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CHAFTER I

The Forerunners of Philosophical
Cosmogony

In this long preliminary chapter certain ideas are examined which
are not truly ‘ philosophical’; they are mythic rather than rational
in kind, but may nevertheless appear as significant preludes to the
sort of attempt to explain the world that began with Thales.

We are not coneerned here with pure mythology, but with
concepts which, although expressed in the language and through the
persons of myth, are the result of a more direct, empirical, non-
symbolical way of thinking. These quasi-rationalistic views of the
world are most frequently concerned with its earliest history, starting
from its actual birth or creation, and overlap the attempt (made most
notably by Hesiod in the Theagony) Lo systematize the manifold deities
of legend by deriving them from a common ancestor or pair of
ancestors at the beginning of the world. Yet the active investigation
of the world’s ancestry, whether mainly mythical as in Hesiod or
mainly rational as in the Milesian philosophers, must have been
carried on only by the few. The general structure of the present world,
the common environment of experience, was ol wider interest; and
here a common, naive, extroverted but nevertheless partly mythical
outlook seems to have been widely accepted. 1t appears from time
to time in Homer and is briefly described in §1. In §§2 and 3§ two
concepts arc examined which were later credited with cosmogonical
importance by the Greeks themselves, those of Okeanos and of Nyx
(Night). §84, 5 and 6 are concerned with four special accounts, all
of primarily non-philosophical character but all treating of cosmo-
logical topics: first the various cosmogonical ideas associated with
Orpheus, then the Hesiodic Theogony, then the intriguing but
fragmentary views of Aleman and (admittedly at rather dispropor-
tionate length) Pherecydes of Syros. Finally in §7 comes a briel
consideration of what was needed for the transition to a more fully
rational approach.

On some points reference will be made o the comparative
mythology of earlier near-eastern cultures, especially Babylonian,
Egyptian and Hittite, There are strong similarities between some of
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FRESOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS

the Greek cosmogonical stories and the theogonical myths of the great
river-civilizations and their neighbours; these similarities help to
explain some details of Greek accounts down to and including Thales.
Translations of the main non-Greek texts are most conveniently to
be found in Ancient Near Eastern Texts relating to the Old Testament, ed.
J. B. Pritchard (Princeton, grd ed. 196g), which will be referred to
as Pritchard, ANET. Useful sumrmarics, all in the Pelican series,
are H. Frankfort and others, Before Philosophy (Harmondsworth,
1949) originally published as The Intelfectual Adventure of Anctent
Man (Chicago University Press, 1946), O. R. Gurney, The Hittites
{Harmondsworth, rev. ed. 1961) and G. §. Kirk, The Nature of Greek
Myths (Harmondsworth, 1974), ch. xu.

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

The main object of the earliest deliberate efforts to explain the
world remained the description of its growth from a simple, and
therefore fully comprehensible, beginning. Matters concerned with
human life seemed 1o belong to a different type of enquiry — to the
peetical tradition, in fact, in which the old inherited assumptions,
though sometimes inconsistent, were still regarded as valid. Moreover
the world's original state, and the method by which it diversified
isell, were often imagined anthropomorphically, in terms of a parent
or pair of parents. This genealogical attitude persisted even after the
eventual abandonment by the Milesian philosophersolthe traditional
mythological framework, discussed in §7, Tt is part of Heraclitus'
originality that he rejected such an approach altogether.
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1. The naive view of the world

A popular conception of the nature of the world, which can be traced
mainly in scattered references in Homer, is roughly as follows. The
sky is a solid hemisphere like a bowl ({l. xvn, 425 xdhkeov olpavéy,
cf. Pindar Nem, 6, 5-4; obpavbdy ks mokdyahkov at fl, v, 504, Od. 1,
21 oiBfjpeov obpavév at Od. xv, 329 and xvn, 565. Solidity as well
as brightness is presumably conveyed by these metallic epithets). Tt
covers the round flat earth, The lower part of the gap between earth
and sky, up to and including the clouds, contains &fjp or mist; the
upper part (sometimes called the obpowds itsell] is ad@fip, aither, the
shining upper air, which is sometimes conceived as fiery. At HL v,
288 (EAdTn) &0 fiEpos alBép’ Tkavev, *the fir-tree reached through the
aer to the aither’. Below its surface, the earth stretches far downwards,
and has its roots in or above Tartarus:

t  Homer M. vi, 14 (Zeus speaks)
fi pv Ehcov piyw ks Taprapov fepdevTa
ThHAs p&d’, fixi Pabiotov Umd yBovds o PépeBpov,
Bvba aibfpeial Te TiRan xal ydhkeog oUBos,
Téooov fveph’ "Albew Sdoov olpavds EoT dmo yalns.

2 Hesiod Theagony 726 (Taptapov)
TV TrEpt Yéhkeov Epros Eanharran dpgh BE piv vig
TpioToixel kiyuTtan Tepl Bapfv: alTdp Umepbey
75 plzon meglaol kal &rpuyeTolo Balaoans.

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

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

The circuit of Tartarus is thus *brazen ' {and so firm, unyielding) like
the sky; the symmeltry is reflected also in the equal distance between
sky and earth’s surface, and earth’s surface and its foundations - for
‘Hades" in the last line of t seems to be an illogical variant upon an
original *earth’, as in Theogony 720 Toooov Evepl® Umo yijs doov
olpavds fa’ dmd yains (‘as far below, under earth, as sky is distant
from it'). There was a certain vagueness about the relationship of
Hades, Erebos, and Tartarus, although Tartarus was certainly the
lowest part of the underworld. The symmetry between underworld
and overworld was not complete; the shape of Tartarus was not
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normally conceived as hemispherical, and that of the sky is often
complicated by the idea of Mount Olympus merging with it as abode
of the gods. A variant conception made the carth stretch downwards
indefi nir_f:]}r i

3 Xenophanes fr, 28 (= 180)
yaing pév 168 melpas dve mopd Toooly dpdran
NEp1 TpogThdzov, T KiTw &' £s Gmelpov IkveiTon.
(Gf. Strabo 1, p. 12 Cas.)

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

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

Round the edge of the earth-disc, according to the unsophisticated
view, flowed the vast river Okeanos, This con cept was of considerable
importance in pre-scientific Greek theught, and is discussed in the
section which now follows.

2. Okeanos

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

4 Homer i, xvin, 6oy (Hephaistos)
v 8t TiBe TToTaucio HEYe oBEvos "Dkeavaio
dvTuya map TUpdTY odkeos TUKa ToimTolo.

5 Herodotusiv, 8  +év 5t ' Qreavay Adye pbv Abyouo (se. "EAAnves)
dmrd fAlou dvorohéev dpEduevoy Yfiv mepl mioav pleaw, Epyeo &t
ot dmobevio. (Cf, also 1d, m, 21; 11, 23.)

6 Homer Il xx1, 194 (Zeus)

T oUBE Kkpeleov 'Ayeddios loopapizel

oUbt BaBuppeitao péya oBivos "Nxeavoio,

e€ ol Trep WhvTes ToTapol ke Tioe SdAacoa

kal Taoal kpfjvan xed ppeiorra HaKpd véouaiv.
4 He put on it the great might of river Okeanas, along the
well-made shield’s outer rim,
5 They [the Greeks) affirm in words that Okeanos, beginning
from the sun’s risings, flows round the whole earth, but they give
no cffective demonstration of this,
6 Him not even Lord Acheloos equals, nor the great might of
deep-flowing Okeanos, from whom, indeed, all rivers and all sea
and all springs and deep wells flow.,

I
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That Okeanos surrounds the circular surface of the earth, though not
explicitly stated in the Homeric poems, is suggested in 4 (where the
shield made for Achilles is obviously thought of as round), in 8, and
by some of the epithets applied to Okeanos - especially dydppoos,
‘hack-Aowing' (which probably means ‘flowing back into itself’).
Passages in Euripides and others as well as in Herodotus (5) show
that the idea of a circular surrounding Okeanos was widely accepted;
though occasionally in Homer, especially in the Odysey, a looser
usage, as the broad outer sea, had already begun to appear. 4
describes Okeanos as a river, and this too was a commonly accepted
view; references are frequent to the streams, poal, of Okeanos. As
such, it was presumably composed of fresh water, and 6 describes
it as the source of all waters, whether fresh or salt, which are enclosed
within its orbit, on or under the earth. The idea that salt water Is
simply fresh water somehow flavoured by the earth was commonly
held in the scientific period.

The ecarth-encircling river differs from other elements ol the
popular world-picture in that it is not so obviously based on
experience. The sky looks hemispherical and, to some eyts, impene-
trable; it is called 'brazen’, therefore, and treated as ice-like or solid
even by Anaximenes and Empedocles. The earth appears to be flat,
and the horizon to be circular, Yet experience cannot so easily suggest
that the ultimate horizon is bounded by a fresh-water river. Voyagers
may have brought back reports of vastseas beyond the Mediterranean,
but these would be salt. Springs bubbling up from the earth may
suggest underground rivers, but these need not entail a surrounding
river. The possibility must be considered, then, that this particular
conception originated in the great river-civilizations of Egypt and
Mesopotamia, and was somehow introduced into Greece and given
a specific Hellenic form, It will be seen on pp. gzf. that Thales’ idea
of the earth floating on water was probably so borrowed; and the
coincidences in detail between Greek versions of certain myths, and
Babylonian or Hittite versions, prove that conceptions not native
gither to the Aegean arca, or to the proximate culture-centres of the
Greek-speaking peoples before their entry into Greece, had embedded
themselves in Greek thought even by the time of Hesiod and probably
much earlier. Such coincidences are briefly discussed on pp. 43-6.
The isolated Homeric relerences to Okeanos as origin of all things
will also appear (pp. 16f.) as a probable allusion to non-Greek
mythological ideas. [n Babylonian accounts, and in some Egypuan
versions, the earth was regarded as drying out, or thrusting itself up,
in the midst of the primeval waters,' The development of such an
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idea is not surprising in Mesopotamia, where the land had indeed
been formed [rom the marshlands between the two rivers: nor in
Egypt, where the fertile land emerged cach year as the Nile floods
receded, The earth that emerges from an indefinite expanse of
primeval water will still be surrounded by water. This does seem 1o
provide a plausible, though not a certain, motive for the formation
of the Greek concept of Okeanos.* In this popular development of
the primeval-water motil the earth is regarded as being solidly
rooted, once it has emerged, and the indefinite waste of water {which
seems always to have been conceived as having an upper limit, a
surface) is contracted into a vast but not necessarily illimitable river.?

! Cf the Babylonian creation-epic, which originated probably in the second
millennium ».c.: tablet I, 1-6 [Pritchard, ANET, 6ol.), *When on high the
heaven had not been named, Firm ground below had not been called by name,
Naught but primordial Apsu, their begetter, (And} Mummu-Tiamat, she who
bore them all, Their waters commingling as a single body ; No reed-hut had been
matted, no marshland had appeared. ., ' (Trans. E. A, Speiscr, Apsu and Tinmat
were the male and female principles of primeval water, Sometimes, but perha ps
not here, they represent fish and salt water respectively,) For Egypt of. c.g. the
twenty-fourth-century g.c. text from Heliopolis, ANET, p.3:°0 Atum-Kheprer,
thou wast en high on the (primeval) bill., " {The primeval hillock was the first
patch of land to rise above the boundles waters: it was located in many different
cult-centres, and is symbolized by the pyramid.) Also another version, from the
Book of the Dead (in this form, latter part of second millennium): *I am Atum
when 1 was alone in Nun; [ am Re in his (first) appearances, when he began
to rule that which he had made,” (Trans. J. A, Wilson, Atum was the creator-goid
worshipped at Heliopolis and equated with the sun-god Re. Nun is the primeval
expanse of waters.}

* In origin "{keavés was perhaps a non-personal descriptive term, conceivably
related to Akkadian ‘uginna', meaning ‘ring’, or Sanskrit '‘a-gdydna-h’,
meaning “that which surrounds'. Its development as a mythological figure, as
sometimes in Homer and Hesiod, must have been comparatively late. See also
M. L. West, Mesind, Theogony (Oxford, 1q663, p. 201,

* Okeanos has a further bank in the (probably late) underwarld -episode in the
Oddyssey (xxrv, 11} and in Hesiod, where * beyond Okeanns’ ( Theag, 215, 274, 204
is " the region no man knows' (M. L. West),

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

bowl round the stream of Okeanos and so arrives back in the east
Jjust before dawn:

7 Mimnermus fr. 10 Diehl
"Heéhios piv yap wovov Ehhayev fuaTa wévra,
oudé kot Gumauots yiyveton oUbepla
Irmoialy Te kad edlrréd, Emel poBobéxTulos 'Heg
"Shceavdy mpoArolio” olpavdy eloavapi

2



FORERUNNERS OF PHILOSOPHICAL COSMOGONY

Tov piv ydp Sia klpa pipa TohutfipaTos el
kotidn "Healotou yepoiv Exnhaubvn

ywpuool TiurevTos, Utrdtrrepos, dxpov k' UBwp
e0Bovl &prrahés yopoy dg’ ‘EomeplBov

yoiow & Alidmeoy, Tva B Bodv &pua kal Trmar
tordo’, dpp' 'Hass fpryéveia pdiny:

Bl EmePri{oed’ v byteav “Ymeploves vids,

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

This detail (on which see also Stesichorus fr. 8, 1-4 Page] is not
mentioned in Homer.! In Egypt the sun was conceived as travelling
from west to east in a ship, across the subterranean waters. This may
or may not have been the origin of the Greek account; but the choice
of a cup or bowl may be based upon the round shape of the sun itself,
and suggests a more empirical and not wholly mythopoeic approach.
In Heraclitus {227) the sun itsell'is deseribed as a hollow bowl filled
with fire, and there may have been a popular account of this kind
which gave way to the more graphic conception of the sun as a
charioleer,

U The sun rises from Okeanos (e, I v, g2, bu there is no suggestion of a
vessel of any kind. The refinement of the sun sailing round Okeanos could be
post-Homeric, At 0d. %, 191 the sun goes uader the earth, but this prabiubly just
means “sets’. The stars in Homer fathe in Okeanos (e.g. fov, 6; xvm, gfig); they
can hardly all have boats, and might be conceived as going through Okeanos
and passing under the earth, though such details need not have been visualized

{i1) Okeanas as the source or arigin of afl things

8 Homer [l. x1v, 200 (repeated at xiv, go1. Hera speaks)
el yap dyoptun mohupdppou TrelpaTa yaing,
"Oreavév Te Bedov yiveawv kal unTépa Tnluv. .
9 Homer I, xiv, 244 (Hypnos speaks)
&AAoV pév kev Eyorye Bedov aleryeveTdiov
peier kaTevvhiocap, kal &v ToTauoio péefpa
"(recvol, &5 Mep YEVEDIS TAVTECT! TETUKTOl

13
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Znvis &' ol &v Eywye Kpovioves dooov Ikaluny
oUbE kaTeuvrioop’, &Te W) alrTds ye KeAsUOL.

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

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

The preceding section outlined the usual account of Okeanos in
Homer. In the present passages the description of Okeanos as origin
of the gods (8) and of all things () is unique and unexpected, going
far beyond what was implied by 6. It is notable that outside the
particular episode in which these two passages occur, the Aidg &mrén
or Deception of Zeus by Hera (/. xiv, 159960 and xv, init.), there
is almost nothing in Homer that can reasonably be construed as
specifically cosmogonical or cosmological in content ; that is, as going
beyond the accepted outline of what has been termed the popular
world-picture. Even in this episode there is not very much.! Indeed,
there is little which might not be explained without introducing
cosmological interpretations, il a slight oddity of expression is
allowed. That might apply even to Okeanos: B and g need imply hittle
more than that the river of Okeanos is the source of all fresh water
(as in 6); water is necessary for life, therefore life must have
originated, directly or indireetly, from Okeanas. This would not
explain his parenthood of the gods in 8, but that could be a poetical
extension, It would also invelve limiting the application of mavrecol
in g to living creatures and plant-life, but again the same kind of
poetic looseness might be presupposed. It must be admitted, however,
that the references, if so understood, would be pointlessly abbreviated
and give a somewhat bizarre effect.
! Mamely 14 (Might); fi. xv, 18g-93 [division of the world between Zeus,
Poseidon, Hades); £, xiv, 2050, 274 (= v, 225), 279 (the only Homeric refer-
ences to Kronos, the Titans and Tartaros except for two important pastages in
bk, vi, JLovin, 14ff and 47860 M oxv, 271, xv, 370 (two of the four references
in Homer to Styx as oath of the gods). The last two cases might be regarded as

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

To Plato and Aristotle, at least, B and g certainly scemed to have
some kind of cosmological relevance:

10 Plato Theaetetus 1528 ..."Ounpos, {Bsy elmov “'Oxeavdv Te
fechv yeveow el pnTipa Trnfoy' whvra elpnrev Exyova pofis Te xal
xwnhoews. (Cf also 12.)

4
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rr  Aristotle Met, Ag, gB3b27 (following 85) eloi 58 Tives of kal
1oUs Tapmahalous kel oAl wpd THs viv yevioews kal TpdrTous
geohoyfigavTas olrress ofovran (se. Gomep Bodijs) Tepl ThHS puoEws
YmrohaPeiv Qeavdy T yép kol Tnllv Emoinoov Ths yeveoews
rarripas kal Tov Sprov TV Bedav UBwp, ThHY keoupbvny U’ alTéov
Friya TEOV TOMTOY TIHICTATOY UtV yap Té wpeoPuTaTow, dpros bk
18 TyndraTov toriv, (CF also 15.)

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

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

Plato in 1o and clsewhere is obviously not entirely serious in his
treatment of Homer as forerunner of the flux-idea assigned to
Heraclitus, so we cannot be sure of the precise value he attached to
the Homeric Okcanos-passage. Aristotle obviously took it seriously,
and later antiquity was persuaded through him to accept Okeanos
and Tethys as representative of an early cosmogonical theory, since
Eudemus adduced the same passage (obviously following Aristotle
in 11) in the Peripatetic history of theology.!

! As we know from the disagreement of Damascius, the Neoplatonist writer, in
the last sentence of 16. Cf. Philodemus in 17 and Athenagoras 18, p. 90 Schwariz
(DK ie13); Plutarch de fs. ot Osir. 34, 3640 even assumed that Homer, like
“T'hales, must have got the idea lrom Egypt.

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

early Orphic poetry:

12 Plato Cratylus go28 .. .domep o "Ounpos "Qrecvov Te Bedov
yéveah' griow ‘kal pnrépa T’ olua ¢ kal "‘HoloBos. Abye &€ mou
kel "Opgeds &

*(wecvds TpdTos kahhippoos fipEe yéwoo,

&5 pa kaoryviytnv SpoptfiTopa Trfuv &muey.

13 Plato Timaeus gon-€ | . meworiov Bt Tols dpnrdow fpmrpoote,
fxydvois piv Bedov olow, g Epaoay, capds 5t mou Tous ye alTdv
mpoydvous elbdaw: ... Mg T wai OUpovol mwaibes "keavds Te kal

5
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Tnbls byeviolny, TolTwy Bt Ooprus Kpdvos Te kal "Péa kol door petd
TOUTWY, ..

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

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

But the Orphic verses of 13, thﬂugh established by Plato’s time, are
not necessarily so early in origin even as the sixth century s.c. (but
see pp. 2gf. below for new evidence of relatively ecarly *Orphic’
beliefs). In any case, the view they express does not necessarily differ
greatly from that of the Hesiodic Theogony, as Plato may have
perceived, There, Okeanos, Tethys and the other Titans are born o
Gaia and Ouranos at a comparatively late stage from the point of
view of cosmogonical production, but it is in their generation that
the regular reproduction, by bisexual means, of fully personal figures
(a5 opposed to world-constituents like Tartaros or Pontos) beging. 13,
in which ‘offspring of the gods’ shows that Plato is describing an
Orphic view, indicates that according to one Orphic account
Okeanos and Tethys were the parents of Titans (including the
theogonically vital pair Kronos and Rhea), and not their coevals as
in the Theagony. That is probably another reason for wpdyros in the
Orphic verses of 12; Okeanos and Tethys are the first fully
anthropomorphized couple, prior even to Kronos and Rhea, Hesiod
had assigned less importance to Okeanos than might have been
expected, especially in view of the well-known Homeric passages 8
and g; so the Orphic versions presumably emended the Hesiodic
account to the extent of putting Okeanos and T'ethys one generation
earlier than the Titans.

The evidence does not show that there existed in Greece at a
u;m]mraliw-l}r early date a syslcl'natic: doctrine ol the Cr_lsmugnniczl.l
priority of Okeanos. Hesiod gives no indication of it, and later
suppositions seerm to be based on two unusual Hmnent passages,
which are left as the only direct evidence for any such cosmogonical
theary, They might have meant no more than that water is essential
for life, though this would be rather oddly expressed, It was seen in
(i) that the idea of an encircling river Okeanos may well have been

1
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adapted from Egyptian or Babylonian beliefs, It was part of those
beliefs, too, that the world originaled from primeval water (see n. 1
on p. 12); the isolated Homeric passages could, then, be a reference
to that basic near-eastern assumption. The concept of the encireling
river had, of course, become assimilated in Greece atafare arlier date.

3. Night
(i) In Homer
14 Homer [l. xiv, 258 (Hypnos speaks)
.. .xal kt y°* &ioTov &' albépos EuPoke ovTe (s Zeus)
el ufy NUE Buntepa Bedv bodeooe xal dvBpddv:
Ty Ixdpny pelryw, & Bk TTalooTo XWONEWSS TTEp’
&neTo yap piy Nuxrl Bof) &mabima EpBot.

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

This is the only place in the Homeric poems where Night is fully
personified. Again, as with the two special Okeanos passages, it
occurs in the episode of the Deceit of Zeus; and again there is an
unusual implication of special power or priority among the gods.
Zeus' respect for Night hereiscertainlystrange, and quite unparalleled
in Homer and Hesiod. In view of later interpretations it might
suggest that the poet of this episode knew some story about Nyx as
a cosmogonical figure. But the reference is an isolated one, and might
be no more than a poetical development of the idea implicit in the
phrase NUE Bufrepe Bedv, *Night subduer of gods’: even gods
are avercome by sleep, hence even the virtually all-powerful Zeus
hesitates to offend Night, the mother of sleep, lest she should subdue
him on some unsuitable occasion.

(it} An archaic cosmogonical concept according to Aristotie

15 Aristotle Met. Ng, 1og1bg .. ol B woinad ol apyaiol TavTy
Suoiws, fi PaciAevey kal &pyew paciv ol Tous TpdTous olov NukTa
xal Olpavév fi Xdos A 'Oxeavdv, dAhd tov Ala. (G Mel. AB, 1071 b2y
ol BroAdyor ol ke Nuktds yewwdvTes: also ihid. 1072a8.)

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

Aristotle thus accepted that there were poets and writers about the
gods who put Night ‘first’, or who generated from Night. He may
have had the Homeric passage, 14, in mind; but this alone would
hardly motivate his inclusion of Night, and it seems probable that
he was thinking partly of *Orphic’ verses (on which see go, (2) and
pp- 32fi.) but also of the post-Hesiodic cosmogonies, compiled mainly
in the sixth and fifth centuries, to be described under (iit). In these,
Night, which was produced at a very early stage (though not the first)
in the Hesiodic cosmogonical account (31), and was classed with
Gaia, Okeanos and Ouranos in other more casual relerences in the
Theogony (20 and 1oBf), is elevated to the first stage of all, either by
herself or jointly with other figures, Air or Tartaros. It is natural that
both Day and Night should come into being as soon as Sky and Earth
have separated, to occupy the gap between the two.

(iii) Jfn cosmogonies assigned to Orphens, Musaeus and Epimenides

16 Damascius de principits 124 (DK in12) ) & wapd 16 Mepr-
morrnTIkG EUBfiuw dvoryeypapuévn ds Tol "Oppéws olioa Beodoyia
wiv Td vonTdv kmomnoee. . domd BE i Nukrds fmovjioaTo ThHY
dpynyv, &’ fis kal "Opnpos, e kal pi) ouvex memoinTan THY yevea-
hoylov, Tornow ol yap dmodsxtéow EUBhpou Afyovtog &T1I &md
"Qreonvol kel Trfdos dpyetan. ..

17 Philodemus de pietate 470 (DK 385) &v 88 Tois els "Empevifne
(e, dvepepopivors Ereotv) EE "Afpos wal Muktds Téd mévTa ovoTiival,
{&amep kal) "Ounpos {&mogalyver’ "(xeavdv ix Trblos Tous Beols
yewdv. .. (Gl also 27.)

18 Philodemus de piefate 137, 5  bv pév T ik Nuerds kel Taptdpou
Myeten T& mwhvra, fv 5 v EE "AiBouv kal AlBdpost & Bt v
Trrovoparyiay yployas EE AlBépos onolv, "Axoucihaos B Bk X&ous
mpwTou T&hha: tv Bt Tois dvagepoutvars els Mouoaiov yiypamra
Téprapov wpdTov {kai N)UxTa.

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

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

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

Orphic cosmogonies will be discussed in §4; meanwhile 16 shows that
Eudemus did not explain the Orphic priority of Night as being
dependent on the Homeric passage, 14.' This was because he
considered that Homer clearly assigned cosmological priority to
Okeanos and Tethys (8, g). 17 and 18 confirm that there were
poetical accounts, composed probably in the late seventh or the sixth
century B.0. (and including, perhaps, ‘Orphic’ poetry, ¢l. 30, {2},
which made Night (in association with Aer or Tarlaros, both
conveying the idea of darkness) the origin of the world. But with the
exception of 'Afip in ' Epimenides’,* the cosmic figures involved are
all to be found in the Hesiodic cosmogony praper, 31; and even "Afip,
implying mist and darkness rather than the transparent stufl we call
*Air’, is an element of the Hesiodic description although it does not
achieve personification — thus in the second stage of production,
before Night, comes misty Tartaros, Téprapk 1" fepdevra (but sec
p. 35 n. 1). When we see from Damascius’ reference to ' Epimenides’
in 27 that Night and *Afp produce Tartaros, it begins to look as though
these people were working strictly within the limits of the Hesiodic
formulation — at least down to the production of an egg (pp. 26-9).
That is equally the case with Musaeus® and Acusilaus® according to
8.

L The importance of Night for Orphics is confirmed by 30, the Derveni papyrus.
Much later she was described in the Orphic Rhapsodies (see p. 220, 1) nsafigure
of great importance, the near-equal and successor of Phanes-Protogonos: 19
Proclus in Plato Cral, 3968 (Kern fr. 1o1) (@doms) oxfirrpoy B dpiBelketov ilo
yhpeoow [ Bixe Beds Nuwrds, {Iv" Exn) Paocniba mpfu, ([ Phanes | placed his
famous seepire in the hands of goddess Night, so that she might have the prerogative of
rulershify. )

! The hexameter cosmogony and theogony ascribed to Epimenides was probably
not by him (as Philodemus evidently suspected}, but may nevertheless have
originated in the sixth century B.c. Damascius, too, stated that Aer and MNight
were Epimenides' first principles, and gave Eudemun as his spurce for this (a7).
Philodemus, therefore, who must also have relied on Eudemus’ standard history
of theology, provides in 17 an carlier confirmation of Damascius’ refiability.

* The name of Musaeus, mythical disciple of Orpheus and eponymous auther
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ol aracle-literature, tended o become attached to any kind of other-worldly
verses — including, evidently, a theogonical poem like that assigned to Epimenides,
The late sixth century m.6, is a plausible feomime ante gem for such a poem and
ascription; compare the case of Onomacritus, who according to Herodotus v,
6 (DK aszoa) wis banished from Athens by Hipparchus when, having been
entrusted with the collection and arrangement of Musacus' oracles, he was found
b have inseried o spurious one,

1 Acusilaus of Argos (late sixth or carly fifth century 8.6} was a genealogist who
might well have given a summary and of course unoriginal aceount of the fimt
ancestors; although some of the material assigned to him was later suspected.
According to Damascius (DK ge1) be made a limited rearrangement of the
Hesigelie figares which came alter Chaos; but he is almost entirely irrelevant to
the history of Presocratic thought, and scarcely deserves the space aceorded him
in DK.

A fresh consideration may be introduced here, Alier the episode
of the defeat of the Titans in the Thesgony comes a series of passages
(794-819) of which some at least are additions to the ‘original ' text;
they are short variant descriptions apparently designed to improve
on the integral references to the underworld. 1f this is sa, they belong
to the later part of the seventh century B.c. at the earliest, while the
early sixth century seems a likelier period for their composition, Thus
in 2, which is certainly by Hesiod, Night surrounds the “throat’ of
Tartaros, and above are the roots of the earth — in itself probably a
genuinely primitive conception. But in 34 (q.v., with discussion on
pp. 4of.) this conception is further developed, and the sources and
limits of all things are located in the great windy gap which is
probably a later specification of Chaocs in line 116 (31); the halls of
dark night are said to be in or around this ydopa. It is easy to see
that this trend of thought could lead to the elevation of Night to be
representative of the original, inchoate state of things. In the original
cosmaogonical account (31) Night comes at an early and important
stage; the tendency to rearrange the Hesiodic figures is already
indicated for the sixth century (probably); Homer provided one
piece of cryptic encouragement for a further elevation of Night; and
added elaborations of the Hesiodic picture of the underworld tended
to reinterpret Tartaros and Night as local forms of an originative
Xdos. The new Orphic evidence (pp: 31f.) provides some support for
Aristotle's judgement in 15, but even so there seems little indication
s0 far that the idea of an absolute priority of Night occurred early
enough, or in a sufficiently independent form, to have had much
cffect on quasi-scientific cosmogonical thought.
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4. Orphic cosmogonies

Several variations in cosmogony were ascribed to 'Opgixol, ' Orphics’.
These have been described as people who, uniting elements from the
cult of Apollo Kofidpaios, purifier, on the one hand and from
Thracian reincarnation beliefs on the other, thought that the soul
could survive il it were kept pure, and elaborated a partly individual
mythology, with Dionysus as a central figure, to illustrate this theory.
The Thracian Orpheus, with his sexual purity, his musical gifis and
his power of prophecy after death represented the combination of the
two elements; such Orphic beliefs were recorded in sacred accounts,
iepol Adyol. Now this description would certainly be true, say, of the
third century B.c.; but there has been much controversy about how
carly there appeared a distinct class of people with well-defined and
individual beliefs of this kind. One view, well represented by
W. K. C, Guthrie in chapter x1 of The Greeks and their Gods (London,
1950) is that the Orphic doctrine was already set out in sacred books
in the sixth century s.c. A completely different view had been
advanced by Wilamowitz and, most clearly, by I. M. Linforth in The
Arts of Orpheus (Berkeley, 1941); he analysed all the then extant texts
mentioning Orpheus and Orphics and showed that, at any rate until
700 B.C., the description ‘Orphic’ was applied to all sorts of ideas
connected with practically every kind of rite [TeAery). There were
writings attributed to Orpheus, asindeed 1o Musaeus and Epimenides
(sce pp. 18L), as early as the sixth century #.c.; Herodotus knew ol
Orphics and Pythagoreans sharing a taboo in the fifth; Orphic oracle-
and dispensation-mongers were lamiliar to Plato, and *so-called
Orphic accounts’ to Aristotle. But the corpus of individual sectarian
literature {of which descriptions of Hades, accounts of theogony and
cosmogony, hymns, ete., are known to us) could not for the most
part - so Linforth argued - be traced back carlier than the Hellenistic
period, and in its present form mostly belongs to the Roman period.

It may be, as Linforth held, that there was no exclusively Orphic
body of beliel in the archaic age. However, Orpheus was then
beginning to be treated as the patron saint of rites and ritual ways
of life — and death; and his name, like that of his legendary disciple
Musaeus, became attached to theogonical literature of this period.
Beliefs about reincarnation were becoming current in the Greek
world, particularly on its fringes, and some adherents of these beliefs
were calling themselves 'Opgikol, as well as Bacchants, by the fifth
century. The formation of an exclusive sect with a definite body of
relevant sacred literature was beginning even then, as pp. 29fl. will
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confirm: other elements are almost certainly later in origin, and often
show awareness of the details of oriental cult and iconography.! Some
of these will be considered next.

I Most conspicuously, Time, Xpévas, as a primary cosmogonical fgure may
derive from the Iranian hypostatization Joran Akarana (unending time}. But this
Irantan concept finds its earliest testimeny in a late fourth-century w.e. Gireek
reference by Eudemus as reported in Damascius, and there is no reason to think
that it was formulated as carly as the Greek archaic period, “Time’ is a
sophisticated cosmogonical concept in Plato’s Tmaeus; it was also petsonified,
prabably as an etymology of Kronos, by Pherecydes of Syros as early as the sixth
century, though probably not with a profound abstract significance {see i 1 on
p. 28and n, r on p. 57). lis oriental derivation in the Orphic accounts is indicated
by its cencrete shape as a multi-headed winged snake. Such muliipartite
monsters, as distinct from simpler fantasies like centaurs, are orientalizing in
charaeter, mainly Semitic in origin, and begin to appear in Greek art around
o0 8.6, They were, of course, extremely popular asdecoration during the scventh
and the first quarter of the sixth cen turies. (Minoan art, too, had had I8 Monsers,
mainly dog-headed deitics and other relatively simple theriomorphic cTeations.)
That the winged-snake form of Time is much later in its Greek appearances than
the orientalizing period in art is chicfly suggested by the identification of an
abstraction with such a form. This shows an acguaintance with rather complex
eustern [especially Assyrian or Babylonian) modey of thought = something very
different from the mere borrowing of a pictorial motif, or even the assimilation
of a fully conerete myth-form. Such extravagances of the imagination evoked little
sympathy in the Greek mind before the Hellenistic period.

MEOPLATONIC ACCOUNTS OF ORPHIC COSMOGONIES

The later Neoplatonists (fourth to sixth centuries A.p.), and in
particular Damascius, with their long schematic allegorizations of
carlier mythological accounts, are the most prolific source for Orphic
versions of the formation of the world. These writers are more reliable
than appears at first sight, since much of their information was
derived from summarics of Eudemus’ great Peripatetic history of
theology. In some cases [ragments of late Orphic poetry can be
adduced 1o confirm details of the Neoplatonic descriptions, which are
tiresomely diffuse (and are therefore schematized in (ii) and (iii)
below) and are expressed in the peculiar terminology of that school.
Four accounts of a cosmogony specifically named as Orphic are
extant.

(i) Derivation from Night

Damascius in 16 (q.v.) stated that according to Eudemus ‘the
theology ascribed to Orpheus...made the origin ol things lrom
Night'. According to the Rhapsodies,' Night was the daughter of
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Phanes {see n. 1 on p. 1g and n. 3 on p. 24}, himsell’ descended {rom
Chronos. She was given prophetic powers by Phanes, succeeded him
as ruler, and seems somchow to have given birth for a second time
to Gaia and Ouranos.? The secondary and repetitive nature of this
production of sky and earth, and the obvious intention 1o make
Phanes the ultimate creator of the world, suggest that Night's
cosmogonical priority (as distinet from her undoubted position as a
venerable figure among the gods) is here mainly the result of the
derivative and syncretistic character of the Orphic theogony.

b The soecalled Orphic Rhapsodies {lepel My by fapoabBlog wE acoording to the
Suda s.v, "Opgeds), of which many fragmenss survive {Kern, frr. g-245), mostly
theough quotation in Neoplatonic works, are o late compilation of hesameter
verses of varying date of composition. Most are post-Hellenistic and many much
later. Yet the Dervend papyros (go) shows that some decive from the Gith or even
the sixth centary b.e. Nevertheless no other author before the full Christian period
seems to have heard of most of them, and it seems highly probable that their
claboration into an Orphic fiad was not taken in hand until the third or fourth
century A.p. Genvinely archaic beliefs might, of course, be embedded in some
of these verses, late as they are in compilatien,

* g0 Orph. Rhaps. fr. 1oy Kern (from Hermias) (NOE} 4 8¢ wéhiy [Mafidey T ward
Oupaviy gpiry BT [ BOEE 1" IE dpavdav goavepols ol 1° elol yoedbinu, ¢ Amd
rhe { Night || agatn, bore Gaia and broad Quranos, and revealed tem ar mandfest, from being
nrseen, and who they are by birth.) But Phanes had already created Olympus, sun,
moon and earth (frr. By, 96, gi-3, 4 Kern, from the Rhapsodies), and sky s
also presupposed.

(1) © The usual Orphic theology’ in the Rhapsodies

21  Damascius de principiss 129 (DK1B12) &v pev Tolvuv Tals
pepoptvans TauTans Poyeblas 'Opgikals 1) Beodoyla fiBe Tls tomiv 1)
wepl T vonTov, fiv kal ol prAdoogpol Biepunvetouoty, dvTl piv THS pids
Téov Bhoww dpyfis Tév Xpdvov Tilbvtes. . . (the full description, for
which see DK, is lengthy and expressed in difficult Neoplatonic
terms. The substance of it is here given schematically:

Aldy,
Xpévos i
Kiog

= @ov? [or &pyhs xiTdw, — Odumg?
or vepéAn] [~ Mijmis,
"Hpikemaios])
. LTowTn piv 1y ouviins "Opgikh) Beohoyla.
21 In these Orphic Rhapsodies, then, as they are known, this is
the theology concerned with the intelligible; which the philos-
ophers, (oo, expound, putting Chrones in place ol the one origin

of all...
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Aither
(Chronos——— ' — egg® [or shining tunic, — Phanes?
Chaos or cloud) | ~ Metis,

Erikepaios])
...8uch is the usual Orphic theology.

bOE gz Orph, Rhaps. [ 66 Kern (from Proclus)  Albipa pbv Xpdvos olros
dryfipacs dgbirrbunms [ yelvaro, xal pbya gbope meddpow bvla kal B, { This
Chronas, unageing ard of smperishable counsel, produced Aither, and a great, mighty pelf
here andd there, ) Syrianus (it 107 Kern) also gave Aither and Chaos as the second
stage, but after “one and the good* as first, The piya ydous is taken directly from
Hesiod Thengony 740 (94).

1 Of g3 Orph. Rhaps. fr. 70 Kern (from Damascius)  Ererra 8 Ereule phyos
Kpdvoy albip Ble / dedv dpyupiov. ( Flen great Chronos made in divine aither a silvery
gge.) O the cgg sec pp. 26— helow,

! Phanes, connected by the Qrphics with paivey e, is an exnclusive Chrphic
development, of a comparatively late date, of the Hesiodic cosmogonical Eros
{g1); alse perhaps of the phallus swallowed by Zeus according to go, (6) and
(7). Winged, bisexual and seli-fertilizing, bright and aitherial, he gives birth to
the first generation of gods and is the ultimate creator of the cosmos,

(iii} ‘The verstan of Hieromymus and Hellanicus

24 Damascius de principiis 129 bis (DK 1B13) ) 88 rora TOV
‘lepcovupov pepoptvr kal 'EANGwikov (se, ‘Opgixt Beohoyla),! elmrep pi)
kal & airrds o, ol Exer UBowp fiv, pnolv, & &pyfis kal UAn, &€
fis Ewdyn 1 ¥7. .. See DK for full description, of which a summary

is given here:

UBeop Aldrp
Xpdvos dyfipaos = Xbos [ — oy — Beds dodparros
UM — ¥7 J(a winged, multi- L "EpePos (having wings
headed, bisexual ahid animal
snake; also called heads)

Heracles, and

accompanied by

"Avdoywn and

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

Marer = Earth | Heracles Chaos
{with Necessity and Ercbos
Addrasteia)

=+ Fgg =+ an incorporeal

Water | Unageing Chronos/ Aither
-+ Gios |
gl
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! These authors cannot be idendfied with certainty. Damaseius evidently
n.Lth'Jﬂ‘ll'-[! that they migh: bie the same [ETSOE, but mare probably, for example,
one was the epitomizer of the other. Hieronymus may be the author of Phocnician
antiquities mentioned at Josephus Ant, 1, 945 0 winged symbaol for El-Kronos
comes in - Sanchurniathon ', Eusebius PE 1, 1o, 96 (sce pogr o). Hellanicus may
have been the father (2nd-1st cent, B} of one Sandon, probably of Tarsus, an
Orrphic writer mentioned in the Suda; this is much more likely than that he was
the fifth-century 8.2, Lesbian lopographer.

%y rolmow & Xpovos gy dyivenouy, says Damascius = e, in Aither, Chaos and
Erebos. Tt is not explicitly stated that the 'incorporeal god' comes out of the
egg, but he obviously does so; compare 25, and see next note for doouotos,

(iv) Athenagaras’ variant of (iii)

25 Athenagoras pro Christianis 18, p. 20 Schwartz (DKi1s13)
... fjv yirp Ubeop &pyfy ko’ albrov (se. 'Opeea) Tols dhois, &1 B Tol
Ohcrros 1A waméorn, Be Bt hworépeov  ByeveriBn 200w, Bpdkoov
poamepukUioy Excv kepoddy Afovtos, Bia pioou BE atrdw Pecl
mpaowmoy, ovopa ‘Hpodifs kol Xpovos. (So far this is almost
identical with the version of Hieronymus and Hellanicus.) olros &
‘HpaxAfis byévunoey Umepptyees @ov, & cupmAnpolpsvoy Ud Plag
Tol yeyswwnkoTos dik TrapoaTpiPis gls Blo fppdyn. TO piv olv kaTd
kopugly altol OUpavds elvon frehioBn, 1o Be warTw eveyBev Iy
mrpofiAfe Bt kal Oeds mis Biowpares,! Obpavog Be ' wixBels yewwi
Bnhstos pév Khwda Adygeow “Atpotrov. .. (a theogony of the Hesiodic
type follows).

Uy Gid ocoporog MS; em. Lobeck, accep. Dicls, Kranz; tpiTos fiin dodporos
Th. Gompere, — Tnany case Phanes is meant, Bodperos and dodyares are casily
confused, and we cannot be certain that instances of the lawer in the text of 24
are necessarily correct, Booparag implics 'bisexual’ (which Phanes was),
‘incorporeal’, of a being described as having more than i quota of bodily
attributes, and those of o very peeuliar soet, is perhaps odd even in a Neaplatonist,

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

Of these lour types of Orphic-denominated cosmogony, (i) men-
tions a first stage, Night, that does not oceur in the others, Night's
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importance in the Orphic pantheon probably depended, directly or
indirectly, on madifications to the Hesiodic schema of cosmogony and
theogony (see §5). Eudemus seems to have known Orphic accounts
similar to the earlier versions associated with Epimenides and
Musaeus, and the Derveni papyrus (30, {2)) confirms that Night was
there given a specilic cosmogonical function as a secondary parent
of Quranos and Gaia. {ii) i termed the usual Orphic account
presumably because it more or less corresponded with the broad
picture given in the late Rhapsodies. (iii} is an elaboration of (ii).
It cannot, as it stands, be pre—He]lenistir:; its lantastic concrete
description of the abstract Chronos is a sign of late origin or at least
ol late remodelling, (iv} is quoted by a second-century Christian
apologist of Neoplatonic leanings; it gives one significant detail, the
splitting of the egg to form sky and earth, which is completely absent
from the later Neoplatonic accounts. (iii) and (iv) have a lirst stage,
slime in one form or another, which is no doubt an eclectic
philosophical-physical intrusion. It might conceivably be taken
directly lrom lonian systems like that of Anaximander, but is more
likely to have come from derivative Stoic cosmogony.

THE EGG IN EARLIER GREEK SOURCES, NOT SPECIFICALLY
QRFHIC

26 Aristophanes Birds 65 (the chorus of birds speak)

Xéos fijv ko NUE "Epepds Te pihav pdtov kal TapTapos elpus,

M & old” "Afp oUd” OUpavds fiv: "EpéPous B tv dmelpoot kéhmois
Therel mpdyTigTow Utrnvépiov NUE f) peAauwdTrTepos didy,

EE ol mepiTeAhopbvang dipais EPAaoTev “Epoos & moleivds,

aihBov viiTov TTeplryov ypuoaiv, elkcs dvepcreot Bivais. figT
olrrog BE Xde wrepbevmi piyels vuyle keerd TapTapov ebpuv
dvedTTevaey yivos fiuttepov, kal TpidTov dviiyayev ks pdas.
Tpdrepov &' ol fiv yivos &bavdrwy wpiv "Epg Suveuafey dmavra
Buppryvupduver 8" Erfpeov brépols yéver' OUpovds "QOreowds Te

kol [Ty mavrev Te Beddv pomdipeav yéves aepbrrov. dbe pév bouey
TOAU TPETHUTATOl TAVTLWV HEKAPWV,

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

29 Damascius de prinipits 124 (DK gng; rom Eudemus)  tév Bt
*ErripeviBnu Bio wpoTtas dpyas Umobéofon CAfpa kad NikTa. . &§
dw yewnbfjven Téprapov. ..t dv Buo Tirdvas'. .. .dv piybévrav
&AAfhows adv yeveoBon . . 5 o kv dGAAnv yeveaw TpoehBely.

b The manuseript has Boo mivds, but Kroll's emendation to Slo TrrGvog
(accepted by Kranz in DK) is indicated by the etymology implied in the
MNeoplatanist parenthesis that follows the disputed wored, Ty vonTiv pesdrrma
0T kahtravTa, Bdm B Gppeo Biareive” 10 TE dxpov kat T8 wépas. The other
wmissions in the text ps printed above are Neoplatonie paraphrases which throw
no light on the interpretation.

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

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

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

1 The Kronos- Chrones identification was also made in Orphie circles, of, e
Prochus in Plaio Cral. 08 {Kern fr. 68). 'This does not imply that Pherecydes
wik an Chrphic or took his ideas from early Orphic sources [though the Suda
reports, probably on account of these similarities, that he “collected Orplieus’
writings '), rather that the Liter Orphie eelectics wsed bim for souree-materinl
just 5 they used Hesiod and other early mythological writings. In any case the
masimilation of the two names was an obvious move.

* The language of the Rhapsodic account is indeed strongly reminiscent of
Aristophanes; compare ypuoeimg Trreplycom popeiuevos Bve kol blla (s
®évns),  Phancs. . borme here and there by golden wings' (. 78 Kern), with
line bo7 of 26}, Evba wal Bl in the Orphic verse, a3 in 22, recalls Hesiod Theogony
742 (34}, part of the description of windy Tartares; Hesiod is indeed the
chief linguistic and formal model for the Rhapsodies.

1 Pogaibaly the birth of Helen feom an ege is significamt here; connected with a
tree=cult perhaps of Mycenean origin (M. Nilsson, Gesch. d. grech. Religion 1
{Munich, 1g67), 22 and 21 1), she is 2 ward and representative of Aphrodite-Eros
in Homer.

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

28 Achilles fsag. 4 (DK i1B12, Kern . 70) Thv 8 Tafw fju
Bebwkapey TG opopapati ol 'Opgikal Aéyouo maparminolav elven
T tv Tols diois' Sy ydp Exe Adyov 1o hmupov Ev TG @D, ToUTow v
16 avTl & olpavds, kal dis EEfpTrTan Tol olpavel kukhoTepdds &
alffp, olres Tol Aemipou & Gunv.

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

RECENT DISCOVERIES AND PROVISIONAL CONCLUSIONS

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

2g Gold plate [rom Hipponion (after G. Pugliese Carratelli, Parala
del Passate 29 (1974), 108-26 and 31 {1976}, 458-66), 10-16:
elrov' Ubg Naiag kad "Opavd doTepdevtos. 10
Blwen B kpul alios kel dmédhupon dhd Bot' &[ka
wuypdy UBop popéov TEs Muepoouves &md Mu[v]als].
vai 5 o Baedo(v) (o)l imd Xbovier BaoiAg,
kal BE To1 Boooo miEv Tas MvapooUveas dmw(d] Alpves.
kal Bt kol guyvdy holidy Epyea(1), Gu Te kai GAAol 15
puoTo kal Payyor hiepéw arelyoot kh{epevol.

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

In the concluding verse the typical eschatology of the gold-plate
believers is eredited, for the first time in the surviving evidence, to
‘bacchic initiates’ — that is, to followers of Dionysus with secret
religious beliefs. Baechic funerary practices were equated with
Orphic ones by Herodotus, i, 81, who added significantly that they
were really Pythagorean and Egyptian. G. Zuntz (ap. cit.) had argoed
that the gold tablets are specifically Pythagorean, but the connexion
with Dionysus here suggests an Orphic association, rather. Herodotus®
scepticism implies that there were no clear-cut sectarian divisions, but
it is perhaps significant that Dionysus was to become the central
figure of the special Orphic myth of the creation of men out of the
ashes of the Titans who had killed and eaten the child-god. Moreover
there is (resh evidence on this point, also, for in 1951 bone tablets
were found in the central sanctuary in Olbia in the Crimea, an
ancient Milesian colony; on one of them was scratched, probably in
the fifth century 8.c., the name *Orphikoi’ and also an abbreviation
of * Dionysus’, whose name also occurs on several of the other tablets;
see also p. 208 n. 1 and for further discussion the valuable article by
M. L. Westin ZPE 45 {1g82) 17-209. It was in Olbia, too, according
to Herodotus v, 78-8o, that a king Skyles had become an initiate
into the ecstatic cult of Dionysus the Bacchant.

The claim that the soul of the dead person is instructed to make
in 29, 10, ‘I am the son of Earth and starry Sky’, is puzzling in
itself, but presupposes a link between the dead person and the early
gods, Such a link would be supplied by the {possibly later) myth of
Dionysus and the Titans; but a relatively early Orphic interest in the
succession of the first nature-gods is now revealed by a remarkable
papyrus roll discovered at Derveni near Thessalonica in 1962,
Half-burnt over a grave around 340 m.c., the roll contained an
allegorical commentary by someone versed in Anaxagoras and
Diogenes of Apollonia on a theogony attributed several tmes to
Orpheus, The commentary contains no hint of Platonic or Aristotelian
influence, and Walter Burkert (e.g. in Griechische Religion der archaischen
und kinssischen Epoche (Stutigart, 1977), 473) suggests ‘scarcely later
than 4o0 B.c.” as probable date of compaosition. That would put the
Orphic theogony itsell — it was composed in hexameters, several of
which are quoted - into the filth century n.c., conceivably even into
the sixth. A few of the quoted verses are identical or nearly so with
bits of the late compilation, the so-called Orphic Rhapsodies, on
which see n. 1 on p. 23. That does not alter the fact that much of
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the Rhapsodies is Hellenistic or Graeco-Roman, but it shows that the
heginnings of beliefs that can be termed specifically Orphic, and were
recorded in sacred verses, were much earlier than Wilamowitz or
Linforth would have allowed.

A {ull publication of the papyrus has been delayed for many years,
but is now being prepared by Professors Tsantsanoglou and
Parassoglou of the University of Thessalonica, Unuil its appearance
any discussion must be provisional ) but Professor R. Merkelbach has
now published his version of the text in an appendix (pp. 1-12) to
ZPE 47 (1982}, and it is from there that the following particularly
relevant extracts from the Orphic poem are drawn. Their application
and supplementation are sometimes partially determined by their
context in the (extremely wild) ancient commentary, which is not
quult'.l!] here.
g0 Selected verses quoted from ‘Orpheus’ by the Derveni com-
mentator (numbers in parentheses are purely lor reference in this
book; the roman and arabic ligures that follow refer o columns, ancd
lines in each column, respectively):

(1) % 5 {Kpbvos) &g péy” Epefev (Tov Odpavov) (cl. x, 7-8)
(2) %, 6 OUpavds Ebppovibing, 8s TpamioTes Pacieuoey
{g) x1, 6 & Tou 5f Kpovos [a]lmis, Ereta §& unTieTa Zaug
(4) i, I tE &[Blro]o. .. xpfigan (sc. THv NikTa)

VI, 10 [ 6¢] Eyproev &movrea T& ol Bé[ms. . ... ... Jann
(5) 1%, 1 Zevs pbv tmel By TroaTpds fol mwapg [0f|oear

dwovoa|s]

(G) 1%, 4 alBoiov ra|T]émvey, s albipa EkBope mpdTOS

(7} xm, 3-6  TpwToydvou Paciitws albolov, Toy & Gpa TTEVTES
&BdvaTol TpoTipuy Ldkapes Beol N15E Blawa
kol moTapol kal kpfjvan Errfiperrol &hAa TE TTAVTA
[6]ooa TéT fiv yeyadT', altos &' Gpu poivos

EyevTo.

(8) xix, 3-6  'Qreavés, .. EunoaTo, . . ofivos péya. . . elpl peovTa,
? 5, phoaTo 5 "Qikectvoio piya obivos sipl péavTog
{restit. Burkert, alif)

(g) =%, 3 {GEAfium, ¢f. XX, 10) fj Tohhols gaive PepoTTegal g’
&meipova yaiav

(10] XX, g-1o prTpds Bv giAdTnTL. .. BfNoVTa piyBiven, of. xxu,

1-2 pn[Tplds.. .tas, ? s unTpos tas E0ERcoV ixBh-
pevan By giAdTnT (resiit. Burkert, ali)

30 (1) [Kronos] who did a great deed [to Ouranos]
(2) QOuranos son of Euphroné [Night], who reigned
first
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(3} aller him Kronos next, and then counsellor Zeus
(4) that [Night] prophesied f{rom her inner
sanctuary . ..and she prophesied everything that
was lawfhul for., ..
) Zeus, having heard the oracles from his father
] swallowed down the phallus [of him] who first leapt
up to the upper air
(7] of the phallus of the first-born king; and from him
[it?] grew all the immortal blessed gods and
goddesses, and rivers and lovely springs and
everything else that was then in being; but he came
into being alone

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

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

Some elements of the much later Rhapsodic account are present
in all this, but others are excluded - notably the winged god Phanes
{see n. 3 on p. 24}, But Phanes was swallowed by Zeus in the depths
of Night according to the Rhapsodies ({r. 167 Kern), and so it looks
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as though a later bowdlerizing taste replaced the phallus by Phanes.
Where does the phallus come from? Obviously, like most other details
of the Succession-myth (pp. 44f), from near-eastern sources. In the
Hurrian-Hittite Kumarbi myth, described on p. 46, it is Kumarbi
that cuts off the sky-god’s phallus; he swallows it, becomes pregnant
with the weather-god, and has a painful delivery. This seems to have
heen too strong meat for Hesiod or his closer sources; the act of
castration survives (see 39 below), but the phallus is then simply
thrown into the sea; any swallowing is by Kronos (equivalent in other
respects to Kumarhi) of his children - a somewhat tamer conception,
also a probable theme of folkale, It begins to appear as though
‘QOrpheus’ preserved the original oriental account whereby a god
becomes pregnant by swallowing the severed phallus; however, it is
not the castrator himsell that does so, nor is this the means wherehy
he is displaced by the weather-god. Rather the weather-god (Zeus)
swallows the phallus, which seems to have been preserved as a symbaol
or instrument of generation in order to give birth to the whole
universe in a second and final act of creation — just as Phanes will
do, indeed, in the later Rhapsodic account.

The relevance of Orphic beliefs to Presocratic philosophy is still,
even in the light of the new evidence, fairly slight, Fresh support is
given to the priority of Night, perhaps related to the Hesiodic idea
of initial Chaos, as also to a wide variety of cosmogonical and
theogonical elaborations of Hesiod in the fifth and even perhaps the
sixth century B.c. Orphic departures rom Hesiod are not numerous
judging by the Derveni papyrus, but are significant in that they seem
1o restore and to develop motifs from the near-castern Succession-
myth which Hesiod himsell had toned down, especially over Zeus’
pregnancy and subsequent birth of the whole of nature. That makes
it more likely that Pherecydes of Syros (§68), and perhaps certain
sixth-century Presocratics too, were indelited to Asiatic sources {or
otherwise unattested ideas. Apart from that, the main originality of
the Derveni theogony may have lain in the conception of the single
creator-god, combining the demiurgical powers of Babylonian
Marduk (see p. 43) with the sexual-generation theme of the
Hesiodic Theogony. But it is in the new aspect of the gold-tablet
material that the greatest interest may ultimately lie; for that does
much to confirm that there were people in the fifth century B.G., at
least, who related cosmogonic speculation to concern with the fate
of the soul after death. That is something the initiates at Eleusis do
not seem to have done, and it does much to account for the
productive and comprehensive  world-view  of Heraclitus  in
particular.
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5. The Hesiodic cosmogony, and the separation
of earth and sky

There is an obvious sense in which Hesiod should have been directly
considered before this, since his Theagony and Werks and Days were
both composed probably in the early seventh century B.c., and many
of the themes developed by ‘Orphics’ and others, and already
discussed, are clearly influenced here and there by his treatment. Yet
they belong to a tradition of popular, non-analytic ideas about the
world and its development that found occasional expression in
Homer (see § 1—4). Hesiod, on the other hand, although he worked
only a generation or so later than the composer (or composers) of
the fliad and Odyssey, represents an apparently quite new attempt to
systematize the ancient myths. He too deals with the relations of gods
and goddesses to each other and to more primitive powers, but with
the evident intention not only of reducing age-old mythical material
to some kind of order but also of demonstrating the ultimate sources
of Zeus' authority and grandeur. [tis the cosmogonical developments
deseribed in the Theogony, which led up to that, that are singled out
for special attention in the pages which follow; but Works and Days,
with its emphasis on Zeus' eventual rule of the world in accordance
with Order or Justice (Dik#), was also a probable il less obvious
influence on Presocratic ideas — especially, through Heraclitus, on
the concept of an underlying arrangement of the cosmos, on which
see [urther §7 below,

3t Hesiod Theogony 116

"H To1 piv TpirmioTa Ados yeveT', alrap Ereita 116
Mol ebpuaTepvos, TavTwy Ehos dogahés aled, Ty
TépTapd T fiepbevta puyd xboves ebpuobelns,’ 119
NE" "Epos, 85 kdAMoTos v dbavdroiol Becion, 120

Auogipehsys, TavTwyv 58 fediv mavTww T dvBparmay
Bapvaral v oThleool vbov xal trippova Pouitv.

bk Xdeos B' "EpePds Te pehouvd e NUE EyfvovTo:

MNuxrds & olrr” Allp 7e kol "Hugpn eeyévovto,

ols Téke kuocaptvn 'EptPer bt wiyeioa. 125
Moo &6 To1 wpdTov ubv Eyslvaro Toov tavTd)

Olipavov dorepdevd’, Tva v epl wdvra kahrTon,

Spp’ eln poxdpeom Beols Eos dopahis alel.

yelvaro & Olpea poxpd, Bedov yaplevras fvadious
Nupgéwy, ol valovow &v' olipex PrigorievTa 130
1) 8¢ kal &rpiyetov TiAayos Téxkev, ofbpom Buiov,
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Tiévrov, &rep pLAdTHTOS Epruepou clmap ETTEITa
Obpavéd edvnBeion Té "Qreavdv Pobubiviy,
Koiév Te Kpidy 8" "Yrreplovd T* "lamerow Te. . . *

g1 Verily first of all did Chaos come into being, and then
hroad-bosomed Gaia [earth], a firm seat of all things for ever, and
misty Tartaros in a recess of broad-wayed carth, and Eros, who
is fairest among immaortal gods, looser of limbs, and subdues in
their breasts the mind and thoughtful counsel of all gods and all
men. Out of Chaos, Erebos and black Night came into being; and
from Night, again, came Aither and Day, whom she conceived and
bore alter mingling in love with Erebos. And Earth first of all
brought forth starry Ouranos [sky], equal to hersell, to cover her
completely round about, to be a firm seat for the blessed gods for
ever, Then she brought forth tall Mountains, lovely haunts of the
divine Nymphs who dwell in the woody mountains. She also gave
hirth to the unharvested sea, seething with its swell, Pontos,
without delightful love; and then having lain with Ouranos she
hore deep-eddying Okeanos, and Koios and Krios and Hyperion
and lapetos. ..

| Line 1 18, ddovirreov of Iyouot képn vigbirros 'ORpou, is inorganic and quite
inappropriate here, and has been omitted. 1t occurs in the medieval M35, but
is absent from quotations by Plate (Symp, 780) and ps-iristatle (MXG 1,
g75a11), as well as by Sextus Empiricus and Stobacus. Line 110 was also omitted
in these quotations (as, apparently, in the copy wsed by Zeno of Citium: SVF
1, 104-5), and ascholiast remarks éereiran (Fit is marked as spurious’); yet it
is quoted in its correct place by Chaledius (in Tim. 122]), whoomitted 1 8. Plato's
continuation of 117 by t20 i not necessarily significant; he was solely interested
in Eros, and quoted what was relevant to Eros and no more. The scholiast's doulbt,
and post-Platonic omissions, may have originated in Plate’s omission; or the line
may have been felt to be incongruous, having heen added at the time when the
variant descriptions of Hades acerued (p.2o).

& The list of Titans is completed in the lines that follow; Gaia’s subscquent
offspring are patently non-cosmological. At 154f1, comes the story of the
mutilation of Kronos (39). At z11ff, there is a reversion 1o the praduction of
personified abstractions, e.g. by Night and Strife, but they have no cosmological
mignificance.

The author of the Theogony decided to trace back the ancestry of the
gods to the beginning of the world, and 31 is his account of the earliest
stages, in which the production of cosmic constituents like Ouranos

(sky) gradually leads to the generation of vague but fully anthropo-
morphic mythical persons like the Titans. This poetical cosmogony,

composed presumably early in the seventh century B.c., was not,
however, invented by Hesiod ; its occasional irrationality and redupli-
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cation of stages indicate that it is a synthesis of at least two carlier
variant accounts. For example, Erebos {which may be of Hittite
etymology), although there is some vagueness about it in Homer,
must be locally related to the whole complex Gaia- Hades Tartaros
{"EptPeopiv Ummd xBovds at Theogeny B6); yet it is praduced a stage
later than Gaia and Tartaros. It might be explained as a local
differentiation, as Mountaing and Sea {Pontos) are produced as local
differentiations from Earth; but in that case it should naturally
originate from Tartaros or Gaia and not from Chaos. It is grouped
with Night, no doubt, because it shares a major characteristic
(darkness), as Aither is grouped with Day. Generation is of opposites
(e.g. of Aither and Day by Erebos - whose neuter gender does not
inhibit parental activities — and Night], or ol similars [Erebos and
Night from Chaos, sce p. 41), or of local differentiations. Some hirths,
however, cannot be explained on any of these principles - notably
that of Ouranos from Gaia. Again, there is inconsistency over the
method of production. Eros is produced at the first stage of dificren-
tiation, presumably to provide an anthropomorphic, sexual expla-
nation of subsequent differentiation. It is not, however, consistently
nsed, Gaia produces Pontos *without love” at 1423 Night mates with
Erebos at 125 but produces again * without sleeping with anyone’ at
219; Chaos at 124, and Gaia again at 120, produce independently
though Love is already in existence, Immediately after producing
Pontos independently at 152, Gaia produces the more fully per-
sonalized Okeanos by mating with her son and consort Cruranos,’

b I view of his cosmological importance as the surrounding river (§2) one wioanlil
expect Okeanos to oceur carlier, rather than later, than Pontos, which can
propely be regarded as a detail ol the carth, The production of Okeanos by Gaia
and Ouranos may have a rativnalistic motive, since the surrounding stream forms
the point of contact between earth and the enclosing bowl of shky.

“Firstofall Chaos came-to-be’: the primacy of Chaos is remarkable,
and a careful enquiry must be made into what Hesiod is likely to have
meant by Xé&og here. Three interpretations may be rejected
immediately: (i) Aristotle (Phys. A1, 208b2g) took it to mean ‘place’,
But interest in this and related spatial concepts probably began with
the Eleatics, much later than the Theagony, and finds its first major
expression in Plato’s Timaens. (i) The Stoics followed Zeno of Citium
(e.g. SVF1, 103), who perhaps took the idea from Pherecydes of Syros
(DK 78 1), in deriving xdos from yéeoBal and therefore interpreting
it as what is poured, i.e. water. (iii) The common madern sense of
chaos as disorder can be seen e.g. in Lucian dmores 32, where Hesiod's
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yéos is interpreted as disordered, shapeless matter. This, again, may
be Stoic in origin.

The noun is derived from +/ya, meaning ‘gape, gap, yawn’, as in
yaivew, ydokew, ctc. Of the certain uses of the word before 400 B.G.,
one group simply refers to the cosmogonic Xéos of this passage (so
Acusilaus in 18, Aristophanes Birds 693, Glonds 627) ; the other group
has the special meaning “air’, in the sense of the region between sky
and earth, the region in which birds fly (so Bacchylides 5, 27,
Euripides fr. 448 (Nauck®), Aristophanes Clouds 424, Birds 1218), One
may suspect that Bacchylides’ poetical and perhaps original use of
the highly individual phrase év dvpire yéen (as that in which the
eagle flies — the free air, as opposed to earth or sea) was consciously
imitated by Euripides and Aristophanes, either lyrically (Hirds 1218)
or as a convenient though not necessarily serious interpretation to be
placed on the cosmagonical chaos of Hesiod, The evidence, then, does
not point to an extensive use of y&os as the space between sky and
earth, though such a use was certainly known. Here we must consider
another instance of the word in the Theogony itsell:

g2 Hesiod Theogony 695 (Zeus hurls thunderbolts at the Titans)
Ezee OF ¥Obv oo kot "Qxkeavoio peebpo
mévTos T &rplyetos Tols B &upete Bepuds duTur
Tirives xBovious, phot & oifépa Biav kavey
&oTreTos, dooe 8" duepbe wal IpBiucov mep EovTow
alryT) pappalpouoa kepauvol TE TTEROTITS TE.
keOpe Bt Beamréoiov karréyev Xdos eloaTe & Gvta T
oplahpoion 186y 75" olao dooav dxolom
atiraos dxg el Moda kel Obpaves ebpus mreple
miAvaTo' Tolos yap ke péyas Umd Soltos opwpel. ..

32 The whole earth boiled, and the streams of Okeanaos, and the
unharvested sea: and them, the earth-born Titans, did a warm
blast surround, and flame unquenchable reached the holy aither,
and the darting gleam of thunderbolt and lightning blinded the
eyes even of strong men. A marvellous burning took hold of Chaos;
and it was the same to behold with the eyes or 1o hear the noise
with the ears as il earth and broad heaven above drew together;
[or just such a great din would have risen up...

There has been dispute about which region of the world is represented
by Xdes in line 7oo0. Either (a} it represents the whole or part of the
underworld — there is a parallel for this usage at Theopony 814 (35),
perhaps one of the added vanants (see pp. 20 and 4o0); or (&) it
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represents the region between earth and aither, But {2) would be
difficult: why should the fieat penetrate to the underworld (the
concussion ol missiles does so ar 681#f,, but that is nawral and
cffective)? The Titans are not in the underworld, but on Mount
Othrys {632) ; we have been told that the flash reaches the upper air,
and it is relevanl to add that the heat, also, filled the whole
intermediate region. The following lines imagine earth and sky as
clashing together — again, the emphasis is certainly not on the
underworld. An objective judge would surely conclude that Xdog at
line 700 describes the region between earth and sky,

In view of the basic meaning of xd&os (as a gap, i.e. a bounded
interval, not ‘void' or anything like that),! and of one certain
fifth-century usage as the region between sky and earth, and of
another use of the word in the Theogony in which the meaning is
probably the same, serious attention must be paid to an interpretation
propounded most notably by Gornlord {e.g. Principium Sapientiar
(Cambridge, 1952) 1940}, that X&os yéver' in the lirst line of g1
implies that the gap between earth and sky came into betng; that is, that
the first stage of cosmogony was the separation of earth and sky. This
would not be consistent with one existing and indubitable feature of
the cosmogony, the postponement of the birth of Ouranes until a
second stage, at lines 1260 (Production from Chaos, lines 12311, and
from Gaia, 126ff, may take place simultaneously.} Apart from this
peculiarity, the other conditions fit the proposed interpretation;
carth, with its appendage Tartaros, appears directly the gap is made;
s0 does Eros, which in its most concrete form as rain/semen exists
between sky and earth according to poetical references.® [t seems not
improbahble that in the Hesiodic scheme the explicit description of
the formation of Ouranos has been delayed through the confused use
ol two separate accounts (a confusion which can be paralleled from
other details of the scheme), and that it is implied in line 116 at the
very first stage of cosmogony. The separation of sky and carth is
certainly reduplicated in the Theagony, in a fully mythopoeic lorm,
in the story of the mutilation of Kronos (39); though reduplication
of accounts of a diflerent logical character (quasi-rationalistic and
mythical) is casier 1o accept than reduplication on the same,
quasi-rationalistic level,

U A comparison has often been drawn between yédos and piunungu-prp in the

Mordic cosmogony. This gap (which, however, preceded the creation of the giant

from whom earth and sky were made) has been taken to imply simply an

indefindte empty space: bul it is important to obsérve that in Snore's schema-
tzation il is conceived as being terminated by the realin of ice (Nifheim) to the
north and that of liee | Mugpelltheim) 1o the south. This certainly does not
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invalidate the supposition that x&es implies primarily a region of vast size, but
secondarily and implicidy its boundaries.
* Not in Flomer or Hesiod; most notably in 93 Acschylus . g4, 15 (from the

Dlgnaidh i ubv dryviss olpavss Tpiast XB5va,
Epeag BE yoiow Aapfdver yapou Tyl
duppoy &' e’ elvafipos obipavoll mreodou
Eruge yalaw 1) & TikTETOn PpoTais
prihe T Poakds wal Plov AnpdTpay,

{Haly sky passionaiely dongs lo fenedrate the earih, and desire takes hodd of carth tv achreve

chis union. Ham from ker bedfellow sky falls and impregnates earth, and she brings forth

for murtals pasturape for flocks and Demeter's fivelikovd.) This iden of the rain actually
fertilizing the carth may be of great antiguity,

Cornford’s interpretation may be helped by the verb used 1o
deseribe the first stage of cosmogony: not fiv but yéver’, perhaps
implying that Xdos was not the eternal precondition ol a differentiated
world, but a maodification ol that precondition. (1t is out of the
question that Hesiod or his source was thinking of the originative
substance as coming into being out of nothing.) The idea that earth
and sky were originally one mass may have been so common (see pp.
42-4) that Hesiod could take it Tor granted, and begin his account
of world-formation at the first stage of differentiation. This would be;
undoubtedly, a eryptic and laconic procedure; and it seems probable
that something more complicated was meant by Xdog yever' than,
simply, ‘sky and earth separated’ — though T am inclined to accept
that this was originally implicit in the phrase. The nature of the gap
between sky and earth after their first separation may well have been
somehow specified in the popular traditions on which Hesiod was
presumably drawing. There was, conceivably, an attempt to imagine
what would be the appearance of things when there was °-:1r:l[:|:'-.-' dark
sky, and carth, and the gap between. Here we must turn for assistance
o two ol the elaborations {see p. 20) on the Hesiodic description
of the underworld.

34 Hesiod Theopony 756
tvfla B yTis Svopeptis kal TapTtapou fiepdevTos
TOUTOW T' ATPUYETOID Kol oUpavol Ao TEpOEUTOS
eCelng mavToov Tnyal kal welpat” Eaow
dpyahé elpoevTa, TG Te aTuyioum Beol Tep,
yerapa péy', olBé ke dvTo TeAsTpoOpov els BviauToy T4
oUbag Tkort’, €l wpdoTa TuAtwy EvtootE yévorTo.
dhha kev Evla kai Evba péporl TTpd BieAha BuAAns
dpyahin Bewvow Bt wal dbavdToiol Beolol
Tolro Tépas MNuktos B EpePevviis oikia Bevd
EOTTKeY vEQEATIS KEkCAAUHPEVD KUCIVETYTIV. 245
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35 Hesiod Theogony 811 (following a repetition of lines 746-q,
vide 54

fuba Be popudpeal Te TUAG kal waAkeos oubos

&oTepgns, plznol Binvixttooiv Spnpws,

abTopuns Tpooder Bt Sedov ExTooley dmdvTwav

Turfjves valoum, mipny Xdeos gogepoio.

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

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

OF these, 34 s evidently an attempt to improve 7268 (2}, where
Tartaros (perhaps its upper part) 15 said to be surrounded by Night,
and above it are the roots of earth and sea, In welperr’ there is a more
exacl reversion lo the apparent source of 2, Le. [l vin, 478-g, T&
veiorra elpod’ . | yaing kel wévTolo; while wnyal are introduced as
being especially appropriate o the sea. 7400 are a special amd
peculiar development of 720ff. 35, on the other hand, which lollows
a repetition of the first four lines of 34, beging with a slightly altered
line (£, vin, 15) from the Homeric deseription of Tartaros (1), then
continues with the ‘roots” of 2, quite vague this time, and ends with
the :{H{FI.I.E! uéy” of 740 ra:pealn_d as Xdeos, Both passages contain
incongistencies compatible with their being somewhat superficial
expansions; lor example the alteration of the reasonable idea that the
roots ol earth are above Tartaros to the idea that the ‘sources and
boundaries’ ol carth, sea, sky and Tartaros are in Tartaros (34). What
15 interesting is the further description of Tartarcs as a ydopo péy’,
a great gull or chasm (el Euripides Phoen. 1605), full of storms and
containing the halls of Night. In g5 this gull'is Ell:"{l.llhf_'fl as ‘gloomy
Chaos’ (we need not concern ourselves with its peculiar geography,
except to note that Chaos is not absolutely unbounded). This must
contain a reference to the initial Xdog of line 116 {31}, and it seems
reasonable o suppose that the author or authors of these expansions
understood the initial Xéos to be dark and windy, like Tartaros, This
interpretation gains some support from the fact that in the original
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cosmogonical account Erebos and Night (both, presumably, gloomy)
are produced from Chaos.

The evidence seems 1o point to the lollowing conclusion. For
Hesiod’s source, at all events, the first stage in the formation of a
diflerentiated world was the prt]tim tion of a vast gap between sky
and carth, By Hesiod the {‘m]]h.l'ﬂ'i is placed on the nature of the ¢ gap
itsell, not on the act of separation which produced . The gap is
ponceived as dark and windy - because aither and sun had not yet
come into being, and might and storms go wgether, The same kind
of description is applied, quite naturally, to the lightless gulfs of
Tartaros; and sometimes Tartaros is considered in terms of,
actually as part of, the original gap.!

UG Wlastos (Guomoe 23 (tg55), 54-45) finds 34 significant for the origin of
Hesiod's cosmogonical ¥&os, and even supeests thal it was from here that
Anaxirrsiler gor the idea of 8 dmepow, U Hobicher, too (Hermer 81 (1959,
qui1—404], has completely rejected the Cornford anterpretation, and rakes Xoaog
i b dbark and boundless waste, He supports this by the pssumpion thal a
cosmogony, attributed o Sanchuniathon (a Phoenician said tohave lived before
the Trojan war) by Philo of Byblus ap, Evsebiom P8 oo, 08 ceally of grem
antigquity, much older than Hesiod, Aceording to the summary in Busebius the
first state of things was gloomy, boundless air and wind {ydos Dorepdy, EpePdibeg
i one of its deseriptions), When this ‘passionately desired its own apyai’
{whatever that may mean) there was intermixture. Mal [some kind of slime) was
produced, and became the sowing of creation, Now ivis iroe this the discoveries
at Ras Shamra and elsewhere have shown (o) that some motifs in Greek
miythology origimared long beloee Honser aedl Hesiod, aeel outside Geeeee| (4]
that Phoenicia had its own versions of myths abour the carly history of the gods,
in the second millennium oo, and was a I1LI:ElirI.E-|.I|i1L'E ol cultures. Tt is also teue
that in the theogony atributed o Sanchuniathon, after the cosmogonical
summary, there 8 one deail (o deiry, Eliun, in the generation belore Ouranos)
which eoes not correspond with Hesiod and does correspond with the eognate
Hirtite aceount of the second millennium (see Bp-45 gl But this may be a detail
ol the genuine and ancient local coasmogonical radition, which could  be
incorporated 2l any date: it does not prove that every part of the whale farrago
assipned o Sanchuninthon (Hermes Treismegistus and all) has any claim e
incorporate ancient material, Tn particular, it does not even begin to suggest that
the cosmogonical aceount is anything but what i appears wo be, ie.a Hellensuic
eclectic pastiche of Hesiod and kuer cosmogonical sources {there is a possible
mention of an eggh To use 1t as 4 means of nterpreting Zéos in the Theogony,
ane of showing that the idea of an ariginative windy darkness was already
estalilished for Hesiod o assimiliate, must be considered interesting rather than
seientific
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ESEPARATION OF EARTH AND S5KY IN GREEK LITERATURE

Euripides fr. 484 (from Melanippe the Wise)
KoUK Epos © plilos GAR" Eufis unTpds mapa,
s oUpavos Te yaid T fiu popgh Wi
trrel B byeplobnoav &hAnAwy Blya
TheTouat wévre kéviBwrav elg pdos,
Bevbpm, meTavd, Biipas, ols 8 &Aun Tpége,
yEvos Te BunTé,

Diodorus 1, 7, 1 (DKG68n5, 1] weerd yép iy € &pyfis Taw

Sheov ouoToaw piav Exew iBtav olpavéy Te kal yiv, pederypévng
aQuUTEW TTS puoees peTd Bt Tolta BiaoTdvTey Téw cuwpdTtav &
GARfAcov TOV pEv kdopov TepAcPEY drasay THY dpwutvny by alTd
auwtabiv.

38

Apollonius Rhodius 1, 466
fieBey B cog yolo kel oUpovds 76t Bdhaconx
o Tplv £’ AAMYACIoL T} ouvapnpéTa Loped
veikeos £€ dAooio Bigkpifev augls EkaoTor
NE" dag Eumrebov adiv tv aliBip Tékpop Eyoumv
GoTpa geAnvaln Te kal fiedloo kéheuBor, | ¢

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

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

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

! The cosmagony and anthropogony in this st book of Diodorus (wha, shortly
after this passage, quoted 36) were ascribed by Diels to Democritus, There is no
mention of atoms, ns Cornfornl noted; but some details of later atages may
nevertheless come from the Mikpdg Swdeoopos (p. qo5 and n.). The development
of society is similar to that described by Protagoras in the Platonic dialogue, The
whale account is eclectic, but its main features are of fifth-century origin and
predominantly lTonian character; as such it may well embody raditional
cosmagonical ideas,
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¢ Orpheus is the singer. The cosmogony hias nothing in common with special
\Qrphic’ accounts (§4); Apollonius would naturally put into Orpheus’ miouth
ihe most primitive-sounding version that he knew.,

It has been suggested above that the implied, although not empha-
sized, first stage of the Hesiodic cosmogony was the separation of sky
and earth. That this idea was familiar enough in Greece is shown
by 36-8. Only 36, admittedly, is even as carly as the fifth century;
but it is particularly important as explicitly describing the separation
of sky and earth as being passed on from mother to child, ie. as a
F”F‘“l“" and traditional aceount. No scientific parallel is known;
though the idea may have been merged with specialized Ionian
theories as in 37 and its continuation.

SEPARATION IN NON-GREEK SOURCLES

The splitting of earth [rom sky is a cosmaogonical mechanism that was
widely used, long hefore the earliest known Greek cosmogonical
ideas, in the mythological accounts of the great near-castern cultures.
(It is in fact common to many different cultures: ef., most notably,
the Maori myth of the separation of Rangi (sky) and Papa {earth)
by their constricted offspring, a close parallel to 39.) Thus a gloss from
the end of the first millennium b.¢. on the Egyptian Book of the Dead
explains that ‘Re began to appear as a king, as one who was before
the liftings of Shu had taken place, when he was on the hill which
is in Hermopolis' (ANET, 4). Shu is the air-god which is sputtered
out by Re and lifis the sky-goddess, Nut, from the earth-god, Keb.
In the Hurrian-Hittite ‘Song of Ullikummi®' (ANET, 125; Gurney,
The Hittites, 190-4) Upelluri, a counterpart of Atlas, says: "When
heaven and earth were built upon me [ knew nothing of it, and when
they came and cut heaven and earth asunder with a cleaver | knew
nothing of it.’ [n the Babylonian Creation-epic (1v, 1q7ff.; ANET,
67) Marduk splits the body of the primeval water-goddess Tiamat
and makes one halfof it into sky (containing the celestial waters) and
the other half into Apsu, the deep, and Esharra, the ‘great abode’
or firmament of earth. This is the first stage in the composition of the
world as we know it, though a secondary stage in the [ar older history
of the Babylonian pantheon. In another, later Semitic version,
Genesis i, the primeval waters are similarly divided: *And God said,
Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide
the waters from the waters. And God made the firmament, and
divided the waters which were under the firmament from the waters
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which were above the irmament; and it was so. And God called the

fArmament Heaven.” (Gen. 1, 6-8.)!
' The opeming words of the lirst chapter of Geoesis, “lo the begmning God
ereated the heaven and the earth, Ao the earth was without form, and voeid
are a confusing anticipation of what is to follow, The inital state is boundless,
diark water; the first stage of differentiation is the separation of the waters into
those of the sky and those of the earth, The anticipation in the imtal summary
provides a paralle] for the reduplication involved in the Hesiedic cosmogony

ip.g8),

The separation of sky and earth was implied, therefore, in various
non-Greek mythological accounts older than Hesiod. 1t will be seen
in the next section that Hesiod’s deseription of the earliest generations
of gods is a version of a basic near-castern myth, which is also
reproduced in an extant Hurrian-Hittite form. There is nothing
surprising, therefore, in the separation-motif appearing in Hesiod
whether implicitly in the quasi-rationalistic Xdos yéver” of the {ormal
cosmogony, or more explicitly, but in fully mythopoeic guise, in the
mutilation-story now (o be considered,

THE MUTILATION-MYTH IN THE THEOQGONY

39 Hesiod Theagony 154
doool yap Maing e kol Olpavel EeyévovTo,
BewdTatol Taiboov, ogetipw & fixBovro Tokij
EE Gpyfis: kai TGV peEv BTTWS TIS TPRTA YEVOITO
évTas dmokpUTrTaoke, kol el pdogs obk duieowe,
Feing dv keuBudovl, kakd &' EretépmreTo épyw
Ourpovds ) & Evros oTovayizero Nalo mehdopr

oTewvopévn Boilny 5t oy T EppaoooTo TEYUNV, 1o
el B v (se. Kpovow) kplyaoo héye EviBnke B yepoiv
aprmmy kapyopabovra, Gohov & UmelnraTo TavTo, 175

fiABe Bt Ninet' Emérycow péyas Oupavds, dppl BE Nadn

ipeipeav pihdrnTos Eméoyeto kad p Eraviodn

TévTn & 6 fx Aoyeoio Tas wptfaTo yEpl

oxkatf), BeErtepty B weAoplov EAhaPev Gprmy

Hokpiy, kapxapobouta, pihou 8 drd unbea TaTpds tilo
EoorupEveos Tjunog, Takw & Eppinpe gépection

eEomicw. ..

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

The details of the present version suggest that OQuranos did separate
from Gaia, in the daytime at least: but why in this case could not
Gaia emit her offspring during his absence? It is probable that in
ather versions ol the story Ouranos covered Gaia continuously (as
Rangi covers Papa in the Maori myth), so that in a manner of
speaking ‘sky and earth were one form’. There can be little doubt
that this erude sexual acdount envisages, on another and less
sophisticated plane, the same cosmogonical event that is implied first
by Xéos yéver” and second by Moo, . . Eyelvaro Toov tauti) Odpavoy
in the deliberate cosmogony of gr.!
' The most obvious parallel for the cepetition in mythopocie form of an event
that has already been accounted for in a quasi-rationalistic and much more
sophisticated summary is seen in Genesia: the abstract Elohim of the fimt chapies
is replaced by the fully anthropomorphic and much cruder Jahweh of the second,
and the vague 'God created man in his own image® of chapter § is repeated in
a far more graphic and more primitive form in the second chapter, where Jahweh
creates man out of dust and breathes Jife into bis nostrils, (For man formed from

clay of, cgr, the Old Babylonian text ANET, ag col, 8, as well as the Greek
Promethews-myth, |

That some of the contents of the Theogony are of non-Greek origin
and ofa date far earlier than Hesiod’s immediate predecessors 18 most
strikingly shown by the parallelism between the Hesiodic account of
the succession of oldest gods and the Hitite Kumarbi-tablet, of
Hurrian origin and in its extant form dating from around the middle
of the second millennium B.c.' In the Hittite version the first king
in heaven is Alalu, who is driven out by the sky-god Anu; Anu is
deposed by the father of the developed gods, Kumarbi (equivalent
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to Kronos ‘father of the gods'). As Anu tries to escape into the sky
Kumarbi bites off, and swallows, his member, On being told that he
has become impregnated with the storm-god and two other * terrible
gods', Kumarbi spits out the member, which impregnates the carth
with the two other gods; Kumarbi cannot, however, rid himsell of
the storm-god, and eventually gives birth w him. With the help of
Anu, it is evident, the starm-god (to whom the Greek equivalent is
obviously the thunder-and-lightning god Zeus) deposes Kumarbi
and becomes king in heaven. The similarities to the Greek myth are
obvious: the succession sky-god, [ather of gods, storm-god is common
to each; so is the emasculation of the sky-god by Kumarbi/Kronos,

and Lhe impregnation of earth by the rejected member. There are,

of course, significant differences too: the Hittite version (like other
near-castern accounts) has a god, Alalu, before the sky-god; what
Kronos swallows is a stone (by mistake for the storm-god, Theog, 40811,
and after swallowing all his other children); and it is Rhea, not he,
that bears the storm-god Zeus. [t is thought that in the broken part of
the Hittite tablet there may have been some reference to Kumarbi
cating a stone, but this is uncertain. 1t should be noted that in Hesiod,
also, the sky-god (with Gaia) helps the storm-god to survive. The
Hittite version carries no implication that the emasculation of the
sky-god was concerned with the separation of sky [rom carth; indeed,
no carth-goddess is involved. This is an important difference, but it
suggests, not that the Greek separation-motive had no second-
millennium archetype, but that the Greek version incorporates
variants which do not happen to be found in the Hittite account. The
Greek version was not derived specifically from the Hittite, of course;
there was a widely diffused common account, with many local
variants, of which the Hittite tablet gives one version and Hesiod
another — a version, moreover, which had suflered the vicissitudes of
transmission 1o a younger and very different culture.

U For the Kumarbi tabler see ANET, 120-1; Gurney, The flittiles, 190-2;
K. D. Barnew, 7HS 65 { 1945), 1oof.; H, G, Giicerbock, Kumarbi (Zarich, 1946},
tool: G, 5, Kirk, Mupth, ils Meaning and Functeors in Anetend and Other Cultures
{Berkeley and Cambridge, 1970}, 214-19. The *Song of Ullikummi® {see p. 43)
records, on separate tablets, the further doings of Kumarbi while he s king in
heaven; that sky and carth had been separated is plainly implied there.
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6. ‘Mixed’ theogonies
(A) ALCMAN

The Spartan lyricist Aleman was active around 600 8.¢., and it was
a great surprise when the publication of Oxyrhynchus Papyrus no.
2390 in 1957 revealed that one of his poems had contained a kind
of theogonical cosmogony (‘in this song Aleman concerns himsell
with nature® as the commentator put it, Ir. g, col. i, 26), perhaps
arising out of an invocation of the Muses as children of Earth. Of
the poem itsell we have the merest glimpses; the papyrus (of the
second century A.D.) preserves parts of a prose commentary, crudely
Aristotelian in character, on the poem, which was evidently quite
puzzling and had attracted several other attempts at interpretation
(col. i, 271.}. The central part of the commentary is as follows in 40,
but it is important to note that it also contained lemmata, that is,
short phrases {rom Aleman on which the comment was hung, and
that # B¢ 76 [ early in col, ii (line 3), followed by the explanation
Tdpov dord s mop.[ in line 6, shows by the dialect form Té for Tou
that Aleman himsell’ undoubtedly did use the term mopos - with
which Tékpep, a poetical form in any case, is firmly associated, Other
lemmata {which follow 40) are Tpéoy[us and then &pdp Te kal oeAdva
xal TpiTov oxdTos, that is, venerable' and ‘day and moon and, third,
darkness’.

40  Alcman fr. g (Page), col. ii, 7-20
@ yap fipEorro 1) UAn xaraokeva|abfivan
tytvero mopos Tis olovel dpyny Aléya
olv & "Adkpdy TV Ghne Tav[Tow TETo-
pecypévny kol dmdmTow elar [yeve- 0
ofian Tivd gnoiv TOV KaTaokeud | zouTa
wévra, elta yevioBar [Td]pov, Tol [BE wo-
pov TapeABdvTos Eraxohoulii[oar] TE-
kpeop® kal fomiv & piv wépos olov dpyn, To B TE-
kpwp clovel Téhos. THs SéTibos yeve- 15
pévns dpyh kal Té[A]e[s TolT]a wéavTw E-
yétve[T]o, kal Té pév wévTa [duollav Exe
Ty pUow T Tol xekol TAn, §) 5&
Btnis 1[f{i] Tol TeyviTou, & Bt mopos kal TO TE-
kpep AL dpy Tl kad T TEAEL. .. 20

40 For when matter began to be arranged there came into being
a kind of way [or passage, paros], as it were a beginning [or origin,
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archf], So Alcman says that the matter of all things was disturbed
and unmade; then someone [mascaline] came into being who was
arranging everything, then a way | poror] came inte being, and
when the way had passed by, a limit [or goal, fekmir| followed on,
And the way is like a beginning [or origin], whercas the limit is
like an end [or limit, telos]. When Thetis had come into being these
became beginning and end ol all things, and the totality of things
has a similar nature to that of the bronze material, Thetis 1o that
of the craftsman, and the way and the limit to that of the beginning
and the end., ..

The commentator assimilates Aleman to Aristotle's discussion of
the four ‘causes’ — that is, preconditions or aspects of physical
existence = in Phypsies B, There 15 indecd an obvious resemblance
between Thetis (especially if we accept that her name might have
been associated with the root meaning of Ti8éven, Béafoy, i.c. to place
or set in place) and the efficient cause or craftsman, as also of Poros
and the formal cause, and Tekmar and the final cause; but Alcman
wits certainly thinking in less abstract and perhaps less analytical
terms than that. Quite what his line of thought was has been matter
for much recent speculation, none of it really compelling: tekmir (the
vacillation over whether or not to print a capital letter is deliberate)
is the sign that shows the way or peros (so Burkert); pores represents
paths in the primeval sea, tekmir stgns ol direction through it (West) -
or the stars (Vernant); Poros is ‘apportionment’ (cf. mémpooTen
< *mopw) to balance Aisa in Aleman Ir. 1, 13 {on which see further
p. 4g) {Page). Thetis is of course a sea-goddess, which accounts for
West's attractive conjecture; but her name, with the possible
derivation noted above, together with an ancient cult of her in Sparta
itsell, may be more germane. For Poros and Tekmar we must hesitate
between more conerete and more abstract meanings, with a natural
inclination to the former: between physical path or track, and the
way or means of passage or progress; and between visible sign, mark
or limit, and end or culmination (both of these being Homeric). And
the degree of abstraction or the reverse must correspond for the two
different terms; thus ‘limit' in a more concrete sense might
conceivably be Okeanos (cf, §2), especially il Thetis has her sea-
goddess connotation among others; but it is not easy to see what the
‘path’ might then be.

The lemma about skates, darkness, conceivably sugiests an affinity
with Night (§3). The commentator {24f.) set darkness at the stage
at which matter was still ‘unseparated’, which means that *and,
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third” (in relation to day and moon) has to be given a logical and
not a chronological sense. He continued by saying that * there came
into being by the agency of [..,] way and limit and darkness’, in
which the lacuna presumably contained the name of Thetis. Darkness
here may represent the primeval state, akin to Hesiod's Chaos {§5),
despite the commentator's implication at this point that it is not prior
{0 froros and tekmar.

Difficulties are compounded by the probability that in the frag-
mentary verses 130 of Aleman’s v, 1 (Page), the * Parthencion’, Poros
was linked with Aisa as ‘eldest of the gods’. The commentator on
v, 14 there (Page, Lyrica Graeca Sefects (Oxlord, 19G8) p. b mikes the
remarkable suggestion that Poros is the same as Hesiod's Chaos,
although the context itsell, defective though it is, would seem to
require man’s destiny or portion as the general sense of both Aisa and
Poros — which is why Page suggested a connection with the root of
mimpertan ete. for the latter, rather than the more ob yious TTEpAW etc.
1t seems not improbable, however, that the link with Hesiodic Chaos
is derived by the Partheneion-commentator [rom our cosmogonical
frapment; and it may give a clue to the sense of Poros there,
whatever its role in the Partheneion. Yel poros, gua passage or way,
cannot be identical with Chaos in the sense of dark, unformed matter
(or anything like that); it must succeed or impinge upon it, as the
commentatorin 40, 8—12 implies. The mention of Hesiod is interest ing
nevertheless, and may suggest, what we might otherwise be inclined
to suspect, that Aleman like other dabblers in cosmogonical matters
was always aware of the Hesiodic account in the background.

Yet Poros and Tekmér, no less than Thetis, are definitely non-
Hesiodic {and are not apparently orientalizing either). They tantalize
us — but what might they have implied for the Presocratics? No
important or specific influence at any rate; but they demonstrate that
cosmogonical speculation was in the airaround Thales’ time, not only
i Tonia but also amid the very different cultural environment of
mainland Greece - of Sparta, indeed, which Anaximander seems to
have visited a generation later (pp. 103-5). Moreover that kind of
cosmogonical imagination was not simply concerned with the elab-
oration or minor rearrangement of traditional Hesiodic concepts (as
‘Epimenides’ had becn, see §g (iti)), but extended to novel
metaphorical applications of broad general ideas like those included
in the range of meanings that can be assigned to tekmdr - with which
one might be tempted to connect Anaximander's more prosaic
obverse, Té &meipov or the Indefinite.
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(B) PHERECYDES OF §YROS

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

41 Aristotle Met. Ny, 109168 ., Emel of ye peperypébvor elrdov (se,
Téw Beohdyow) [rkai] T4 wh pubirds &mavra Abyeav, olov Peperibns
kel Erepol Tives, T4 yewRoav mpdyTov dpioTov mildaot, kel ol Mayo.

41 ...since the *mixed’ theologians, those who do not say
everything in mythical form, such as Pherecydes and certain of the
others, and also the Magi, make the first generator the best thing.
LF, Jacoby, Mnemegme 15 [3rd series), 1947, taff, finally diseredited Wilam-
owilz's theory that * Pherecydes ' was a generic name attached to all early Ionian

prose wniting not specifically ascribed, as *Hippocrates® became attached to all
medical literatuee,

DATE

Pherecydes was active in the sixth century B.¢., perhaps around the
middle of it. Ancient authorities diverge: according to one tradition
he was roughly contemporary with the Lydian king Alyattes (e
Gos—5h0 B.C.) and the Seven Sages (conventionally dated around
Thales’ eclipse, 585/4, or the archonship of Damasias, s82/1);
aceording to another, dependent on Apollodorus, his aeme was in the
sgth Olympiad, 544-541 B.C., and he was a contemporary of Cyrus.!
The Apollodaran dating thus makes him a generation younger than
Thales and a younger contemporary of Anaximander. It accords
with the later Pythagorean tradition which made Pythagoras bury
Pherecydes {p. 52), though this event was itsell’ probably hctitious.
None of these chranological traditions looks particularly historical,
and we know that such synchronisms were assigned by the Hellenistic
chronographers largely on e prierf grounds. Yet interest in Pherecydes
was certainly alive in the fourth century b.c. (a crucial era for the
transmission of information about the archaic period), and the broad
limits of dating, i.e. in the sixth century, are unlikely to be wrong.

1 The carly dating is seen eg. in the Suda (DK 7a2) and in Diog, L. 1, 42

[DE ga 1, after Hermippus). The later dating appears e.g. in Diog. L. 1, 118 (after

Aristoxenus) and 1, 121 (after Apollodorus) — see DK 74 15 also in Gicero T,
i, 16, 38 (DK 7ag), Pliny N.H. v, 205, Eusebios Ghron, (DK 7a1a),
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FHEREEYHHEJHDHK

Diogenes Laertius 1, 119 oghgeTon 5t Tob Zuplou 10 e Piphlov
§ quuty payEY ol 1 &pxf” Zés pbv kal Xpovos foav el kal Xlovin. ..
(for continuation see 4g).

Suda s.v. Pherecydes form Bt &mavra & ouviypaye Tolrer
Eqrrdpuyos TTol Beokpooia | Seoyovia, (fom Bt Oeohoylx bv
pipAlos T Eyouoa Bedy yiveow kol BiaBoyds.)

Diogenes Laertius 1, 116  ToUTév gnay Cedmonmos wplyTov
repl puoecs kal Bedov ypawan.  CFL Suda s.v. Pherecydes  mpdiTov
5¢ ouyypaghy tfeveykeiv mezdd Adyw Tivis loTopataw,

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

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

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

According to 42 Pherecydes’ book (or what was taken for it) survived
in Diogenes’ time, the third century a.n. The opening words might
be known well enough from the entry in Callimachus’ catalogue of
the Alexandrian library (the patronymic, omitted here, was given
shortly before as BéPuos, ‘son of Babys’). That the book survived the
burning of the Library in 47 ®B.c. may be confirmed by a longer
quotation, 50; though this and other fragments could have survived
through the medium of handbooks or anthologies. The title is given
in 43. ‘Emrtéuuyoes, ‘(of ) seven recesses’, seems to be the book’s true
title; variants descriptive of the contents are added, as ofien, but are
probably of later origin.® The ‘ten-volume theology” is probably a
confusion with a ten-volume work on Attic history (itsell beginning,
no doubt, from gods and heroes) ascribed to the Athenian Pherecydes
in the lines that follow in the Suda. The precise reference of the
cryptic and unusual title ‘ (of ) seven recesses’ is very obscure: see
pp. 580, 44 exemplifies the widespread tradition that this was the
earlicst prose book. What Theopompus (fourth century 8.c.) must
actually have said is that Pherecydes first wrote about the gods in
prose, as opposed to e.g. Hesiod, Prose annals were presumably
recorded beflore Pherecydes, but he and Anaximander {whose book
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may have been roughly contemporary, and might possibly be
assigned to 547,/6 B, pp. 1010) might well have been the first
substantial prose writers (o have survived.
! Rome incline to accept ‘five recesses” (rom 50 as the title, with Diels followed
by Jaeger and others, on the strength of Damascius' statement there that the

divine products of Chrosos’ seed, when disposed in five recesses, were called
TTEVTENLNY O,

HIS LIFE AND LEGEND
(i} The connexion with Pythagoras

Many miracles were attributed to Pherecydes, e.g. predictions ol an
carthquake, a shipwreck, the capture of Messene. These were
variously located : in Sparta, near Ephesus, in Samos, in Syros, and
sa on. The difficulty is that the same miracles were also attributed
to Pythagoras. Apollonius the paradoxographer, not certamty using
Aristotle, said that * Pythagoras alterwards indulged in the miracle-
working, Tepartemoila, of Pherecydes” (DK 14, 7); and it was
certainly accepted in the Peripatetic circle that when Pherecydes fell
ill of louse-disease: in Delos his disciple Pythagoras came and cared
for him until his death {(Diog, L. 1, 118, Diodorus x, 3, 4; DK 741
and 4). So Aristoxenus asserted, and Dicaearchus too according to
Porphyry Life of Pythagoras 56. Porphyry also related (as quoted by
Euschius, DK 746) that according to the fourth-century B.o. writer
Andron of Ephesus the miracles belonged properly to Pythagoras;
but that Theopompus plagiarized the miracle-stories from Andron
and, to disguise his theft, assigned them instead to Pherecydes and
slightly altered the localities involved. Andron was far from critical,
however, since he invented another Pherecydes of Syros, an astron-
omer (Diog, L. 1, 119, DK 7a1); and Porphyry's explanation of the
divergence is unconvincing, The confusion and disagreement which
patently existed in the fourth century show that reliable details of the
life of Pherecydes were lacking, If Pherecydes had been a sage of the
type naturally to attract miracle-stories (as Pythagoras was), the
connexion between two similar contemporaries would have been
invented whether it existed or not; but apart from the feats otherwise
attributed to Pythagoras, Pherecydes seems to have had little of the
shaman or magician about him, It has been sugpested that the whole
tissue of legend might have arisen from a well-known fifth-century
B.C. comment:
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45 lonof Chios ap. Diogenem Laertium 1, 120 “leov &' & Xids pnot
mepl ol (s, Qepexibou)’
tag & pbv fivopkn Te kexaouevos fiBE kal alboi
ko pbipevos yuyd) Teptvov Exel PloTow,
etmep TMublerydpns Erlpes copds, & mepl mavToov
&vBpdoeov yvuas floe kal EEépadey.

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

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

(i) Alleged access to Phoenician secret books

46 Suda s.v. Pherccydes BiBoyffivan 8¢ Um' ool MuBerydpow
Abyos, ciTéy Bt olk toynkivan kofnynTfy, &RA' tauTov aoxfiool
krnoduevov Ta Gowlkewy dmdxkpupa Pifila. (See also 6o.)

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

The assertion that Pherecydes was self-taught probably means no
maore than that no teacher could conveniently be supplied for him
when his complete biography came to be written, That he used
Phoenician secret books (an unlikely story) is another piece of
speculation of the type beloved by the biographical compilators. Yet
it must have had some foundation, and may be based on apparently
oriental motifs in his thought; he was later connected with Zoroay-
trianism (n. 2 on pp. 651, and the battle of Kronos and Ophioneus,
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like that of Zeus and 'T'yphoeus in Hesiod, had important Phoenician
affinities (p. 68).

(i) The solstice-marker

47 Diogenes Laertius 1, 119 ocgeTan 8 Tol Zuplou 10 Te PifAiov
el 49). . odzeTan Bt kal fHhoTpdmiov tv Zupw TR vijow,

48 Homer Od. xv, 4034, with scholia

viiords Tig Zupin kikAfoxeTal, €1 wou droveLs,
'OpTuyins kabimepley, 661 Tpomai feAioo.

&t Tpomral fiehiow| Evla gaoiv elvan Hikiou athiaiov, B’ ol onuo-
olvran Tég ToU Hlou Tpomds (QV). olov dg pog Tdy Tpords fAloy,
& Eoriv bl T BuTikg pépn Umepducolier THs Afjhov (BHOQY). - olTeos
*AploTapyos kal "Hpwbiavss (H).

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

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

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

‘The implication in 47 that a solstice-marker preserved in Syros in
Diogenes’ time had belonged to, or been used by, Pherecydes must
be approached with caution. (A solstice-marker is a device to mark
the point at which the sun ‘turns’ on the ecliptic, at midsummer or
midwinter.) There seems to be some connexion with a cryptic couplet
in Homer, 48. The scholia show that two alternative interpretations
of this couplet were known in Alexandria: either (2) &b Tpomal
fiealolo describes Syrie (rather than Ortygie), and means that there
was there a bearing-marker in the form of a cave, or {8} the meaning
is that Syrie lies ‘above’, i.e. north of, Ortygie, and also west of it,
where the sun ‘turns’ in the sense of setting.! Both (a) and [&}
improbably assume that Ortygie represents Delos, and S¥rie S¥ros
(which lies some twenty miles slightly north of west from Delos).®
Now whatever the intended meaning of the Homeric phrase,? there
evidently was a sun-cave reported [rom Syros in the Alexandrian
period, and this is presumably the form of marker that Diogenes
referred to three or four centuries later. We hear of another type of
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natural solstice-marker from Itanos in Crete in the fourth century
p.c., and such things must have been relatively common for calendar
PUFPOSES, The sun-cave in Syros cannot, il seems, have been the
original motive of the Homerie reference, but it was nevertheless
seized upon at a later date (and certainly, one would think, later than
Phereeydes) in an attempt to explain the description in the Odyssey.
Whatever its antecedents, it would as a matter of course have become
associated with the island’s most notable inhabitant, Pherecydes,
Although there is no other evidence that he was a practical scientist,
many other sixth-century sages, especially the Milesians, were known
1o have had applied as well as theoretical interests; a nd it would be
almost inevitable for an Alexandrian scholar, for instance, auto-
matically to provide a historical association between the only two
apparently scientific products of Syras — Pherecydes and the solstice-
marker, Reluctant as one is, therefore, to disconnect such a pleasing
device [rom such an intriguing man, extreme scepticism again scems
desirable.

' This sense of Tporal is absolutely unparalleled and highly imprabable,
pupecinlly since tpomal fehione are mentioned three times in the Flesiodic Works
and Days, always meaning solstice. But (¢}, as well as (4], is virtally impossible;
far even though rpomal fehioo can, and indeed does, mean "solstice” or
senlstices’, it cannot conceivably in any kind of Greek mean a device (whether
a cave or apything else) for marking or shserving solaticey.

1 There were other actual Ortygias as well as Delos (1o which the name iz only
applied in contexts which could have been affected by learned speculation on
4B} notably the island forming part of Syracuse, and a precinct near Ephesus,
"‘Opmuryln means "ol the quail’ i&pTuE), and might be applied toany loclity ut
which guails habitually rested in their migrations beeween Egypt and the north,
One difficulty in identifying Ortygie with Delos s that the wtwo places are
distinguished in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (163 another is that Zupln has
a short wpsilon and Z0pos a long onc. The conmexion of Syrie with Syracuse is
also philalogically improbable. H. L. Lorimer { Homer andf the Mormments { London,
150, Boff.) argued for Zupln referring to Syria {which, shie maintained, might
have been naively taken for an istand), and for Tpamal meaning ‘sunrise’, i.e,
the east. But it seems impossible that Syria should be termed an island; and the
Phoenicians would hardly have heen conceived as spending whole year trsding
with n place so near their own country [cf. 0. %v, 4551

3 & tporral fedolo could deseribe cither Syrie or Ortygie. Here another
observation of Miss Lorimer's is of great importance; the only other place in
Homer where Ortygic is mentioned is . v, 123, where Orion, having been
carried off by Eos, is slain in Ortygie by Artemis, The implication is thar Oriygic
was the dwelling-place of Eos, the dawn, and therefore that it lies in the east,
Miss Lorimer thought that solstices could not caery i direetional menning. Bug,
since solstices woulid normally be observed at sunrise and in sammer, and so in
the north-cast-by-east direction, that is what the phrase might suggest, Thus the
intention may be to indicate the general direction of this probably mythical

[ =
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Ortygie. In fact the dwelling-place of Fos was oflen conceived as being Aia,

commonly identified with Colehis; and Colehis does lie roughly north-east-hy-
east from the centre of the Tonian coastline.

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

49 Diogenes Lacrtius 1, 119 owzeton 5t Tol Zuplow d Te Biphiov
& guveypayev ol f) dpxf (Fr. 1) Zés piv kol Xpdvos fioav &l kal
Xovin' Xbovin Bt dvoua Eytvero 'f, Emebny clrfy Zas yiiv yEperg
Bibol.

50  Damascius de principiis 124 bis  @epexbng 6t & ZUpiog Zavra pév
elvon &el kal Xpovov kai XBoviav Tés Tpels TpoTas &pyds. . . Tov B
Apovov meifioan dk 1ol yévou tautol mip kol Trvelpa kal UBwp. . . EE
dv tv e puyols Binpnubvey TohAfy EAARY yevedy ouoTival
Bedow, Tnw TevTEUUY OV kathoupvny, Talmov Bt Tows elmeiy TevTékoouow.

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

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

Zas and Chronos and Chthonie ‘always existed’: this resolves the
difficulty of creation ex athile. An analogous declaration is REeN, SO
two generations later, in Hegaclitus” world-order, which no gad or
man made, but always was, and is, and shall be (217); and a little
later still in Epicharmus r. 1 (DK 2381 — probably genuine), where
the case is explicitly argued, But already in the sixth century p.o. the
divinity assigned to Anaximander’s &meipov and Anaximenes’ air
probably implies that these, too, had always existed. It is surprising
to find this concept stated so explicitly, of plural beings and in a
theogonical context, at this relatively carly date. Yet the gods who
always existed are probably conceived as original forms by
etymology} of conventional figures from the traditional theogony;
and one of them is ‘Time', which might naturally be felt, without
any deep abstract reflexion, to have been unborn. Thus Pherecydes
was not trying to solve a logical difficulty about creation so much
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as to substitute a new first stage, dependent on etymology and
partic ularly on a new understanding of Kronaes the father of the gods,
for the imprecise, il more rationalistic, ' Chaoy came inwo being' of
Hesiod.

The names are unusual, Zds (accusative Zdva) is obviously an
etymological form of Zeds, and is perhaps intended 10 stress the
clement 3a- (an intensive prefix), as in g&feos, zans. XBovin, from
xBcov, is presumably intended to represent Earth in a primitive role,
perhaps as the abode of chthonic daimons, and atall events with stress
on its under-parts. As for Xpbves, it has been argued, notably by
Wilamowitz, that the true reading must be Kpdvos: Kronos played
an important part in Pherccydes' theogony according to one extant
fragment, 57, and *Time’ is a sophisticated cosmogonical concept for
the sixth century n,c. But Xpévos, which is widely supported in the
spurces, is almost certainly correct; the other two figures are
etymologizing variants of well-known theogonical figures, and we
naturally anticipate a similar case with the third, The substitution of
Xpdvos Tor Kpdvos is just what we should expect here! It appears
likely that by the later stages of the theogony the primeval trio
assumed their familiar form as Zewus, Kronos and Hera® That
Pherecydes was addicted o etymologies emerges clearly from our
scanty evidence; thus, in addition to the idiosyncratic derivations of
names already discussed, Xdog was perhaps connected by him (as
later by the Stoics) with yieoBen (p. 6o n.), and so interpreted as
water; Rhea was called Py (DK 7Bg), and perhaps connected with
petv ete; Okeanos was called Ogenos (53); the gods called a table
Buespds, ‘watcher over offerings' (DK 9n12).

' Wilamowite roundly declared that “Time ", as a cosmogoenical god in the sixth
century, was impossible, Certainly the abstraction implied in the ypévou Sikn
(Solon, sée T}, or Thy ToU Ypouvou T (Anaximander, see 110), is less start-
ling in its implications, as are the Xpdves & madvray mamhp of Pindar OF 2, 17
and the hypostatized Time of wagedy; though the two last instances provide
some parallel, The Tranian cosmogonical Time, Jeran Adarang, was introduced
as a refinement of Mazdaism and cannot be assumed carlicr than the fourth cen-
tury B2 (0, on p, 22), though the possibility of oviental infloesee in this respect
cannot be entirely discounted. The Chronas of the late Orphic cosrmogonies was
presented in & Hellendstic shape, and cannot be taken as any kind of parallel or
precedent for the sixth century noe The connexion of Krones with Chronos was
certainly made by later Orphies (cfl ez, Kern Orph. Frap. . 68), bat according
ta Plutarch {de f1, of Osir, g2) this was a common Greck identification; we cannot
say whether or not Pherecydes was the oviginator,

¥ Chthonie gets the name of Ge, Earth, at aosubsequent stage, presumibily when
Las presents her with the cloth embroidered with earth in 53. But at that point
she apparently takes over the control and guardianship of marriages; this was
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Hera's prerogative (as Capnia) according to the general view, and in so far as
Chthonie-Ge is the wile of Zas-Zeus she is also thought of as becoming Hera,
Hera way probably not an earth-goddess in origin, but there are other isolated
cases where she replaces Gaia; for example, she appears o be the mother of
Typhaon in the Homeric Hymp o Apollo, g5l also in Stesichorus (£ Mage,
772, 50); of. 52, and Virgil den. 1v, 166,

Damascius in 50 is following Eudemus, Chronos makes fire, wind
and water out of his own seed,! and this is implied to take place at
an ecarly stage, The episode cannot be entirely invented, though it
would not be surprising il some details were distorted. One is
reminded of Egyptian cosmogonical accounts in which the first
world-constituents are produced by the onanism of a primeval god,
notably that of Atum-Re mentioned in the Memphis theology
(ANET, 5); and also of the mutilation of Ouranos by Arenes in 39,
where certain mythological figures are begotten by Ouranos’
member and the blood from it, The idea that the human seed is
creative, and therefore that a primary deity’s seed is cosmogonically
creative, is neither surprising nor illogical. What is surprising here,
however, is the things which are thus created: they smack of hifth-
century four-element theory, earth being omitted because already
accounted for in the very name of Chthonie-Ge. mvebper looks
suspiciously anachronistic, even though Anaximenes emphasized its
importance at roughly this period (pp. 144fL]. These substances
cannot have formed the raw material of later cosmic arrangement,
for according to 50 what they produce is not a world but deities of
some kind. In fact, we would suggest that the sced producing fire,
wind (Trvebua) and water is probably a later rationalizing interpre-
tation, perhaps Stoic in origin but based on the Aristotelian concept
(itself to some extent indebted 1o Diogenes of Apollonia, cf. 616 fin.)
that the human oméppa, seed, containg ouppuTov Teelpe, innate
breath, which is also described as being “hot” and aitherial (cf. e.g.
de gen. animalium Bg, 736b331L). In accounts of early Stoic physiology,
too, the sced is described as Tvelua ped” GUypol (‘breath with
moisture’, Arius Didymus on Zeno) and is associated with mrvelpc
EvBeppov, ‘warm breath’. It therefore seems probable that the three
unexpected products of Chronos' seed — fire, wind and water - are
an intrusive later interpretation of the nature of the seed itself, and
that originally it was Chronos’ semen that was placed in the recesses.
Ay for these, the seven in the title as given in the Suda might be
obtained by adding to the five recesses connected with Chronos in
50 the two other pre-existing deities Zas and Chthonie, the latter of
which, certainly, had a local and indeed a recess-like connotation.
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Alternatively all seven recesses could have been part of Chthonie; it
is notable that the Babylonian world of the dead was conceived as
having seven regions,” and in the myth of the Descent of Ishtar, Ishtar
has to pass through seven gates (ANET, 107() .2

b Or possibily, if Kern's atmol for M3 daurall is right, our of Zas’. But there is
o essential conflicl with 42, where 6 yevefigoy ipébrov musl be Zas-Zeus; for
it is Zas who first creates the parts of the world {53), while Chronos produces
theaganical, not cosmogonical, canstiluents,

t In the first cleven chapters of the Hippocratic treatise Tepi épBopdbeoy the world
is divided into seven parts to correspond with the seven parts of the human body,
Some scholars date this fragmentary and unattractive work in the sixth century
t.¢, There seem to be no strong grounds for such an early date, and stylistically
a fourth=century Boo. origin is more probahble,

3 Compare the doors and gates that Porphyry found in Pherecydes: 51 Porpliyrius
de antro nyepfi. 91 ..ol Tuplou @epaciBou purygals xal Pofipous wal GvTpa kai
Bupoy kel iRy Abyowtos kal Bl ToldTwy ahnTTopswow Tas T oy yerEaery
kal &moyevtoes (.. when Pherecydes, the man of Syras, laths of recesses and pits and
caves and doors and pates, and through these speaks in ridales of the becomings and deceases
of sonls ), 'The recesses, pits and caves suggest that something more elaborate than
mere depressions in the earth was in question,

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

52 b in Homeri ll. n, 783 gaol Thy My &yovaktoloaw émi 16
péveo 1év Mydvrewy BiaPareiv Ala T "Hpg: Thy &t mpds Kpovov
&rehBovgay EEemelv: Tov Bt Solven adTf Buo @, TG 1Biw ypioavTa
fopé kal keheugavTa kord s dmobiofon, d¢’ dv duabolnoera
Balpeoy & dmrooThowy Ala s &pyfis. f 8¢, b elyev dpyfis, EdeTo alrmd
Gmd o “Apipov Ths Kihikias. avabobivros 5 1ol Tugdvos “Hpa
Siadhayeloa Ail 1o Tav Ekgaiver & BE kepouvdoas AlTvny TG Opos
GaVALTEY,

52 They say that Ge in annoyance at the slaughter of the Giants
slandered Zeus to Hera, and that Hera went off and told Kronos
about this. He gave her two eggs, smearing them with his own
semen, and telling her to store them underground: from them, he
said, a daimon would be produced who would displace Zeus from
power. And she in her anger put them under Arimon in Cilicia.
But when ‘T'yphon had been produced, Hera had become recon-
ciled to Zeus, and revealed everything; and Zeus blasted Typhon
and named the mountain Aetna.

The exegetical class of older Homeric scholia retains much learned
material from the Hellenistic era (so H, Erbse, Schofia Graeca in Homeri
Hiadem 1 (Berlin, 1g6g), xii). This particular commentadds a Homenic
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clement {Arimaon) to those seen in hifth-century poetry {Pindar Pypih.
1, 16I1, Aeschylus Pr. g51ff), Orphic influence is also possible,
although the eggs are placed not in the windy wastes of Aither or
Erebos (as in the Rhapsodic account) but in Gaia. That Kronos not
Chronos is named is not necessarily important (see p. 57). The
notable thing is that Kronos impregnates two eggs (why two?) wirh
his orm seed, and that the eges have to be placed vaderground, katd yis,
possibly in a recess ol some kind — here, under a mountain. From the
eggs, when fertilized by the seed, comes Typhon/Typhoeus, an
analogue of Pherecydes’ Ophioneus (pp. 66f.). There does seem o
be a striking parallel with the eryptic mention of Chronoes' seed in
50; il so, it provides some conlirmation of the speculation that some
kind ol theogonical ligure or fgures (‘numerous other divine
offspring’) came directly from Chronos' seed.! It makes a faimt
possibility, oo, that generation from an egg (but not of cosmological
constituents) occurred in Pherecydes (see pp. 26-9) — though this
device became so popular in Hellenistic and later accounts that it
might well have been imposed on a simpler story,

U Porphyrey (el DK 707} mentioned peaple who took whit he called toyv Bcporie,
in Pherecydes, 1o refer w semen; though they applied the same interpretation
1o Hesiod's Styx and Plata’s Ameles, H. Gompere | Wierer S 47 (1920, 1 b,
1) suggesied that Ghronos produced a generation of pomeval deities from the
fepary, just as his Later form Kronos did from Rhea; this would in fact fie in with
the suggestion made abwove, that fire, wind and water are an intrusive gloss, The
conpexion of Bhea, called PRy by Pherecydes (DK 7eg), with bopod seems quite
possible. A further but more remote possibility is that Chronos' semen hecame
primeval witter. We are told i one source {Achilles Irzg. 5, DK 781a) that
Plhierecydes, like Thales, declared the element 1o be water, which he called =)
{presumably denving it from yleofio if the whole thing is not Stoic acenmmeo-
dation), The Suela, too, savs that ' he imitaned the apinion of Thales' (DK 5 a2},
though Sextus, on the other hand, said thai his principle was carth (DK 7410)
Gireat penetration s not 1o be sought o these imerpretations, bat it does seem
probable that Pherceydes understood Hesiod's Chaos in a special sense, pechaps
because of o specieus etymology, The surviving [ragments show that there was
no guestion of water caming first; but the special interpretation of Chaos may
have been connected with Chroenos” seed at a relatively early siage of cosmic
development,

(i) The wedding of Zav and Chthonte and the embroidering of the cloth

53 Grenfell and Hunt Greek Papyr! Ser, 1, no 1, po 29 (5rd cent,
A (DKyv2)  eldrd mowobow Td olkla moddd Te kal peydia,
emel 8 ToUTa fSeTéheoav mdvTa kal ypipoTa kol BepdmovTas Kol
Bepamralvas kal T&AAa doa Bel avTa, dmel & mavTa Erolua yiyveral
Tov yapovw molelow, kimabh tpltn futpn yiyveran T ydpow, ToTE
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7 Toiel pipos péya T kal kahov kol bv alTdd {rowiiker MTjv) wal
‘Qynvby kal Té& Q) ynvol (Bopata *** [col, 2] Bouldueves) yap
gto Tous y&upous elval TouTw OF Ti{ péay, ou Bt pot xaipe kal guviot.
e Th ooV AVoKoAUTT TR TporTov yevioal® tk TouTou & & vopog
tytveto kal Beolol kal &l peatroryaiv, ) B¢ v dueipe)Ton Befa-
pdtvn el 1o gadpos. ..}
b The attribution o Pherecydes, and the supplements of {momidder. .} Lo
¢ Buaperrery, are confirmed by Clement of Alexandria Strom, vi, g, 4, @, & Zopog
Myer Z&c owd papes. . {Iynvol Bupara, Cnher supploments by Blass, Weil,
Diels: text as in DK, except far alterations to the slightly erroneous record there
ol gaps in the papyrus,

53 His halls they make for him, many and vast, And when they
had accomplished all these, and the furniture and manservants
and maidservants and everything else necessary, when everything
was ready, they hold the wedding, And on the third day of the
wedding Zas makes a great and fair cloth and on it he decorates
Ge and Ogenos and the halls of Ogenos*** *for wishing [er seme
such word | marriages to be yours, 1 honour you with this. Hail to
you, and be my consort,” And this they say was the first Ana-
calypteria: from this the custom arose both lor pods and for men.
And she replies, receiving from him the cloth.. ..

The marriage is bet ween Zas and Chthonie, as is confirmed by 56.
Zas' declaration ‘desiring [or some such word] marriages to belong
1o you'’ suggests strongly that Chthonie is here partially equated with
Hera, the goddess of marriage (n. 2 on pp. 570.) The preparations
are of a fairy-tale quality, and are carried out by unspecified agents.
On the third day of the wedding festivities' Zas makes a great cloth,
decorating it with Ge [earth) and Ogenos (evidently Pherecydes’
name for Okeanos)* He presents it to Chthonie; the gift of this
representation of Ge seems Lo be what was relerred 1o in 49, where
Chthonie took the name Ge *since Zas gave her earth as a wilt [or
prerogative] ', With the cloth he also gives her Ogenos, which may
be regarded as a part of the earth’s surface in the broad sense but
is not a prerogative of Chthonie in the way that Ge is. Chthonie
initially represents the solid structure of earth rather than its
variegated surface, Ge and Ogenos. Now the main question s
whether the weaving or embroidering of carth and Okeanos is an
allegory of an actual creation-act. It seems probable that it is,
otherwise, what is the point of Zas undertaking this odd and
unmasculine task - one very different, for example, from Hephae-
stus” decoration of the shield of Achilles in fliad book xvin? Not simply
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to symbolize the gift of Ge, or as a mythological precedent lor the
Anacalypteria, the Unveiling of the bride; there is this aetiological
clement in the story, as is explicitly stated, but the gift need not have
been of this bizarre kind if it had no more significance than that of
an Unveiling-gift.* A more positive indication is provided in the
following

54 Proclus in Tim. 11, p. 54 Dichl & ®epexiBng theyev els "EpwTa
peTaPePAfiofon Tov Ala pédovra Bnuoupysiv, & 81 TOV Kogpov X
Téov tvavtleov cuviaTas els dpohoyiav kol @ikiav fiyaye kal TouTo-
Trta waow dviameipe kal Buwow Thy B Shwv Bifjrouaav.

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

The whole of this from &n 61 onwards is palpably Stoic interpret-
ation with a slight Neoplatonic colouring, and tells us nothing about
Phereeydes. The first statement, however, that Zeus turned into Eros
when about to create, must be based on something in Pherecydes,
It sugpests lirst that Zas did underiake some kind of cosmogonical
ereation, and secondly that he did so as Eros, or at least in some erotic
situation. This might appear to mean no more than the liaisons and
births of the Theogony; but that some particular description wis
envisaged is shown also by 56, in which a specific Eros exists between
Zas and Chthonie* This tells us clearly that Zas’ creation is
concerned with an erotic situation between himsell and Chthonie;
the wedding itsell may, therefore, be meant, and since we hear
nothing of any oflspring of cosmogonical relevance, while the
depiction of earth and Okeanos {whether surrounding river, or sea
in general) is the prelude o the consummation of the marriage and
could well represent a cosmogonical act, we may provisionally accept
that such is the case — especially after consideration ol 55 below.

! Wedding ceremonics ook three days in all, the final wnveiling decom panicd

by prifis, and the consummation, taking place on the third ; so Hesychins s, who

put the dvexedumipia on the third day, though all other ancient authorities

{none of thom early) imply that the whole ceremaony ook only one day,

* Ogénos [(génos in Lycophron and Stephanus of Byzantium) is an odd variant

of “Oxeavds, on which see po12 ooz, Phereeyees’ uie of it i another indication

of his preference for archazing or etymological forms.

¥ A mrirhes was given Lo Harmonin by Cadmus at their weediog {Apelloders

i, 4, 2], but we are not told that it was decorated in any particular way, and
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fradmus did not make it, Nor does there seem Lo b more than an adventitous
comunexion with the lepds yduos at Plataca (el L, R. Farnell, The Culfs of the Greek
Srater 1 (Oxford, 18g6), 244), in which 2 statue carved from an oak-tree was
dressed a8 bride 1o represent Hera

+ Cf, the golden-winged Eros who is imagined as groomsman at the wedding of
eus and Hern in the hymencal song in Aristophones, Hirds 173710

(iit) The winged oak and the cloth

55 Isidorus {the Gnostic, 1st-2nd cent, AD. | af. Clement. Al Strosm,
vi, 53, 5 (DK 7n2) .. fva pdbwao T doTiv ) dmoTrTepos Bpls kel
<4 B oUTh mWemonaAptvov apos, TOVTA boa Mepekubng dihn-
yophioas teohoynaey, APy dmd Tig Tol Xau mpognTelas T
umréBeTv.

56 Maximus Tyrius 1v, 4, p. 45, 5 Hobein  &hAd xal Tol Zupiov
Thy Tolnow okdel kal Tov Zijva kal rhy XBovin kal Tov év ToUTol
“Epwora, kal THY "Opiovéws yiveow kal Thy Becov péyny Kol TO
Givbpov Kol TOV TETTAOV,

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

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

We learn in g5 that the embroidered cloth {i.e. that given by Zas
ia Chthonie in 53) was somehow on a winged oak; this must also be
what ‘the tree and the robe’ refer to in 56, One modern suggestion
(by H, Gomperz, Wiener 51. 47 (1g2), 22} is that the oak represents
the frame of the loom on which Zas made the cloth. This involves
taking UmoTTEPOS Lo mean simply ‘ewill ', with total suppression of
the conerete wing-image; there is no parallel for such a usc with a
concrete subject. More serious, a loom could hardly be called an
qak-lree, simply, even in a fantastic context. According to another
interpretation (Diels, S8 Ber. 1897, 1470} the oak resembles the mast
on which Athene's peplos was carried in the Panathenaic procession.
It is true that 56 uses the word mémhes, and ‘winged' might be
explained as describing the cross-piece on which the robe was hung;
but there is really no reason whatever for thinking of the Panathenaia,
and 1o refer to the mast as an oak would be distinctly odd.! Both
Diels and K. von Fritz (author of the article on Pherecydes in Pauly-
Wissowa) believed that an allegorical version of Anaximander is also
in question: the earth is shaped like a tree-trunk because it is
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cylindrical as in Anaximander (see r22}; it is described as a tree
because Anaximander said that a sphere of llame fitted round air and
carth like the bark round a tree (121); the carth is winged because
it floats free in space (123); the embroidering of its surface is
reminiseent of Anaximander's map (pp. 104(.); and the treatment of
Okeanes as an integral partof the earth'ssurface is a new development
found also in Anaximander. But none of these arguments is valid, let
alone cogent: the shape ol the earth cannot be represented by the
shape of the trunk alone, which is not the only or even the most
conspicuous part of an cak-tree; Anaximander’s bark round a tree
is a simile; ‘winged ", il it is to be given an abstract connotation at all,
would tend to mean ‘swift-moving’ rather than ‘floating’; Anaxi-
mander's map had no known connexion with his cosmelogy; and the
tendency to integrate Okeanos with the inner seas is occasionally
detectable even in Homer. Other alleged borrowings from Anaxi-
mander (Time, and yovos ~ yovipov) are no more convincingly in
[avour of an interpretation which von Fritz was over-optimistic in
calling ‘practically certain’.
I Dicls, followed by e.g. Jacger, Mondolfo and von Fritz, was impressed by the
whole context (DK 78 5) of 59 belaw, where Origen reports that Celsus interpreced
certain rites and mythological incidents as symbolizing the subjection of matter
by god. Two passages in Homer, then Pherecydes’ description of Tartaros (59},
and finally the Panathennic paplor are so inteepreeed ; the Last is said o show “that
a motherless and immaculate deity prevails over the boastful Earthborn’, and
it did, of coure, traditionally represent the vietory of Athena over Encelndus in
the battle of gods and giants. The interpretation is quoted as a scpatate instance,
parallel to the Pherecydes extract beeause adduced as another illustration of the
samne thesis: but there is nothing to suggest that Pherecydes should be interpreted
in ferms gf the Panathenaia,

The following interpretation is proposed as maore probable than
any of those described above. The oak represents the solidly fixed
substructure and foundations of the earth (the ‘frame’ of the earth,
Zeller suggested). Its trunk and branches are the support and roots
of the earth. That the earth has roots is part of the popular
world-picture (pp. gf.], and a tree’s branches, in winter, appear as
large inverted roots, That the roots ol carth and sea were sometimes
conceived as being above Tartarus, and that Tartarus itself could be
imagined as a narrower pit beneath, is clearly shown by the
important description at Theogony 726fT, already quoted as 2:
‘Around Tartarus a brazen fence is drawn; and all about it Night
in three rows is poured, around the throat; and above are the roots
of carth and unharvested sea.” The throat or neck that is Tartarus
{or a part of it) corresponds with the trunk of the oak-tree, the roots
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which are above it correspond with the branches.! The oak is
‘winged® partly, at least, because of the spreading, wing-like ap-
pearance of these same branches. On them Zas has laid the cloth
embroidered with Earth and Ogenos; these represent the ecarth’s
surface, flat or slightly convex, rather, as indeed it appears to be, We
cannot say whether Ogenos is conceived as a surrounding river or
a5 the sea. The oak is specified because it is associated more than any
other tree with Zeus {cf. the prophetic oaks in his shrine at Dodona,
0d. %1v, 328), and because ofits notable strength and the great spread
of'its branches, Thus according to the interpretation offered here Zas
must have chosen, or magically grown, a broad oak as the [oundation
of the earth: or (following a suggestion by T. B. L. Webster] he
summoned an oak from afar which magically flies to him, using its
branches as wings. Zas then weaves a cloth, decorating it with carth
and Okeanos, and lays the embroidered cloth on the outspread
branches of the oak to form the earth’s surface.®

! 5g mentions Tartaros below the earth, which suggests that Phercoydes broadly
accepted the popular world-piciure, not the rationalized construction of Anaxi-
mander, The kind of world-tree postulated above must be distinguished from c.g.
the Scandinavian world-tree Yogdran!, whose branches form ife heatens, nel the
suppart for the carth's surface; though the roots of the tree are regarded as
supporting the earth.

8 A clue to the meaning of the winged oak and the cloth is apparently given hy
Tsidorus’ comment in 55 that Pherecydes took the supposition from the prophecy
of Ham', Unfortunately, lile ean be determined about thizs work, Harnack
suggrsted that Ham in this context is a name for Loroaster (Bider and Cumont,
Les Muages helténisés u (Paris, 1958}, 62 n.); this identification was oeeasionally
made, cf, op. cil. 1, 437 0, 40-50. Zoroaster was well established as a sage by the
early Hellenistic period, and Aristoxenus had stated that Pythagoras visited
Faroaster in Babylon (Hippolytus fefl 1, 2, 12, DK 14, 11). O thie vast mass
of pseudo-Zaroastrian literature produced in the Hellenistic epoch, there was a
work On Nature in [our books, and special accounts of the magical propertics of
stones and plants, as well as descriptions of Hades. The book on nature seems
tar have contained nothing of cosmogonical interest, but, like the rest, to have
dealt with astrology, minerals and so on. A second wave of Zoroastrian litcrature
was produced in the fiest two centuries Ao, by various Gnostic seets — o the
Clementine apacrypha, by the Sethians, by the disciples of Prodicus. More of
genuine Zoroastrianism (dualism of good and evil, importance of fire) was to b
found in these works than in the carlier group, It is a question to which group
[sidorus was referring; though the facts that Isidorus’ father Basilides inclined
16 Traminn dualism, and that the Ham-Zoroaster identification is probably first
found in a Gnostic source, suggest that it was the later one. On the other hand
lsitdarus is less likely to have been taken in by a product of his own age. But in
neither group can we detect anything which might have bieen tegarded as a
significant precedent for the winged oak or the embroidered cloth; we cannol
even assume that Tsidorus was struck by the oental character of Pherecydes’
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allegory, since much of the Greek Zoroastrian literature was not oricntal in orgin
or calouring, One cannot be certain that Pherccydes' allegory had not isell been
ahsorbed into some pseudo-Zoroastrian source, and so misled Isidorus,

{iv) The fight between Kronos and Ophtoneus

57 Celsus ap. Origen, ¢, Cefsum vi, 42 (DK 784) ®epexulnv Bt
TohAd &pyadTepov yevdpsvov "Hpardeltouw puBomoiiv otparelay
oTpaela mapatarToptvny kel THs piv fyepdve Kpdvov {dmo)Bi6o-
va, THis ETépas &' 'Oglovia, mpokAfioels Te kal dpiddos cutdw
loropeiv, oubrkas Te auTels yiyveohor v dmdTepor alrrdov els Tow
"Qynvdv tutréacm, Tolrous piv elval veviknpuévous, Tols B° EfdaavTag
ko vikToovTas, ToUTous Exev ToV olpovdy.

58 Apollonius Rhodius 1, 503 (following 38)

{'Oppeus) finbev &' dog wpltov "Oglwv Edpuvdun Te
*Creavis vipdevTos Eyov kpdros OUAupmon
&¥ Te Pin vl yepoiv & piv Kpdue eikade Tipds,
1) 8t 'Pén), Emreoov 8 vl wpaow "Quecvolor
ol B& Téws powdpeoot Beols TiTHow dvaooov,
dppa Zebs £11 kolipos E11 gpeai viric elbdos
Awroiov vadeowey Omd omtos. ..

59 Celsus ap. Origen. e, Celsum vi, 42 (DKyRr5) Tobra Bt Td
‘Opnpou Ern olrrey venBivra Tévy QepexlBny gnolv (e, Kéhoos)
elpnkivan 10 (fr. 5) Kelvng 8¢ T poipag fvepBév tomwv v Taprapin
poipa: puAdoooual &' althy Guyorépes Bopiou "Apmuiad Te kol
Ao EBvbo Zele ExPdde Bedov drav Tis EEuPplon.

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

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

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

Pherecydes evidently deseribed in some detail an encounter between
Kronos (probably derived from the primeval deity Chronos: see
p. 57) and Ophioneus, the preliminaries of which appear in 57. This
must form part, at least, of * the battle of gods’ in Maximus' summary
(56). Ophioneus is obviously connected with &g, snake, and is a
snake-like monster of the type of Typhoeus in the Hestodic Theagony
(line 825, Typhoeus had a hundred snake-heads). The baule with
K ronos is otherwise known from rare Hellenistic references, of which
the description in 58 is the most important. There, Ophion (as he
is there called) has a consort, the Oceanic Furynome, while Kronos
is helped by Rhea. There are enough divergences to suggest that
Apollonius is not merely copying Pherecydes,' and it seems that there
was an old story, not mentioned in Hesiod, which formed part of the
manifold lost mythology of Kronos and related his encounter with
a monster. In Pherecydes the victor is to have possession of the sky
{and s become, or remain, supreme god); according to Apollonius
in 58 (supported by a scholion on Arstophanes Clonds 247) Ophion
and Eurynome had already ruled on Olympus and were trying to
repel a challenge. There may be a reference here to the concept of
Okeanos and Tethys as the first gods (8, g); Eurynome was a
daughter of Okeanos,® and with Ophion may represent a second
generation rnplacing, sumchnw that of Ouranos and Gaia, Yet in
Pherecydes there 1s nothing to su gg{*il that Ophioneus had ever ruled
the sky: Maximus in 56 mentions *the birth of Ophioneus and the
battle of gods', which may suggest that Ophioneus was, like Typhoeus
in Hesiod, an unsuccessful challenger for power; and Tertullian (de
corona 7, DK 784) asserted that according to Pherecydes Kronos was
the first king of the gods. Further, Pherecydes cannot have aceepted
the usual view, seen in Apollonius, that Zeus was a child in Crete
during part of the reign of Kronos. The primeval Zas probably turned
into Zeus (Jews not Jas oceurs in 59; though this could be due to
carelessness in the transmission), just as Chronos probably turned
into Kronos, and this would scarcely be by the medium of a birth.
In Pherecydes, as in the common version, Kronos-Chronos must have
eventually been deposed by Zas, to be despatched below the earth
{as in Homer, /l. x1v, 203f, and Hesiod). Unfortunately 59, which
locates the “portion’ of Tartaros below, presumably, that of Gaia
{rather than of Hades in the sense of . vin, 16}, does not mention
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Kronas; it seems to come from a description of the assignment of parts
ol the cosmaos to different deities, which followed Zeus' final subjection
of his adversaries in Homer and Hesiod also.

1 Nor need we believe that Apollonivs way reproducing an ancient Orphic
aceount, There is a grear deal in this cosmogony and theogony as sung by
Orpheus in the Argorautica that is nol Orphic (see alio 38 amed 1.2 on pogal,

2 Alse a1 xvin, goffl; Theop, 358, A Theag, 295 another Oceanid, Callichor,
produced the snake-woman Echidna, who mated with Typhaon,

The battle of Kronos against Ophion has obvious eorrespondences
with that of Zeus against Typhoecus in the Theageny. The cosmic fight
with a snake-god is not, of course, exclusive to Greece, but is found
all over the Near East long before Hesiod, in both Semitic and
Indo-European contexts, Compare the fight of Marduk with the
serpent-aided Tiamat in the Babylonian creation-myth (ANET,
6efl,}; the victory of the storm-god over the dragon Hluyanka in the
Hurrian-Hittite story of that name (ANET, 1250 ; Gurney, The
Hittites, 1811.); and the nightly overcoming of the dragon Apophis
by the Egyptian sun-god Re in his journey under the earth (ANET,
6-7). The battle between Zeus and Typhoeus-Typhon (who was
equated with the Egyptian Seth) was in later accounts, though not
in Hesiod, located in Cilicia, especially on Mount Casius near the
proto-Phocnician Minoan entrepit of Ras-Shamra/Ugarit. It clearly
coincided with a local version of the sky-god and snake-monster
maotif, and this correspondence may have been the chiel motive lor
the assertion that Pherecydes borrowed from the Phoenicians:

6o Philo Byblius ap. Eusebium P.E. 1, 10, 50 wapd @owikwv be
xai Depextbrys AaPdov Tés dpopuds Eeoddynoe mepl Tol wap' alTd
Aeyoutvou 'Ogiovies Beol kal Tév 'OploviBé.!
Lt is s qpuestion whether the ‘Oquovibion are literally *the children of Ophioneas’
or simply his army or supporters, cf. §7. IF the former, one may compare the
mensters born 1o Typhaon by Echidnan e Theagony 906, < though these are not
invalved in the Typhoeus cpisode,

6o From the Phoenicians Pherecydes, too, took his impulse,
when he wrote about him whom he called the god Ophioneus, and
the children of Qphioneus,

The earlier parallel of the Hesiodic Typhoeus makes 1t unnecessary
to suppose that Pherecydes was borrowing directly from an oriental
source, and one may wonder whether the reference in the Suda (46)
to his access to Phoenician secret books was based on anything more
than the Ophioneus—Typhon comparison.
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THE ORDER OF EYENTS IN PHERECYDES NOOK

The cvidence reviewed in the preceding pages presents us with a
number of phases described by Pherecydes: (a) the three pre-existing
deities; (#) the making by Chronos out of his own seed of things
disposed in five recesses, which produce other generations of gods;
(¢) the making of the cloth by Zas, the depiction on it of Earth and
Ogenos, the wedding of Zas and Chthonie, and the presentation of
the cloth, followed () by the spreading of it over the winged oak;
{d) the battle between Kronos and Ophionens; (¢) the am‘ngnml.m
ol portions to different deities, perhaps implied in 59,

Several incidents must have taken place about which we possess
no infermation; for example, Chronos-Kronos was presumably
supplanted by Zas-Zeus, as in the common account, but Pherecydes'
views here are unknown, Another problem is the birth of Ophioneus
mentioned in Maximus' summary, 56: who were the parents? It
seems unlikely that Zas and Chthonie were (although all mythological
weddings have offspring, and we do not know the offspring of this
particular one), since it must be assumed that the battle of Kronos
and Ophioneus, the reward of which is possession of the sky, takes
place either during or as a prelude to the rule of Chronos-Kronos,
which seems o have preceded the wedding of Zas and Chthonie and
the assumee ereation of earth and Okeanos. But a difficuliy arises
here, In the fight between Ophioneus and Kronos the loser is to be
he who falls into Ogenos; but according to the creation-allegory
interpretation Ogenos is made at the wedding of Zas and Chthonie,
which should therefore precede and not follow the Ophioneus-fight,
‘This difficulty applies to all reconstructions that make the weaving
of the cloth a creation-allegory; for Chronos’ mastery of the sky is
suggested by all the other evidence (especially 50 and the analogy
of the Homeric-Hesiodic account} to have preceded the period of
Zas’ activity, Either, therefore, Phereeydes was inconsistent in pre-
supposing Ogenos before it had been formally created; or Ogenos
existed before it was woven into or embroidered on the cloth: or
Ogenos is not an original element in Celsus’ account of the Kronos-
Ophioneus fight, The last of these hypotheses is not impossible, A
somewhat different version ol this encounter is known Irom the
Hellenistic period, and is best seen in 58, There Ophion and his bride
Eurynome, the daughter of Okeanos, ruled the sky, but were forcibly
displaced by Kronos and Rhea and fell into the waves of Okeanos.
Falling into Okeanos makes sense for an Oceanid and her consort; but
in Pherecydes there seems to be no place for a female consort of any
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kind, let alone an Oceanid. It is possible, therefore, that Gelsus or
his source transferred into the Pherecydes version a detail from a
rather different Hellenistic version, and adapted it to the known
Pherecydean terminology.

Yet if Zas and Chthonie cannot jeinily have produced Ophioneus
alter their wedding, it remains true that the earth-goddess Chthonie-
Ge is the obvious parent for a snake (whose home is traditionally in
the earth), just as Gaia is normally the mother of the snakish
‘T'yphoeus. A liaison between Zas and Chthonie before their marriage
(as suggested by fl. xiv, 2g6) would fit the order of 56: the passion
of Zas and Chthonie, the birth of Ophioneus, the battle of gods, the
tree and the robe (and, therefore, the marriage). But there is no strong
reason for assuming that Maximus set down these themes in the exact
order in which they occurred in Pherecydes’ book; and the dramatic
force of the description of the wedding, which has obvious literary
pretensions, would undoubtedly be weakened il Zas and Chthonie
had been living together for ages beforchand. Lt seems more probable
that il Ophioneus was the child of Chthonie the Lather, il any, was
other than Zas. Here Chronos springs to mind, His seed was placed
in ‘recesses ', presumably in the carth, according to 50; and there was
a story, known only [rom g2 and not connected there with Phere-
cydes, that Kronos impregnated two eges with his sced, pave the eggs
to Hera to place underground, and so produced the snakish Typhocus
(to whom Ophioneus is similar), I this is the case, Chronos with
Chthonie would produce Ophioneus and, perhaps, other monsters;
Ophioneus would attack Chronos (already perhaps called Kronos)
and be defeated ; Zas in his turn would attack and overthrow Kronos,
and would marry Chthonie, now to be called Ge and in some ways
to become equivalent to Hera; in so doing he would ereate earth and
sea aswe know them (the existence ol sky being somehow presupposed,
perhaps implicit in Zas himself), How Zas subjected Kronos we do
not know; it might be thought that Ophioncus was acting as his
agent, but in view of 58 it must be assumed that Ophioneus was
defeated and that Kronos was deposed by some other means, In this
case the order of events might be: three pre-existing deities; Chronos
rules the sky, plants his seed in Chthonie; birth of Ophioneus {with
other chthonic creatures); Ophioncus challenges Kronos, but fails;
Kronos somehow subjected by Zas; marriage of Zas and Chthonie-
Ge-Hera, and creation of our world ; apportionment of spheres, Zeuy’
cnemies in Tartaros, But it must be emphasized that most of this is
very speculative indeed.!
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| Plato probably had Pheeeoydes in mind in Gr Sepfist 2q2c-n pilidy Tiva
Becaras peiveral pon Binyiiobar Taolv t oo fuiv, & pev o Tpla Ta SuTo,
sraAeued BE dhAAes fvlote elirréaw &t . Toté Bk kol plha yiyvaueva yauows
Te wal Towous ket Tpopis T Beydueoy Toapxera. .. [ Each seems fo me fo tell w
it kamad of story, as though we twere childven, one saying that existing things are tree, anil
that certain of them in some way fight with each other at times, and al temes they become
goud_friends amil provide marriages and bieths and nurturings of therr effsprong, )

CONCLUSION

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

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

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

It is important not to exaggerate the sheer irrationality of the
world-view that the Presoeratic tradition came to build upon and
eventually overthrow. That it had strong clements ol un-reason, here
and there, is of course incontrovertible; but at the same time ancient
Greece in Homer's age (the latter part of the eighth century B.c.),
or even in the period he purported to describe (say the thirteenth
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century B.0.), was in no real sense a primitive place. Both the
administrative structure of the latter and the literary perception and
arganization of the former are strong evidence ol both logical and
p:.-.nl,rrhnlnginnl refinement. The Homeric conception of Odysseus, for
instance, s of @ man capable, in most ways at least, of philosophy —
distinguished not so much by *cunning’ as by the power of analysing
complex circumstances and making rational choices as a result, We
see this when he debates the detailed alternatives open to him, and
their multiple passibilities of consequence, as he swims despondently
ofl the rocky coast of Scheria in Odysrey book v, His relation to gods
and poddesses, even to Athena, is almost incidental to most of his
decisions and behaviour; he is a rational man with a strong sense of
what properly counts in human existence,

In a rather different way Hesiod, too, though ostensibly a purveyor
of a mythical and therefore ultimately irrational picture of the world,
was exercising a uscful kind of reasonableness in grading and
synthesizing tales [rom dafferent regions and with different emphases.
But he did much more than that - more, oo, than gathering together
the interesting cosmogonical themes of § 5. For the plan of compiling
a systematic cosmogony and theogony on the one hand, followed
by an examination of the rule of order (or its perversion) in the
deve loped world on the other, 15 one that presupposes a comprehensive
view :'_JFTI'I-I:‘ world {its organl;r,,iuon and principle of operation as well
as man's part within it) which is un-philosophical only because of
the symbolic language of mvths in which it is expressed and,
admittedly, to some extent conceived. It is for that reason that
scholars have from time to time been tempted o treat Hesiod as the
first Presocratic philosopher; but between him and Anaxamander, for
instance, there is an enormous gull whose nature it is important to
glimpse even i we cannot fully understand it.

For the transition from myths 1o philosophy, from muthos 1o fogos
as it is sometimes put, is far more radical than that involved in a
simple process of de-personifying or de-mythologizing, understood
either as a rejection ol allegory or as a kind of decoding ; or even than
what might be involved (if the idea is not complete noensense) in an
almaost mystical mutation of ways ol thinking, of intellectual process
itselll. Rather it entails, and is the product of, a change that is
political, social and religious rather than sheerly intellectual, away
from the closed traditional society (which in its archetypal form is
an oral society in which the telling of tales is an important instrument
ol stability and analysis) and toward an open society in which the
vilues of the past become relatively unimportant and radically fresh
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opinions can be formed both of the community itsell and of its
expanding environment,

It is that kind of change that took place in Greece between the
ninth and the sixth centuries 5.6, — a change complicated, to be sure,
by the exceptional persistence of non-literacy there. The growth of
the polis, the independent city-state, out of carlier aristocratic
structures, together with the development of foreign contacts and a
monetary system, transformed the Hesiodic view of society and made
the old divine and heroie archetypes seem obsolete and, except when
they were directly protected by religious cult, irrelevant. Much, no
doubt, of the rational undertone of the Homeric tradition, as well
as the classificatory eralt of Hesiod, survived; but in the speculative
and cosmopolitan socictics of Tonia, not least in Miletus itself, they
took on a sharper form and were applied, without too much
distraction lrom myths and religion, to a broader and more objective
madel of the world.
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