred sonorous
pipeflute (ÏˆÙe˜ ¬Ù·Ó ÂéÎ¤Ï·‰Ô˜ / îÂÚe˜ îÂÚa ·›ÁÌ·Ù· ‚Ú¤ÌFË vv.
160-4) recall the mysteric Eleusinian symbol proclaiming îÂÚeÓ öÙÂÎÂ
ﬁÙÓÈ· ÎÔÜÚÔÓ BÚÈÌg BÚÈÌﬁÓ (Hippolytus Ref. Omn. Her. 3,8,40 =
3[B8] Colli). And fourthly, ·xÌ· ÙÚ·ÁÔÎÙﬁÓÔÓ (v. 138) brings to
mind the öÚÈÊÔ˜ (â˜ Á¿Ï· öÂÙÔÓ) of some Orphic gold plates
(IIB1.10 and IIB2.4 Carratelli)29.
There is no distinction of an essential character to be drawn
between the old, mysteric Dionysus and the young Semelean one for
Euripides (KÚÉÙÂ˜, B¿Î¯Â˜). Nor is the case any different for
Sophocles. In the famous chorus from Antigone (vv. 1115-1152) the
mysteric Eleusinian god (Dionysus-Iacchus) is identified with the
Semelean offspring from Thebes. He is K·‰ÌÂ›·˜ ôÁ·ÏÌ· Ó‡ÌÊ·˜ (=
™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜), his mother Semele is thunderstruck (Ì·ÙÚd ÛfÓ ÎÂÚ·˘Ó›÷·,
v. 1139), his residence is in Thebes, the metropolis of bacchic worship
(t B·Î¯ÂÜ, / B·Î¯ÄÓ Ì·ÙÚﬁÔÏÈÓ £‹‚·Ó / Ó·ÈÂÙáÓ, vv. 1121-3, the
city honoured most by him (ÙaÓ, sc. Thebes, âÎ ·ÛÄÓ ÙÈÌ÷Ä˜ / ñÂÚÙ¿Ù·Ó ﬁÏÂˆÓ, vv. 1138-9). Simultaneously, he rules over the
common-to-all bosom of the Eleusinian Demeter (Ì¤‰ÂÈ˜ ‰b /
·ÁÎÔ›ÓÔÈ˜ \EÏÂ˘ÛÈÓ›·˜ / ¢ËÔÜ˜ âÓ ÎﬁÏÔÈ˜ vv. 1119-21), he is the
mysteric Iacchus (·¥ ÛÂ... ¯ÔÚÂ‡Ô˘ÛÈ ÙeÓ Ù·Ì›·Ó òI·Î¯ÔÓ, vv. 1151-2).
Bosom, âÓ ÎﬁÏÔÈ˜, alludes also to the Cereal Womb where a Baubic
Iacchus (Clemens Alexandrinus) or pusio (Arnobius) is lurking, as well
as signifying the Thriasan fields which team with throngs of initiates at
the Eleusinian mystery celebrations, or Demeter’s all-accepting lap30.
The ÌÔÏÂÖÓ Î·ı·ÚÛ›ˇˆ Ô‰› (v. 1144 parallels the Eleian invocation
âÏıÂÖÓ... Ùˇá ‚Ô¤ˇˆ Ô‰d ı‡ˆÓ. Divine madness and rage in nocturnal
rites of ecstatic dances is a charactristic trait of the God’s female
especially followers, vv. 1150-2:
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... Û·Ö˜ ±Ì· ÂÚÈﬁÏÔÈ˜
£˘›·ÈÛÈÓ, ·¥ ÛÂ Ì·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓ·È ¿ÓÓ˘¯ÔÈ
¯ÔÚÂ‡Ô˘ÛÈ ÙeÓ Ù·Ì›·Ó òI·Î¯ÔÓ.

We find associated here another factor in the unitary Dionysian
symbolism. The God is invoked as Lord of the Fire-breathing Stars,
ÜÚ ÓÂÈﬁÓÙˆÓ / ¯ﬁÚ·Á’ ôÛÙÚˆÓ (vv. 1146-7). Why so? Correctly the
scholia ad loc. observe: ¯ÔÚ·Á¤Ø ÙeÓ ¯ÔÚeÓ ôÁˆÓØ j ÙáÓ ôÛÙÚˆÓ
¯ÔÚËÁ¤Ø Î·Ùa Á¿Ú ÙÈÓ· Ì˘ÛÙÈÎeÓ ÏﬁÁÔÓ ÙáÓ àÛÙ¤ÚˆÓ âÛÙd ¯ÔÚËÁﬁ˜.
We should not thus be content, here as elsewhere, with a mere
metaphor indicating nature’s exulting celebration on a mighty divine
presence. The clue to the inner symbolism (Ì˘ÛÙÈÎe˜ ÏﬁÁÔ˜) is
provided by Menander, Rhetor. ix. 329: (Apollo as Sun identified with
Dionysus is thus addressed) ÄÛ·Ó ﬁÏÈÓ Î·d ¯ÒÚ·Ó Î·d ÄÓ öıÓÔ˜
‰È¤ÂÈ˜ Î·d Î·ı¿ÂÚ ÙeÓ ÔéÚ·ÓeÓ ÂÚÈ¯ÔÚÂ‡ÂÈ˜ ö¯ˆÓ ÂÚd ÛÂ·˘ÙeÓ
ÙÔf˜ ¯ÔÚÔf˜ ÙáÓ ôÛÙÚˆÓ. In Macrobius, Saturnalia I, 18, 22, the
identity of Dionysus with the Sun is ascribed to Orphism: item
Orpheus, Liberum atque Solem unum esse deum eundemque
demonstrans etc. (he continues by explaining the hieratic bacchic
vestment as an image of the cosmic lordship of the Sun, citing OF
238; cf. also OF 236). And immediately afterwards (§23): hinc et
Vergilius sciens Liberum patrem solem esse et Cererem lunam etc.
There was a Greek poetic precedence to these identifications as is
hinted in Macrobius, op. cit., I, 24, 3. (Evangelus there protest at
Praetextatus’ use of Vergil as testimony for all religious arcana that he
exposed; he specifically suggests that Liber et alma Ceres (Georgica I,
7) for the Sun and the Moon is imitation of an older - Greek - poet)31.
Homer (Z 133) associates Dionysus with Nysa. The context
suggests the coastline of Thrace as the location of the Lycurgan chase
of the divine prize. The scholia ad loc. suggest specifically the Edonean
vicinity of Mount Pangaion (¢Ú‡·ÓÙÔ˜: \H‰ˆÓáÓ ÙáÓ Úe˜ ¶·ÁÁ·›ˇˆ ‚·ÛÈÏÂ‡˜), thus pointing in an Orphic direction, within Homer.
On N˘Û‹˚ÔÓ (v. 133), the sch. wisely observe: âÓ ‰È·ÊﬁÚÔÈ˜ ÙﬁÔÈ˜
îÛÙÔÚÔÜÛÈ Ùa ÂÚd N‡Û·Ó. ôÌÂÈÓÔÓ ‰b Ùa ÂÚd £Ú÷¿ÎËÓ àÎÔ‡ÂÈÓ Î·d
Î·Ùa ™·ÌÔıÚ÷¿ÎËÓ ‰‡ÓÂÈÓ ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ (as Homer relates), öÓı· Î·d
£¤ÙÈ˜ ‰ÈÉÁÂ «ÌÂÛÛËÁf˜ <‰b> ™¿ÌÔ˘ ÙÂ Î·d òIÌ‚ÚÔ˘ ·È·ÏÔ¤ÛÛË˜»
(Ω 78). The Homeric Hymn I, 8-9 places Nysa as a mountain south
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of Phoenice, near Egypt (perhaps near and to the east of Nile, if
AåÁ‡ÙÔÈÔ ÚÔ¿ˆÓ signifies the great river). The learned Antimachus
(fr. 70 = 127W) and some other poets opted for an Arabian Nysa
(allocating there the Homeric incident), not necessarily different from
the one close to Egypt. So Diodorus III, 64; cf. 63. Nysa is also the
place where Dionysus grew up in a cave according to the Homeric
Hymn XXVI, 5. Stephanus Byzantius sub v. lists ten places called
Nysa; Hesychius s.v. fifteen.
Sophocles also confirms this association of Dionysus with Nysa,
speaking of the ‚Ô‡ÎÂÚˆ˜ òI·Î¯Ô˜, obviously the mysteric Dionysus
or Zagreus. Fr. Fabul. Incert. 874 N2:
¬ıÂÓ Î·ÙÂÖ‰ÔÓ ÙcÓ ‚Â‚·Î¯ÈˆÌ¤ÓËÓ
‚ÚÔÙÔÖÛÈ ÎÏÂÈÓcÓ NÜÛ·Ó, mÓ ï ‚Ô‡ÎÂÚˆ˜
òI·Î¯Ô˜ ·ñÙˇá Ì·Ö·Ó ì‰›ÛÙËÓ Ó¤ÌÂÈ etc.

Strabo (XV, 6 p. 687, the source for this fragment, mentions it in
immediate juxtaposition to the Homeric Ilias and Euripidean
Bacchae, 13 sqq. passages. In Homer the telestic Dionysus of the
divine raving ecstasis is already indicated by the standing attribute Ì·ÈÓÔÌ¤ÓÔÈÔ ¢ÈˆÓ‡ÛÔÈÔ. The Nysean Dionysus is the old Dionysus of the
Athenian Limnae and the festival of Anthesteria, Aristophanes, Ranae,
215-8:
Let us sing the song (àÔÈ‰¿Ó)
LÓ àÌÊd N˘Û‹˚ÔÓ
¢Èe˜ ¢ÈÒÓ˘ÛÔÓ âÓ
§›ÌÓ·ÈÛÈÓ å·¯‹Û·ÌÂÓ
êÓ›¯’ ï ÎÚ·È·ÏﬁÎˆÌÔ˜
ÙÔÖ˜ îÂÚÔÖÛÈ X‡ÙÚÔÈÛÈ
¯ˆÚÂÖ Î·Ù’ âÌeÓ Ù¤ÌÂÓÔ˜ Ï·áÓ ù¯ÏÔ˜.

And this Dionysus is (at least aspectually) identified with the
mysteric Dionysus-Iacchus of the Eleusinian triad Demeter - Kore Iacchus. For in the mock re-enactment of the mystic ceremonies of
Boedronion 20th in the Ranae, we find Iacchus invoked, op. cit. 313
sqq.:
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… Î·d ‰÷¿‰ˆÓ Á¤ ÌÂ
·ûÚ· ÙÈ˜ ÂåÛ¤ÓÂ˘ÛÂ Ì˘ÛÙÈÎˆÙ¿ÙË...
...
òI·Î¯’ t òI·Î¯Â.
òI·Î¯’ t òI·Î¯Â.

Iacchus is described as acting in the exact manner of a Dionysiac
epiphany, 340 sqq.:
öÁÂÈÚÂ ÊÏÔÁ¤·˜ Ï·Ì¿‰·˜ âÓ ¯ÂÚÛd ÙÈÓ¿ÛÛˆÓ,
òI·Î¯’ t òI·Î¯Â,
Ó˘ÎÙ¤ÚÔ˘ ÙÂÏÂÙÉ˜ ÊˆÛÊﬁÚÔ˜ àÛÙ‹Ú etc.

There follows the triple invocation of the priest and the mystic
choir to the Saviouress (™ÒÙÂÈÚ· = KﬁÚË, vv. 377 sqq.), to Demeter
(382 sqq.) and to Iacchus, the adolescent god (ÙeÓ óÚ·ÖÔÓ ıÂﬁÓ, vv.
394 sqq.). Iacchus in particular is associated with song, dance, laugher,
jest and mirth, and some light lewdness (398-413); v. esp. 403 sqq.:
Ûf ÁaÚ Î·ÙÈÛ¯‡Û·˜ â› ÙÂ Á¤ÏˆÙÈ (I conjecture, in place of the
transmitted Î·ÙÂÛ¯›Ûˆ (or Î·Ù·Û¯›Ûˆ) ÌbÓ âd Á¤ÏˆÙÈ)
Îà’ ÂéÙÂÏÂ›÷· ÙﬁÓ ÙÂ Û·Ó‰·Ï›ÛÎÔÓ
Î·d Ùe Ú¿ÎÈÔÓ âÍËÜÚÂ˜ œÛÙ’
à˙ËÌ›Ô˘˜ ·›˙ÂÈÓ ÙÂ Î·d ¯ÔÚÂ‡ÂÈÓ etc.

Aristophanes turns the practice of the initiate’s wearing the same
dress and shoes during each year’s sacred procession as that of his
initiation, to an occasion for fun: the worn out dress would be rent
and reveal naked parts of the body of female celebrants. This is the
mixture to which the scholiast calls our attention when he observes ad
v. 398 sqq.: ÌÂÌÈÁÌ¤Óˆ˜ Ï¤ÁÂÈ Ùa ÌbÓ Úe˜ ÙeÓ Z·ÁÚ¤· òI·Î¯ÔÓ, Ùa
‰b Úe˜ ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ. He employs later distinctions of many
Dionysuses to account for diverse functions, which basically and
initially were integrated and summed up in the character of one
Dionysus-Zagreus. Even for the Hellenistic scholar, however, Iacchus
is Zagreus. That Dionysus attends with Hercules at the mock ritual
where he is worshipped and invoked adds an extra comic dimension
to the dramatic action, besides referring to, and illustrating, the
original (certainly Homeric) Greek experience of Gods actively
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entering (as manifestations of their divine substance) the ordinary
world of men. The mystic Iacchus is (also expressed characteristically
in) the thunderous cry of the initiates when on the sacred day they
invoke in procession BÚﬁÌÈÔ˜, the Roaring One with allusion to the
oxen’s lowing (Dionysus the Bull). So clearly Euripides, Palamedes, Fr.
586 Nauck2: n˜ (sc. Dionysus) àÓ’ òI‰·Ó / Ù¤ÚÂÙ·È ÛfÓ Ì·ÙÚd Ê›Ï÷· /
Ù˘Ì¿ÓˆÓ <â’> å¿Î¯ÔÈ˜. The relevant locus classicus on the
invocatory boisterous shout called Ì˘ÛÙÈÎe˜ ú·Î¯Ô˜ is Herodotus
VIII, 65, 1-2; 4.
For Pindar (Dithyrambi II = fr. 70b, Maehler) Dionysus as BÚﬁÌÈÔ˜ (cf. Euripides, Bacchae, 115: BÚﬁÌÈÔ˜ ¬ÛÙÈ˜ ôÁFË ıÈ¿ÛÔ˘˜), the
Bellowing, is revealed by orgiastic music (...ÚﬁÌ‚ÔÈ Ù˘¿ÓˆÓ, / âÓ ‰b
Î¤¯Ï·‰ÂÓ ÎÚﬁÙ·Ï(·), vv. 9-10); processions with pine-torches
(·åıÔÌ¤Ó· ÙÂ /‰·U˜ ñe Í·Óı·ÖÛÈ Â‡Î·È˜, vv. 10-11); ecstatic shouts
and dances (âÓ ‰b N·˝‰ˆÓ âÚ›Á‰Ô˘ÔÈ ÛÙÔÓ·¯·› / Ì·Ó›·È Ù’ àÏ·Ï·›
Ù’ çÚ›ÓÂÙ·È ÚÈ„·‡¯ÂÓÈ ÛfÓ ÎÏﬁÓˇˆ, vv. 12-14); the fire of the
thunderbolt (âÓ ‰’ ï ·ÁÎÚ·Ùc˜ ÎÂÚ·˘Óe˜ àÌÓ¤ˆÓ / ÜÚ ÎÂÎ›ÓËÙ·È,
vv. 15-6). All this explosion of manifest power is described as a Bacchic
ÙÂÏÂÙ‹ occuring at the divine palaces, around Zeus’ royal sceptre (Ô¥·Ó
BÚÔÌ›Ô˘ ÙÂÏÂÙ¿Ó / Î·d aÚ ÛÎÄÙÔÓ ¢Èe˜ OéÚ·Ó›‰·È / âÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÚÔÈ˜
¥ÛÙ·ÓÙÈ, vv. 6-8). The divine madness in sound and movement is the
prerogative of the Great Mother (i.e. the Cybele, v. Fr. 80 Maehler), as
is explicitly stated in our passage: ÛÂÌÓ÷Ä ÌbÓ Î·Ù¿Ú¯ÂÈ / M·Ù¤ÚÈ aÚ
ÌÂÁ¿Ï÷· ÚﬁÌ‚ÔÈ Ù˘¿ÓˆÓ, / âÓ ‰b Î¤¯Ï·‰ÂÓ etc., vv. 8 sqq.). Further,
Enyalius’ sword (\EÓ˘·Ï›Ô˘ / öÁ¯Ô˜, vv. 16-7), Athena’s aegis (which is
made to resound by the hissing of all its serpents heads, àÏÎ¿ÂÛÛ¿ ÙÂ
¶·ÏÏ¿‰Ô˜ ·åÁ›˜ / Ì˘Ú›ˆÓ ÊıÔÁÁ¿˙ÂÙ·È ÎÏ·ÁÁ·Ö˜ ‰Ú·ÎﬁÓÙˆÓ, vv.
17-8), and Artemis’ lion-driven chariot (Ú›ÌÊ· ‰’ ÂrÛÈÓ òAÚÙÂÌÈ˜
ÔåÔÔÏa˜ ˙Â‡- / Í·ÈÛ’ âÓ çÚÁ·Ö˜ / B·Î¯›·È˜ ÊÜÏÔÓ ÏÂﬁÓÙˆÓ, vv. 1921): these symbols (and presences) of the corresponding deities
participate also in the divine Bacchanalia. And the God is beguiled by
these ravings and wild animal eruptions, ï ‰b ÎËÏÂÖÙ·È ¯ÔÚÂ˘Ô›Û·ÈÛÈ
Î·d ıËÚáÓ àÁ¤Ï·È˜ (vv. 22-3), thereby rendered mild of aspect to his
initiates. His exuberance turns saving and creative from consumptive
and destructive.
We have all the elements here of the Dionysiac nature. And they
are associated with the Theban Dionysus, the son of Semele. This is all
but certain in the sequel of this very fragment from the second
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Dithyramb. For the talk is there (vv. 26 sqq.) of the marriage of
Kadmos and Harmonia, and of their progeny, upon which a lost
sentence begins with Dionysus’ name at its start, referring to his
maternal ancestry. A reference made explicit by Pindar’s second
Athenian Dithyramb, Fr. 75.9-12 Maehler:
âd ÙeÓ ÎÈÛÛÔ‰·É ıÂﬁÓ,
ÙeÓ BÚﬁÌÈÔÓ, ÙeÓ \EÚÈ‚ﬁ·Ó ÙÂ ‚ÚÔÙÔd Î·Ï¤ÔÌÂÓ,
ÁﬁÓÔÓ ñ¿ÙˆÓ ÌbÓ ·Ù¤ÚˆÓ (sc. Zeus) ÌÂÏﬁÌÂÓ<ÔÈ>
Á˘Ó·ÈÎáÓ ÙÂ K·‰ÌÂ˚ÄÓ (™ÂÌ¤ÏËÓ).

Pindar decisively associates the Cereal connection with the
Semelean descent of one and the same Dionysus; v. Isthmia VII, 1-5
where Thebes is praised partly on account of her being Dionysus’
fatherland, Dionysus the assessor (¿ÚÂ‰ÚÔ˜) of Demeter: qÚ· ¯·ÏÎÔÎÚﬁÙÔ˘ ¿ÚÂ‰ÚÔÓ / ¢·Ì¿ÙÂÚÔ˜ êÓ›Î’ ÂéÚ˘¯·›Ù·Ó ôÓÙÂÈÏ·˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ.
The bronze - sounding Demeter refers to the orgiastic music of the
Cybelean Mother of Gods, in further aspectual identifications very
frequent esp. in mysteric cults. The conjunction of Dionysus with
Demeter points to the Titanic affair, the dismemberment of Zagreus,
the aboriginal delict which plagues human destiny. And indeed Pindar
testifies to the power of the Orphic eschatology; v. Olympia II, 56-77;
Fr. 129, 131a, 130, 131b (cf. esp. the salvational mysteric rites in
131a: ùÏ‚ÈÔÈ ‰’ ±·ÓÙÂ˜ ·úÛ÷· Ï˘ÛÈﬁÓˆÓ ÙÂÏÂÙÄÓ, an Orphic ritual);
Fr. 132 is commonly considered spurious on inadequate grounds; for
the Titanic abomination on Zagreus, v. fr. 133 (ÔxÛÈ ‰b ºÂÚÛÂÊﬁÓ·
ÔÈÓaÓ ·Ï·ÈÔÜ ¤ÓıÂÔ˜ / ‰¤ÍÂÙ·È etc.); and for the Eleusinian
connection of the Orphic dimension cf. Fr. 137.
Z
There is one Dionysus in the ancient Greek religious system down
to classical times, and this is equally reflected in contemporary poetic
and speculative awareness. Congruous is the evidence of the
iconographic testimony. Dionysus is among the main deities in early
depictions of the Return of Hephaestus theme, which itself emphasises
Dionysus’ importance (as witnessed by Alcaeus Fr. 349b Voigt: üÛÙÂ
ı¤ˆÓ ÌË‰’ CÓ \OÏ˘Ì›ˆÓ / ÏÜÛ(·È) ôÙÂÚ F¤ıÂÓ) and relates to
Dionysus becoming one of the Celestial Divinities (cf. Antoninus
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Liberalis Narr., 7 (8, 38 Förster): ...ì ‰b (sc. ≠HÚ·)... Â›ıÂÈ ÙÔf˜ ÔéÚ·Ó›Ô˘˜ ıÂÔf˜ ≤Ó· ÙáÓ ÔéÚ·Ó›ˆÓ ıÂáÓ Î·d ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ ÂrÓ·È. Cf. Alcaeus
Fr. 349e Voigt: Âx˜ ÙgÓ ‰˘ÔÎ·È‰¤ÎˆÓ). Becoming one of the
Olympian Twelve presupposes Dionysus’ marked (daemonic)
chthonicity: it does not primarily connect to a hero’s divinisation.
Official introduction of Dionysus to Zeus symbolises the Chthonic
God’s formal acceptance by the Olympian regime (cf. Boston 01.8053
= Carpenter, Plate 12B; Heidelberg 55 = Carpenter Plate 27). The
return of Hephaestus is represented on a Middle Corinthian
amphoriskos (early 6th century) in Athens (Athens NM. 664).
Dionysus is probably depicted as an effeminate figure wearing a cloak
with a scale pattern over a long dress. He is following Hephaestus
portrayed as a beardless youth with twisted feet, who raises a drinkinghorn to his mouth and rides side-saddle on a mule (V. T.H. Carpenter,
Dionysian Imagery in Archaic Greek Art, Plate 5; cf. pp. 15 sqq.,
where Carpenter argues unsuccessfully against these identifications).
The amphoriskos in Athens is dated before the François vase (cf.
Payne, Necrocorinthia, p. 142). A Corinthian column krater in
London (London B42; Carpenter, Dionysian Imagery in Archaic
Greek Art, Plate 4B), (coeval to the François vase; cf. Payne loc. cit.: at
least not later ) repeats the basic pattern, although here Hephaestos is
bearded and looks back to Dionysus, who is now depicted as a
bearded and robed man holding also a drinking-horn. (One foot of
the riding figure is probably deformed). A number of early Attic works
with similar representations (although Dionysus usually leads the
mule instead of following it, and the mule is standardly ithyphallic)
testifies to the efflorescence of the theme in contemporary Athens,
possibly due to Peisistratean policies. An example is provided by the
black-figure neck-amphora in Oxford (c. 560 B.C., Ashmolean
1920.107 = T.H. Carpenter, op. cit. Plate 6). Dionysos with an ivy
sprig precedes a young Hephaestos on an ithyphallic mule followed by
a satyr, while four deities welcome them. In another early (c. 550
B.C.) Lydos column-crater (in New York, Metropolitan Museum
31.11.11 = T.H. Carpenter, Art and Myth in Ancient Greece, Fig. 5 =
J. Boardman, Athenian Black Figure Vases, Fig. 65.1,2) the procession
includes dancing satyrs and nymphs with snakes, grapes, wine-skins;
the nymphs also wear a panther-skin. (Cf. another Lydos vase, a
psykter amphora in London, British Museum B148 = Boardman, op.
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cit. Fig. 66). On a later (c. 530 B.C.) neck-amphora signed by the
potter Nikosthenes we see a display of full orgiastic dancing (in Kansas
City, Nelson-Atkins Museum 52-22 = Carpenter, Art and Myth, Fig.
8). On a Caeretan hydria (c. 530 B.C.), a young crippled Hephaestos
rides a galloping mule toward Dionysus who wears a leopard-skin and
holds a kantharos in one hand, a small leopard in the other. A maenad
wearing a leopard-skin and holding a snake, and a satyr playing pipes,
follow dancing in wild excitement. On the other side, a standing satyr
copulates with a naked woman. (In Vienna, Kunsthistorisches
Museum 3577 = J. Boardman, Early Greek Vase Painting, Fig. 495.1,
2). Wine, ithyphallism, hilarity and all other Dionysiac symbols are
already present. In a late Corinthian work, a krater from Phlius,
couples of ithyphallic satyrs and naked women run to the right behind
a named Dionysus (cf. W. Biers, Excavations at Phlius, 1924; The
Votive Deposits, in Hesperia 40 (1971), pp. 410-2, pl. 88.36).
In the François vase (Florence 4209; cf. Carpenter, op. cit. Plate
4A; J. Boardman, Athenian Black Figure Vases, Fig. 46-46.7),
Dionysus leads a procession to the left with Hephaestus mounted on
an ithyphallic mule, satyrs (named ™ÈÏËÓÔ›) and nymphs. They are
received by a series of seated waiting deities, with Aphrodite standing
facing the procession. The two groups balance each other; Dionysos
and Aphrodite are the focal figures defining the centre of the frieze.
The Sileni (and the mule) are ithyphallic; one carries a wineskin,
another plays double pipes, a third carries a nymph in his arms. After a
gap, a nymph wearing a peplos follows, and in sequel another nymph
who clashes small cymbals. We have in fact all attendants and articles
witnessed by the literary sources. Above the gap the word NYºAI (sic)
appears on the vase, which may be a misspelling for NYMºAI. But in
Sophilos’ depiction of the Wedding of Peleus and Thetis - which exists
in two versions, one on a vase in London (London 1971.11-1.30,
another one in Athens (Acr. 587) - a group of five women in the
London vase (one frontal-faced playing a syrinx, two to the right
facing left and two to the left facing right all positioned like a choir)
bears the inscription MO™AI (for MÔÜÛ·È) and matches the remnants
of a similar group in the Acropolis vase (the frontal face and the two to
the right are preserved) which carry the inscription NY™AI. Whether
Sophilos’ MO™AI and the other vasepainter’s NYºAI are misprints
for NY™AI or not, the NY™AI in the Athens vase should not be
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explained away as N‡ÌÊ·È. The nymphs therefore in the previous
mentioned examples as well may partly be construed as N‡Û·È, may
be Dionysus’ nurses, the nymphs of the Nysa mountain, birthplace of
the mysteric Dionysus. In Kleitias’ depiction of the Marriage of Peleus
and Thetis (on the François Vase), Dionysus is accompanied by the
three HOPAI (uøÚ·È) as well as by Chariklo (ΧΑΡΙOΛΟ, a singular
name for the Graces, X¿ÚÈÙÂ˜, in all likelihood). The common
worship of Dionysus with Charites in Elis (Olympia) has been
emphasised above (cf. esp. scholia to Pindar, Olympia, V, 5). A
common altar to Dionysus and the Charites is attested at Olympia
near the sanctuary of Pelops (Pausanias, V, 19, 10); between the
sanctuary and that altar there lay altars to the Muses and to the
Nymphs (ibid.). Cultic realities, literary testimonies and iconographic
evidence conspire and converge supplementing each other in
reflecting a unique and unified picture of Dionysus in the archaic age.
The Dionysus represented in the famous Cypselus chest was shown as
a reclining bearded figure, wearing a long chiton, holding a golden
drinking vessel in hand, lying in a cave surrounded by vines, apple
trees and pomegranate trees (Pausanias, V, 19, 6). Apple is the symbol
of Aphrodite, pomegranate of Persephone and vine Dionysus’ special
manifestation. We see here, also, the decisive congruence of
iconographic depiction with literary accounts and religious data. In a
representation on a Chalcidian cup by the Phineus painter, the
Dionysian symbolism of attributes appears in Nonnian splendour.
The chariot of Dionysus is drawn by lions, panthers and stags,
accompanied by ithyphallic Sileni. It faces a lion fountainhead over
which a vine grows luxuriantly and in front of which a huge crater is
located: evidently the fountain is meant to pour wine into the crater.
Behind satyrs ambush bathing nymphs: one hairy satyr is portrayed in
the act of anal penetration over a bending black-figured nymph. (In
Wϋrzburg, Martin von Wagner Museum 354 = Boardman, op. cit.
Fig. 479.1, 2; v. esp. E. Simon, Die Götter der Griechen3, Fig. 280).
The Nysa reference in the archaic iconography points to the
mysteric Dionysus. Simultaneously, Dionysus is associated in early
vase paintings with £˘ÒÓË = ™ÂÌ¤ÏË (cf. Florence 3790; Carpenter,
op. cit., Plate 8A), with no sense of any contradiction or impropriety
being involved in this Theban, Semelean origination. The Aphrodite
connection is strongly represented (cf. Florence 4209 = Carpenter,
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Plate 4A; Athens, Acr. 603a = Carpenter, Plate 9A; perhaps Munich
inv. 7739 = Carpenter, Plate 7A). Orgiastic music and dancing by
Maenads and Satyrs are also on the scene (cf. Louvre F75 = Carpenter,
Plate 7B; Copenhagen inv. 5179 = Carpenter, Plate 19A; Wϋrzburg
265 = Carpenter, Plate 19B; Louvre F36 = Carpenter Plate 24A; Basel
Kδ 420 = Carpenter, Plate 24B; Munich 2302 = Carpenter, Plate 26;
Boston 01.8052 = Carpenter, Plate 23A). Highly significant is the
indication of a maenadic-orgiastic rending apart of an animal on an
Amasis vase, Cab. Mιd. 222 = Carpenter, Plate 17. Two dancing
maenads, embracing each other, one sporting a panther-skin,
approach Dionysus holding a hare and a stag. Wine-pressing revelry is
drawn in Wϋrzburg 265 = Carpenter, Plate 20A; Basel Kδ 420 =
Carpenter Plate 20B. Grape gathering in Boston 63.952 = Carpenter,
Plate 21; Cab Mιd. 320 = Carpenter, Plate 23B. Ivy as Dionysiac
symbol is frequent, as is cantharos, goat or fawn. Ithyphallic beams,
like masts, or rather ploughs, with grotesque figures, testify to the
chthonicity of the God (Florence 3897 = Carpenter, Plate 22). The
carriage of a Dionysus ship (in a pattern similar to that portrayed in
the immediately preceding case) is on a fragmentary Ionian amphora
from Karnak belonging to the Northampton group (c. 540-530 B.C.;
Oxford 1924.264 = I. Boardman, Early Greek Vase Painting, Fig.
487.1, 2). A giant, majestic Dionysus is drawn sitting in his ship
rowed by satyrs, while others play kithara and double-pipes and still
others dance. (In a black-figure Attic amphora c. 510 B.C., Tarquinia,
Museo Nazionale = E. Simon, Die Götter der Griechen, Fig. 276).
The splendid image of the Dionysus ship, with the god alone reclining
in it and an overgrown vine heavy with grapes rising along the mast, is
the exquisite work of Execias (c. 530 B.C. A phiale in Mϋnchen,
Staatliche Antikensammlung = Simon, op.cit. Fig. 279). On a skyphos
by the Theseus painter, the ship of Dionysus is a festive shipcar (in
Athens, Acropolis 1281 = J. Boardman, Athenian Black Figure Vases,
Fig. 247). Is the ship still another phallic symbol, appropriate to the
Sea-Dionysus, as the plough is of the Land-One? The image of an
animal rape by a Satyr by the side of a Dionysus mounted on an
ithyphallic mule and surrounded by a troup of maenads and satyrs
orgiastically dancing can be seen on an Attic black-figure flat-mouthed
oinochoe (in Toronto, Royal Ontario Museum 320 = Boardman, op.
cit., Fig. 288). Dionysian sexual exuberance is manifested in a scene of
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masturbating satyrs on the neck of an early spherical aryballos signed
by Nearchos (in New York, Metropolitan Museum 26.49 =
Boardman, op. cit. 50). The satyrs carry characteristic inscribed
names: TÂÚ¤ÎÂÏÔ˜ (~ Ù¤Úˆ) is the name of the frontal figure,
æÒÏ·˜ (º™O§A™, ~ „ˆÏ‹ = membrum virile praeputio retracto)
that of the right hand satyr, and (probably) ¢ﬁÎÈÔ˜ (¢OKIO™, ~ ‰ÔÎ›˜
= plank, beam) the name of the lefthand one. Dionysian sadist
sexuality is evidenced on a later black figure lekythos by the Beldam
Painter (name vase), where a gang of satyrs cruelly torture a woman (in
Athens, National Museum 1129 = Boardman, op. cit. Fig. 277). A
beautiful scene of a young Dionysus holding a kantharos and
surrounded by dancing and drinking satyrs is on the splendid name
piece, the Northampton Vase (in London, Niarchos, formerly Castle
Ashby = Boardman, op. cit., Fig. 485.1, 2). The maenadic condition is
powerfully captured by the Brygos painter on the inside of a red-figure
on white ground cup: the Maenad is depicted in violent movement,
hair flowing, wearing a leopard skin, snake in head, thyrsos in one
hand, a leopard in the other. On the outside of the cup Dionysos is
portrayed sitting, holding a vine, from which a wine-skin hangs,
surrounded by maenads in an orgiastic dance to the sounds of a
double-pipe played by a satyr. (In Mϋnchen, Antikensammlungen
2645 = J. Boardman, Athenian Red Figure Vases: The Archaic Period,
Figs. 218 and 256). The Brygos painter has also left us a magnificent
icon of Dionysian ecstasis: Dionysuus himself is shown entranced
playing the lyre with satyrs around him in orgiastic dancing. (In Paris,
Bibliothèque Nationale 576 = Boardman, op. cit., Fig. 255).
The second birth of Dionysus from Zeus’ thigh, where he was put
after his immature abortion from Semele’s womb, is represented in a
unique Attic black-figure neck amphora by the Diosphos Painter
(name vase). Zeus with his sceptre is sitting slightly bending forward.
He keeps on his thigh a fully grown youth with a beautiful body in
reduced dimensions. The boy apparently holds in his raised hands two
torches. He is cast as light-bringer, and this is reflected in the name
inscribed next to him, ¢IO™ºO™ ¢Èﬁ˜Êˆ˜ = Êá˜ ¢Èﬁ˜, the Light of
Zeus. Hera (identified by an inscription) stands in front of Zeus, with
her right hand extended to Zeus, the fingers patterned as if she was
holding something delicate, while her left raises the lower part of her
long dress: she seems to be ready to leave. She may be acting the role of

458

CHAPTER 8

Eileithyia, the divine midwife, the Parturition goddess. KA§O™ is
written above Zeus. (In Paris, Cabinet des Médailles 219 = J.
Boardman, Athenian Black Figure Vases, Fig. 272). The moments just
preceding the childbirth are probably represented on a belly amphora
by the Princeton Painter. (In Princeton, Princeton University Museum
168 = Boardman, op. cit., Fig. 138). Zeus, in an untypically very full
shape, (as if to indicate pregnancy) is seated, while two winged figures
stand in front and behind him, the one in front black, the other white:
a male and female daemonic attendant is probably indicated. The one
in front extends his left hand towards Zeus lightly touching his thigh:
we may thus think of Eileithyiae, although normally they are
generically female. One step behind each winged figure stand two
naked youths, the left one with a stunning erection. Round the neck
of the amphora an ivy decorative pattern is displayed. Dionysos’ birth
is very likely meant.
Dionysos as ¢ÈﬁÛÊˆ˜, Zeus’ Light, is also highly significant as an
early testimony to Hippolytus’ late report on the Attic Phlyan
Mysteries. In Phlya was the seat of mysteries acted in the name of the
Great Goddess. Hippolytus V 20: (the sexual import of the Orphic
ÏÂÁﬁÌÂÓ· and ‰ÚÒÌÂÓ· can be observed in these rites) ÙÂÙ¤ÏÂÛÙ·È ‰b
Ù·ÜÙ· Î·d ·Ú·‰¤‰ÔÙ·È àÓıÚÒÔÈ˜ Úe ÙÉ˜ KÂÏÂÔÜ Î·d TÚÈÙÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘ Î·d ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜ Î·d KﬁÚË˜ Î·d ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ âÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÈ ÙÂÏÂÙÉ˜, âÓ
ºÏÔÈÔÜÓÙÈ (sic. cod. But the name of this Attic deme was in classical
times ºÏ˘ÂÖ˜, ºÏ‡· or ºÏ‡ÂÈ·; cf. Plutarch, Themistocles, I, 4;
Pausanias, I, 31, 4; Harpocration; Stephanus Byzantius; Suda;
Photius. We should probably emend to ºÏ˘ÂÜÛÈ (or ºÏ˘÷Ä
Schneidewin) here and in the next occurrence of the word, as well as
further down in the passage: Ùa ÙÉ˜ MÂÁ¿ÏË˜ ºÏ˘¤ˆÓ (or ºÏ˘ÂÜÛÈÓ
or ºÏ˘ÉÛÈÓ Maass) ùÚÁÈ·. Just possibly however an alternative name
of the region might have been ºÏ˘ÔÜ˜, on the analogy of the
Peloponnesian ºÏÈÔÜ˜. More probably it is an error of Hippolytus or
of the scribe) ÙÉ˜ \AÙÙÈÎÉ˜Ø Úe ÁaÚ ÙáÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÈÓ›ˆÓ Ì˘ÛÙËÚ›ˆÓ
öÛÙÈÓ âÓ ÙFÉ ºÏÔÈÔÜÓÙÈ <ÙÉ˜> ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓË˜ MÂÁ¿ÏË˜ ùÚÁÈ·. Οn the
walls of a sacred ·ÛÙ¿˜ (cubiculum or porticus, porch, hall or inner
room and bed chamber, really a ÙÂÏÂÛÙ‹ÚÈÔÓ) in the sanctuary of the
Great Goddess, there were paintings among which one represented a
winged grey-haired old man with erect membrum pursuing a canine
woman (öÛÙÈ ‰b... Î·d ÚÂÛ‚‡ÙË˜ ÙÈ˜ âÁÁÂÁÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔ˜ ÔÏÈe˜ ÙÂ-
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ÚˆÙe˜ âÓÙÂÙ·Ì¤ÓËÓ ö¯ˆÓ ÙcÓ ·åÛ¯‡ÓËÓ, Á˘Ó·ÖÎ· àÔÊÂ‡ÁÔ˘Û·Ó
‰ÈÒÎˆÓ Î˘ÓÔÂÈ‰É). The dog-like face (?) of the woman is enigmatic
unless a Hecataean connection is meant to be emphasised. It has been
proposed to convert it to Î˘·ÓÔÂÈ‰É (black, or dark blue, coloured),
which would fit closely to Hippolytus’ interpretation of the wallpainting (ibid.): öÔÈÎÂ ‰b ÂrÓ·È Î·Ùa ÙeÓ ™ËıÈ·ÓáÓ ÏﬁÁÔÓ ï Ê¿Ô˜ Ú˘¤ÛÙË˜ Ùe Êá˜, Ùe ÛÎÔÙÂÈÓeÓ ≈‰ˆÚ ‰b ì ÊÈÎﬁÏ· (sic) etc. The name
inscribed above the old man was Ê¿Ô˜-Ú˘¤ÓÙË˜ (sic ibid., apparently
meant to be declined by Hippolytus or his source (Plutarch, probably,
in his Ten Books Against Empedocles, ibid.) as one word, like Ê·ÔÛÚ˘¤ÓÙÔ˘ if the correction in the second place where it occurs from the
(again) Ê¿Ô˜ Ú˘¤ÓÙË˜ of the codex to Ê¿Ô˜ Ú˘¤ÓÙÔ˘ is adopted as the
easiest emendation) it is associated by him to the flow of the light: âÈÁ¤ÁÚ·Ù·È ‰b âd ÙÔÜ ÚÂÛ‚‡ÙÔ˘ «Ê¿Ô˜-Ú˘¤ÓÙË˜»... öÔÈÎÂ ‰b ÂrÓ·È
Î·Ùa ÙeÓ ™ËıÈ·ÓáÓ ÏﬁÁÔÓ ï Ê¿Ô˜-Ú˘¤ÓÙË˜ Ùe Êá˜... . Ùe ‰b ùÓÔÌ·
ÙÔÜ Ê¿Ô˜-Ú˘¤ÓÙÔ˘ ÙcÓ Ú‡ÛÈÓ ôÓˆıÂÓ ÙÔÜ ÊˆÙﬁ˜, ..., ‰ËÏÔÖ Î¿Ùˆ.
This º¿Ô˜-Ú˘¤ÓÙË˜ is in all probability the Phliasian Mysteric
Dionysus, the Old-Age manifestation of the just born perfect youth
¢Èﬁ˜-Êá˜ on the vase-painting. Such an old-age Dionysian
manifestation can be aspectually identified furthermore to Dionysus’
father, Zeus himself. (Cf. Orphei Hymni 52.6 ıÂáÓ ¿ÙÂÚ ä‰b Î·d ˘îb
as addressed to Trieteric Dionysus; although here the symbolism
relates to the (aspectual) identification of Phanes as divine ulterior
ancestor with Dionysus as the latest progeny of the gods, specifically of
Zeus, with cosmic royal claims and jurisdiction). P˘¤ÓÙË˜, if correct,
seems to be a substantivised form of the 2nd aorist participle of Ú¤ˆ,
Ú˘Â›˜ (as in Plato, Timaeus, 84), Ú˘¤ÓÙ-Ô˜. Just possibly, the inscription
may be meant in the genitive Ê¿Ô˘˜ Ú˘¤ÓÙÔ˜, an idea that would gain
confirmation if we could propose a related appropriate conjecture on
the undeciphered row of letters above the female image in the wall
painting, +ÂÚÂËÊÈÎﬁÏ· (taken as containing the name ì ºÈÎﬁÏ· by
the scribe, Hippolytus or his source). We may see in this corrupt,
meaningless, expression two components, ÂÚ¿ˆ = penetrate sensu
obsceno and ÊÈÎÈ‰›˙ˆ or ÊÈÎÈá = ·È‰ÂÚ·ÛÙ¤ˆ (according to Suda
s.v. ÊÈÎÈ‰›˙ˆ), i.e. copulate more virili. The sense of the picture would
then be that the female figure is given to, or is about to indulge in, or
is pursued with a view to, the type of copulation practised intra mares.
And in actual fact, we find an Etruscan mural in the Tomba dei Tori,
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where a male figure penetrates anally a bending woman in front of a
human headed, bearded bull with well marked genitalia. (V.G.
Vorberg, Glossarium Eroticum, 1965, Fig. on p. 473). The anthropofaced bull represents Dionysus. The young man, with flowing hair,
turns his head back, to avoid looking at the woman whom he
penetrates from behind. These details suggest an attitude if not of
aversion, at least of uncommittedness to the act. And it suits well the
Sethian (and other Gnostic) lore of a higher and spiritual,
nongenerative employment of sexuality for salvation; a lore that I
suggested was also operative in Greek (in particular the Eleusinian)
Mysteries. The same general tenor and specific connections are
preserved if we consider the (admittedly problematic) Ú˘¤ÓÙÔ˜ as
corrupt, and adopt Maass’ ingenious conjecture âÚÈ¤ÓÙË˜ for it. (E.
Maass, Orpheus, pp. 301-3, esp. p. 303; his other suggestion to read
âÚÈ¤ÓÙÔ˘ ÎﬁÚË for ¶ÂÚÂËÊÈÎﬁÏ·, tests the limits of arbitrariness).
\EÚÈ¤ÓÙË˜ is a mysterious divine epithet for Aphrodite (Hesychius
s.v.). Construing the word as âÚÈ+öÓÙÔ˜ (weapon, armour, sword) is
not particularly persuasive. An association with \EÚÈÓ‡˜ (rather than
\EÚÈÓÓ‡˜) has been suggested. Another Hesychian lemma (slightly out
of word order) has àÚ¿ÓÙÈÛÈÓØ \EÚÈÓÓ‡ÛÈÓ, M·ÎÂ‰ﬁÓÂ˜. One may
think of a dialectal, plural dative of a feminine ì \AÚ¿ÓÙÈ˜ or \AÚ¿ÓÙË˜, ÙÉ˜ \AÚ¿ÓÙÈ‰Ô˜; thus connecting to àÚ¿ = prayer, curse32. But
an association of âÚÈ¤ÓÙË˜ with àÚ¿ÓÙÈ(Ë)˜ is wilful. Unless mediated
by the Laconian divinity \AÚÔÓÙ›· (IG V, 1, 1 No. 213.24; 40), in
whose honour athletic games were celebrated. These are rather idle
speculations. Better to construe \EÚÈ¤ÓÙË˜ as He of the Mighty
Erection, from âÚÈ and ÙÂ›Óˆ (cf. öÓÙ·ÛÈ˜). The form may also be
connected to âÓÙ‡ˆ / âÓÙ‡Óˆ, furnish, equip, deck out, prepare:
\EÚÈ¤ÓÙË˜ would then connote the Mightily Endowed, the Greatly
Equipped, the Highly Prepared, a condition of supreme preparedness.
In a mysteric context, it comes to much the same effect as in the
previous connection. \EÚÈÓ(Ó)‡˜ might just be indirectly related to
this etymological meaning field, if construed as âÚÈ+\EÓ˘Ò (cf. \EÓ˘¿ÏÈÔ˜), the Mighty Killer (cf. the war god (or warlike) \EÓ˘¿ÏÈÔ˜ and
the goddess of war \EÓ˘Ò). This is more plausible than a connection
to ≤ÓÓ˘ÌÈ / ëÓÓ‡ˆ / ≤ÓÓ˘Ì·È Ionic Â¥Ó˘ÌÈ, ÂîÓ‡ˆ, put on, clothe, wear.
But Pausanias (VIII, 25, 6) is probably right to derive the word from
an Arcadian âÚÈÓ‡ÂÈÓ meaning ı˘Ìˇá ¯ÚÉÛı·È (being enraged, furious).
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Returning now to the main line of development. The significant,
ritualistic and primary use of light in the Eleusinian Mysteries is well
attested. Cf. the ÔÏf ÜÚ of the unspeakable ceremonies in the
Greater Mysteries, Hippolytus V, 8, 40: ...·éÙe˜ ï îÂÚÔÊ¿ÓÙË˜
...Ó˘ÎÙe˜ âÓ <\E>ÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÈ ñe ÔÏÏˇá ˘Úd ÙÂÏáÓ Ùa ÌÂÁ¿Ï· Î·d
ôÚÚËÙ· Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈ· etc. ºˆÛÊﬁÚÔ˜ in the mysteric symbolism was
precisely the mystic light; Scholia to Aristophanes, Ranae, 343 (= J.
Tzetzes ad Aristophanem, Ranae, 340a). One of the supreme officials
of the Eleusinian cultus was precisely the ¢÷·‰ÔÜ¯Ô˜, the Torch-Bearer;
another the ¶˘ÚÊﬁÚÔ˜. Plutarch speaks of the Ì¤Á· Êá˜ in the
mysteric ÙÂÏÂÙ·›; Quomodo quis suos in virtute sentiat profectos, 10
(81d-e): ...Ôî ÙÂÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ Î·Ù’ àÚ¯a˜ ÌbÓ âÓ ıÔÚ‡‚ˇˆ Î·d ‚ÔFÉ Û˘Ó›·ÛÈ
Úe˜ àÏÏ‹ÏÔ˘˜ èıÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ. ‰ÚˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ ‰b Î·d ‰ÂÈÎÓ˘Ì¤ÓˆÓ ÙáÓ
îÂÚáÓ ÚÔÛ¤¯Ô˘ÛÈÓ õ‰Ë ÌÂÙa Êﬁ‚Ô˘ Î·d ÛÈˆÉ˜... ï ‰’ âÓÙe˜ ÁÂÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ Î·d Ì¤Á· Êá˜ å‰ÒÓ, ÔxÔÓ àÓ·ÎÙﬁÚˆÓ àÓÔÈÁÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ, ≤ÙÂÚÔÓ
Ï·‚gÓ Û¯ÉÌ· Î·d ÛÈˆcÓ Î·d ı¿Ì‚Ô˜ etc. (Cf. the ·åÁÏÉÂÓ àÓ¿ÎÙÔÚÔÓ of the mysteric inscription IG II2 3709, 10-1). The ritual was
meant to imitate the extreme death experience of the soul in exitu; cf.
the awsome description in Plutarch Fr. 178 (Sandbach), esp.: ÙﬁÙÂ (sc.
while in the pangs of death) ‰b ¿Û¯ÂÈ (sc. ì „˘¯‹) ¿ıÔ˜ ÔxÔÓ Ôî
ÙÂÏÂÙ·Ö˜ ÌÂÁ¿Ï·È˜ Î·ÙÔÚÁÈ·˙ﬁÌÂÓÔÈ. ‰Èe Î·d Ùe ÚÉÌ· Ùˇá Ú‹Ì·ÙÈ Î·d
Ùe öÚÁÔÓ Ùˇá öÚÁˇˆ ÙÔÜ ÙÂÏÂ˘ÙÄÓ Î·d ÙÂÏÂÖÛı·È ÚÔÛ¤ÔÈÎÂ. Ï¿Ó·È Ùa
ÚáÙ· Î·d ÂÚÈ‰ÚÔÌ·d ÎÔÒ‰ÂÈ˜ Î·d ‰Èa ÛÎﬁÙÔ˘˜ ÙÈÓb˜ ≈ÔÙÔÈ
ÔÚÂÖ·È Î·d àÙ¤ÏÂÛÙÔÈ (the labyrinth of existence), ÂrÙ· Úe ÙÔÜ
Ù¤ÏÔ˘˜ ·éÙÔÜ Ùa ‰ÂÈÓa ¿ÓÙ·, ÊÚ›ÎË Î·d ÙÚﬁÌÔ˜ Î·d î‰Úg˜ Î·d ı¿Ì‚Ô˜Ø âÎ ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ Êá˜ ÙÈ ı·˘Ì¿ÛÈÔÓ à‹ÓÙËÛÂÓ Î·d ÙﬁÔÈ Î·ı·ÚÔd
Î·d ÏÂÈÌáÓÂ˜ â‰¤Í·ÓÙÔ etc. An outpouring of this holy condition of
pure light constitutes the flowing light of this world, which as light
flown down, as Ê¿Ô˜ Ú˘¤Ó(ÙË˜), is symbolised by the abnormal
sexuality, i.e. a sexuality that abrogates its this-worldly role and
function, channelling its power to counteract the gravity of the world
towards salvation. Furthermore, the relation of the Phliasian º¿Ô˜
Ú˘¤Ó(ÙË˜) to Phanes (Ê·›Óˆ, -ÔÌ·È, Ê·Óﬁ˜ etc.), the characteristic
Orphic divinity, the bisexual ¶ÚˆÙﬁÁÔÓÔ˜ of cosmogony and
aspectual ancestor of Dionysos, is unmistakeable.
In these connections, we discover the inner affinity of early
mysteric cultus and Orphism with late Gnostic speculations, as in
Sethianism. And Hippolytus’ insistence, as well as that of the Fathers
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of the Church, that the turn Gnosis gave to Christianity was au fond a
reductionism of the new faith to old mysteric religion, appears no
more as such an extravagant perversion, as it is usually taken to be.
The Phlyan Mysteries, older according to Hippolytus’ and
Plutarch’s sources than the Eleusinian ones, are important also because
of their strong, attested Orphic dimension. The deme bore the same
name with that of the people’s progenitor, ºÏ˘ﬁ˜, son of Earth. Earth
was the Great Goddess of the Phlyans (Pausanias, I, 31, 4). ºÏ‡Ô˜ was
her eponymous son. He probably was held to have transmitted
mysteric initiation to Eleusis itself. For his grandson Kaukon
transferred the Great Goddesses’ orgies from Eleusis to Andania in
Messenia. And all this, teste Pausania, was reported in the Hymn to
Demeter that was composed for Lycomidae by Mousaius; Pausanias,
IV, 1, 5: ...·Úa Ù·‡ÙËÓ ÙcÓ MÂÛÛ‹ÓËÓ (aboriginal queen of
Messenia) Ùa ùÚÁÈ· ÎÔÌ›˙ˆÓ ÙáÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏˆÓ £ÂáÓ K·‡ÎˆÓ qÏıÂÓ âÍ
\EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÔ˜ ï KÂÏ·›ÓÔ˘ ÙÔÜ ºÏ˘ÔÜ. ºÏ˘eÓ ‰b ·éÙeÓ \AıËÓ·ÖÔÈ
Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ ·Ö‰· ÂrÓ·È °É˜Ø ïÌÔÏÔÁÂÖ ‰¤ ÛÊÈÛÈ Î·d ≈ÌÓÔ˜ MÔ˘Û·›Ô˘
§˘ÎÔÌ›‰·È˜ ÔÈËıÂd˜ â˜ ¢‹ÌËÙÚ·.
The §˘ÎÔÌ›‰·È was a sacral family, like the Eteoboutadae of
Athens. Themistocles belonged to that family and he took care to
rebuilt the Telesterion in Phlya after it was destroyed by the Persians;
he oversaw its adornment with mural paintings; Plutarch,
Themistocles, I, 4: ¬ÙÈ Ì¤ÓÙÔÈ ÙÔÜ §˘ÎÔÌÈ‰áÓ Á¤ÓÔ˘˜ ÌÂÙÂÖ¯Â, ‰ÉÏﬁÓ
âÛÙÈØ Ùe ÁaÚ ºÏ˘ÉÛÈ ÙÂÏÂÛÙ‹ÚÈÔÓ, ¬ÂÚ qÓ §˘ÎÔÌÈ‰áÓ ÎÔÈÓﬁÓ,
âÌÚËÛıbÓ ñe ÙáÓ ‚·Ú‚¿ÚˆÓ ·éÙe˜ âÂÛÎÂ‡·ÛÂ Î·d ÁÚ·Ê·Ö˜ âÎﬁÛÌËÛÂÓ, ó˜ ™ÈÌˆÓ›‰Ë˜ îÛÙﬁÚËÎÂÓ. This telesterion or Hall of
Initiation, was then the ·ÛÙ¿˜ of Hippolytus where the mysteric
wall paintings existed. This ·ÛÙ¿˜ was also called ÎÏ›ÛÈÔÓ; Pausanias,
IV, 1, 7: àÓ¤ıËÎÂ ‰b (sc. Methapus the Athenian, an initiator of
mysteric rites) Î·d â˜ Ùe ÎÏ›ÛÈÔÓ Ùe §˘ÎÔÌÈ‰áÓ ÂåÎﬁÓ· ö¯Ô˘Û·Ó â›ÁÚ·ÌÌ· etc. (KÏ›ÛÈÔÓ or ÎÏÈÛ›ÔÓ, from ÎÏ›Óˆ, here is rather a place
where one could recline, a bed-chamber, rather than an outbuilding
like a porch; it could mean (ÎÏÂÈÛ›ÔÓ) an outhouse or shed as well,
even in appropriate contexts a shrine or chapel. Nothing prohibits of
course that the sanctuary where Lycomidae were hereditary priests was
a complex structure with wall paintings to be found in many of its
sections. One would however expect that the more pregnant and
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symbolic murals would had been painted in the ÙÂÏÂÛÙ‹ÈÔÓ, the hall
of the holy mysteric rites). From what follows in the text it is evident
that the inscriptions on the wall paintings could be pretty long. The
particular picture and (partly quoted) epigram relates to the initiation
of Kaukon, the descendant of Phlyous, in the Andanian (Messenian)
mysteries to the Great Goddesses.
The Lycomidean ritual in Phlya involved the singing of songs,
among which prominent position was occupied by hymns to Eros,
reportedly composed by Pamphos and Orpheus. Pausanias informs us
that scholars erudite in (the beginnings of) poetry know well that the
genuine Orphic hymns were relatively few in number and rather
short; they were incanted by Lycomidae during the performance of
their rites; they are second only to the Homeric ones in beauty of
form, and more profoundly inspired in religious significance.
Pausanias, IX, 30, 12: ≠OÛÙÈ˜ ‰b ÂÚd ÔÈ‹ÛÂˆ˜ âÔÏ˘Ú·ÁÌﬁÓËÛÂÓ
õ‰Ë, ÙÔf˜ \OÚÊ¤ˆ˜ ≈ÌÓÔ˘˜ Ôr‰ÂÓ ùÓÙ·˜ ≤Î·ÛÙﬁÓ ÙÂ ·éÙáÓ âd ‚Ú·¯‡Ù·ÙÔÓ Î·d Ùe Û‡Ì·Ó ÔéÎ â˜ àÚÈıÌeÓ ÔÏfÓ ÂÔÈËÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜. §˘ÎÔÌ›‰·È ‰b úÛ·Û› ÙÂ Î·d â÷¿‰Ô˘ÛÈ ÙÔÖ˜ ‰ÚˆÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜. ÎﬁÛÌˇˆ ÌbÓ ‰c ÙáÓ
âáÓ ‰Â˘ÙÂÚÂÖ· Ê¤ÚÔÈÓÙÔ iÓ ÌÂÙ¿ ÁÂ ^OÌ‹ÚÔ˘ ÙÔf˜ ≈ÌÓÔ˘˜, ÙÈÌÉ˜ ‰b
âÎ ÙÔÜ ıÂ›Ô˘ (an â˜ Ùe ıÂÖÔÓ?) Î·d â˜ Ï¤ÔÓ âÎÂ›ÓˆÓ ≥ÎÔ˘ÛÈ.
Lycomidae intoned hexametre hymns to Eros reputedly composed by
both Pamphos and Orpheus in their rituals. Pausanias IX, 27, 2:
\øÏÉÓÔ˜ ‰b ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ ¶¿ÌÊˆ˜ ÙÂ öË Î·d \OÚÊÂf˜ âÔ›ËÛ·ÓØ Î·›
ÛÊÈÛÈÓ àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜ ÂÔÈËÌ¤Ó· âÛÙdÓ â˜ òEÚˆÙ·, ¥Ó· âd ÙÔÖ˜ ‰ÚˆÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜ §˘ÎÔÌ›‰·È Î·d Ù·ÜÙ· ÷ô‰ˆÛÈÓ. The symbolism of Eros
especially in Orphic cosmogony (but in Hesiod, too) is mighty. And
fits well with the above-analysed picture painted on the walls of the
telesterion. This sanctum sanctorum particularly could preserve at the
time of Plutarch and Hippolytus' source the original paintings
executed under the supervision of Themistocles.
H
Nowhere do we find any significant indication of a multiple
Dionysus systematic experience in the archaic and classical periods.
Nor would that have been consonant with the basic essentials of
ancient religiosity. The integration of many like characters and
functions in one hypostasis (using advisedly this philosophically and
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theologically pregnant term) was of its nature. And this explains both
the greater or lesser ÔÏ˘ˆÓ˘Ì›· of each divinity (its multiplicity of
divine epithets) and its indivisible unity. It also accounts for the
omnipresent phenomenon of aspectual identification (in essence) of
hypostatically different deities. Trinitarian theology and Christology
knew where they were treading.
The multiple Dionysus theory has grown characteristically in the
bosom of Hellenistic, esp. Alexandrian, scholarship. (The Pergamene
School of Criticism was more traditional in this respect, given also its
Stoic predilections and integrating tendencies; but see infra). In fact,
there existed in Hellenistic times as well a (traditional) line of thought
which viewed alternative accounts of a given divinity (even repugnant
or contradictory accounts) as revealing essential characteristics of the
god without construing them as attributed to different hypostases or
persons. Thus we learn that Euphorion considered Dionysus as having
three distinct births, one from Semele, one from Zeus and still another
when the god was resurrected after his dismemberment at the hands of
the Titans. Remarkably, this account does not make room for the
mysteric Persephonian origination of Dionysus, although it recognises
the Orphic Titanic abomination committed against him. The passage
(Philodemus, De pietate, 44, p. 16.1 sqq. Gomperz = Powell,
Collectanea Alexandrina, Euphorio Fr. 36 = O. Kern, OF 36) is
significant in a number of ways: [ÚÒÙËÓ ÙÔ‡]ÙˆÓ (sc. Á¤ÓÓËÛÈÓ,
birth) ÙcÓ âÎ ÙÉ˜ Ì[ËÙÚﬁ˜], ëÙ¤Ú·Ó ‰b Ù[cÓ âÎ] ÙÔÜ ÌËÚÔÜ, [ÙÚ›]ÙËÓ
‰b Ùc[Ó ÙÂ ‰È]·Û·ÛıÂd˜ ñe ÙáÓ TÈÙ¿ÓˆÓ P¤[·˜ Ùa] Ì¤ÏË
Û˘ÓıÂ[›ÛË˜] àÓÂ‚›ˆ{È}. Î·d [âÓ] MÔ„Ô›÷· ‰’ Eé[ÊÔÚ›]ˆ[Ó ï]ÌÔÏÔÁÂÖ
[ÙÔ‡]ÙÔÈ˜, [ï] ‰’ \OÚ[ÊÂf˜ âÓ ≠AÈ‰Ô˘] Î·d ¿ÓÙ· [¯ÚﬁÓÔÓ]
âÓ‰È·ÙÚÂ[›‚ÂÈÓ] (sc. ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ). The Semelean Dionysus - born
prematurely as a consequence of his mother having been struck by
Zeus as Zeus’ thunderbolt when the God entered her in his full divine
power, and born a second time from his divine father’s thigh where he
had been put to complete his appropriate gestation period - he was the
bull-horned (Ù·˘ÚﬁÎÂÚˆ˜) ıÂﬁ˜ (Euphorio Fr. 14 Powell), he was the
one that suffered the Titanic atrocity; having been dismembered he
was then put in the cauldron over the fire at Delphi, he was offered an
unholy meal to Apollo there (cf. Euphorio, Fr. 13 Powell; cf. also
Scholia on Lycophron 208 (p. 98.5 Scheer); further cf. OF 210; 211;
213; 214; 215), and was raised afterwards by the Mother of Gods
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(Rhea in the present account). This was Euphorion’s exposition,
whereas the Orphic account had the god remaining in Hades forever
(i.e. not being resurrected), as well as (we may add) having him born
from Persephone (the early and canonical Orphic relation). And in
fact we only hear of a dead Dionysus (ruler of the Nether world,
identified or aspectually identified with Aidoneus ~ Pluto ~ Hades)
and not of his resurrection in the Orphic reports about the Aboriginal
Sin. Indeed, a resurrection from the kingship of the realm of dead does
not make much sense in an ancient Greek religious context, unless the
translation to the heavenly stratum of the celestial divinities is
indicated. But that introduction is only an acceptance of his potent
status on the part of the Olympians, not any transfiguration of his full
chthonicity into an Olympian condition. After all, Zeus is the Lord of
the Sky, and Dionysus had taken a seat on the celestial throne just for a
while as the New King, the Child Dominus, before suffering
atrociously what his ecstatic spirit and orgiastic infatuation committed
against others. It might appear that Herodotus’ identification of
Dionysus with Osiris, II, 144 (in its phallic nature; v. Herodotus II 48;
cf. Heracleitus B70 DK), the luctus associated with Osiris worship
(Herodotus II, 61; 132; cf. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 39, 366 sqq.;
cf. also 70; Clement, Cohortatio, 2 p. 21; Plutarch, Amatorius, 18;
Maximus Tyrius 8.5; Orphica Argonautica I 32; Minucius Felix, Oct.
22; Arnobius, Contra Nationes I, 36; Porphyrius apud Eusebius,
Praeparatio Evangelica V. 6; 7 etc.; Diodorus I.83), and the Egyptian
resurrection belief would point to or suggest a correspondingly early
faith in the Resurrected Dionysus. But Osiris as Resurrected is King of
the Netherworld, not of this world or of the celestial realms just as
Dionysus-Zagreus is in his aspectual identification with Hades-Pluto.
There is but one Dionysus in the religious and speculative, original
and mainstream experience of ancient Greece. And this immediate
and reflective oneness of the god is carried on and expressed in later
times by the war-cry of his devotees: Âx˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜. (Cf. the
exclamation «Ex˜ ±ÁÈÔ˜, Âx˜ K‡ÚÈÔ˜ (\IËÛÔÜ˜ XÚÈÛÙﬁ˜)» in the
Orthodox liturgy of Saint Chrysostom, when the priest has raised the
transformed bread of life and calls upon the faithful Ùa ±ÁÈ· ÙÔÖ˜ êÁ›ÔÈ˜. On Âx˜ ıÂﬁ˜ in Christian aretalogy cf. E. Peterson, Ex˜ £Âﬁ˜, Diss.
Gottingae 1920, 17). Significantly, once such important affirmation
of «Âx˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜» occurs within what has been called the ritual of the
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mysteries, and certainly exhibits an Orphic-Bacchic-Eleusinian
confluence in the context of corresponding rites presented as a lex
sacra: the testament appears in a Gurob papyrus from the third
century B.C. OF 31 I.23 = 4[A 69]23 Colli. The confessional
statement is expanded according to later testimonies in conformity
with an early peculiar Orphic heliolatry; it runs:
Âx˜ ZÂ‡˜, Âx˜ ≠÷A‰Ë˜, Âx˜ ≠HÏÈÔ˜, Âx˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜

(OF 239; from Macrobius, Saturnalia, I 18,17 and Ps.-Justinus,
Cohortatio ad Gentiles, 15). In Julian, Oratio IV, the modified verse is
ascribed to Apollo’s oracular pronouncement, presumably in Delphi:
Âx˜ ZÂ‡˜, Âx˜ ≠÷A‰Ë˜, Âx˜ ≠HÏÈﬁ˜ âÛÙÈ ™¿Ú·È˜.

This is surely late. But the previous form goes back, in basic
underlying fact, to earliest Orphism. (Cf. the study on the origin of
Greek Solar Theology in the second volume this work volume).
Θ
The notion of a multiple Dionysus has neither a religious
(ritualistic or mythical) nor a philosophical (speculative or scientific)
origin: it is a scholarly construction, and of a particular type of
scholarship for that matter. It constitutes an Alexandrine convention.
And we can fortunately trace the origin of that scholarly convention.
The particular issue relates to a certain system of divine «ÔÏ˘ÚﬁÛˆÔÓ», a theory of multiple personality affecting accounts of the
divinities in some later authors. Extensive description of such a system
appears for the first time in Cicero (De Natura Deorum, III §§41-60,
the so-called mythological section). The group of writers in which
considerable parts of it can be found in summaries includes Clemens
Alexandrinus (Protrepticon), Ampelius (Liber Memorialis), Arnobius
(Adversus Gentes) and Ioannes Lydus (De Mensibus). The relevant
data can be surveyed conveniently in Joseph B. Mayor s edition of de
Natura Deorum, vol. III, Appendix on the Mythological Section pp.
199-209. A clue to the correct understanding of such approaches in
ancient literature is provided by Ioannes Lydus, op.cit. IV 48 Roether
= 71 Wuensch p. 122. In a context of philosophically (and Stoically)
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etymologizing the name of Zeus, he mentions various alternative
construals and then adds: ÙÈÓb˜ ‰b Î·Ùa ÙeÓ ìÚˆ˚ÎeÓ Î·d ÌÂÚÈÛÙeÓ
ÏﬁÁÔÓ ÙÚÂÖ˜ ¢›·˜ ÂrÓ·È ‚Ô‡ÏÔÓÙ·È etc. We have thus to do with a
theorizing that splits up the deity into a number of heroes. But this
heroicizing of divinities (although not their division) is exactly what
Euhemerus (in)famously did or at least did explicitly and
systematically. Diodorus reproduces Euhemerus verbatim (teste
Eusebio, Praeparatio Evangelica II, 2, 52-3 = Diodorus VI 1, 1-2 =
Euhemerus T 25 Winiarczyk): ÂÚd ıÂáÓ ÙÔ›Ó˘Ó ‰ÈÙÙa˜ Ôî ·Ï·ÈÔd
ÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÌÂÙ·ÁÂÓÂÛÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜ ·Ú·‰Â‰ÒÎ·ÛÈÓ âÓÓÔ›·˜. ÙÔf˜
ÌbÓ ÁaÚ à˚‰›Ô˘˜ Î·d àÊı¿ÚÙÔ˘˜ ÂrÓ·› Ê·ÛÈÓ, ÔxÔÓ ≥ÏÈﬁÓ ÙÂ Î·d ÛÂÏ‹ÓËÓ Î·d Ùa ôÏÏ· ôÛÙÚ· Ùa Î·Ù’ ÔéÚ·ÓﬁÓ, Úe˜ ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ àÓ¤ÌÔ˘˜
Î·d ÙÔf˜ ôÏÏÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ ÙÉ˜ ïÌÔ›·˜ Ê‡ÛÂˆ˜ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÙÂÙÂ˘¯ﬁÙ·˜Ø ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ÁaÚ ≤Î·ÛÙÔÓ à˝‰ÈÔÓ ö¯ÂÈÓ ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ Î·d ÙcÓ ‰È·ÌÔÓ‹ÓØ ëÙ¤ÚÔ˘˜ ‰b Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ âÈÁÂ›Ô˘˜ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È ıÂÔ‡˜, ‰Èa ‰b Ùa˜ Âå˜ àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ ÂéÂÚÁÂÛ›·˜ àı·Ó¿ÙÔ˘ ÙÂÙÂ˘¯ﬁÙ·˜ ÙÈÌÉ˜ ÙÂ Î·d ‰ﬁÍË˜, ÔxÔÓ
^HÚ·ÎÏ¤·, ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ, \AÚÈÛÙ·ÖÔÓ, ÙÔf˜ ôÏÏÔ˘˜ ÙÔf˜ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ïÌÔ›Ô˘˜.
Prodicus had already developed the view that things beneficial to
human life were elevated to divine status, like the sun, moon, rivers,
lakes, meadows, fruits etc. (Prodicus DK 84B5). Euhemerus, on the
other hand, worked out in particular the second branch of the theory:
(he) öÏÂÁÂ ÙÔf˜ ÓÔÌÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ıÂÔf˜ ‰˘Ó·ÙÔ‡˜ ÙÈÓ·˜ ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È
àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ Î·d ‰Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ ñe ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ıÂÔÔÈËı¤ÓÙ·˜ ‰ﬁÍ·È
ıÂÔ‡˜ T23 Winiarczyk (= Sextus, Adversus Mathematicos IX 50-52);
cf. T27 = Sextus, op.cit. IX 17. Cf. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride,
359E-360B (=T15 Winiarczyk), esp. ...ÙÔf˜ ÓÔÌÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ ıÂÔf˜
¿ÓÙ·˜ ïÌ·Ïá˜ ‰È·ÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ (sc. Evhemerus) Âå˜ çÓﬁÌ·Ù· ÛÙÚ·ÙËÁáÓ Î·d Ó·˘¿Ú¯ˆÓ Î·d ‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆÓ ó˜ ‰c ¿Ï·È ÁÂÁÔÓﬁÙˆÓ etc. As
Iohannes Lydus puts it (De mensibus, IV 154 p. 170.13 sqq. = F55
Winiarzyk, esp. 17 sqq.): ...âÓ Ù]ˇá ÂÚd ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ÊËÛd (sc. an
unpreserved writer; perhaps Polemo if we supply the lacuna in p.
170.16-7 Wϋnsch as follows: [œÛÙÂ Î·d Î]·[Ïá˜] ï ¶[ÔÏ¤ÌˆÓ ÁÂ âÓ
Ù]ˇá ÂÚd ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ etc. Polemo is mentioned among other authors
just a few lines above p. 170.12) ÙÔf˜ [‰ÈÎ·›Ô˘˜ ÙáÓ ‚·Û]ÈÏ¤ˆ[Ó Î·d
îÂ]Ú¤ˆÓ Ù·Ö˜ úÛ·È˜ ÙÈÌ[·Ö˜ ÌbÓ] ñ’ ·é[ÙáÓ ÙáÓ] ıÂáÓ Î·d ÚÔÛËÁÔÚ›·È˜ ÙÈÌËıÉÓ[·È Î·d] Ù·‡ÙFË [ÌbÓ ıÂÔf˜ ÎÏËıÉÓ·È Ì˘ı]ÈÎá˜, ÙcÓ
‰b îÛÙÔÚ›·Ó Â[Ï·ÛÌ¤Óˆ˜] ·Ú·[‰Â‰ﬁÛı·È]. (This represents a
variant of orthodox Euhemerism in that the existence of real gods (of a
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different order) is presupposed, if ñ’ ·éÙáÓ ÙáÓ ıÂáÓ is a correct
restrictrion. But the untranslated gods are, according to this train of
thought, physical entities bereft of personality and thus of the
possibility of honouring eminent mortals. Hence I propose to read ñ’
·ñ[ÙáÓ ó˜] ıÂáÓ meaning that these same important people initiated
their divinization. This is an Euhemerean notion, as Sextus testifies
infra. In which case we should take the Iohannes Lydus passage as
referring to Euhemerus himself. But whether in the supposed case of
(designs for, and cultivation of ) autodeification, or in the public
acclaim that is presumed to have raised the mortal death of mighty,
important people to divine eternity (similarly to the canonization of
Christian saints), there is a crucial difficulty unresolved: according to
which standard of divinity were those mortals autodeified or divinised
by others? A naturally real status of godhead is presupposed by any
conventional or positive deification. (Just as an idea of natural law is
presupposed in human conduct by all positive law). Sextus Empiricus
registers the knot, adversus mathematicos, IX 34: Ôî ‰b Ï¤ÁÔÓÙÂ˜ ÙÔf˜
ÚÒÙÔ˘˜ ÙáÓ àÓıÚÒˆÓ ìÁÂÌÔÓÂ‡Û·ÓÙ·˜ Î·d ‰ÈÔÈÎËÙa˜ ÙáÓ
ÎÔÈÓáÓ Ú·ÁÌ¿ÙˆÓ ÁÂÓÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜, ÏÂ›ÔÓ· ‰‡Ó·ÌÈÓ ·ñÙÔÖ˜ ÂÚÈı¤ÓÙ·˜ Î·d ÙÈÌcÓ Úe˜ Ùe ñ·ÎÔ‡ÂÈÓ Ùa Ï‹ıË, ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜ ¯ÚﬁÓˇˆ ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù‹Û·ÓÙ·˜ ıÂÔf˜ ñÔÏËÊıÉÓ·È, ¿ÏÈÓ Ôé Û˘ÓÈÄÛÈ Ùe ˙ËÙÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ.
·éÙÔd ÁaÚ Ôî Âå˜ ıÂÔf˜ àÓ¿ÁÔÓÙÂ˜ ·ñÙÔf˜ á˜ öÓÓÔÈ·Ó öÏ·‚ÔÓ ıÂáÓ
Âå˜ mÓ ·ñÙÔf˜ âÓ¤Ù·Í·Ó; ÙÔÜÙÔ ÁaÚ ‰ÂﬁÌÂÓÔÓ àÔ‰Â›ÍÂˆ˜ ·ÚÂÖÙ·È.
Indeed! But overwhelming power and profound utility do provide an
answer if one primarily applies the insight into the workings of the
world-order and its major cosmic forces). -Real history has been
misrepresented and transmitted as myth. Prodicus’ and Euhemerus’
respective approaches are well delineated by Cicero, De Natura
Deorum, I 118-119 (= T14 Winiarczyk): quid Prodicus Cius, qui ea
quae prodessent hominum vitae deorum in numero habita dixit,
quam tandem religionem reliquit? quid qui aut fortis aut claros aut
potentis viros tradunt post mortem ad deos pervenisse, eosque esse
ipsos quos nos colere precari venerarique soleamus, nonne expertes
sunt religionum omnium? quae ratio maxime tractata ab Euhemero
est, quem noster et interpretatus est et secutus praeter ceteros Ennius;
ab Euhemero autem et mortes et sepulturae demonstrantur deorum.
(Minucius’ account somehow confuses the propria, Octavius 21, 1-2 =
T9 Winiarczyk). According to Sextus (Adversus Mathematicos IX, 17
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= T27 Winiarczyk), Euhemerus thought that the eminent men
themselves cultivated the appearance of a transcendent power around
them and thus prepared the ground for their subsequent divinization:
Eé‹ÌÂÚÔ˜ ‰b ï âÈÎÏËıÂd˜ ôıÂﬁ˜ ÊËÛÈÓØ ¬Ù’ qÓ ôÙ·ÎÙÔ˜ àÓıÚÒˆÓ
‚›Ô˜, Ôî ÂÚÈÁÂÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ åÛ¯‡˚ ÙÂ Î·d Û˘Ó¤ÛÂÈ œÛÙÂ Úe˜
Ùa ñ’ ·éÙáÓ ÎÂÏÂ˘ﬁÌÂÓ· ¿ÓÙ·˜ ‚ÈÔÜÓ, ÛÔ˘‰¿˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ ÌÂ›˙ÔÓÔ˜
ı·˘Ì·ÛÌÔÜ Î·d ÛÂÌÓﬁÙËÙÔ˜ Ù˘¯ÂÖÓ, àÓ¤Ï·Û·Ó ÂÚd ·ñÙÔf˜ ñÂÚ‚¿ÏÏÔ˘Û¿Ó ÙÈÓ· Î·d ıÂ›·Ó ‰‡Ó·ÌÈÓ, öÓıÂÓ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ ÔÏÏÔÖ˜ âÓÔÌ›ÛıËÛ·Ó ıÂÔ›.
Lactantius combines the two considerations for divine
canonization, that the men elevated to the condition of godhead
excelled in capacity and power or that they had greatly benefitted
human life through their inventions; he also relates this theory to
Cicero’s third book of De Natura Deorum: …ii omnes, qui coluntur
ut dii, homines fuerunt et idem primi ac maximi reges. sed eos aut ob
virtutem qua profuerant hominum generi divinis honoribus adfectos
esse post mortem aut ob beneficia et inventa quibus humanam vitam
excoluerant immortalem memoriam consecutos quis ignorat?
(Something taught by the oldest Greek writers and those Latin ones
that followed and imitated them). quorum praecipue Euhemerus ac
noster Ennius, qui eorum omnium (sc. of all worshipped beings)
natales coniungia progenies imperia res gestas obitus sepulcra
demonstrant, et secutus eos Tullius tertio De Natura Deorum libro
dissolvit publicas religiones (T28 Winiarczyk = Lactantius, De Ira Dei,
11, 7-9). By oldest Greek writers (vetustissimi Graeciae scriptores)
Lactantius means apparently no one necessarily older than
Euhemerus, as is clear from Epitoma Divinum Institutionum 13,1:
Evhemerus fuit Messenius, antiquissimus scriptor. And of course
Lactantius disregards Cicero’s final word in the book, where he
declares that: mihi Balbi (sc. disputatio) ad veritatis similitudinem
videretur esse propensior. Even in such a circumspect way, Cicero
testifies feeling closer to Stoic theology than to Academic criticism of
it, expounded by Cotta in the third book following the Academician
Clitomachus (cf. Mayor’s edition, vol. III, On the Sources of the third
Book of the De Natura Deorum, pp. LX-LXX). In fact Theophilus
Antiochenus combines Clitomachus (and his atheistic stance) with
Euhemerus as well (ad Autolycum III7 = T19 Winiarczyk). The core
implication of Euhemerism is well caught by Cicero, De natura
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deorum III 53: dicamus igitur, Balbe, oportet contra illos etian, qui
hos deos ex hominum genere in caelum translatos non re sed opinione
esse dicunt, quos auguste omnes sancteque veneramur.
There were antecedents to Euhemerus’ articulate position as to the
nature of gods. On the one hand, the entire system of the various
theories of natural theology or divine physics developed by Presocratic
thinkers leads to the construal of the deities of positive religion as
cosmic forces. Allegory (already applied to the Homeric pantheon of
personal divinities in the 6th century, for instance, by Theagenes)
provided the theoretical context for such theological reinterpretations.
What started as a rational request for real equivalences to the
mythological entities of positive religion and of poetic
anthropomorphism was transformed under the spirit of hypercriticism
(lurking in every thorough rationalism) that emerged in that
archetypal Age of Reason, the Greek golden fifth century B.C., into a
search for the causes of and reasons for divine worship in general and
also in specific cults. Prodicus, as we saw, emphasised the utilitarian
motive in the origin of the belief in gods. He remained, however,
within the cosmic framewok of Presocratic philosophy (or theology or
physiology). But, on the other hand, the sacred accounts of Middle
Eastern cultures projected the mythological stories about gods as
historical events at the beginning of time and thereafter. The divine
realm was thus explicitly or implicitly temporalised as the start of
human history, and not merely as a temporal or eternal cosmogonic
process. (Cf. e.g. for a clear statement of the principle involved in the
account of Egyptian history, Diodorus, I, 44, 1-4. Similarly Manetho
apud Eusebium, Chronicorum Liber I, 7, p. 134 sqq. Schöne). This
second prime factor was effectively transplanted into Greek soil with
Alexander the Great’s conquest of the East and the subsequent
accelerating Greco-Oriental fusion. There is no compelling evidence
(pace Schwartz, Rheinisches Museum, 40, 1885, 223-62; RE V
(1905), 670-2 and Jacoby, RE VIII (1912) 2750-69; Fr.Gr.H. IIIa
Kommentar, pp. 75 sqq. Jaeger’s arbitrary combinations in Diokles
von Karystos, Excurs I: Theophrast ϋber Ägyptische Königslisten und
Hekataios von Abdera, pp. 123-33 certainly do not prove the point)
that Hecataeus of Abdera (Fr.Gr.H. 264) is the chief source or indeed
foundation of Diodorus’ elaborate account of things Egyptian in Book
I of his Universal History. (Jacoby prints the relevant part of Diodorus’
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work as Anhang, F25 = Diodor I, 10-98). Closer to the truth is W.
Spoerri’s more prudent estimate (Späthellenistische Berichte ϋber
Welt, Kultur und Götter) that Diodorus presents a composite account
reflecting the syncretism of his age. In the entire Diodoream survey,
Hecataeus is explicitly invoked once, in connection with a very specific
topic, the magnificence of the Pharaonic tombs in the vicinity of
Egyptian Thebes (I, 46,6 and 8 with 47,1 sqq.). Even in the section
most likely to report Hecataeus’ description it starts with a ÊËÛ›Ó that
should refer to Hecataeus (47,1), but at the conclusion he reverts to
öÊ·Û·Ó and Ê·Û›Ó (49,5 and 6). It is not unlikely that Hecataeus
included in his account the Egyptian belief in an aboriginal but real
human history, when Gods ruled in Egypt. This would be certain if
the phrase: àe ÁaÚ ÙáÓ ÚÒÙˆÓ Ù¿ÊˆÓ, âÓ Ôx˜ ·Ú·‰¤‰ÔÙ·È Ùa˜
·ÏÏ·Î›‰·˜ ÙÔÜ ¢Èe˜ ÙÂı¿Êı·È etc. (47,1), should be taken to come
from him, as is likely. (The expression refers in all probability to the
location known as the Valley of the Queens, which is in fact distant
about 2 km (~ 10 stades) from the majestic Rameseum, apparently
described by Hecataeus-Diodorus as the tomb of Pharaoh \OÛ˘Ì·Ó‰‡·˜). But even so, it does not follow that Hecataeus had developed
the entire theory about the two kinds of divinised beings, cosmic
powers and heroic men. It is one thing to believe that in the beginning
of time gods ruled directly over men, completely another to claim that
eminent personalities were elevated to the divine status during or after
their earthly sojourn. In fact such views as the Euhemerian theory
(which also underlies Diodorus’ AåÁ˘ÙÈ·Î¿) are nowhere to be
found or indicated in Hecataeus’ testimonials and fragments. We
notice rather in him a philosophical preoccupation (on the standard
Greek pattern) to construe divinities as cosmic factors. Thus he
identified Osiris with Sun and Isis with the Moon on behalf of and for
the Egyptians (F1); while he claimed that both the Egyptians and the
Magians believed that everything within the world is subject to
coming into being and passing away (F1; F3). On the other hand he
thought that the first and supreme Egyptian god was identified with
the world system in its entirety (a typical Greek projection that goes
back to Hecataeus, and is not parenthetically introduced by Plutarch
himself in his account; it nicely fits a Presocratic survival in the late
classical thought-world), and that he was Ammon (F4). This patently
contradicts the theology of Diodorus’ AåÁ˘ÙÈ·Î¿, both on the level

472

CHAPTER 8

of the eternal, celestial gods (ÂÚd ÙáÓ âÓ ÔéÚ·Óˇá ıÂáÓ Î·d Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ
à˝‰ÈÔÓ âÛ¯ËÎﬁÙˆÓ), and on that of the terrestrial deified mortals
(ôÏÏÔ˘˜ ‰’ âÎ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ âÈÁÂ›Ô˘˜ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È). Among the first order
gods, Osiris and Isis are mentioned as supreme (v. in particular
Diodorus I, 11,5), while Zeus, Hephaistus, Demeter, Oceanus and
Athena are identified with primary constituent parts of the world,
spirit (ÓÂÜÌ·), fire, earth, liquid, air respectively (Diodorus, I 11-12).
There is no place here for Ammon, the Universal Whole and his
supremacy. (If, furthermore, in the AåÁ˘ÙÈ·Î¿ we are allowed - as we
in all probability should be - to identify Zeus with Ammon, we have
an explicit contradiction to Hecataeus’ Egyptian theological
construal). Nor is the Diodorean sequence of terrestrial gods
congruous with Hecataean theology: the series starts with Helios or
Hephaestus, then proceeds to Cronus and Rhea, then to Osiris and
Isis according to a minority view, while the majority of the
mythologists continue with Zeus-Hera and then to Osiris, Isis,
Typhon, Apollo and Aphrodite (Diodorus I, 13). Again this is
consistent with Ammon (= Zeus) as World-God.
The composite and late character of Diodorus’ presentation of
Egyptian theology is also evident from the tensions if not downright
contradictions between the two levels of divine discourse, the celestial
and the terrestrial. Thus the ontological sequence of the eternal gods
diverges significantly from the chronological one of the divinised
mortals. While Osiris = Dionysus is differentiated from Helios in the
theology of the terrestrial gods (I, 13,2 and 4-5), he is nonetheless
identified with the Sun in the theology of the celestial divinities (I, 11,
1-3). The varying field of multiple aspectual identifications for Osiris
and Isis is aptly emphasised by Diodorus I, 25, 1-2: Î·ıﬁÏÔ˘ ‰b ÔÏÏ‹
Ù›˜ âÛÙÈ ‰È·ÊˆÓ›· ÂÚd ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ ÙáÓ ıÂáÓ. TcÓ ·éÙcÓ ÁaÚ Ôî ÌbÓ
oIÛÈÓ, Ôî ‰b ¢‹ÌËÙÚ·Ó, Ôî ‰b £ÂÛÌÔÊﬁÚÔÓ, Ôî ‰b ™ÂÏ‹ÓËÓ, Ôî ‰b
≠HÚ·Ó, Ôî ‰b ¿Û·È˜ Ù·Ö˜ ÚÔÛËÁÔÚ›·È˜ çÓÔÌ¿˙Ô˘ÛÈ. TeÓ ‰b òOÛÈÚÈÓ
Ôî ÌbÓ ™¿Ú·ÈÓ, Ôî ‰b ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ, Ôî ‰b ¶ÏÔ‡ÙˆÓ·, Ôî ‰b òAÌÌˆÓ·,
ÙÈÓb˜ ‰b ¢›·, ÔÏÏÔd ‰b ¶ÄÓ· ÓÂÓÔÌ›Î·ÛÈØ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ ‰¤ ÙÈÓÂ˜ ™¿Ú·ÈÓ
ÂrÓ·È ÙeÓ ·Úa ÙÔÖ˜ ≠EÏÏËÛÈ ¶ÏÔ‡ÙˆÓ· ÓÔÌÈ˙ﬁÌÂÓÔÓ. Furthermore,
still another indication of the syncretistic manner of the Diodorean
account is the variation in the explanatory construals of apparent
animal worship among the Egyptians. Thus there is an ineffable
doctrine (àﬁÚÚËÙﬁÓ ÙÈ ‰ﬁÁÌ· I, 86,2, referring to I, 21, 5-6) and
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three more common explanations (I, 86, 3; 4-5; and 87-9. For the
second, quasi-totemistic interpretation v. also 90, 1-2). For a fifth,
political, explanation v. 89.5-6. Hecataeus had maintained the third of
the common explanations, namely that animal worship had to do
with respectful acknowledgement of the beneficial character of the
animals in question. Hecataeus F1: Ù¿ ÙÂ ôÏÏ· Ê˘ÛÈÔÏÔÁÂÖÓ, ó˜
^EÎ·Ù·Öﬁ˜ ÙÂ Î·d \AÚÈÛÙ·ÁﬁÚ·˜ îÛÙÔÚÔÜÛÈÓ. ...Î·d Ùa Âû¯ÚËÛÙ· ÙáÓ
˙ˇÒˆÓ ıÂÔf˜ â‰ﬁÍ·Û·Ó. Notice also that in the extensive Diodorean
account, there is scarcely talk about the divinity of the animals
involved, but rather of their dedication (àÊÈ¤ÚˆÛÈ˜, àÊÈÂÚˆÌ¤ÓˆÓ
˙ˇÒˆÓ), their receiving honours equal to, or next to that of, the gods
(ÙÈÌÄÓ úÛ· ıÂÔÖ˜, ÙÈÌÄÛı·È ·Ú·ÏËÛ›ˆ˜ ÙÔÖ˜ ıÂÔÖ˜). In most
instances there is mention only of honouring the animals (ÙÈÌÄÛı·È),
and this is how the entire subject is introduced (86, 1): ¿ÓÙ· ‰b ı·˘Ì¿ÛÈ· Î·d ÌÂ›˙ˆ ›ÛÙÂˆ˜ âÈÙÂÏÔÜÓÙÂ˜ Ôî Î·Ù’ AúÁ˘ÙÔÓ Âå˜ Ùa
ÙÈÌÒÌÂÓ· ˙ˇá· ÔÏÏcÓ àÔÚ›·Ó ·Ú¤¯ÔÓÙ·È ÙÔÖ˜ Ùa˜ ·åÙ›·˜ ÙÔ‡ÙˆÓ
˙ËÙÔÜÛÈÓ.
Hecataeus of Abdera (c. 330-300 B.C.; cf. T1; T3a; T4; T7a; T7b)
designed a natural theology for the Egyptian religion (Ê˘ÛÈÔÏÔÁÂÖÓ,
F1). He probably accounted for its apparent animal worship by the
theory of utility (ibid.). He covered Egyptian history according to the
native priestly accounts (T4). Thus he must have reported the divine
kingdom on earth at the opening of human history 33. But he cannot
be credited with the origin of the formal theological theory about the
mortal origin and subsequent deification of the â›ÁÂÈÔÈ ıÂÔ› (despite
his Pyrrhonian apprenticeship (T3a); he was a philosopher of the
Abderite school, T3b).
Thus, for the source-point of those theological speculations, we
come back to where we started from, namely, to Euhemerus (c. 317298 B.C.; cf. T3 Winarczyk = Fr.Gr.H. 63T1; he was one of the
philosophers frequenting Cassander’s court, Theophrastus, Demetrius,
Dicaearchus; cf. T1 Winiarczyk = 63T2a and T4a), consonant with
the emphatic ancient tradition. Here we find the explicit theorizing on
the elevation to divine status of important men (and women? Cf.
Lactantius, De ira Dei 11, 7-9 = T28 Winiarczyk p. 19.6 …nec
tantum mares, sed et feminas), eminent in power, capacities,
excellence and/or beneficiality for human life. This involved a novel
construal of eastern accounts about an aboriginal divine kingdom on
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earth. It also included the application of the generalised theory to
Greek religion. Hence Euhemerus ^IÂÚa \AÓ·ÁÚ·Ê‹ (^IÂÚe˜ §ﬁÁÔ˜,
sacra Historia) on the pattern of the oriental priestly ones. (An
antecedent to this is Plato’s invocation of inscriptional evidence, on the
testimony of Egyptian prophets, about the Atlantis story in
connection with earliest Athenian polity, eminence and achievements;
v. Timaeus 23b-25d; cf. Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum commentaria,
I p. 75.30 sqq. Diehl). Still Euhemerus’ account retained the unitarian
conception of the personal divinities. Nowhere in the testimonies do
we meet with an application of the theory of divine polypersonality as
a way out of variant and conflicting traditions regarding the same
deities. There is always a single account among competing ones that is
adopted by Euhemerus and elevated to the realm of true
(proto)history. In fact, when once we meet the question of multiple
ıÂÖ· â›ıÂÙ· addressed by Euhemerus, we see him have recourse to
the peculiar idea that this multiplicity of divine names reflects the
multiplicity of various rulers who instituted the worship of the god
concerned (Zeus) at his command while still on earth, following his
guest-friendship with the ruler. T62 Winiarczyk (= Lactantius,
Divinarum Institutionum, I 22, 21-27 = 63 F23): Historia vero Sacra
testatur ipsum Iovem, postquam rerum potitus sit, in tantam venisse
insolentiam, ut ipse sibi fana in multis locis constituerit. nam cum
terras circumiret, ut in quamque regionem venerat, reges principesve
populorum hospitio sibi et amicitia copulabat, et cum a quoque
digrederetur, iubebat sibi fanum creari hospitis suo nomine, quasi ut
posset amicitiae ac foederis memoria conservari. sic constituta sunt
templa Iovi Ataburio, Iovi Labrayndio: Ataburus enim et Labrayndus
hospites eius atque adiutores in bello fuerunt; item Iovi Laprio, Iovi
Molioni, Iovi Casio et quae sunt in eundem modum. quod ille
astutissime excogitavit, ut et sibi honorem divinum et hospitibus suis
perpetuum nomen adquirerert cum religione coniumctum. gaudebant
ergo illi et huic imperio libenter obsequebantur et nominis sui gratia
ritus annuos et festa celebrabant etc.
I
Another step is therefore needed to land us at the full-blown theory
of divine multipersonality as testified by Cicero and the group of later
sources noted above34. Having adopted the view that personal gods are
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excellent and powerful specimens of humanity who have greatly
benefitted human life, one may now employ it to harmonise the
various stories about gods, by reducing them to different nuclear
individualities. Who started the trend? (The ÚáÙÔ˜ ÂñÚÂÙ‹˜). Mayor
(in his edition of Cicero’s De natura deorum, vol. III, p. LXX; esp. pp.
199-201) suggested Mnaseas of Patara (rather than of Patrae) as the
ultimate source: (p. 201) “As Mnaseas is mentioned by three different
writers, Arnobius, Harpocration and Fulgentius, as the source from
whom they have borrowed, and as he is a noted Euhemerist of the
Alexandrian School [my emphasis], the evidence, so far as it goes,
seems to point to him as the mythologist followed by Clitomachus,
i.e. by Carneades” . This is very plausible. We learn from Harpocration
s.v. ^I›· \AıËÓÄ that Mnaseas held her to be daughter of Poseidon
and Coryphe, daughter of Oceanus: MÓ·Û¤·˜ âÓ ·ã EéÚÒË˜ ÙcÓ
^I›·Ó \AıËÓÄÓ ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰áÓÔ˜ ÂrÓ·› ÊËÛÈ ı˘Á·Ù¤Ú· Î·d KÔÚ‡ÊË˜ ÙÉ˜
\øÎÂ·ÓÔÜ, ±ÚÌ· ‰b ÚÒÙËÓ Î·Ù·ÛÎÂ˘¿Û·Û·Ó ‰Èa ÙÔÜÙÔ î›·Ó
ÎÂÎÏÉÛı·È. (Cf. also Bekker, Anecdota Graeca, I p. 350.25-31). This
means that the Athena under the divine epithet of î›· is a different
person from the Athena as genealogised by the mainstream
mythological account, which is exactly what is at stake as the major
leap forward to that theory of divine multipersonality. Besides we meet
with the same maternal descent in the case of one of the various
Athenas in Cicero’s account (III §59): Minerva … tertia illa, quam a
Jove generatam supra diximus, quarta Jove nata et Coryphe, Oceani
filia, quam Arcades KÔÚ›·Ó nominant et quadrigarum inventricem
ferunt etc. If we substitute Poseidon for Zeus in this fourth Athena
(the more so since the third one is Zeus s proper daughter) we have
absolute congruence with Mnaseas’ construal.
Further, Ammonius (De adfinium vocabulorum differentia s.v.
NËÚÂ˝‰Â˜) testifies that Didymus (in his commentary on Bacchylides’
â›ÓÈÎÔÈ) reported the view according to which the Nereids are a
subgroup of the daughters of Nereus, those, namely, that were borne
of Doris. Didymus made use in extenso of Mnaseas’ account to that
effect: NËÚÂ˝‰Â˜ ÙáÓ ÙÔÜ NËÚ¤ˆ˜ ı˘Á·Ù¤ÚˆÓ ‰È·Ê¤ÚÂÈ. ¢›‰˘ÌÔ˜
ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ âÓ ñÔÌÓ‹Ì·ÙÈ B·Î¯˘Ï›‰Ô˘ âÈÓ›ÎˆÓ. ÊËÛd ÁaÚ Î·Ùa Ï¤ÍÈÓ:
«ÂåÛd ÙÔ›Ó˘Ó Ô¥ Ê·ÛÈÓ ‰È·Ê¤ÚÂÈÓ Ùa˜ NËÚÂ˝‰·˜ ÙáÓ ÙÔÜ NËÚ¤ˆ˜
ı˘Á·Ù¤ÚˆÓ. Î·d Ùa˜ ÌbÓ âÎ ¢ˆÚ›‰Ô˜ ÁÓËÛ›·˜ ·éÙÔÜ ı˘Á·Ù¤Ú·˜ ÓÔÌ›˙ÂÛı·ÈØ Ùa˜ ‰b âÍ ôÏÏˆÓ (sc. Á˘Ó·ÈÎáÓ) õ‰Ë ÎÔÈÓﬁÙÂÚÔÓ NËÚÂ˝‰·˜
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Î·ÏÂÖÛı·È. Î·d Ùa˜ ÌbÓ ÁÓËÛ›·˜ ÎÂã (with Valckenaer for the corrupt
transmitted Î·d) ÙeÓ àÚÈıÌﬁÓ, ÏÂ›Ô˘˜ ‰b Ùa˜ ôÏÏ·˜. Ù·ÜÙ¿ ÊËÛÈ
MÓ·Û¤·˜ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ EéÚÒË˜ ÙeÓ ÙÚﬁÔÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ». ÂrÙ· âÎÙ›ıÂÙ·È (sc. Didymus) ‰Èa Ì·ÎÚáÓ ÙcÓ Ï¤ÍÈÓ (sc. Mnaseas’ report) Î·d
âÈÊ¤ÚÂÈ (i.e. he concludes): «Èı·Óá˜ Ùa˜ ÌbÓ âÎ ÌÈÄ˜ ÙÉ˜ ¢ˆÚ›‰Ô˜
ÁÓËÛÈˆÙ¤Ú·˜ ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ÔûÛ·˜ NËÚ¤ˆ˜ ı˘Á·Ù¤Ú·˜ Ï¤ÁÂÛı·È, Ùa˜
‰b Û˘ÌÌ›ÎÙÔ˘˜ ·éÙˇá (or better Û˘ÓÂÈÛ¿ÎÙÔ˘˜ as in Eustathius,
Commentaria in Odysseam ad ˆ p. 824; the sense must be those
borne by various women and not by his ÓﬁÌÈÌÔ˜ Á·ÌÂÙ‹) ÌﬁÓÔÓ
NËÚÂ˝‰·˜. Mnaseas harmonised the extraordinary variety of stories
and functions regarding the Nereids (cf. Judith M. Barringer, Divine
Escorts; Nereids in Archaic and Classical Greek Art; for four disparate
lists of names v. pp. 5-6) by postulating different motherhoods for
distinct groups of them.
Again, Mnaseas gave a special parenthood to KÙ‹ÛÈÔ˜, a divine
epithet of Zeus. Suda and Photius s.v. ¶Ú·ÍÈ‰›ÎË: …MÓ·Û¤·˜ ‰b âÓ
Ùˇá ÂÚd EéÚÒË˜ ™ˆÙÉÚÔ˜ Î·d ÙÉ˜ à‰ÂÏÊÉ˜ ¶Ú·ÍÈ‰›ÎË˜ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È
KÙ‹ÛÈÔÓ ˘îeÓ Î·d ı˘Á·Ù¤Ú·˜ ^OÌﬁÓÔÈ·Ó Î·d \AÚÂÙ‹Ó, L˜ àe ÙÉ˜
ÌËÙÚe˜ ¶Ú·ÍÈ‰›Î·˜ ÎÏËıÉÓ·È. Zeus KÙ‹ÛÈÔ˜ was a personality other
than Zeus, not merely another aspect or function or relation of the
same divine being.
Mnaseas (Arnobius, III 37) recognized four (?) Muses, daughters of
Heaven and Earth, no doubt distinct from the offspring of Zeus and
(ordinarily) Mnemosyne in the mainstream tradition (cf. Hesiod,
Theogony, 25; 36; 52; 104; 916-9; 966; 1022): Musas Mnaseas est
auctor filias esse Telluris et Caeli, Iovis ceteri praedicant ex Memoria
uxore vel Mente etc. This descent is in fact not reported in Cicero’s
testimony (De natura deorum, III 54). Again he transmitted the
awkward information about the ignominious death of Apollo, the
Olympian God par excellence, Fuglentius, Mythologiarum libri, FHG
III p. 152: Mnaseas tertio Europae libro scripsit Apollinem, postquam
a Jove ictus et interfectus est, a vespillonibus ad sepulturam elatum
esse. As Apollo is reported to have been struck by Zeus’ thunderbolt,
this event may be related to the certamen between Zeus and Apollo
for possession of Crete, testified by Cicero (op.cit. III, 57). This
Apollo, we are told, was the son of Corybas, born in Crete (ibid.).
Mnaseas multiplied divine-mythological-historical personalities.
Cf. e.g. Stephanus Byzantius s.v. òAÎ·ÓıÔ˜; or Scholia to Theocritus
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XIII, 75c. The ™Ù˘ÌÊ·Ï›‰Â˜ ùÚÓÈıÂ˜ are for him not birds but
daughters of Stymphalus and Ornis (Scholia to Apollonius Rhodius II
1052-57a), a technique he used repeatedly to account for double
naming by parenthood. So similarly the Idaean Dactyls were named
after their father Dactylos and their mother Ida; scholia to Apollonius
Rhodius, I 1126-31b p. 101.16-102.1 Wendel, a very simplistic
account esp. relative to the momentous significance of the issue and
the wonderful array of attempted explanations that it occasioned. Very
typical of him is the way he generates some kinds of fish; Athenaeus
VII, 301d: MÓ·Û¤·˜ ‰b ï ¶·ÙÚÂ‡˜ (¶·Ù·ÚÂ‡˜ rather) ÊËÛÈÓØ \I¯ı‡Ô˜
‰b Á›ÓÂÙ·È Î·d ^HÛ˘¯›·˜ ÙÉ˜ à‰ÂÏÊÉ˜ Á·Ï‹ÓË (an Á·ÏÉ, mustela
piscis? Schweighäuser) Î·d Ì‡Ú·ÈÓ· Î·d äÏ·Î·ÙÉÓÂ˜! Of course there
was a priestess Melissa that found the honeycombs and instituted the
wineless rites of ñ‰ÚÔÌ¤ÏÈ; she gave her name to the bees; Scholia on
Pindar, Pythonici IV, 106a. And to explain the proverb ‡ıÔ˘ ¯ÂÏÈ‰ﬁÓÔ˜, he routinely invokes a sage and wizard XÂÏÈ‰ÒÓ; v. Photius,
Lexicon, s.v. ‡ıÔ˘ ¯ÂÏÈ‰ﬁÓÔ˜. Mnaseas knew of a sister of Odysseus
by the name of Lentil (º·ÎÉ), alias K·ÏÏÈÛÙÒ (the Fairest); this
piece of information was important enough to be quoted by
Lysimachus in his comprehensive work on NﬁÛÙÔÈ (Athenaeus, IV
158c-d). Also, he postulated two Dodones to account for Homeric
perplexities; v. Stephanus Byzantius s.v. ¢ˆ‰ÒÓË (p. 247.15-6
Meineke; he was followed by Philoxenus op.cit. p. 246.6-12, and by
others (p. 247.16)). Against the customary identification (even if
aspectual) of Sabazius with Dionysus, Mnaseas duly made the former
son of the latter; Harpocration and Photius s.v. ™·‚Ô›. He identified
the gods Dionysus, Osiris and Serapis with the mythical hero and king
of Egypt Epaphus, Plutarch, de Iside et Osiride, 365 F: âá ‰b MÓ·Û¤·Ó Ùˇá \E¿Êˇˆ ÚÔÛÙÈı¤ÓÙ· ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ Î·d ÙeÓ òOÛÈÚÈÓ Î·d
ÙeÓ ™¿Ú·ÈÓ. The Oriental goddess Atargatis, of cruel rites, was just a
cruel queen; v. the detailed report in Athenaeus VIII, 346d-e. To the
speculations that rose from the traditions that called the Arcadians
ÚÔÛ¤ÏËÓÂ˜ and went to the extent of explaining an Arcadian history
before the existence of the Moon, Mnaseas posited an Arcadian king
by the name of ¶ÚÔÛ¤ÏËÓÔ˜; Scholia to Apollonius Rhodius, IV 26364b = Scholia to Aristophanes, Nubes, 397. Similar singular feats of
mythological historization we can expect from his Pan account;
Scholia to Euripides, Rhesus 36, p. 329.7-8 Schwartz: Mnaseas ‰b
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ÍÂÓÈÎÒÙÂÚÔÓ àÊËÁÂÖÙ·È Ùa ÂÚd ¶ÄÓ· (unfortunately we miss the
details).
However, for all that, Mnaseas cannot be simply put aside. For
example he gives unique, valuable information on the Samothracian
Mysteries by naming the three of the four K¿‚ÂÈÚÔÈ (Scholia to
Apollonius Rhodius I, 916-8b). In his account of the name of the
¢ÒÙÈÔÓ Â‰›ÔÓ (surely postulating a certain Dotus son of Pelasgus,
Stephanus Byzantius s.v. ¢ÒÙÈÔÓ p. 257.1-2 Meineke) he was followed
by no lesser authority than Herodianus, the ÙÂ¯ÓÈÎﬁ˜ par excellence
(ibid. p. 257.15-7 Meineke). Mnaseas’ collection of Delphic oracles
(¢ÂÏÊÈÎáÓ ¯ÚËÛÌáÓ Û˘Ó·ÁˆÁ‹) was an extremely useful work
widely employed35.
The divine multipersonality doctrine, once invented, was
cultivated in Alexandrian scholarship though we do not know how
widely. In Clement’s recension (similar to Cicero’s) of the different
personalities of various deities, the account of multiple Apollos is in all
probability taken from Aristocles (correcting the erroneous
transmitted Aristotle ); Protrepticus II, 28, 3: Ó·d ÌcÓ \AﬁÏÏˆÓ·˜ ï
ÌbÓ \AÚÈÛÙÔÎÏÉ˜ (with V. Rose pro \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜) ÚáÙÔÓ <ÙeÓ>
^HÊ·›ÛÙÔ˘ Î·d \AıËÓÄ˜ (âÓÙ·Üı· ‰c ÔéÎ¤ÙÈ ¶·Úı¤ÓÔ˜ ì \AıËÓÄ),
‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔÓ âÓ KÚ‹ÙFË ÙeÓ K‡Ú‚·ÓÙÔ˜, ÙÚ›ÙÔÓ ÙeÓ ¢Èe˜ Î·d Ù¤Ù·ÚÙÔÓ
ÙeÓ \AÚÎ¿‰· ÙeÓ ™ÈÏËÓÔÜØ NﬁÌÈÔ˜ ÔyÙÔ˜ Î¤ÎÏËÙ·È ·Úa \AÚÎ¿ÛÈÓØ
âd ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÙeÓ §›‚˘Ó Î·Ù·Ï¤ÁÂÈ ÙeÓ òAÌÌˆÓÔ˜Ø ï ‰b ¢›‰˘ÌÔ˜ ï
ÁÚ·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎe˜ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ≤ÎÙÔÓ âÈÊ¤ÚÂÈ ÙeÓ M¿ÁÓËÙÔ˜. (Didymus’
work •¤ÓË ^IÛÙÔÚ›· may be referred to, Fr. 6 N. Schmidt p. 363. But
what more specific can be said regarding a scholar that reputedly wrote
thousands of books?!). Among the group of writers that preserved lists
of multipersonal deities, Ampelius gives the five Apollos of Aristocles,
while Cicero tells us of the four first, with additional characteristic
details. Didymus (the ¯·ÏÎ¤ÓÙÂÚÔ˜, the ‚È‚ÏÈÔÏ¿ı·˜,
grammaticorum omnium quique sint quique fuerint instructissimus,
as Macrobius puts it, Saturnalia, V 22) lived in the first century B.C.,
ÁÂÁÔÓg˜ âd \AÓÙˆÓ›Ô˘ Î·d KÈÎ¤ÚˆÓÔ˜ (is the consulship of Antony
and Cicero in 63 B.C. meant?) Î·d ≤ˆ˜ AéÁÔ‡ÛÙÔ˘ (Suda s.v.).
Aristocles, if the Rhodian is intended, was a contemporary of Strabo
(XIV, 655 §13, \AÚÈÛÙÔÎÏÉ˜ ï Î·ı’ ìÌÄ˜ in a list of eminent
Rhodians). Strabo was born c. 60 B.C. (cf. Clinton, Fasti Hellenici, III
p. 553) and was still alive in 14 A.D. Didymus must have used
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Aristocles’ accounts of divine multipersonality as is all but postulated
in Clement’s passage above: Clement read Didymus’ report that clearly
marked what was due to Aristocles and what was the Didymean
addition to the Aristoclean enumeration. This fact elevates Aristocles’
work on the theological subject of multipersonality to a high level of
authority if Didymus himself employed it as near definitive, a
flattering compliment. It is plausible that we possess another instance
of such complimentary utilization of Aristocles’ scholarship on
Didymus’ part, as V. Rose contends, Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus, p.
619, in the section entitled Fragmenta quae librariorum errore
Aristoteli tribuuntur pro Aristocle, Fr. 10 (= Scholia on Apollonius
Rhodius IV 973 p. 300.7 sqq. Wendel). The question is about çÚÂ›¯·ÏÎÔ˜, its existence being disputed. The information (probably literal
quotation) comes from Didymus’ work KˆÌÈÎc Ï¤ÍÈ˜ (the work even
if its author is not mentioned), Didymus Fr. I 5, 43a Schmidt 70.
Aristocles (with Rose in place of the transmitted \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜)
maintained, in a work called TÂÏÂÙ·›, that there exists no such thing,
nor did its name occur in credited authors or in proper common
usage. (Aristotle’s employment of the word in Analytica Posteriora B,
92b22, may imply that he considered the thing of questionable
existence, but he in any case presupposes the validity of its occurrence
as a name). Macrobius (Saturnalia I, 18,1-3 = Rose, Aristoteles
Pseudepigraphus, p. 616 Fr. 5) refers to Aristocles’ (again the mss.
reading is Aristoteles; but Macrobius’ manner of reference itself points
to someone other than the great Aristotle: nam +Aristoteles+, qui
Theologumena scripsit etc., i.e. Aristocles, he who wrote
Theologoumena) elaborate argumentation concerning the putative
identity of Apollo with Dionysus. The arguments have to do with
religious facts, ritual, oracular and celebrational observances; they have
nothing to do with the ethico-metaphysical speculations of Porphyry
(e.g. Macrobius, op.cit. I, 17,70), like that Minerva is the virtue of the
Sun, administering prudence to human minds. Macrobius invokes in
the same (I, 18,4) passage the authority of Varro and Granius Flaccus
Licinianus to the same effect. Now Granius is referred to by Arnobius
(Adversus nationes, III, 31 = Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus p. 616 Fr. 4)
as quoting from Aristocles’ (inevitably the Arnobian ms. has
Aristoteles) detailed argumentation involving literary documentation,
that Athena is (theologically) the Moon: Aristocles (correcting from
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Aristoteles with Rose), ut Granius memorat, vir ingenio praepotens
atque in doctrina praecipuus, Minervam esse Lunam probabilibus
argumentis explicat et litterata auctoritate demonstrat. (Nobody
would refer to Aristotle himself as vir ingenio praepotens atque in
doctrina praecipuus; rather one writes in this way about some more
obscure scholarly figure whom he wants to commend as one of the
finest). The theology of this passage, as well as that of the one
previously mentioned with regard to the Baccho-Apolline identity,
belongs to the great department of natural theology, the one more
specifically with an emphasis on divine Û˘ÓÔÈÎÂÈÒÛÂÈ˜ and Solar (and
Lunar) religious preeminence. Aristocles thus must have combined
this type of theology with the one that practises divine
multipersonalism in connection with the doctrine of deified mortal
superexcellence.
Other pieces of evidence fit nicely in this picture. For an instance
of physical explanation of divine stories, v. Scholia on Pindar,
Olympionici VII 66a-d (two similar scholia, I quote the second and
fuller): \AÚÈÛÙÔÎÏÉ˜ ‰b ñÊ›ÛÙ·Ù·È ÙcÓ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ \AıËÓÄ˜ (one
evidently among her various personalities) âÓ KÚ‹ÙFËØ Ó¤ÊÂÈ Á¿Ú ÊËÛÈ
ÎÂÎÚ‡Êı·È ÙcÓ ıÂﬁÓ, ÙeÓ ‰b ¢›· Ï‹Í·ÓÙ· Ùe Ó¤ÊÔ˜ ÚÔÊÄÓ·È
·éÙ‹Ó. A Cretan Athena is a unique variant to the lists of multiple
Athenas reported by Cicero, Ampelius, Clement and Arnobius. But it
is found in the list of Firmicus Maternus, De errore profanarum
religionum, 16, p. 37.17 sqq. Ziegler: quinque Minervas fuisse
legentibus nobis tradit antiquitas. Una est Vulcani filia quae Athenas
condidit, …(this and the second Athena correspond to the first two in
the other accounts; the third one is the daughter of Cronus as in
Clement and Arnobius). Quarta Jovis Cretici regis fuit filia, quae
occisum patri detulit Liberum. (And the fifth is Athena Pallas in tune
with the other reports). This Cretan Athena substitutes the Arcadian
Coryphasian in one of the other lists36. And she is brought into
connection with the Cretan Zeus (a king as we are told) and the
Titanic dismemberment of Dionysus; she would relate to the role
played by Athena in the sequel to that abomination.
For another instance of divine multiple personality according to
Aristocles v. Scholia to Euripides Rhesus, 29, II pp. 327-8 Schwartz;
(p. 328.4 sqq.): ‰ÈÙÙa˜ ‰b Ùa˜ EéÚÒ·˜ àÓ·ÁÚ¿ÊÔ˘ÛÈÓ öÓÈÔÈØ Ì›·Ó
ÌbÓ \øÎÂ·Ó›‰· àÊ’ w˜ Î·d Ùe íÓ Ì¤ÚÔ˜ ÙÉ˜ ÔåÎÔ˘Ì¤ÓË˜ ÎÏËıÉÓ·È,
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Î·ı¿ÂÚ \A›ˆÓ âÓ Ùˇá ¶ÂÚd âˆÓ‡ÌˆÓ Î·d \AÚÈÛÙÔÎÏÉ˜ (with Rose
and Schwartz from \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ in cod. A (Vaticanus 909)) âÓ Ùˇá
ÚÒÙˇˆ ÙÉ˜ £ÂÔÁÔÓ›·˜, ëÙ¤Ú·Ó ‰b ºÔ›ÓÈÎÔ˜ ÙÔÜ \AÁ‹ÓÔÚÔ˜ etc.
(others, like Callimachus and Zenodotus identified the two). ÂåÛd ‰b ÔQ
Î·d ÙÚ›ÙËÓ àÓ·ÁÚ¿„·ÓÙÂ˜ <îÛÙÔÚÔÜÛÈÓ>, Î·ı¿ÂÚ ^HÁ‹ÛÈÔ˜ âÓ
ÙÔÖ˜ ¶·ÏÏËÓÈ·ÎÔÖ˜ ÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ Ô≈Ùˆ˜ etc. (Fr.Gr.H. 391F3).
Hegesippus, so far as this testimony goes, would not have gone
beyond the differentiation of various heroic persons of demigod status.
We do not know, in still another case, who first postulated two Phineis
and what his theological theory was; Etymologicon Genuinum (cod.
A (Vaticanus 1818), s.v. ç›˙ÂÛı·È. It is finally conceivable that the
various groups of Couretes (and other similar divinities) distinguished
directly and indirectly in Strabo’s great excursus on mysteric and
ecstatic cults (X, 3 esp. 466-74) may come from Aristocles the
Rhodian, whom we saw Strabo mentioned as his contemporary. K·ı’
ìÌÄ˜ in Strabo includes phase-differences in synchronization of lifecycles, so it is consistent with persons older than himself. (Cf. Clinton,
Fasti Hellenici, III pp. 553-4). Thus if Didymus is probably the strict
contemporary of Strabo, Aristocles is an older one. And so Didymus
could also employ Aristocles as argued above. Granius Flaccus
Licinianus (perhaps the contemporary of Pliny, cf. Rose, op.cit. p.
617) would be drawing on Aristocles and Didymus collections. And
we can envisage the rough outlines of a series of similar endeavours:
Mnaseas - Aristocles - Granius Flaccus. The game exercised the
Romans well. Who might be hidden behind the corrupt Caruilius in
Lactantius Placidus, In Statii Thebaida commentum IV 481-483 p.
290 Sweeney, is anybody’s guess; for a choice of possibilities v. the
critical apparatus ad loc. Perhaps Caruilius Pictor the Vergiliomastix is
not an unattractive suggestion (Bickel). The passage reports the many
Hermeses, four of them. Hermetic multipersonality is a good example
of greater and lesser diversities among all extant reports: they bespeak a
composite tradition and many sources after the 1st century B.C. The
Euhemerist theory of the double nature of divinity was transplanted to
Latin soil as the distinction between dei naturales and dei ab
hominibus instituti (e.g. St. Augustinus, De civitate dei, VI, 6), the
doctrine being ascribed to Varro. But Dionysius the Stoic, teaching in
Athens c. 50 B.C., distinguished similarly between dei nativi and dei
facti (cf. Tertullian, Ad nationes, II, 14).
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It does not seem that this line of thought (the EuhemeristMnasean theological theory of religious polypersonalism) was
particularly widespread. When Diodorus comes to treat of the
specifically Greek mythology regarding Dionysus (III, 62 IV 5), he
observes at the beginning of his detailed account (III, 62, 2): ÙáÓ ‰b
·Ï·ÈáÓ Ì˘ıÔÁÚ¿ÊˆÓ Î·d ÔÈËÙáÓ ÂÚd ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ÁÂÁÚ·ÊﬁÙˆÓ
àÏÏ‹ÏÔÈ˜ àÛ‡ÌÊˆÓ· Î·d ÔÏÏÔf˜ Î·d ÙÂÚ·ÙÒ‰ÂÈ˜ ÏﬁÁÔ˘˜ Î·ÙÂ‚Â‚ÏËÌ¤ÓˆÓ, ‰˘Û¯ÂÚ¤˜ âÛÙÈÓ ñbÚ ÙÉ˜ ÁÂÓ¤ÛÂˆ˜ ÙÔÜ ıÂÔÜ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ Î·d
ÙáÓ Ú¿ÍÂˆÓ Î·ı·Úá˜ ÂåÂÖÓ. Ôî ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ≤Ó· ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ, Ôî ‰b ÙÚÂÖ˜
ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È ·Ú·‰Â‰ÒÎ·ÛÈÓ, ÂåÛd ‰’ Ôî Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ ÌbÓ ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ àÓıÚˆﬁÌÔÚÊÔÓ Ìc ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È Ùe ·Ú¿·Ó àÔÊ·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ, ÙcÓ ‰b ÙÔÜ ÔúÓÔ˘
‰ﬁÛÈÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ ÂrÓ·È ÓÔÌ›˙ÔÓÙÂ˜. These last exponents of natural
theology have of course a unitarian account (whose basic outlines
follow in §§3-10). Diodorus emphasises that such a Dionysiac natural
theology is consistent with Orphism (§8). On the other hand the
upholders of a personal divinity with physical existence are divided
between those who keep to a unitarian understanding of Dionysus
and those who introduce three hypostases, distributing functions, roles
and benefices to them according to an appropriate collocation of
characters (63, 1-2). The three Dionysi involved are (63, 3 sqq.) the
Indian (bearded giver of wine and the fruits of the trees), the son of
Zeus and Persephone or Demeter (agriculturalist, horned), and the
Semelean one (the author of mysteries, of ÙÂÏÂÙ·›, ecstatic rites, of
Orphic religiosity). The very artificiality in the distribution of
attributes and functions is a mighty index of the unnatural
arbitrariness of the whole conception. How can one separate the
Orphic-telestic-mysteric Dionysus from Zagreus, the Son of
Persephone? And how can one divide ecstatic rites from wine
inebriation or intoxication, and the Eleusinian ritual from the Orphic
symbolism? Or how can one segregate hypostases according to the age
of the god, the beautiful youth being indicative of another hypostasis
from that signified by the mature or older man of earlier depictions?
Diodorus then goes on (III 67 sqq.) to report a reputedly Libyan (=
African) account (according to Dionysius, v. supra). This story
postulates three Dionysi again. Only now the first one combines in his
person practically everything Dionysiac: his passion at the hands of the
Titans, wine, fruits, horns, exploits, campaigns and wars. Only the
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mysteric rites (ÙÂÏÂÙ·›) are left for the second one, a son of Zeus and
Io who ruled Egypt (74, 1). As to the third one, the Semelean,
˙ËÏˆÙcÓ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È ÙáÓ ÚÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ. Ùa˜ ‰’ àÌÊÔÙ¤ÚˆÓ ÚÔ·ÈÚ¤ÛÂÈ˜
ÌÈÌËÛ¿ÌÂÓÔÓ etc.: he did what the other two had done in
combination! And for this irrational, not any less than irreligious
duplication he has just a chronological incompatibility to adduce (74,
6): ñbÚ ‰b ÙÔÜ ÏÂ›Ô˘˜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘˜ ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È ÛfÓ ôÏÏ·È˜ àÔ‰Â›ÍÂÛÈ
ÂÈÚáÓÙ·È Ê¤ÚÂÈÓ ÙcÓ âÎ ÙÉ˜ TÈÙ·ÓÔÌ·¯›·˜Ø Û˘ÌÊˆÓÔ˘Ì¤ÓÔ˘ ÁaÚ
·Úa ÄÛÈÓ ¬ÙÈ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜ Ùˇá ¢ÈU Û˘ÓËÁˆÓ›Û·ÙÔ ÙeÓ Úe˜ ÙÔf˜
TÈÙÄÓ·˜ ﬁÏÂÌÔÓ, Ôé‰·Ìá˜ Ú¤ÂÈÓ Ê·Ûd ÙcÓ ÙáÓ TÈÙ¿ÓˆÓ ÁÂÓÂaÓ
ÙÈı¤Ó·È Î·Ùa ÙÔf˜ ÙÉ˜ ™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜ ¯ÚﬁÓÔ˘˜ Ôé‰b K¿‰ÌÔÓ ÙeÓ \AÁ‹ÓÔÚÔ˜ àÔÊ·›ÓÂÛı·È ÚÂÛ‚‡ÙÂÚÔÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙáÓ \OÏ˘Ì›ˆÓ ıÂáÓ. It is
clearly the Euhemerist notion of a historical mythology that creates
this intellectual havoc.
With Book IV Diodorus starts anew an investigation into
Dionysiac stories. He does not hesitate to accommodate still another
source in his composite account. He speaks of two Dionysi now
distinguished only culturally, the one belonging to the Egyptian, the
other to the Indian religion (IV, 1, 6-7). He once more passes onto the
Greek stories. There is the story of the Semelean Dionysus, again with
all attributes, exploits and functions (IV, 2-3). There is now no
mention of Dionysus’ dismemberment. A second Dionysus is
introduced (IV, 4, 1-2) merely as Sabazius the son of Zeus and
Persephone. There are nocturnal and hidden rites of obscenity
associated with him (the ÙÂÏÂÙ·› previously mentioned). In addition,
he is horned given his involvement in the yoking of bulls and in
agricultural pursuits. The age difference between the two is now
pictorially represented (§2): Î·d ÙeÓ ÌbÓ âÎ ™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜ ÁÂÓﬁÌÂÓÔÓ âÓ
ÙÔÖ˜ ÓÂˆÙ¤ÚÔÈ˜ ¯ÚﬁÓÔÈ˜ Ê·Ûd Ùˇá ÛÒÌ·ÙÈ ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È ÙÚ˘ÊÂÚeÓ Î·d
·ÓÙÂÏá˜ ê·ÏﬁÓ, ÂéÚÂÂ›÷· ‰b ÔÏf ÙáÓ ôÏÏˆÓ ‰ÈÂÓÂÁÎÂÖÓ Î·d
Úe˜ Ùa˜ àÊÚÔ‰ÈÛÈ·Îa˜ ì‰ÔÓa˜ ÂéÎ·Ù¿ÊÔÚÔÓ ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È etc. Cf. 5
§2: ‰›ÌÔÚÊÔÓ ‰’ ·éÙeÓ ‰ÔÎÂÖÓ ñ¿Ú¯ÂÈÓ ‰Èa Ùe ‰‡Ô ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘˜ ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È, ÙeÓ ÌbÓ ·Ï·ÈeÓ Î·Ù·ÒÁˆÓ· ‰Èa Ùe ÙÔf˜ àÚ¯·›Ô˘˜ ¿ÓÙ·˜
ˆÁˆÓÔÙÚÔÊÂÖÓ, ÙeÓ ‰b ÓÂÒÙÂÚÔÓ óÚ·ÖÔÓ Î·d ÙÚ˘ÊÂÚeÓ Î·d Ó¤ÔÓ.
That the Semelean was given to sexual pleasures oddly configures with
the emphasis on the obscene rites of the older Dionysus. Not to
mention that the representational difference in Dionysiac depictions
has clearly to do with the change in late archaic times from bearded
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and older Dionysus to the youth of exquisite beauty, hardly the result
of the introduction of another divine hypostasis!
We conclude that Dionysiac multipersonality boils down in the
end to, first, a chronological observation alien to the nature of ancient
religion; and, second, to a difference in the representational styles of
the god in different epochs.
There are important religious, theological and philosophical issues,
however, involved in Dionysus’ birth, not unlike those that tormented
the Christian Fathers in relation to the divine incarnation of the SonLogos in and from the Virgin. In the context of ancient Greek
religiosity, the theological equivalent of incarnation was discovered in
the reality of divine epiphany.
The chronological incoherence in Dionysiac myths is related to a
sharpened and clearer theological problematique in Arrian’s
argumentation (Anabasis II, 16), that there existed synonymous
deities antecedent to the semigods of the heroic age that go by the
same name. Arrian’s point is to explain that the Hercules at Tyrus to
whom Alexander the Great wanted to sacrifice was different, and of a
primeval cult, from the Argive Hercules the son of Alcmene. He
synchronises according to the usual generation count: Dionysus is
third from Cadmus the Phoenician, hence coeval to Labdacus,
another grandchild of Cadmus; while Hercules is a contemporary of
Oedipus, hence, third again from Dionysus. But the Tyrian Hercules
is worshipped there ÔÏÏ·Ö˜ ÁaÚ ÁÂÓÂ·Ö˜ ÚﬁÙÂÚÔÓ ÙÈÌÄÙ·È âÓ T‡Úˇˆ
^HÚ·ÎÏÉ˜ j K¿‰ÌÔÓ âÎ ºÔÈÓ›ÎË˜ ïÚÌËı¤ÓÙ· £‹‚·˜ Î·Ù·Û¯ÂÖÓ etc.
Besides, there is still another Hercules, an Egyptian god of the
Dodecatheon, distinct from both the Tyrian and the Greek
synonymous beings. §2: Û¤‚Ô˘ÛÈ ‰b Î·d AåÁ‡ÙÈÔÈ ôÏÏÔÓ ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤·,
Ôé¯ ÓÂÚ T‡ÚÈÔÈ j ≠EÏÏËÓÂ˜ etc. Arrian employs the cultural as well as
the chronological criterion of identity for deities. He argues that the
Hercules worshipped at Tartessus of Spain must be the Tyrian one, on
the grounds that the foundation of Tartessus is Phoenicean, that the
architecture of his Temple and the sacrificial ritual are also Phoenician;
§4: ó˜ ÙﬁÓ ÁÂ âÓ T·ÚÙËÛÛˇá Úe˜ \I‚‹ÚˆÓ ÙÈÌÒÌÂÓÔÓ ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤·, ¥Ó·
Î·d ÛÙÉÏ·› ÙÈÓÂ˜ ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤Ô˘˜ èÓÔÌ·ÛÌ¤Ó·È ÂåÛÈ, ‰ÔÎá âÁg ÙeÓ
T‡ÚÈÔÓ ÂrÓ·È ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤·, ¬ÙÈ ºÔÈÓ›ÎˆÓ ÎÙ›ÛÌ· ì T·ÚÙËÛÛe˜ Î·d Ùˇá
ºÔÈÓ›ÎˆÓ ÓﬁÌˇˆ ÙÂ ÓÂg˜ ÂÔ›ËÙ·È Ùˇá ^HÚ·ÎÏÂÖ Ùˇá âÎÂÖ Î·d ·î
ı˘Û›·È ı‡ÔÓÙ·È. He goes on to pour fun on the myths that would
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make the Greek Hercules go to the western extremities of the world to
fetch Geryone’s cattle for Eurysthenes (§§5-6). Within the same
culture the chronological criterion becomes paramount in deciding
identities. Different parentage has to be associated to chronological
diversity. §3: Î·ı¿ÂÚ Î·d \AıËÓ·ÖÔÈ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ ÙeÓ ¢Èe˜ Î·d KﬁÚË˜
Û¤‚Ô˘ÛÈÓ, ôÏÏÔÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓØ Î·d ï òI·Î¯Ô˜ ï Ì˘ÛÙÈÎe˜ ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ
Ùˇá ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ, Ôé¯d Ùˇá £Ë‚·›ˇˆ â÷¿‰ÂÙ·È.
This is neat but artificial. In the Lenaia, the priestly torch-bearer,
one of the highest officials of the Eleusinian worship, called on the
people to invoke the god of the festivity (Scholia to Aristophanes,
Ranae, 479 = Carmina Popularia, 24 Diehl):
Î·ÏÂÖÙÂ ıÂﬁÓ.

To which demand the assembled people complied thus:
™ÂÌÂÏ‹È’ òI·Î¯Â ÏÔ˘ÙÔ‰ﬁÙ·.

The mysteric Iacchus was thus Semele’s son in this sacred and
hieratic invocation; not connected to Dionysus the son of Zeus and
Kore. Or rather Semele was a manifestation of the Koric hypostasis.
The Cretans maintained that the Dionysus who according to the
Orphic ritual was dismembered by the Titans was the god who was
born in Creta from Zeus and Persephone. Diodorus V, 75, 4: ÙÔÜÙÔÓ
‰b ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ (namely the god of vine and wine and of the fruits of the
trees, the universal provider of man in his needs and sustenance) ÁÂÁÔÓ¤Ó·È Ê·ÛdÓ âÎ ¢Èe˜ Î·d ºÂÚÛÂÊﬁÓË˜ Î·Ùa ÙcÓ KÚ‹ÙËÓ, nÓ \OÚÊÂf˜
Î·Ùa Ùa˜ ÙÂÏÂÙa˜ ·Ú¤‰ˆÎÂ ‰È·ÛÒÌÂÓÔÓ ñe ÙáÓ TÈÙ¿ÓˆÓ.
Diodorus appeals to the doctrine of divine multipersonality in the case
of Dionysus, too; but he makes clear that the Cretans considered
theirs as the true god (§§4-5). Normative Orphism (^IÂÚÔd §ﬁÁÔÈ âÓ
P·„ˇˆ‰›·Èς K¢ã) for the later periods, seems to have adopted this
parentage for Dionysus, from Zeus and Kore (OF 198 we have to
subtract the Neoplatonic metaphysical language of Proclus to reach
the presupposed Orphic datum. The same descent is affirmed in the
Orphic theology according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus, OF58. It
must have been the orthodox tradition. V. OF210). Simultaneously,
there was there talk of god’s birth from the thigh of Zeus, OF199 p.
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222 Kern (cf. Orphici Hymni 47.3 (™·‚·˙›Ô˘); 49.1; 3 (≠IÙ·˜).
Here also Iacchus is identified with Bacchus; Ipta is his ÙÚÔÊﬁ˜). The
divine Passion was applied to this new child god (Î·›ÂÚ âﬁÓÙÈ Ó¤ˇˆ
Î·d ÓË›ˇˆ ÂåÏ·ÈÓ·ÛÙFÉ, OF207. ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜ ï Ó¤Ô˜ ıÂﬁ˜ cf. OF205); v.
OF209-216. How were the two births of Dionysus from Persephone
and from Semele harmonized in one divine hypostasis (as they indeed
were, if nothing singular is missing from the extant accounts in this
case) is difficult to conceptualise37. The Neoplatonic way to account
within one and the same world- and thought-structure for the extreme
mythological and ritual diversity of the same deity in positive religion,
was the doctrine of homology: the same basic pattern repeats itself on
all levels of reality, and thus a cohesive line (of procession) runs
through all world-orders, constituted by the identical pattern in
various manifestations. A locus classicus of this construal is to be
found in Proclus’ Commentary on the Timaeus, prooemium E (III
168,15 Diehl); the question is about the fundamental Orphic
succession of Cosmic Rulers º¿ÓË˜ - N‡Í - OéÚ·Óﬁ˜ - KÚﬁÓÔ˜ - ZÂ‡˜
- ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜. Proclus then observes: ÔyÙÔÈ ‰c ¿ÓÙÂ˜ Ôî ‚·ÛÈÏÂÖ˜ ôÓˆıÂÓ àe ÙáÓ ÓÔËÙáÓ Î·d ÓÔÂÚáÓ àÚÍ¿ÌÂÓÔÈ ıÂáÓ ¯ˆÚÔÜÛÈ ‰Èa ÙáÓ
Ì¤ÛˆÓ Ù¿ÍÂˆÓ Î·d â˜ ÙeÓ ÎﬁÛÌÔÓ, ¥Ó· Î·d Ùa ÙFÉ‰Â ÎÔÛÌ‹ÛˆÛÈØ
º¿ÓË˜ ÁaÚ Ôé ÌﬁÓÔÓ âÛÙdÓ âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÓÔËÙÔÖ˜, àÏÏa Î·d âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÓÔÂÚÔÖ˜,
âÓ ÙFÉ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÈÎFÉ ÙaÍÂÈ Î·d âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ñÂÚÎÔÛÌ›ÔÈ˜ Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ âÁÎÔÛÌ›ÔÈ˜Ø Î·d NfÍ Î·d OéÚ·Óe˜ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜. ·î ÁaÚ å‰ÈﬁÙËÙÂ˜ ·éÙáÓ ‰Èa
¿ÓÙˆÓ ¯ˆÚÔÜÛÈ ÙáÓ Ì¤ÛˆÓ. ·éÙe˜ ‰b ï Ì¤ÁÈÛÙÔ˜ KÚﬁÓÔ˜ Ôé¯d Î·d
Úe ÙÔÜ ¢Èe˜ Ù¤Ù·ÎÙ·È Î·d ÌÂÙa ÙcÓ ¢˝ÈÔÓ ‚·ÛÈÏÂ›·Ó, ÌÂÙa ÙáÓ
ôÏÏˆÓ TÈÙ¿ÓˆÓ ÙcÓ ¢ÈÔÓ˘ÛÈ·ÎcÓ ÌÂÚ›˙ˆÓ ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁ›·Ó, Î·d ôÏÏÔ˜
ÌbÓ âÓ Ùˇá ÔéÚ·Óˇá, ôÏÏÔ˜ ‰b âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ñe ÛÂÏ‹ÓËÓ, Î·d âÓ ÌbÓ ÙFÉ
àÏ·ÓÂÖ ôÏÏÔ˜, âÓ ‰b Ù·Ö˜ Ï·ÓˆÌ¤Ó·È˜ ôÏÏÔ˜ - Î·d ZÂf˜ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜
Î·d ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜; Ù·ÜÙ· ÌbÓ ÔsÓ Î·d ‰È·ÚÚ‹‰ËÓ ÂúÚËÙ·È ÙÔÖ˜ ·Ï·ÈÔÖ˜.
We have here a theory of metaphysical divine multipersonality at the
other extreme of, but on a similar construal to, the Euhemerian
historical multipersonalism.
Closer to the truth of the relevant religious experience is however
what Proclus himself suggests on this problem in his poetic Hymn to
Athena (vv. 11 sqq.):
m ÎÚ·‰›ËÓ âÛ¿ˆÛ·˜ àÌÈÛÙ‡ÏÏÂ˘ÙÔÓ ôÓ·ÎÙÔ˜
·åı¤ÚÔ˜ âÓ Á˘¿ÏÔÈÛÈ ÌÂÚÈ˙ÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ÔÙb B¿Î¯Ô˘
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TÈÙ‹ÓˆÓ ñe ¯ÂÚÛ› - ﬁÚÂ˜ ‰b ë ·ÙÚd Ê¤ÚÔ˘Û·,
ùÊÚ· Ó¤Ô˜ ‚Ô˘ÏÉÈÛÈÓ ñ’ àÚÚ‹ÙÔÈÛÈ ÙÔÎÉÔ˜
âÎ ™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜ ÂÚd ÎﬁÛÌÔÓ àÓË‚‹ÛFË ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜.

From the dismemberment of older Dionysus, Pallas Athena saved
his heart and brought it to his father Zeus, in order that, conforming
to the inscrutable designs of this paternal divine world-ruler, the god
Dionysus might be reborn in the world from Semele, a human
heroine. That is, the new Dionysus is a new Dionysiac world epiphany
of the preeternal god. Diodorus (IV 3, 2-3) speaks in the plural of
these divine presences in the human realm: Î·d ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ ÓÔÌ›˙ÂÈÓ
Î·Ùa ÙeÓ ¯ÚﬁÓÔÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ (sc. during the trieteric Bacchic celebrations)
ÔÈÂÖÛı·È Ùa˜ ·Úa ÙÔÖ˜ àÓıÚÒÔÈ˜ âÈÊ·ÓÂ›·˜.
The religious pressure to counteract the intellectual tendency to
distinghish, and then separate, the god who is twice born from two
mothers can be observed in actu in elements that show the process of
the abstraction and the deification of Semele. She starts as a human
heroine. But Aeschylus, in his Semele, represented her as showing the
spirit of the god whom she bears in her womb: she would fall into fits
of ecstasis; and women who touched her belly fell into ecstasis, too.
Scholia to Apollonius Rhodius I 636a: ÙcÓ ™ÂÌ¤ÏËÓ £˘ÒÓËÓ
Î·ÏÔÜÛÈÓ, âÂÈ‰c AåÛ¯‡ÏÔ˜ öÁÎ˘ÔÓ ·éÙcÓ ·ÚÂÈÛ‹Á·ÁÂÓ ÔsÛ·Ó Î·d
âÓıÂ·˙ÔÌ¤ÓËÓ, ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ ‰b Î·d Ùa˜ âÊ·ÙÔÌ¤Ó·˜ ÙÉ˜ Á·ÛÙÚe˜ ·éÙÉ˜
âÓıÂ·˙ÔÌ¤Ó·˜. Already in the Homeric Hymns (I 21) Semele is called
£˘ÒÓË. Sappho speaks of £˘ÒÓ·˜ åÌÂ[ÚﬁÂÓÙ· ·Ö‰·] (17.10 Voigt,
supplying what is missing with Wilamowitz). In any case Dionysus
and his mother must be meant as the reference is to the great Lesbian
Triad (Alcaeus 129.1-9 Voigt). The Great Aeolian Mother of All
(AåÔÏ‹È·Ó Î˘‰·Ï›Ì·Ó ıÂﬁÓ / ¿ÓÙˆÓ ÁÂÓ¤ıÏ·Ó, Alcaeus 129.6-7) is
in Sappho apparently identified with the Achaean Hera (17.1-10).
Zeus is the second member of the triad and Dionysus \øÌËÛÙ‹˜ (The
Raw-flesh-eater) the third, in this order in both cases. The extreme
opposition of Hera to Dionysus according to standard accounts is here
resolved. Pindar also refers to Semele by the name of £˘ÒÓË
(Pythionici III, 99 Snell). And the Scholia ad loc. explain the name
from the root ı‡-ˆ or ı˘›-ˆ, rage, seethe: £˘ÒÓË ì ™ÂÌ¤ÏË. Ô≈Ùˆ ‰b
çÓÔÌ¿˙ÂÙ·È àe ÙÔÜ ÂÚd ÙeÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ ¿ıÔ˘˜, ¬ÙÈ ı‡ÂÈ Î·d âÓıÔ˘ÛÈ÷Ä
Î·Ùa ÙÔf˜ ¯ÔÚÔ‡˜. Ô≈Ùˆ Î·d £˘¿‰Â˜ ·î B¿Î¯·È, Î·d ı‡ÛıÏ· Ôî ı‡Ú-
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ÛÔÈ. (Cf. Etymologicum Magnum s.vv. ı‡ÛıÏ· and ı‡ÚÛÔ˜). And the
Scholia to Apollonius Rhodius III, 755 note: öı˘ÈÂÓ: œÚÌ·, âÎÈÓÂÖÙÔ
(a rapid, raving motion) öÓıÂÓ Î·d £˘È¿‰Â˜ ·î B¿Î¯·È38. The Delphic
Thyiades performed the rite of the Raising of (Dionysus) Liknites (the
god of the winnowing-fan). This ritual of arousing was connected to
the Titanic dismemberment and death of Dionysus and his burial in
Delphi. So Plutarch (with thorough and direct access to the arcana
Delphica as well beyond the facts of open worship, drawing also here
on ¶ÂÚd ^OÛ›ˆÓ by Socrates of Argos [rather than of Co]) work), De
Iside et Osiride 364F-365A: ïÌÔÏÔÁÂÖ ‰b Î·d Ùa TÈÙ·ÓÈÎa Î·d N˘ÎÙ¤ÏÈ· ÙÔÖ˜ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜ \OÛ›ÚÈ‰Ô˜ ‰È·Û·ÛÌÔÖ˜ Î·d Ù·Ö˜ àÓ·‚ÈÒÛÂÛÈ
Î·d ·ÏÈÁÁÂÓÂÛ›·È˜Ø ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ ‰b Î·d Ùa ÂÚd Ùa˜ Ù·Ê¿˜. AåÁ‡ÙÈÔ› ÙÂ
ÁaÚ \OÛ›ÚÈ‰Ô˜ ÔÏÏ·¯ÔÜ ı‹Î·˜, œÛÂÚ ÂúÚËÙ·È, ‰ÂÈÎÓ‡Ô˘ÛÈ Î·d ¢ÂÏÊÔd Ùa ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ÏÂ›„·Ó· ·Ú’ ·éÙÔÖ˜ ·Úa Ùe ¯ÚËÛÙ‹ÚÈÔÓ àÔÎÂÖÛı·È ÓÔÌ›˙Ô˘ÛÈ, Î·d ı‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ Ôî ≠OÛÈÔÈ ı˘Û›·Ó àﬁÚÚËÙÔÓ âÓ Ùˇá
îÂÚá ÙÔÜ \AﬁÏÏˆÓÔ˜ ¬Ù·Ó Ôî £˘È¿‰Â˜ âÁÂ›ÚˆÛÈ ÙeÓ §ÈÎÓ›ÙËÓ. [For
Dionysus’ tomb at Delphi v. Philochorus Fr.Gr.H. 328F7. As Jacoby
observes ad loc. (IIIb Supplement, A Commentary on the Ancient
Historians of Athens, vol. I p. 272) the Orphic tradition to the same
effect goes back earlier. V. OF35; Callimachus Fr. 643 Pfeiffer (where
Pfeiffer’s comment suffers from the wrong idea of Dionysiac
bifurcation); Euphorio Fr. 13 Powell]. By this reckoning of the
Thyiades’ connection then, Semele-Thyone is the arch-maenad, the
eponymous divinity of the Thyiades, the appropriate mother to the
god of ecstasis.
Pindar refers to Semele also by her proper name (Olympionici II,
26). He describes her as living among the Olympians after her death
by Zeus’ thunderbolt (Cf. Pythionici XI, 1). And he mentions three
gods (and also perhaps the Muses) that are particularly fond of her:
Zeus, Dionysus and, first of all, Athena (ibid.). Athena is involved here
obviously because of her role in preserving Dionysus’ heart during the
Titanic abomination committed against the young boy. Thus Pindar
takes for granted the identity of the Semelean Dionysus with the
Dionysus of the Passion.
The common view seems to have been that Semele was called
Thyone upon her apotheosis. V. Apollodorus, Bibliotheca, III, 38, 3;
Diodorus, IV, 25, 4; (For a prosaic, Euhemerian account cf. Charax of
Pergamon, Fr.Gr.H. 103F14). But for Orphism, it is rather the other
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way round. Diodorus (III, 62) speaks of the cosmic interpretation of
religion in connection with the mythology of Dionysus and Demeter.
He comments that such a construal is (§8) Û‡ÌÊˆÓ· ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÂrÓ·È
Ù¿ ÙÂ ‰ËÏÔ‡ÌÂÓ· ‰Èa ÙáÓ \OÚÊÈÎáÓ ÔÈËÌ¿ÙˆÓ Î·d Ùa ·ÚÂÈÛ·ÁﬁÌÂÓ· Î·Ùa Ùa˜ ÙÂÏÂÙ¿˜ (i.e. mysteric cults), ÂÚd zÓ Ôé ı¤ÌÈ˜ ÙÔÖ˜
àÌ˘‹ÙÔÈ˜ îÛÙÔÚÂÖÓ Ùa Î·Ùa Ì¤ÚÔ˜ (i.e. in detail). And he goes on (§9):
ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ ‰b Î·d ÙcÓ âÎ ™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜ Á¤ÓÂÛÈÓ Âå˜ Ê˘ÛÈÎa˜ àÚ¯a˜ àÓ¿ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ, àÔÊ·ÈÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ £˘ÒÓËÓ ñe ÙáÓ àÚ¯·›ˆÓ ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ èÓÔÌ¿Ûı·È,
Î·d ÙÂıÂÖÛı·È ÙcÓ ÚÔÛËÁÔÚ›·Ó [Î·d] ™ÂÌ¤ÏËÓ ÌbÓ àe ÙÔÜ ÛÂÌÓcÓ
ÂrÓ·È ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔÜ Ù·‡ÙË˜ ÙcÓ âÈÌ¤ÏÂÈ·Ó Î·d ÙÈÌ‹Ó, £˘ÒÓËÓ ‰’ àe
ÙáÓ ı˘ÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ·éÙFÉ ı˘ÛÈáÓ Î·d ı˘ËÏáÓ etc. This would make the
two births of Dionysus to coincide: Semele is earth, and Demeter, too.
In that context Diodorus had explicitly treated of Demeter (rather
than Persephone) as the divine mother of Dionysus (II, 62, 6-7).
In these speculations, one feels one is present at the ancient Greek
equivalent of the Christological disputes that so intensely agitated
early Christian theological thought. And the solution to such intricate
conundra of diverse and opposing moments in vividly significant
religious experiences is essentially the same. In simple terms one either
makes the hero god; or the god hero; or, best, one has to do with the
incarnation, or manifesation (epiphany) of the god in human
(proto)history.
The same pressure to escape from the difficulties of incarnation or
epiphany by translating the (historical) time event onto atemporal
(mythical or metaphysical) reality can be seen through the reports that
make Dionysus’ mother ¢ÈÒÓË. So, we learn, Euripides in his
Antigone (fr. 177 Nauck):
t ·Ö ¢ÈÒÓË˜, ó˜ öÊ˘˜ Ì¤Á·˜ ıÂﬁ˜,
¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÂ, ıÓËÙÔÖ˜ Ù’ Ôé‰·Ìá˜ ñÔÛÙ·Ùﬁ˜.

A valuable gloss in Hesychius’ Lexicon adds further fuel to this fire.
S. v. B¿Î¯Ô˘ ¢ÈÒÓË˜. Ôî ÌbÓ ‚·Î¯Â˘ÙÚ›·˜ ™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜ (i.e. they construe
the B¿Î¯Ô˘ adjectivally). Ôî ‰b B¿Î¯Ô˘ ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ Î·d \AÊÚÔ‰›ÙË˜
ÙÉ˜ ¢ÈÒÓË˜Ø ·ÚﬁÛÔÓ ‰ÈˆÓ˘Ì›· ÂÚd ÙÔf˜ ıÂÔ‡˜. ¶Ú¿ÍÈÏÏ· ‰b ì
™ÈÎ˘ˆÓ›· \AÊÚÔ‰›ÙË˜ ·Ö‰· ÙeÓ ıÂeÓ îÛÙÔÚÂÖ. (In Anecdota Bekkeri
I, 225, 4-5 we should correct ¢ÈÒÓË˜ from ¢ÈÒÓË and ‚·Î¯Â˘ÙÚ›·˜
from ‚·Î¯Â‡ÙÚÈ·Ó). ¢ÈÒÓË is (according to one tradition that boasted
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of Homer as an upholder of it) the mother of Aphrodite. (Ilias, E, 371;
cf. Apollodorus, Bibliotheca, I, 1,3 where Dione is one among the
TÈÙ·Ó›‰·È). In later writers Dione is sometimes identified with
Aphrodite (cf. Ovid, Fasti, 2,459-61; Ars Amatoria, 3,3). The
Venereal connection of Persephone and Semele is capitalised in this
tradition of Dionysus’ parentage. What is significant in the present
connection is the tendency to get rid of the problem of multiparentage
by determining a divine mother for the god in whom all relevant
accounts of positive religion can coincide.
The body of evidence tells us of the close significative association of
mysteric, chthonic Dionysus-Zagreus with Orphism. There is
however a vein of information that testifies to an Orphic emphasis on
the Semelean offspring. Among the group of writers who preserve lists
of divine multipersonalism, Ioannes Lydus (De mensibus, IV 51 p.
107.10 Wünsch), reports: Ù¤Ù·ÚÙÔ˜ (sc. Dionysus) ï ¢Èe˜ Î·d ™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜, z
ˇ Ùa \OÚÊ¤ˆ˜ Ì˘ÛÙ‹ÚÈ· âÙÂÏÂÖÙÔ, Î·d ñÊ’ Ôy ÔrÓÔ˜ âÎÂÚ¿ÛıË.
But in the corresponding Ciceronian passage (De natura deorum, III,
58) we read: quartum (sc. Dionysum) Jove et Luna, cui sacra Orphica
putantur confici. As Selene is in aspectual identification with KorePersephone39 (and Herodotus patently means Selene and Dionysus as
the equivalents of Isis [the identity of Demeter and Persephone and
Rhea, as the Great Goddes] and Osiris, II, 47; cf. Diodorus I, 11,1),
this account really points to the chthonic Dionysus. Thus, we should
probably emend ™ÂÌ¤ÏËÓ in Lydus to ™ÂÏ‹ÓËÓ (as suggested by
Mayor, op.cit., III p. 123, comment ad loc.), all the more so as there
follows in his report a fifth Dionysus ï N›ÛÔ˘ Î·d £˘ÒÓË˜, n˜ Î·Ù¤‰ÂÈÍÂ ÙÚÈÂÙËÚ›‰·. This last mention answers exactly to Cicero’s
testimony: quintum Niso natum et Thyone, a quo Trieterides
constitutae putantur. The artificiality of this descent is evident even
from the sole recourse to Nisus (obviously a construct out of Nysa)
whose fantastic story is told by Hyginus, Fabulae, 167 and
Commodianus, Instructiones I, 12.
A corresponding pattern emerges concerning the Eleusinian
Mysteries and their Dionysus. Nonnus, in his extensive ¢ÈÔÓ˘ÛÈ·Î¿,
drawing on a multitude of previous works, speaks of a ÚﬁÙÂÚÔ˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜ from Zeus and Persephone who is dismembered by the Titans:
the story of Zagreus is told in the 6th Book. This Dionysus is the only
god that sat on the cosmic throne of Zeus (V. vv. 165-205). All the
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other Dionysiac myths, the exploits, jurisdictions, traits and
relationships, are ascribed to the Ó¤Ô˜ and ÓÂÒÙÂÚÔ˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜, books
7th to 48th. But the Eleusinian Bacchus, Iacchus, is singled out and
identified with Zagreus. When Hera, envious and furious with
Dionysus, attempts to raise Persephone’s apprehensions and enmity
against Dionysus the Younger, she of course reminds her of the cruel
fate of her own son, and how he suffered the horrible death in the
Titanic hands without Zeus marvellously extending help as he did
later on behalf of his younger offspring. She warns the Queen of
Hades to take concerted measures so that (XXXI, 66-9):
ÌË‰b Ó¤ÔÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ àÓ˘ÌÓ‹ÛˆÛÈÓ \AıÉÓ·È,
ÌË‰b Ï¿¯FË Á¤Ú·˜ rÛÔÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÈÓ›ˇˆ ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ
Ìc ÙÂÏÂÙa˜ ÚÔÙ¤ÚÔÈÔ ‰È·ÏÏ¿ÍÂÈÂÓ \I¿Î¯Ô˘
Ìc Ù¿Ï·ÚÔÓ ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜ àÙÈÌ‹ÛÂÈÂÓ çÒÚFË.

The identification of older Dionysus with the Eleusinian Iacchus is
no mere idiosyncratic trait of Nonnus (cf. my study on Baubo and
Iacchus). It explicitly reappears in Lucian’s recension of subjects fit for
orchestics, de saltatione 39: ...ÂrÙ· \I¿Î¯Ô˘ Û·Ú·ÁÌﬁÓ Î·d ≠HÚ·˜
‰ﬁÏÔÓ Î·d ™ÂÌ¤ÏË˜ Î·Ù¿ÊÏÂÍÈÓ Î·d ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ àÌÊÔÙ¤Ú·˜ Ùa˜ ÁÔÓ¿˜
(sc. the one from Semele and the other from Zeus thigh). The
sequence also is the normative one, as in Nonnus. But this Eleusinian
Dionysus-Iacchus-Zagreus we have seen is the Semelean one. Their
identity is safeguarded since they coincide in the Eleusinian ritual and
symbolism. Nonnus fails to draw the necessary conclusion: that the
new Dionysus is the heroic manifestation, the hero-incarnation of the
primeval Zagreus40.
One Is Dionysus, Ex˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜.
Ovid has nicely caught the substance of the matter.
And so he glowingly sings (Metamorphoseon, IV, 4 sqq.) of the
unitary god:
5

festum celebrare sacerdos
immunesque operum famulas dominasque suorum
pectora pelle tegi, crinalis solvere vittas,
serta coma, manibus frondentis sumere thyrsos
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iuscerat et saevam laesi fore numinis iram
vaticinatus erat: parent matresque nurusque
telasque calathosque infectaque pensa reponunt
turaque dant Bacchumque vocant Bromiumque Lyaeumque
ignigenamque satumque iterum solumque bimatrem:
additur his Nyseus indetonsusque Thyoneus,
et cum Lenaeo genialis consitor uvae
Nycteliusque Eleleusque parens et Iacchus et Euhan,
et quae praeterea per Graias plurima gentes
nomina, Liber, habes; tibi enim inconsumpta iuventa est,
tu puer aeternus, tu formosissimus alto
conspiceris caelo; tibi, cum sine cornibus adstas,
virgineum caput est; oriens tibi victus, adusque
decolor extremo qua cingitur India Gange;
Penthea tu, venerande, bipenniferumque Lycurgum
sacrilegos mactas Tyrrhenaque mittis in aequor
corpora, tu biiugum pictis insignia frenis
colla prenis lyncum. bacchae satyrique sequuntur,
quique senex ferula titubantis ebrius artus
sustinet et pando non fortiter haeret asello.
quacumque ingrederis, clamor iuvenalis et una
femineae voces inpulsaque tympana palmis
concavaque aera sonant longoque foramine buxus.

What is missing (albeit alluded to) from this wonderful but rather
mellow recension of Dionysiac characteristics, functions, works,
followers, is the harsher (and antinomially saving) aspect of the god:
his passion and action of wildest ecstasis, the extremity of horror in
birth, love and death.
NOTES
1. According to Stählin (Clemens Alexandrinus) the second hand (Arethas)
notices in the margin of P as a variant ÏËÓÂ‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ instead of the ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ
in the text. And the great authority of Hesychius comprises the gloss: ÏËÓÂ‡Ô˘ÛÈØ ‚·Î¯Â‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ, without mention of ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ which on the other
hand is testified, unexplained, by Suda: ÏËÓ·˝˙ˆ. The corrupt reading of all
the Plutarchian manuscripts: +ÔyÙÔ˜ ¬ÙÂ ÔsÓ+ Ì·›ÓÔÓÙ·È Î·d +ÏËÚ·›ÓÔ˘ÛÈÓ+, supports optically the ÏËÓ·˝˙Ô˘ÛÈÓ, though acoustically the ÏËÓÂ‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ
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is nearer the later pronunciation. A derivation would be smoother for ÏËÓÂ‡-Ô˘ÛÈÓ. But ÏËÓ·˚Îﬁ˜, ÏËÓ·ÖÔ˜, ÏËÓ·˝ÙË˜, §ËÓ·ÈÒÓ, all well-attested, point
to ÏËÓ·˝˙ˆ. And this form is on the whole preferable, despite, for once,
Hesychius.
2. What is usually combined with this ponderous pythic statement as forming
e.g. Fr. 15 DK is not necessarily in direct, intended relationship with it really.
I mean the pointed dark clarification: Âå Ìc ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ ÔÌcÓ âÔÈÔÜÓÙÔ Î·d
≈ÌÓÂÔÓ p
÷ ÛÌ· ·å‰Ô›ÔÈÛÈÓ, àÓ·È‰¤ÛÙ·Ù· ÂúÚÁ·ÛÙ·È (where the reading ÂúÚÁ·ÛÙ·È of P can be easily retained, on the principle of anomaly, if necessary,
with no substantial change of meaning. Only the nuance would be: it is
being done, instead of it would have been done. The former concentrates on
the fact of the ceremonies in question being again and again performed in
the well-known way, the latter emphasises the reversal of character that would
ensue upon their dissociation from religious worship. I believe Heracleitus
wrote ÂúÚÁ·ÛÙ·È, with more rugged significant force: all is and has been
futile, and indeed obnoxious, if not properly done. Grammatical smoothness
was certainly not one of his priorities). Besides, Marcovich aptly cites
(Heraclitus, ed. Maior, p. 252) Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 868 Ù¤ÙÚËÙ·È. In
fact we encounter in the Aeschylean passage both forms consecutively, 866
sqq.:
Î·d ÙÚ·˘Ì¿ÙˆÓ ÌbÓ Âå ÙﬁÛˆÓ âÙ‡Á¯·ÓÂÓ
êÓcÚ ¬‰’ ó˜ Úe˜ ÔrÎÔÓ è¯ÂÙÂ‡ÂÙÔ
Ê¿ÙÈ˜, Ù¤ÙÚËÙ·È ‰ÈÎÙ‡Ô˘ Ï¤ˆ Ï¤ÁÂÈÓ.
Âå ‰’ qÓ ÙÂıÓËÎg˜ ó˜ âÏ‹ı˘ÔÓ ÏﬁÁÔÈ,
ÙÚÈÛÒÌ·Ùﬁ˜ ÙiÓ °ËÚ˘gÓ ï ‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔ˜
[ÔÏÏcÓ ôÓˆıÂÓ, ÙcÓ Î¿Ùˆ ÁaÚ Ôé Ï¤Áˆ,]
¯ıÔÓe˜ ÙÚ›ÌÔÈÚÔÓ ¯Ï·ÖÓ·Ó âÍË‡¯ÂÈ Ï·‚ÒÓ,
±·Í ëÎ¿ÛÙˇˆ Î·Ùı·ÓgÓ ÌÔÚÊÒÌ·ÙÈ.
This Heraclitean statement belongs with Frgs. 5, 14 and 68 DK to the
commonly entirely misunderstood group of enigmatic utterances concerning
actual observances of the positive Cultus. An even slightly careful reading of
the Clementine context shows that it is Clement who brought the two
Heracleitean pieces together. More on both will be said elsewhere.
3. The codex has âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ àÁÒÓ âÛÙÈÓ etc., which is evidently defective as it
stands. If my correction (whose material point will be seen afterwards, plain
as it is its palaeographical plausibility) displeases, one may adopt the old
supplementation: âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ àÁÒÓØ <ÙﬁÔ˜> âÛÙÈÓ etc. Unless one keeps
more faithfully to our sole testimony’s reading: âd §ËÓ·›ˇˆ àÁÒÓØ âÛÙÈÓ âÓ
Ùˇá ôÛÙÂÈ §‹Ó·ÈÔÓ, ÂÚ›‚ÔÏÔÓ ö¯ÔÓ Ì¤Á·Ó etc. (And so Ruhnken,
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Auctarium Emendationum ad Hesychium ed. Alberti, ad p. 999; before him
Meursius de populis Atticae, teste G. Hermanni, in Commentarii in
Aristophanes Acharnenses, p. 16). And this is the vulgate construal now.
4. The scholia ad Equit. 95 (to which the commentator himself refers back later
on in the present passage ...Î·d à’ âÎÂ›ÓÔ˘ \AıËÓ·›ÔÈ˜ ëÔÚÙc âÓÔÌ›ÛıË Ôî
XﬁÂ˜. TÔÜÙÔ ‰’ ìÌÖÓ Î·d âÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÚﬁÛıÂÓ ÂúÚËÙ·È) when giving the same
overall information leaves unspecified the occasion under the general formula
Î·Ù¤Ï·‚Â ‰b ·éÙeÓ (sc. ï \OÚ¤ÛÙË˜ ÙeÓ ¶·Ó‰›ÔÓ·) Âéˆ¯›·Ó ÙÈÓ· ‰ËÌÔÙÂÏÉ
ÔÈÔÜÓÙ·, an example of the dropping of information through repetition and
transcription in its transmission.
5. Not of course in the Acropolis as the Scholia state evidently erring: §›ÌÓ·È
ÙﬁÔ˜ âÓ ÙFÉ àÎÚÔﬁÏÂÈ ÙáÓ \AıËÓáÓ. Perhaps we should drastically emend
ñe ÙcÓ àÎÚﬁÔÏÈÓ, or ñe ÙFÉ àÎÚÔﬁÏÂÈ.
6. Especially towards the final part. TÚ›Ô‰Â˜ was rather the name of that end
section and of the place thereabout. It was probably in vogue to take
afternoon walks there, judging from the charming incident that Carystius
Pergamenus (FHG IV.358) relates concerning Demetrius Phalereus at the
time of his decennian government of Athens: â˙ËÏÔÙ‡Ô˘Ó ‰b ¿ÓÙÂ˜ Ôî
·Ö‰Â˜ ÙeÓ âÚÒÌÂÓÔÓ ·éÙÔÜ ¢›ÔÁÓÈÓ. K·d ÙÔÛÔÜÙÔÓ qÓ Ùˇá ¢ËÌËÙÚ›ˇˆ ÚÔÛÂÏıÂÖÓ œÛÙÂ ÌÂÙ’ ôÚÈÛÙÔÓ ·éÙÔÜ ÂÚÈ·Ù‹Û·ÓÙÔ˜ ·Úa ÙÔf˜ TÚ›Ô‰Â˜,
Û˘ÓÉÏıÔÓ Âå˜ ÙeÓ ÙﬁÔÓ ·Ö‰Â˜ <Ôî> Î¿ÏÏÈÛÙÔÈ Ù·Ö˜ ëÍÉ˜ ìÌ¤Ú·È˜, ¥Ó’
çÊıÂÖÂÓ ·éÙˇá.
7. This bronze Praxitelean Satyrus was so renowned that he was referred to as
The Famous; v. Plinius XXXIV, 8(19) §69: Praxiteles quoque marmore
felicior, ideo et clarior fuit; fecit tamen et ex aere pulcherrima opera… et
Liberum patrem, et ebriolatum (so I correct in place of ebrietatem)
nobilemque una Satyrum quem Graeci Periboeton cognominant etc. He was
magically represented as both noble and half-intoxicated, an artistic tour de
force no doubt of high artistry, by which lusty youth exhibited in
conjugation the exhilarating strength and abandon of wine intoxication with
the inebriating but sublimating power of beauty.
8. Maybe not necessarily. Though in §3 the pictures described (without explicit
location) must very likely be supposed to decorate the more ancient temple
as the previous sentence ended referring to it. Pausanias often employes
exaggerate laconicity, relying on what is implied and to be deduced.
9. In this particular case I am rather suspicious (albeit appreciative) of the
widespread ancient suspicions.
10. The inscription we are discussing was (part of ) the Law concerning the
Archon Basileus. On its existence cf. Crates’ reference (apud Athenaeus VI,
235c) in his ÂÚd ÙÉ˜ \AÙÙÈÎÉ˜ ¢È·Ï¤ÎÙÔ˘ «‰Èe Î·d âÓ Ùˇá ÙÔÜ B·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜
ÓﬁÌˇˆ Á¤ÁÚ·Ù·È Ù·˘Ù› etc.; cf. 235d: âÓ Ùˇá ·éÙˇá ÓﬁÌˇˆ Ù¿‰Â Á¤ÁÚ·Ù·È;
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and Pollux III, 39: Á¤ÁÚ·Ù·È ‰¤ ÙÔûÓÔÌ· Ùˇá ÙÔÜ B·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ ÓﬁÌˇˆ; also VI,
35: Î·d àÚ¯ÂÖﬁÓ ÙÈ \Aı‹ÓËÛÈ ¶·Ú·Û›ÙÈÔÓ Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ, ó˜ âÓ Ùˇá ÓﬁÌˇˆ ÙÔÜ
‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ öÛÙÈÓ ÂéÚÂÖÓ. (Probably in both cases Pollux’s source was Crates’
work as it is a question of the same facts). That Polemon, abbreviating
particular information supplied also by Crates, would refer to «ÎàÓ ÙÔÖ˜ ÙÔÜ
‚·ÛÈÏ¤ˆ˜ ÓﬁÌÔÈ˜» in the plural (Athenaeus VI, 234f ) is nothing peculiar:
there were certainly many distinct chapters in the Law or various Laws
comprised in a body. Some enactments may have been added later and on
specific occasions such as the one in Athenaeus VI 235d quoted in Appendix
II.
11. A well-known principle of reserved, moderate and mixed democracy.
12. In the ominous Aristotelian conjuction (\Aı. ¶ÔÏ. III: qÓ ‰’ ì Ù¿ÍÈ˜ ÙÉ˜
àÚ¯·›·˜ ÔÏÈÙÂ›·˜ ÙÉ˜ Úe ¢Ú¿ÎÔÓÙÔ˜ ÙÔÈ¿‰Â. Ùa˜ ÌbÓ àÚ¯a˜ Î·ı›ÛÙ·Û·Ó
àÚÈÛÙ›Ó‰ËÓ Î·d ÏÔ˘Ù›Ó‰ËÓ), the root of the dissolution of the older type of a
natural social state and the painful transformation into a new one based on
freedom, is well encapsulated.
13. This, naturally, does not primarily refer to the primeval kingship and the first
kings, among which we have regularly dynastic changes almost with each
succession; although even then blood legitimation by marriage was often
maintained or at least attempted. But it really applies to more rigid and later
periods, especially from the time when, with the introduction of the more
influential (from a civil point of view) magistracy of Eponymos Archon, and
the option for it on the part of the up to then reigning Pylian dynasty, the
Codrids, the post of Basileus must have been permanently occupied by the
noblest indigenous noble, by the most respectful eupatrid, the reverend chief
of a body of exquisite significance in matters religious, on whose tutelary
attention so much of the king’s function now was exercised. In fact the
multiplication of archontes meant the segregation of powers originally vested
in one authority and held by one person. From this devolution of authority
there emerged the Eponymos Archon as civil magistrate; the Basileus as
Tender of things sacred; the Polemarch as leader of hosts; and the
Thesmothetae as controllers of the institutions, laws and customs of the
public commonwealth, and as overseers of their completion and
transcription into written codes.
14. No less than before the best in manly virtue was appointed, though the mode
changed.
15. He antedates events, though this is here in tune with the general tendency of
the Attic traditions regarding Theseus’ reign. However, Î·d ì ﬁÏÈ˜ ÔÏ˘¿ÓıÚˆÔ˜ âÁ¤ÓÂÙÔ may naturally refer to subsequent times and continual
enlargement, which, although the almost identical meaning in Thucydides
II, 15 repels (âÂÈ‰c ‰b £ËÛÂf˜ â‚·Û›ÏÂ˘ÛÂ, ÁÂÓﬁÌÂÓÔ˜ ÌÂÙa ÙÔÜ Í˘ÓÂÙÔÜ
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Î·d ‰˘Ó·Ùe˜ Ù¿ ÙÂ ôÏÏ· ‰ÈÂÎﬁÛÌËÛÂ ÙcÓ ¯ÒÚ·Ó Î·d Î·Ù·Ï‡Û·˜ ÙáÓ
ôÏÏˆÓ ﬁÏÂˆÓ (sc. in Attica; not ﬁÏÂÈ˜ strictly speaking of course) Ù¿ ÙÂ
‚Ô˘ÏÂ˘Ù‹ÚÈ· Î·d Ùa˜ àÚ¯a˜ â˜ ÙcÓ ÓÜÓ ﬁÏÈÓ ÔsÛ·Ó íÓ ‚Ô˘ÏÂ˘Ù‹ÚÈÔÓ àÔ‰Â›Í·˜ Î·d Ú˘Ù·ÓÂÖÔÓ Í˘ÓˇÒÎÈÛÂ ¿ÓÙ·˜, Î·d ÓÂÌÔÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ Ùa ·ñÙáÓ ëÎ¿ÛÙÔ˘˜ ±ÂÚ Î·d Úe ÙÔÜ äÓ¿ÁÎ·ÛÂ ÌÈ÷Ä ﬁÏÂÈ Ù·‡ÙFË ¯ÚÉÛı·È, m ê¿ÓÙˆÓ
õ‰Ë Í˘ÓÙÂÏÔ‡ÓÙˆÓ â˜ ·éÙcÓ ÌÂÁ¿ÏË ÁÂÓÔÌ¤ÓË ·ÚÂ‰ﬁıË ñe £ËÛ¤ˆ˜ ÙÔÖ˜
öÂÈÙ· etc.), yet another Thucydidean passage provides a clue for its
confirmation, I, 2: âÎ ÁaÚ ÙÉ˜ ôÏÏË˜ ^EÏÏ¿‰Ô˜ Ôî ÔÏ¤Ìˇˆ j ÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ âÎ›ÙÔÓÙÂ˜, ·Ú’ \AıËÓ·›ÔÈ˜ Ôî ‰˘Ó·ÙÒÙ·ÙÔÈ ó˜ ‚¤‚·ÈÔÓ kÓ àÓÂ¯ÒÚÔ˘Ó, Î·d
ÔÏ›Ù·È ÁÈÁÓﬁÌÂÓÔÈ Âéıf˜ àe ·Ï·ÈÔÜ ÌÂ›˙ˆ öÙÈ âÔ›ËÛ·Ó Ï‹ıÂÈ àÓıÚÒˆÓ ÙcÓ ﬁÏÈÓØ œÛÙÂ Î·d â˜ \IˆÓ›·Ó ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ ó˜ Ôé¯ îÎ·ÓÉ˜ ÔûÛË˜ ÙÉ˜
\AÙÙÈÎÉ˜ àÔÈÎ›·˜ âÍ¤ÂÌ„·Ó. Thucydides evidently has in mind here
especially the grand period of ÌÂÙ·Ó·ÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜ from the Trojan War to the
Ionian colonization. But to a much minor extent, the phenomenon must
have continued up to the emergence of Athens as a considerable city-state in
the Pesistratean era.
16. The date conjecturally specified regards the time of the consolidation of
primeval customs into a written kingship-Law; not, naturally, the age of their
first institution.
17. Just before the lexicographer notices s.v. °ÂÚ·Ú¿‰Â˜Ø ·î ÙáÓ àÚ›ÛÙˆÓ
àÓ‰ÚáÓ Á˘Ó·ÖÎÂ˜, Î·d (an omittendum?) ·î Ùe ÙÉ˜ \AıËÓÄ˜ âÓ òAÚÁÂÈ
ôÁ·ÏÌ· âÓ‰‡Ô˘Û·È. Naturally the most respectable matrons would normally
be deemed worthy of performing special, honourable services to divinity. The
form ÁÂÚ·Ú¿˜ makes the active force of the word clear and obvious, as is
derived from ÁÂÚ·›Úˆ - ÁÂÚ·Úá (*ÁÂÚ¿Ú-). In p. 228.9 there is a general
(but out of alphabetical order, and in a totally disrupted long sequence)
entry: °ÂÚ·ÈÚ¿‰·˜: Ùa˜ îÂÚÂ›·˜ ÙÔÜ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘. Maybe in some other place,
priestesses or ÚﬁÛÔÏÔÈ of the god were called thus.
18. Apollonius, Lexicon s.v. has °ÂÚ·È¿˜Ø Ùa˜ Á¤Ú·˜ ÙÈ (pro Á¤Ú·ÙÈ, with Alberti,
Villoison and Tollius) â¯Ô‡Û·˜ Á˘Ó·ÖÎ·˜ Ôî Ì¤ÓØ <Ôî ‰b> ÙÉ˜ (pro Ùa˜) îÂÚÂ›·˜
ÚÔﬁÏÔ˘˜ <ÔûÛ>·˜. So I emend to bring it in closer contact with the
Homeric incident (cf. vv. 297-304). Eustathius does not even mention, let
alone discuss, the undesirable variants .
19. §73: âÍÒÚÎˆÛ¤ ÙÂ Ùa˜ °ÂÚ·Úa˜ Ùa˜ ñËÚÂÙÔ‡Û·˜ ÙÔÖ˜ îÂÚÔÖ˜.
20. Both öı˘Â (§73) ı‡ËÙ·È (§75) öı˘ÛÂ (§110) and ÔÈ‹ÛÔ˘Û·Ó (§76), âÔ›ÂÈ
(§79), ÔÈÉÛ·È (§81). In mysteric ritual, ı‡ÂÈÓ does not centrally denote
proper sacrifice even when it involves some fire offering of an animal or
drink.
21. What Thales philosophized and Aristotle speculated on the Watery principle
of the World was but the thought-projection of a deep experience, founded
on self-evident observation and first articulated in religious myth and rite:
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that life is conceived, generated and maintained in and through moisture;
that arid dryness is death to the body of nature.
22. Aristotle holds (\Aı. ¶ÔÏ. III, 5) that it was the former official seat of the
king (at the time of the full âÓÓÂ·Ú¯›· and before Solon). But a seeming
implication of his formulation (àÏÏ’ ï ÌbÓ ‚·ÛÈÏÂf˜ Âr¯Â Ùe ÓÜÓ Î·ÏÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÓ
BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÈÔÓ) that the peculiar name was only given later must be withstood.
(No such connotation appears in Suda s.v. ôÚ¯ˆÓ and Bekker Anecdota p.
449.17 who reproduce the information regarding the distribution of the
magisterial offices at that time). Just as the ôÚ¯ˆÓ was in the ¶Ú˘Ù·ÓÂÖÔÓ so
the king was in the BÔ˘ÎﬁÏÈÔÓ, which, at the most might have been more
usually known as, say, B·Û›ÏÂÈÔÓ (cf. the B·Û›ÏÂÈÔ˜ ™ÙÔ¿) at the time of its
actual occupation by the king, whereas, at his removal together with the
other high magistrates to the £ÂÛÌÔıÂÙÂÖÔÓ (ibid.), the building was
universally henceforth called by its other singular name alone. It will turn out
that this minutum is of high importance.
23. Or is it ı‡ˆÓ (raving, seething)?
24. The infinitive is naturally more appropriate than a nude imperative addressed
to a God; (let) it be done rather than do it, is the proper attitude.
25. Their common altar is explicitly mentioned in V, 24, 1; both were
worshipped under the eponymon §·Ô›Ù·˜.
26. Οr in some other arrangement to the same effect.
27. The EM feels, but formulates superficially, the connection 307.44: ö·Ú... âd
ÙÔÜ ·¥Ì·ÙÔ˜Ø ‰Èa Ùe âÓ Ùˇá ö·ÚÈ ÏÂÔÓ¿˙ÂÈÓ Ùe ·xÌ·. (See the context there
for some thin etymologizations). And similarly the Nicandrian Scholiast, and
Suda s.v.
28. Photius and Suda s.v. Ùa âÎ ÙáÓ êÌ·ÍáÓ: …\Aı‹ÓËÛÈ ÁaÚ âÓ ÙFÉ ÙáÓ XÔáÓ
ëÔÚÙFÉ Ôî ÎˆÌ¿˙ÔÓÙÂ˜ âd ÙáÓ êÌ·ÍáÓ ÙÔf˜ à·ÓÙáÓÙ·˜ öÛÎˆÙﬁÓ ÙÂ Î·d
âÏÔÈ‰ﬁÚÔ˘ÓØ Ùe ‰’ ·éÙe Î·d ÙÔÖ˜ §ËÓ·›ÔÈ˜ ≈ÛÙÂÚÔÓ âÔ›Ô˘Ó. (Lenaea after
Choes) The Scholia on Aristophanes, Equites, 346-8 and Suda s.v. âÍ êÌ¿ÍË˜ have a naive account which nonetheless supports the valid point: ëÔÚÙc
·Úa ÙÔÖ˜ \AıËÓ·›ÔÈ˜ Ùa §‹Ó·È·, âÓ w
F Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÓÜÓ (hence, a very late report
this is) àÁˆÓ›˙ÔÓÙ·È ÔÈËÙ·d Û˘ÁÁÚ¿ÊÔÓÙ¤˜ ÙÈÓ· ô
÷ ÛÌ·Ù· ÙÔÜ ÁÂÏ·ÛıÉÓ·È
¯¿ÚÈÓ (an awkward circumlocution for composing comedies ) ≠OÂÚ ï
¢ËÌÔÛı¤ÓË˜ (18.122) ÂrÂÓ âÍ êÌ¿ÍË˜Ø âd êÌ·ÍáÓ ÁaÚ Ôî ô
÷ ‰ÔÓÙÂ˜ Î·ı‹ÌÂÓÔÈ Ï¤ÁÔ˘Û› ÙÂ Î·d ô‰Ô˘ÛÈ Ùa ÔÈ‹Ì·Ù· (!).
29. For Dionysus as öÚÈÊÔ˜ v. Hesychius s.v. òEÚÈÊÔ˜. And for the formulaic
proclamation cf. Kerényi, Dionysos, pp. 252 sqq. (In IIB3 and IIB4 we have
Ù·ÜÚÔ˜ and ÎÚÈﬁ˜ instead of öÚÈÊÔ˜ in exactly the same connection).
Arnobius describes the Omophagia as dilaceration practised in divine furor
upon goats in place of bulls; Adv. nationes V 19: Bacchanalia etiam
praetermittemus inmania quibus nomen Omophagiis graecum est, in quibus
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furore mentite et sequestrata pectoris sanitate circumplicatis vos anguibus,
atque ut vos plenos dei numine ac maiestate docelatis, caprorum
reclamantium viscera cruentatis oribus dissipatis.
30. In v. 1119 \IÎ·Ú›·Ó should be read with Unger (the island Icaria) pro the mss.
\IÙ·Ï›·Ó (and against Dawe’s Oå¯·Ï›·Ó). In v. 1145, ñbÚ ÎÏÂÈÙeÓ j ÛÙÔÓﬁÂÓÙ· ÔÚıÌﬁÓ is a real alternative: Dionysos is being invoked to come to
Thebes either over Parnassus to the west of Thebes, i.e. from his codomicilium with Apollo at Delphi; or across a certain moaning sea. ¶ÔÚıÌﬁ˜
need not mean a literal strait, but can signify generally a relatively narrow sea
considered appropriate for a passage (similarly with ﬁÚÔ˜: as in \IﬁÓÈÔ˜
ﬁÚÔ˜, Pindar Nemaion. 4.53; ¤Ï·ÁÔ˜ AåÁ·›Ô˘ ﬁÚÔ˘, Euripides Helena
130). So ÔÚıÌﬁ˜ the sea as a pathway even more generally, in Pindar,
Isthmion. 4(3)57. Thus ÛÙÔÓﬁÂÈ˜ ÔÚıÌe˜ is here the Aegean Sea, famously
often rough, and Dionysus is now expected to come from one or other island
place of appropriation. Probably Icaria is meant, which fits nicely to its
mention in v. 1120. The very ancient Homeric hymn to Dionysus (no. I in
the collection) started with a recension of the competing places of birth for
the divine child. (The beginning of the hymn is lacking in the mss. tradition
and preserved by Diodorus III, 66, 3). First in the list is Dracanon in Icaria;
we should read Ôî ÌbÓ ÁaÚ ¢Ú·Î¿Óˇˆ ÛÂ Ù’ \IÎ¿Úˇˆ àÓÂÌÔ¤ÛÛË in place of the
transmitted …¢Ú·Î¿Óˇˆ Û’, Ôî ‰’... Dracanon is the easterly promontory of
Icaria; Strabo, 639: Î·d ôÏÏÔ (sc. ÔÏÈÛÌ¿ÙÈÔÓ) ¢Ú¿Î·ÓÔÓ, ïÌÒÓ˘ÌÔÓ ÙFÉ
ôÎÚ÷·, âÊ’ wF ¥‰Ú˘Ù·È, ÚﬁÛÔÚÌÔÓ ö¯ÔÓ. The topography and excavations there
fit the description exactly. For the conjunction of island and chief
promontory cf. Euphorio Fr. 141.3-4 Powell = Anth. Palatina VIII 651:
àÏÏa Ùa ÌbÓ ¢ÔÏ›¯Ë˜ ÙÂ Î·d ·åÂÈÓÉ˜ ¢Ú·Î¿ÓÔÈÔ
\IÎ¿ÚÈÔÓ Ú‹ÛÛÂÈ ÎÜÌ· ÂÚd ÎÚÔÎ¿Ï·È˜.
(¢ÔÏ›¯Ë is an οld nme of Icaria, Apollodorus Bibl. ii, 6, 3. The island is
indeed markedly oblong). The characterization of Dracanum as precipitous
(·åÂÈÓ‹), although the fact that it also suits the topography of the place
may further indicate a mountainous formation. And so Hesychius s.v. ¢Ú·Î¿ÓÈÔÓØ ùÚÔ˜ <\I>Î·Ú›·˜. And so Theocritus speaks of snowclad Dracanum a
certain hyberbole for even the highest peak of Icaria; but the case can be
made that the Icarian mountain was also called Dracanum, at least in its
easterly part. For Theocritus it is there that Zeus took over the gestation of
prematurely aborted Dionysus, putting him into his divine thigh; XXVI 334:
¯·›ÚÔÈ ÌbÓ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜, nÓ âÓ ¢Ú·Î¿Óˇˆ ÓÈÊﬁÂÓÙÈ
ZÂf˜ ≈·ÙÔ˜ ÌÂÁ¿Ï·Ó âÈÁÔ˘Ó›‰· Î¿ÙıÂÙÔ Ï‡Û·˜.
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This tradition is followed by Nonnus IX, 16-8:
K·› ÌÂÓ öÛˆ ¢Ú·Î¿ÓÔÈÔ ÏÂ¯ÒÈÔÓ àÌÊd ÎÔÏÒÓËÓ
‹¯Â˚ ÎÔÏˆı¤ÓÙÈ Ï·‚gÓ M·È‹ÈÔ˜ ^EÚÌÉ˜
äÂÚﬁıÂÓ ÂﬁÙËÙÔ.
31. The ÛÙ¤ÚÔ„ ÏÈÁÓ‡˜ which confronts the bacchic epiphanies ñbÚ ‰ÈÏﬁÊÔ˘
¤ÙÚ·˜ refer perhaps to thunderbolts on the exposed double summit of the
º·È‰ÚÈ¿‰Â˜ ¤ÙÚ·È (the Phaedriades rocks hanging above Delphi) and also,
complementarily, torches held by the Bacchae as they went from Delphi to
the KˆÚ‡ÎÈÔÓ ôÓÙÚÔÓ further up on Parnassus, following the path that we
can tread also today. For an epiphany of the God just there, holding pinetorches v. Euripides, Bacchae, 306-7:
öÙ’ ·éÙeÓ ù„FË Îàd ¢ÂÏÊ›ÛÈÓ ¤ÙÚ·È˜
Ë‰áÓÙ· ÛfÓ Â‡Î·ÈÛÈ ‰ÈÎﬁÚ˘ÊÔÓ Ï¿Î· etc.
The upland (Ï¿Í) indicated must be the plateau of Livadi as Dodds
suggested (in his edition of the play, p. 110) the streatch of wild but fairly
level country which lies behind the two summits of the Phaedriades. This
area lies en route from Delphi to the Corycian Cave. The Phaedriades rocks
are shining bright as their very name suggests, esp. when the sunlight falls on
them under particular weather conditions or at sunset. And this seems to be
what primarily is referred to by Euripides, Phoinissae, 226-8:
åg Ï¿ÌÔ˘Û· ¤ÙÚ· ˘Úe˜
‰ÈÎﬁÚ˘ÊÔÓ Û¤Ï·˜ ñbÚ ôÎÚˆÓ
‚·Î¯ÂÈáÓ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ etc.
Of course there was intrinsic interconnection between the natural shining of
the Phaedriades, the dazzling gleam of the pine-torches in maenadic
processions up the mountain to the place of the sacred orgies in the Corycian
cave, and the mysteric splendor of the light-carrying divine escorts of the god
following his epiphany above Delphi. Cf. Euripides, Ion, 716-7:
¥Ó· B¿Î¯ÈÔ˜ àÌÊÈ‡ÚÔ˘˜ àÓ¤¯ˆÓ Â‡Î·˜
Ï·È„ËÚa Ë‰÷Ä Ó˘ÎÙÈﬁÏÔÈ˜ ±Ì· ÛfÓ ‚¿Î¯·È˜
the divine procession properly conflated here with the human. The location
is defined again in 1125-7:
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•ÔÜıÔ˜ ÌbÓ ü
ˇ ¯ÂÙ’ öÓı· ÜÚ Ë‰÷Ä ıÂÔÜ
‚·Î¯ÂÖÔÓ, ó˜ ÛÊ·Á·ÖÛÈ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ ¤ÙÚ·˜
‰Â‡ÛÂÈÂ ‰ÈÛÛa˜ etc.
32. Curiously enough, the Peloponnesian Phlius (just to the south of Sicyon)
bore aboriginally the name \AÚ·ÓÙ›·. Pausanias preserves the mythological
tradition; II, 12, 4: âÓ ÙFÉ ÁFÉ Ù·‡ÙFË ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È ÚáÙÔÓ òAÚ·ÓÙ¿ Ê·ÛÈÓ ôÓ‰Ú·
·éÙﬁ¯ıÔÓ·Ø Î·d ﬁÏÈÓ ÙÂ ü
ˇ ÎÈÛÂ ÂÚd ÙeÓ ‚Ô˘ÓeÓ ÙÔÜÙÔÓ, n˜ \AÚ·ÓÙÖÓÔ˜ öÙÈ
Î·ÏÂÖÙ·È Î·d â˜ ìÌÄ˜... âÓÙ·Üı¿ ÙÂ ‰c ﬁÏÈÓ ˇJÎÈÛÂ, Î·d à’·éÙÔÜ Ùe
àÚ¯·ÖÔÓ ì ÁÉ Î·d ì ﬁÏÈ˜ \AÚ·ÓÙ›· âÎÏ‹ıËÛ·Ó. V. Stephanus Byzantius s.v.
\AÚ·ÓÙ›·. Cf. id. s.v. \AÚ·Èı˘Ú¤· for the second palaic name of Phlius: \AÚ·Èı˘Ú¤· was the daughter of òAÚ·˜. Cf. id. s.v. ºÏÈÔÜ˜ (where the former name
is given as \AÚ¿ÓÙÂÈ·). Pausanias affirms that the Phliasians had no affinity
with the Arcadians, but were rather Argives originally, who became Dorians
when these tribes descended on Peloponnesus upon the famed Return of the
Heracleids (II, 12, 3). The Macedonian dynasty àe K·Ú¿ÓÔ˘ was also
asserted to be Argive. Argive Achaean (Mycenean) could thus conceivably be
the name in Phlius and the Macedonian glosseme àÚ¿ÓÙÈÛÈÓ (supra).
The Phliasian area was rich and contrarial in mythological accounts and
religious symbolism. (Cf. Pausanias, ibid. §3: ‰È¿ÊÔÚ· ‰b â˜ ÙÔf˜ ºÏÈ·Û›Ô˘˜
Ùa ÔÏÏa Âå‰g˜ ÂåÚËÌ¤Ó·, ÙÔÖ˜ Ì¿ÏÈÛÙ· ·éÙáÓ óÌÔÏÔÁËÌ¤ÓÔÈ˜ ¯Ú‹ÛÔÌ·È). There existed a strong Eleusinian dimension in Phliasian religiosity. The
certain cultic foundation of this dimension was the identity of the Phliasian
Demeter-ritual with the Eleusinian ÙÂÏÂÙ‹. The differences between the two
cults consisting in external characteristics, like: (a) the triennial celebration of
the rites instead of the Eleusinian annual event; (b) the appointment by
election of a different hierophant in each celebration of the rites as against the
life-tenure of the corresponding family-reserved office in Eleusis; and (c) the
discretion of the hierophant to have relations with a woman or not, in place
of the obligatory celibacy of the Eleusinian hierophant (Pausanias, II, 14, 1).
The content itself of the rites was the same, something that the Phliasians
themselves explained as the imitation on their part of the Eleusinian ritus.
Pausanias ibid.: ...Ùa ‰b â˜ ·éÙcÓ ÙcÓ ÙÂÏÂÙcÓ âÎÂ›ÓˆÓ (sc. ÙáÓ
\EÏÂ˘ÛÈÓ›ˆÓ) âÛÙd Ì›ÌËÛÈ˜Ø ïÌÔÏÔÁÔÜÛÈ ‰b Î·d ·éÙÔd ÌÈÌÂÖÛı·È ºÏÈ¿ÛÈÔÈ
Ùa âÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÖÓÈ ‰ÚÒÌÂÓ·.
But the co-implication does not stop there. The place where the ritual was
celebrated was called KÂÏÂ·›, some thousand meters from the town. The
name of the location suggests a reference to KÂÏÂﬁ˜, the Eleusinian leader at
the time of Demeter’s wandering and grief. In fact the Phliasian account held
that the mysteries were transplanted from Eleusis by Dysaules, Celeus’
brother; 14, 2: ¢˘Û·‡ÏËÓ ‰¤ Ê·ÛÈÓ à‰ÂÏÊeÓ KÂÏÂÔÜ ·Ú·ÁÂÓﬁÌÂÓﬁÓ ÛÊ›-
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ÛÈÓ â˜ ÙcÓ ¯ÒÚ·Ó Î·Ù·ÛÙ‹Û·Ûı·È ÙcÓ ÙÂÏÂÙ‹Ó etc. Pausanias (in the
sequel) finds fault with the reason invoked by the Phliasian account for
Dysaules’ immigration, but this is hardly much to the point. More significant
is his criticism against the supposition that Dysaules was a relative of Celeus.
He argues (14, 3) that if he really were brother to the Eleusinian leader or an
eminent personality in Eleusis in whatever way, he would have been
mentioned in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, when a recantation of those
instructed by the Goddess on the Mysteric Ritual takes place. Pausanias
unhesitatingly accepts Homer as the author of the extant hymn; 14, 3: Ôé
ÌcÓ Ôé‰b KÂÏÂˇá ÚÔÛ‹ÎˆÓ (sc. Dysaules), âÌÔd ‰ÔÎÂÖÓ, Ôé‰b ôÏÏˆ˜ qÓ âÓ
ÙÔÖ˜ âÈÊ·Ó¤ÛÈÓ \EÏÂ˘ÛÈÓ›ˆÓØ Ôé ÁaÚ ôÓ ÔÙÂ ≠OÌËÚÔ˜ ·ÚÉÎÂÓ ·éÙeÓ âÓ
ÙÔÖ˜ öÂÛÈÓ. öÛÙÈ ÁaÚ Î·d ^OÌ‹Úˇˆ ÂÔÈËÌ¤Ó· â˜ ¢‹ÌËÙÚ·Ø âÓ ‰b ·éÙÔÖ˜
Î·Ù·Ï¤ÁˆÓ ÙÔf˜ ‰È‰·¯ı¤ÓÙ·˜ ñe ÙÉ˜ ıÂÔÜ ÙcÓ ÙÂÏÂÙcÓ ¢˘Û·‡ÏËÓ Ôé‰¤Ó·
Ôr‰ÂÓ \EÏÂ˘Û›ÓÈÔÓ. ö¯ÂÈ ‰b Ô≈Ùˆ Ùa öË (Homeric Hymn to Demeter, 4746):
‰ÂÖÍÂ, TÚÈÙÔÏ¤Ìˇˆ ÙÂ ¢ÈÔÎÏÂÖ ÙÂ ÏËÍ›ˇˆ,
EéÌﬁÏÔ˘ ÙÂ ‚›FË KÂÏÂˇá ı’ ìÁ‹ÙÔÚÈ Ï·áÓ,
‰ÚËÛÌÔÛ‡ÓËÓ îÂÚáÓ Î·d â¤ÊÚ·‰ÂÓ ùÚÁÈ· ÄÛÈÓ etc.
But this objection is irrelevant. Or rather reveals that the Phliasian story
conformed to the Orphic rather than to the Homeric account of the potent
events. In the Orphic reports Dysaules was indeed playing a cardinal role in
the symbolic transactions. (V. the study on Baubo and Iacchus). The
Phliasians insisted anyway that Celeus was their initiator, that he gave the
name to the place KÂÏÂ·› and that he was buried there. Before him the
aboriginal Aras was made to lie there (Pausanias, 14, 4). Aras and his two
children were invoked before the Eleusinian ÙÂÏÂÙ‹ proper (12, 5).
This specifically Orphic Phliasian Demetrian connection is supplemented by
a Dionysian and a Pythagorean one. As to the former, Phlias (the eponymous
leader) was Dionysus’ son (Apollonius Rhodius whom Pausanias quotes I,
115 sqq.; Pausanias II, 12, 6; Scholia on Apollonius Rhodius I, 115;
Stephanus Byzantius s.v. ºÏÈÔÜ˜; scholia D to Ilias, B, 571). The name was
also significant in a Dionysean context. ºÏ¤Ô˜ (and ºÏÂÖÔ˜) was an epihet of
Dionysus in Priene; H. von Gärtringen, Inschriften von Priene, 174; 162B.
A (rare) variant is ºÏÂ‡˜; v. Herodianus Technicus, ed. A. Lentz, I, 400.27401.2; cf. Choeroboscus, Epimerismi in Psalm., 70, 4 (Etymologicon
Magnum 189.39): ...Ù·ÜÙ· ‰¤, ÊËÌd Ùe ºÏÂf˜ Î·d NÂf˜ Î·d ¢ÓÂf˜, Ôé‰b
Û˘Ó‹ıË ÂåÛd ÙÔÖ˜ ≠EÏÏËÛÈ etc. V. Herodianus (¶ÂÚd ÌÔÓ‹ÚÔ˘˜ Ï¤ÍÂˆ˜),
Lentz II 911.4-5. Hesychius has the gloss ºÏ¤ˆ ¢ÈÔÓ‡ÛÔ˘ îÂÚﬁÓ (sic, sine
interpunctione legendum ut sanum esse). To the explanation of the term

502

CHAPTER 8

Plutarch devotes half of one of his Sympotical Problems (Quaestionum
Convivalium V, 8, 2. 683D-684B) in connection with the explication of
Empedoclean verse (31B80 DK):
Ô≈ÓÂÎÂÓ ç„›ÁÔÓÔ› ÙÂ Û›‰·È Î·d ñ¤ÚÊÏÔÈ· ÌÉÏ·.
The proposed etymology relates the world to ÊÏÔ›ÂÈÓ (a variant of ÊÏ¤ˆ),
burst out, swell, be in full vigour or bloom: ...ÁÚ·ÌÌ·ÙÈÎÔ› ÙÈÓÂ˜ öÊ·Û·Ó
«ñ¤ÚÊÏÔÈ·» ÏÂÏ¤¯ı·È Ùa ÌÉÏ· ‰Èa ÙcÓ àÎÌ‹ÓØ Ùe ÁaÚ ôÁ·Ó àÎÌ¿˙ÂÈÓ Î·d
ÙÂıËÏ¤Ó·È «ÊÏÔ›ÂÈÓ» ñe ÙáÓ ÔÈËÙáÓ Ï¤ÁÂÛı·È. Î·d ÙeÓ \AÓÙ›Ì·¯ÔÓ
Ô≈Ùˆ ˆ˜ «ÊÏÔ›Ô˘ÛÈÓ çÒÚ·È˜» (Fr. 36 Kinkel) ÂåÚËÎ¤Ó·È ÙcÓ ÙáÓ K·‰ÌÂ›ˆÓ ﬁÏÈÓØ ïÌÔ›ˆ˜ ÙeÓ òAÚ·ÙÔÓ âd ÙÔÜ ™ÂÈÚ›Ô˘ Ï¤ÁÔÓÙ· «Î·d Ùa ÌbÓ
öÚÚˆÛÂÓ, ÙáÓ ‰b ÊÏﬁÔÓ üÏÂÛÂ ¿ÓÙ·» (Phaenomena, 335), ÙcÓ ¯ÏˆÚﬁÙËÙ· Î·d Ùe ôÓıÔ˜ ÙáÓ Î·ÚáÓ «ÊÏﬁÔÓ» ÚÔÛ·ÁÔÚÂ‡ÂÈÓØ ÂrÓ·È ‰b Î·d ÙáÓ
^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ ÙÈÓ¿˜, ÔQ ºÏÔ›ˇˆ ¢ÈÔÓ‡Ûˇˆ ı‡Ô˘ÛÈÓ. Similarly Aelianus, Varia
Historia, III, 41: ¬ÙÈ Ùe ÔÏ˘Î·ÚÂÖÓ Ôî àÚ¯·ÖÔÈ èÓﬁÌ·˙ÔÓ ÊÏ‡ÂÈÓØ ¬ıÂÓ ÙeÓ
¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ ºÏÂáÓ· âÎ¿ÏÔ˘Ó etc. There is a tantalizing variation in the
orthography of the name, ÊÏ¤-, ÊÏÔ-, ÊÏÔÈ-, ÊÏ˘-, ÊÏ‡˙-, ÊÏÔÈ‰-. The
various forms may reflect a shift of emphasis in their common semantic field,
from swell to teem with abundance, abound, to be in full vigour or bloom, to
boil over, bubble up, to burst out. The ºÏ‡·ÎÂ˜, a Dionysian play of tragic
burlesque, is connected to the core meaning of this field. Both the
Peloponnesian Phlius and the Attic deme Phlyeis are etymologically related
to this field, just as they are mythologically. Α wondrous local tradition
would have Pythagoras to stem from Phlius. A certain Hippasus
(synonymous to the famous later Pythagorean) was at the time of the Doric
invasion head of the faction that called for vigorous resistance against the
enemy. He failed to persuade the people and as a result he emigrated,
together with those of the same mind, to Samos. A fourth-generation
descendant of his was the great Pythagoras. Pausanias II, 13, 2: ...≠I·ÛÔ˜
‰b Î·d Ôî ÛfÓ ·éÙˇá ‰ÈÂÎÂÏÂ‡ÔÓÙÔ àÌ‡Ó·Ûı·È ÌË‰b ÔÏÏáÓ Î·d àÁ·ıáÓ
àÌ·¯Âd ÙÔÖ˜ ¢ˆÚÈÂÜÛÈÓ àÊ›ÛÙ·Ûı·È. ÚÔÛÂÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ‰b ÙÔÜ ‰‹ÌÔ˘ ÙcÓ âÓ·ÓÙ›·Ó Ù·‡ÙFË ÁÓÒÌËÓ, Ô≈Ùˆ˜ ≠I·ÛÔ˜ ÛfÓ ÙÔÖ˜ âı¤ÏÔ˘ÛÈÓ â˜ ™¿ÌÔÓ ÊÂ‡ÁÂÈ. ^I¿ÛÔ˘ ‰b ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘ Ù¤Ù·ÚÙÔ˜ qÓ àﬁÁÔÓÔ˜ ¶˘ı·ÁﬁÚ·˜ ï ÏÂÁﬁÌÂÓÔ˜
ÁÂÓ¤Ûı·È ÛÔÊﬁ˜Ø MÓËÛ¿Ú¯Ô˘ ÁaÚ ¶˘ı·ÁﬁÚ·˜ qÓ ÙÔÜ EûÊÚÔÓÔ˜ ÙÔÜ ^I¿ÛÔ˘. Ù·ÜÙ· ÌbÓ ºÈÏÈ¿ÛÈÔÈ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈ ÂÚd ·ñÙáÓ, ïÌÔÏÔÁÔÜÛÈ ‰¤ ÛÊÈÛÈ Ùa
ÔÏÏa Î·d ™ÈÎ˘ÒÓÈÔÈ. (Of course, there is no way that four generations can
span more than half a millennium, the period from the Doric Descent to,
say, the mid 6th century B.C. For a correct reckoning of time intervals
relative to the Pythagorean doctrine of transmigration of souls, v. Iamblichus,
Theologοumena Arithmetica, 40 p. 52, 8 de Falco = Aristoxenus Fr. 12
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Wehrli. On the other hand, in the above-quoted passage the Doric challenge
from Argos and Corinth against Phlius took place in the second generation
after Temenos; Pausanias II, 13, 1: PËÁÓ›‰·˜ â’ ·éÙcÓ (sc. Phlius) ï º¿ÏÎÔ˘ ÙÔÜ TËÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ¢ˆÚÈÂf˜ öÎ ÙÂ òAÚÁÔ˘˜ ÛÙÚ·ÙÂ‡ÂÈ Î·d âÎ ÙÉ˜ ™ÈÎ˘ˆÓ›·˜.
Even so the period cannot cover the entire interval. Obviously, the memory
of those events was obscured by time; the attack may have happened earlier
or later than the preserved genealogies inconsistently postulate). Significantly,
Phliasians were the latest most eminent representatives of the Pythagorean
movement, who held up the longest: with them the tradition was
extinguished. Diogenes Laertius, VIII, 45-6: òHÎÌ·˙Â (sc. Pythagoras) ‰b
[Î·d] Î·Ùa ÙcÓ <ÚÒÙËÓ Î·d> ëÍËÎÔÛÙcÓ \OÏ˘ÌÈ¿‰· (536-532 B.C;
Diodorus puts Pythagoras, àÎÌ‹ at the 61st Olympiad, X, 3, 1 specifically
on the year of eponymous archon Thericles, 533/2 B.C.; cf. Develin,
Athenian Officials 684-321 B.C., p. 46)Ø Î·d ·éÙÔÜ Ùe Û‡ÛÙËÌ· ‰È¤ÌÂÈÓÂ
Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÁÂÓÂáÓ âÓÓ¤· j [Î·d] ‰¤Î·. ÙÂÏÂ˘Ù·ÖÔÈ ÁaÚ âÁ¤ÓÔÓÙÔ ÙáÓ ¶˘ı·ÁÔÚÂ›ˆÓ, ÔR˜ Î·d \AÚÈÛÙﬁÍÂÓÔ˜ Âr‰Â (cf. Suda s.v. \AÚÈÛÙﬁÍÂÓÔ˜ b), •ÂÓﬁÊÈÏﬁ˜
ÙÂ ï X·ÏÎÈ‰Âf˜ àe £Ú÷¿ÎË˜ Î·d º¿ÓÙˆÓ ï ºÏÈ¿ÛÈÔ˜ Î·d \E¯ÂÎÚ¿ÙË˜ Î·d
¢ÈÔÎÏÉ˜ Î·d ¶ÔÏ‡ÌÓ·ÛÙÔ˜, ºÏÈ¿ÛÈÔÈ Î·d ·éÙÔ›. qÛ·Ó ‰b àÎÚÔ·Ù·d ºÈÏÔÏ¿Ô˘ Î·d EéÚ‡ÙÔ˘ ÙáÓ T·Ú·ÓÙ›ÓˆÓ. Iamblichus (following Aristoxenus),
De vita Pythagorica, 251: qÛ·Ó ‰b Ôî ÛÔ˘‰·ÈﬁÙ·ÙÔÈ (sc. of the latest
Pythagorean) º¿ÓÙˆÓ ÙÂ Î·d \E¯ÂÎÚ¿ÙË˜ Î·d ¶ÔÏ‡ÌÓ·ÛÙÔ˜ Î·d ¢ÈÔÎÏÉ˜
ºÏÈ¿ÛÈÔÈ, •ÂÓﬁÊÈÏÔ˜ ‰b X·ÏÎÈ‰Âf˜ ÙáÓ àe £Ú÷¿ÎË˜ X·ÏÎÈ‰¤ˆÓ. âÊ‡Ï·Í·Ó ÌbÓ ÔsÓ Ùa âÍ àÚ¯É˜ õıË Î·d Ùa Ì·ı‹Ì·Ù·, Î·›ÙÔÈ âÎÏÂÈÔ‡ÛË˜ ÙÉ˜
·îÚ¤ÛÂˆ˜, ≤ˆ˜ ÂéÁÂÓá˜ äÊ·Ó›ÛıËÛ·Ó (= Aristoxenus Fr. 18 p. 13.30-34
Wehrli). Cf. Iamblichus op. cit. 266 p. 146.6 Deubner-Klein. For these
Phliasian Pythagoreans v. 53 DK. Phliasians were among the friends gathered
at Socrates’ final moments in prison. Plato, Phaedo, 57a. The Phliasian
Pythagorean Echecrates is Phaedo’s interlocutor in the Platonic dialogue, v.
Phaedo 88d (= 53 A4 DK). Diodorus (XV, 76, 4) puts the latest
Pythagoreans on 366/5 B.C.
Phlius the city of Phlius, son of Dionysus according to the commonest
traditions (cf. Pausanias II, 12, 6), the eponymous archegete of the Phliasians,
This city was the birthplace of Pratinas and his son Aristias, most eminent
satyrographers, second only to Aeschylus teste Pausanias II, 13, 6: âÓÙ·Üı¿
âÛÙÈ Î·d \AÚÈÛÙ›Ô˘ ÌÓÉÌ· ÙÔÜ ¶Ú·Ù›ÓÔ˘. ÙÔ‡Ùˇˆ Ùˇá \AÚÈÛÙ›÷· Û¿Ù˘ÚÔÈ Î·d
¶Ú·Ù›Ó÷· Ùˇá ·ÙÚ› ÂåÛÈ ÂÔÈËÌ¤ÓÔÈ ÏcÓ ÙáÓ AåÛ¯‡ÏÔ˘ ‰ÔÎÈÌÒÙ·Ù·.
The bacchic element, Eleusinian rites and many details relate the Attic Phlya
and the Peloponnesian Phlius. The confusion in the Pausanian manuscripts
around this matter has a substantive grounding.
33. Cf. F19; although the corrupt +K¿ÙˆÓ+ there both in Porphyry,
Quaestionum Homericarum I 383 (I, 138,18 Schrader) and in Stephanus
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Byzantius s.v. ¢ÈﬁÛÔÏÈ˜, should better be corrected to B¿ÙˆÓ with Ebert
and Meineke. Baton was occupied with Homeric antiquities. Cf. Fr.Gr.H.
268F8 in conjunction with H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem, vol.
V, pp. 507-8; but Erbse’s observations should be taken very cautiously:
ºÈÏ›·˜ is less likely to be an error from ºÈÏ¤·˜ (Synesius) = ºÈÏÔ˘ÚÁﬁ˜
(Isocrates); and the scholion probably pertains to where it is located in the
papyrus, i.e. to v. Ω 721, not to Ω 729. Another possibility for the erroneous
+K¿ÙˆÓ+ is Wyttenbach’s (and Dindorf’s) K¿ÛÙˆÚ. Highly improbable is
the ‰’ ^EÎ·Ù·ÖÔ˜ of Heeren and Diels.
34. Two mentions of diversity (ÔÈÎÈÏ›·) in accounts and stories about the â›ÁÂÈÔÈ ıÂÔ› and in connection with Euhemerus do not authorise us to credit
him with taking the additional step. V. F8 Winiarczyk (= Diodorus VI 1, 3):
ÂÚd ‰b ÙáÓ âÈÁÂ›ˆÓ ıÂáÓ ÔÏÏÔd Î·d ÔÈÎ›ÏÔÈ ·Ú·‰¤‰ÔÓÙ·È ÏﬁÁÔÈ ·Úa
ÙÔÖ˜ îÛÙÔÚÈÎÔÖ˜ ÙÂ Î·d Ì˘ıÔÁÚ¿ÊÔÈ˜Ø Î·d ÙáÓ ÌbÓ îÛÙÔÚÈÎáÓ Eé‹ÌÂÚÔ˜, ï
ÙcÓ ^IÂÚaÓ \AÓ·ÁÚ·ÊcÓ ÔÈËÛ¿ÌÂÓÔ˜, å‰›ˆ˜ àÓ·Á¤ÁÚ·ÊÂÓ etc. And in F55
(= Iohannes Lydus, De mensibus, IV 154 p. 170 Wϋnsch): ...j ó˜ ÄÛ· ì
îÛÙÔÚ›· (namely ì ÂÚd KÚﬁÓÔÓ) Î·Ùa ÙeÓ Eé‹ÌÂÚÔÓ ÔÈÎ›ÏÏ[ÂÙ·È ÛÔÊá˜
ÙcÓ] ÙáÓ ÏÂÁÔÌ¤ÓˆÓ ıÂáÓ [ñ]ÔÁÚ¿ÊÔ˘Û· ıÂ[ˆÚ›·Ó… etc. In the first
instance diverse need not refer to anything but the variety of stories about
gods. The second instance seems to restrict us to a variety in the Cronian
account itself. But still does not appear significative in the special sense
required.
35. The various constitutive moments in Mnaseas’ theological theory (if his it
really is) (or in other words the consecutive steps that led to that fully
developed position), can be observed severally in isolation in a number of
thinkers. Most of the relevant information comes not surprisingly from
Philodemus, De pietate. That fruits of the earth and other things beneficial
to human life were aboriginally believed to be endowed with divine nature
was apparently the view of Diogenes the Cynic (op.cit. 6c p. 71 Gomperz).
He followed Prodicus’ theory, referred to above (cf. op.cit. 10 p. 76G).
Somebody introduced the idea that another important set of deities consisted
of mortals who by their discoveries and inventions of arts and utilities had
greatly succoured and enriched human life, like the cases of Demeter and
Dionysos and (probably) Dioscuri: ...Ï¤ÁFË (Persaeus in all likelihood whose
testimony is invoked in §9 just before) Ê·›ÓÂÛı·È Ùa ÂÚd Ùa ÙÚ¤ÊÔÓÙ· Î·d
èÊÂÏÔÜÓ(Ù)· ıÂÔf˜ ÓÂÓÔÌ›(Ûı)·È Î·d ÙÂÙÂÈÌÉÛı(·È) ÚáÙ(Ô)Ó <Î·Ùa Ùa>
ñe (¶ÚÔ)‰›ÎÔ˘ ÁÂÁÚ·ÌÌ¤Ó·, Ì(Â)Ùa ‰b Ù·ÜÙ· ÙÔf(˜ ÂñÚ)ﬁ(Ó)Ù·˜ j
ÙÚÔÊa˜ j (Û)Î¤·˜ j Ùa˜ ôÏÏ·˜ Ù¤¯Ó·˜ (ó˜ ¢)‹ÌËÙÚ· (Î)·d ¢È(ﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ) Î·d ÙÔf(˜ ¢ÈÔÛÎÔ‡ÚÔ˘˜?) [= SVF I 448; cf. Cicero, De natura deorum
I 38]. Prodicus thought that Dionysus and Demeter (together with other
deities like Poseidon, Hephaestus, the Sun, the Moon, River and Lakes and
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Meadows and Fruits and other similar things ) were natural factors or parts,
as bread, wine, water, fire etc. Hence the elevation theory from man to
godhead did not pertain to him. V. 84B5 DK. Euhemerus added the theory
of mortal divinization. And the compound is met in Persaeus. Chrysippus
also endorsed the full account, although he laid emphasis on the former
factor, the divinity of natural factors, powers and parts. However he
recognized the moment of mortal divinization as well. Philodemus, De
pietate, 12-13 (pp. 79-80 G): …(12.16) Î·d ÙeÓ òAÚË Î·Ùa ÙÔÜ ÔÏ¤ÌÔ˘
ÙÂÙ¿¯ı·È Î·d ÙÉ˜ Ù¿ÍÂˆ˜ Î·d àÓÙÈÙ¿ÍÂˆ˜Ø ≠HÊ·ÈÛÙÔÓ ‰b ÜÚ ÂrÓ·È, Î·d
KÚﬁÓÔÓ ÌbÓ ÙeÓ ÙÔÜ ÚÂ‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ ÚÔÜÓ, P¤·Ó ‰b ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ, ¢›· ‰b ÙeÓ ·åı¤Ú·Ø
ÙÔf˜ ‰b ÙeÓ \AﬁÏÏˆ[È] Î·d ÙcÓ ¢‹ÌËÙÚ· ÁÉÓ j Ùe âÓ ·éÙFÉ ÓÂÜÌ·Ø Î·d
·È‰·ÚÈˆ‰á˜ Ï¤ÁÂÛı·È Î·d ÁÚ¿ÊÂÛı·È Î·[Â]d Ï¿ÙÙÂÛı·È ıÂÔf˜ àÓıÚˆÔÂÈ‰ÂÖ˜, nÓ ÙÚﬁÔÓ Î·d ﬁÏÂÈ˜ Î·d ÔÙ·ÌÔf˜ Î·d ÙﬁÔ˘˜ Î·d ¿ıËØ Î·d ¢›·
ÌbÓ ÂrÓ·È ÙeÓ ÂÚd ÙcÓ ÁÉÓ à¤Ú·, Ùe<Ó> ‰b ÛÎÔÙÂÈÓeÓ ≠AÈ‰ËÓ, ÙeÓ ‰b ‰Èa ÙÉ˜
ÁÉ˜ Î·d ı·Ï¿ÙÙË˜ ¶ÔÛÂÈ‰á. Î·d ÙÔf˜ ôÏÏÔ˘˜ ‰b ıÂÔf˜ à„‡¯ÔÈ˜ ó˜ Î·d ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘˜ Û˘ÓÔÈÎÂÈÔÖ (sc. Chrysippus). Î·d ÙeÓ ≥ÏÈÔÓ ÙÂ Î·d ÙcÓ ÛÂÏ‹ÓËÓ Î·d ÙÔf˜
ôÏÏÔ˘˜ àÛÙ¤ÚÂ˜ ıÂÔf˜ ÔúÂÙ·È Î·d ÙeÓ ÓﬁÌÔÓØ Î·d àÓıÚÒÔ˘˜ Âå˜ ıÂÔ‡˜ ÊËÛÈ
ÌÂÙ·‚¿ÏÏÂÈÓ etc. (~ SVF II 1076). For a general and elaborate Stoic
classification of the gods of positive religion v. SVF II 1009 p. 300.13-33.
The seventh and last-mentioned category comprises precisely human
deifications: ≤‚‰ÔÌÔÓ ‰b Î·d âd ÄÛÈ Ùe ‰Èa Ùa˜ Âå˜ ÙeÓ ÎÔÈÓeÓ ‚›ÔÓ ÂéÂÚÁÂÛ›·˜ âÎÙÂÙÈÌËÌ¤ÓÔÓ, àÓıÚÒÈÓÔÓ ‰b ÁÂÓÓËıbÓ ó˜ ^HÚ·ÎÏ¤·˜ ó˜ ¢ÈÔÛÎÔ‡ÚÔ˘˜ ó˜ ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔÓ. Philodemus (op.cit.) observes that, while claiming the
opposite, the Stoic doctrine maintans in effect either a total abolition of all
gods (of positive religion), or at most concedes the existence of only one
super-god; (§17.8-15 p. 84 G): ¿ÓÙÂ˜ ÔsÓ Ôî àe Z‹ÓˆÓÔ˜, Âå Î·d à¤ÏÂÈÔÓ Ùe ‰·ÈÌﬁÓÈÔÓ, œÛÂÚ Ôî ÌbÓ ÔéÎ à¤ÏÂÈÔÓ, Ôî ‰’ âÓ ÙÈÛdÓ ÔéÎ à¤ÏÂÈÔÓ, ≤Ó· ıÂeÓ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ ÂrÓ·È. This is, for all their extreme sophistication, to
revert to the simple position of Antisthenes (op.cit. 7a p. 72G): ...·Ú’ \AÓÙÈÛı¤ÓÂÈ ‰’ âÓ ÌbÓ Ùˇá Ê˘ÛÈÎˇá Ï¤ÁÂÙ·È Ùe Î·Ùa ÓﬁÌÔÓ ÂrÓ·È ÔÏÏÔf˜ ıÂÔf˜
Î·Ùa ‰b Ê‡ÛÈÓ ≤Ó· (utilizing the characteristic 5th century polarity of ÓﬁÌÔ˜Ê‡ÛÈ˜).
The Stoics held the view that divinity consists primarily in cosmic factors and
secondarily in superlative mortality. Since that was the general view held in
common not only by Chrysippus but by Persaeus as well, the most faithful
pupil of Zeno, the archegete himself of the school may probably be credited
with the analysis. In effect, the theory meant the combination of a traditional
Greek philosophical outlook with the Euhemerian transplant of Middle
Eastern (in particular Egyptian) theological accounts about protohistory. It is
significant however that this latter seems to have penetrated into the
Peripatos, too. Satyrus of Kallatis (last part of third-beginning of the second
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century B.C.) was apparently (I believe) the author of a work on gods that
contained a collection of ancient myths. It is called ÂÚd ıÂáÓ (F*30 Schorn)
and is described as ™¿Ù˘ÚÔ˜ ï ÙÔf˜ àÚ¯·›Ô˘˜ Ì‡ıÔ˘˜ Û˘Ó·Á·ÁÒÓ (F*31
Schorn). Cf. T*10 [St. Schorn, Satyros aus Kallatis, Sammlung des
Fragmente mit Kommentar, pp. 138-9. Schorn includes these two fragments
under the Dubia category, but does not exclude the identity of the biographic
writer with the grammarian and antiquary, pp. 10-4. (Cf. T*7-11). In p. 13
he falsely assumes that Satyrus the scholar was a pupil of Aristarchus, and has
therefore to press his date downwards. But the source (T*7) only says that he
was \AÚÈÛÙ¿Ú¯Ô˘ ÁÓÒÚÈÌÔ˜ a scholarly acquaintance, very likely in the
Alexandrian Museum: ™¿Ù˘ÚÔ˜ ‰’ ï \AÚÈÛÙ¿Ú¯Ô˘ ÁÓÒÚÈÌÔ˜ ˙ÉÙ· âÎ·ÏÂÖÙÔ
‰Èa Ùe ˙ËÙËÙÈÎeÓ ·éÙÔÜ]. Satyrus gives an account of primeval history that
makes divine beings (mythical entities) to have been rulers of men for long
periods of time. The details of the postulated successions are unclear: one
may provisionally with caution have recourse to Schorn’s construal: [âÓ Ùˇá]
ÁaÚ ¶<Â>Ú<d> ıÂ[áÓ...]ˇˆ (sc. [ÙÚ›Ù]ˇˆ vel [≤ÎÙ]ˇˆ book) ™¿Ù˘ÚÔ˜ òE[ÚÂ‚ﬁ˜]
ÊËÛÈ ‚·ÛÈÏÂÜ[Û·È Ú]áÙÔÓ, ÂrÙ’ <òE>[ÚˆÙ·] Ì˘ÚÈ¿‰·˜ â[ÙáÓ ‰¤]Î· ¬Û·˜
[òE]ÚÂ[‚Ô˜ ¿ÓÙˆ]Ó ÙáÓ ıÂ[áÓ ôÓ·ÎÙ]· Î·Ù·[ÛÙÉÓ·È, Ù]Ú›ÙÔ[Ó]‰b [ÙeÓ
OéÚ]<·>Ó<e>[Ó à]Ó[Ùd ÙÔ‡]ÙˆÓ, Î·d ±<Ì>· [ÙFÉ °·]›÷· Î‡ÚÈÔÓ [·éÙÔÜ
Á]Â<Ó>ﬁÌÂÓÔÓ à[e ÙÉ˜] âÎÙÔÌÉ˜ [ÙcÓ àÚ]¯cÓ KÚﬁÓÔÓ [Ï·‚ÂÖÓ], ÙÔÜ ¯ÚﬁÓÔ˘ [‰’ âÈﬁÓ]ÙÔ˜ etc. One should expect definite time intervals to be
assigned to the following successive kingships as well. But it is highly
untypical and significative in a Greek context to give chronological
specifications to the aboriginal divine kingdom on earth. It is still uncertain
whether such a view in a peripatetic context meant the direct government of
human protohistory by the gods or the explanation of the belief in (some)
gods in terms of an original deification of mortal excellence (manifested
preeminently as transcendent power and widespread utility). And certainly
we do not yet have here the utilisation of these theories to explain the
extreme, manifold diversity of mythological data even with regard to the
same god, on the principle of theological multipersonalism.
The divinization of eminent mortals at the beginning of human history as an
account of the supreme divine successions did enjoy a certain vogue in
Hellenistic times. Dionysios the Skytobrachion employed the device as an
account of the sacred history of the Atlantians in Africa (Fr.Gr.H. 32F7 §§56
sqq.) and of the Libyans there (32F8).
36. The Pindaric scholia here provide a nice illustration of the ignorance or
confusion that led to the substitution of Aristotle (\AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜) for
Aristocles (\AÚÈÛÙÔÎÏÉ˜) in a number of references and quotations. The first
scholium from Ambrosianus C222 inf. has \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜. In the second
scholium from five mss. (Parisinus 2774; Laurentianus 32,52; Laurentianus
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32,87; Vaticanus 41; Laurentianus 32,35) we firmly find \AÚÈÛÙÔÎÏÉ˜: while
the vulgate up to Boeckh had \AÚ›ÛÙ·Ú¯Ô˜!
Another precise illustration of the same point is provided by Proclus’
transmitted text of the Commentary to Timaeus where we find the
memorable concoction (on 27A): ¬ÙÈ ÁÂ ÌcÓ Ùa ¶·Ó·ı‹Ó·È· ÙÔÖ˜ BÂÓ‰È‰Â›ÔÈ˜ Â¥ÂÙÔ Ï¤ÁÔ˘ÛÈÓ Ôî ñÔÌÓËÌ·ÙÈÛÙ·d Î·d \AÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË˜ ï Pﬁ‰ÈÔ˜ (sic!)
Ì·ÚÙ˘ÚÂÖ (vel îÛÙÔÚÂÖ) Ùa ÌbÓ âÓ ¶ÂÈÚ·ÈÂÖ BÂÓ‰›‰ÂÈ· ÙFÉ ÂåÎ¿‰È ÙÔÜ £·ÚÁËÏÈáÓÔ˜ âÈÙÂÏÂÖÛı·È, ≤ÂÛı·È ‰b Ùa˜ ÂÚd ÙcÓ \AıËÓÄÓ ëÔÚÙ¿˜. The
careful investigation of the religious facts is a characteristic of Aristocles.
37. In the extant Orphic Hymns we have all the elements of the puzzle without
any sense of contradiction or incoherence. Dionysus simpliciter (without a
divine epithet) is the son of Zeus and Persephone (30.6-7); but is
simultaneously invoked as TÚ›ÁÔÓÔ˜ (30.2; cf. 52.5 ÙÚÈÊ˘¤˜), probably in
relation to his aspectual identity with º¿ÓË˜ the First Born (cf. ¶ÚˆÙﬁÁÔÓÔÓ, 30.2) as well. [The ¢ÈﬁÓ˘ÛÔ˜ \AÌÊÈÂÙ‹˜ (= the Yearly One) is also this
chthonic Dionysus (53.1), the son of Persephone, who, after his
dismemberment, sleeps in the saccred megara of the Queen of Hades, his
mother (53.3-4). But he sleeps there ÙÚÈÂÙÉÚ· ¯ÚﬁÓÔÓ, and thus is also the
Other-Yearly, the Trieteric Bacchus. And, correspondingly, in Hymn 52
addressed to the Trieteric One, one sees him invoked as (v. 10) àÌÊÈ¤ÙËÚÂ,
annual. Here is another mystery of symbolic fusion: the cult Dionysus of the
trieteris is identical to the yearly Dionysus of annual cosmic rejuvenation].
The god of the vannus mystica, the §ÈÎÓ›ÙË˜ (46) is the Persephoneian one
(àÌÊÈı·Ï‹˜ 46.2, enjoying both his parents unlike the Semelean one whose
mother was thunderstruck); he suffered the Titanic passion and thus was led
to his mother as Queen of Death (vv. 6-7). All the other invocations refer in
all likelihood primarily to the Semelean one. So the 44th hymn is addressed
to Semele as Dionysus’ mother (v. 3). She is honoured every second year
when men celebrate the (re)birth of Bacchus (v. 8); these honours are
bestowed on her by Persephone (v. 6), eternal Dionysus’ divine mother.
Dionysus Bassareus (Hymn 45) is the Trieteric one, the one born out of his
mother’s conflagration (˘Ú›ÛÔÚÂ v. 1). Dionysus the Pericionian is the
Semelean (Hymn 47). In the Hymn to Sabazius (48), the god is construed as
Zeus who put the immaturely born Semelean Dionysus into his thigh to
ensure for him the full period of gestation (vv. 2-3); upon which the father
gave the new-born to the nymph Hipta (v. 4). In the following Hymn (49) to
Hipta, Iacchus (v. 3) is referred to, who (as he of the Eleusinian Mysteries and
Orphism) is therefore identified to the trieteric Dionysus. In Hymns 50 and,
especially, 52 we have the solution to our travails. The Lenaean, Lysian
Dionysus is ‰ÈÌ¿ÙˆÚ (with two mothers and twiceborn, 50.1). The Trieteric
One (the same with the annual cosmic one 52.10 àÌÊÈ¤ÙËÚÂ) is the
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Semelean (˘Ú›ÛÔÚÂ 52.2), the one who was preserved in Zeus’ thigh (52.3
ÌËÚÔÙÚÂÊ‹˜). But he is also of two mothers (‰ÈÌ¿ÙˆÚ 52.9), of three origins
and natures (52.5 ÙÚÈÊ˘¤˜; cf. ÙÚ›ÁÔÓÔÓ 30.2), as he is also
(aspectually)identified with the First Born Ericepaeus (52.6) or Phanes; he is
thus both father of Gods (as oldest Phanes) and their son (as newest god, ï
Ó¤Ô˜ ıÂﬁ˜), ıÂáÓ ¿ÙÂÚ ì‰b Î·d ˘î¤ (52.6). He is finally the god of the
mysteries, ï ‰Èa ÎﬁÏÔ˘ ıÂﬁ˜ (ñÔÎﬁÏÈÂ 52.11; Ì‡ÛÙ·ÈÛÈ 52.13), the
Bassaric Thracian one (52.12), the mystic Apollo (¶·È¿Ó 52.11).
38. Cf. Suda s.v. £˘ÒÓË; Etymologicon Magnum s.v. £˘¿‰Â˜; Eustathius,
Commentaria in Iliadem, 114.37-44; Scholia to Lycophron 143 p. 67.8
Scheer. Lycophron calls the Bacchae £‡Û·È (v. 106). In Philodamus’ paeans
(Diehl, Anthologia Lyrica, I, 252) £˘ÒÓ· is the name of Dionysus mother.
In Rhodes Dionysus was worshipped as £˘ˆÓ›‰·˜ (Hesychius s.v.). Latin
poets called him Thyoneus (Ovid, Metamorphoses, VI, 13; Horatius, Odes,
i, 17,23; Statius, Thebais, V, 265) and Oppian £˘ˆÓ·ÖÔ˜ (Cynegetica iv,
285). There existed some deviant, but related, traditions, some of high
antiquity. Panyasis (8 Bernabι) mentioned her as Dionysus ÙÚÔÊﬁ˜. Thyone
is listed among the seven Liberi nutrices (Hyginus, Astronomicon, II 21, 885
Viré). She is made the wife of Nisus (from Nysa), by whom she bore
Dionysus the fifth, according to Cicero’s enumeration (De natura deorum,
III, 58; so also Iohannes Lydus, De mensibus, IV, 38).
39. Esp. in Orphic contexts. V. OF.42 for the birth from Demeter of HecateChthonic Artemis. Cf. OF41; OF188; OF197; 204. Aeschylus’ troubles
regarding his divulgence of mystic doctrine probably related exactly to
Artemis’ mysteric status; T93b Radt (all dramas mentioned are connected
with Artemis; and the crime consisted âÓ ÁaÚ ÙÔ‡ÙÔÈ˜ ÄÛÈ ÂÚd ¢‹ÌËÙÚÔ˜
Ï¤ÁˆÓ ÙáÓ Ì˘ÛÙÈÎáÓ ÂÚÈÂÚÁﬁÙÂÚÔÓ ±ÙÂÛı·È öÔÈÎÂ).
40. Does this failure on Nonnus’ part count in favour or against his identification
with the Christian synonymous poet?

