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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1. The problem

We have all grown up with the idea that very little was to be known
about Pythagoras. From contemporary evidence, we saw, he appears
as a kind of ‘shaman’. And can a shaman be a man of science?

Whatever one might be inclined to say in reply to this question, this
much was certain, that the texts in which something like a Pythago-
rean philosophy of number and numerical proportions appears date
from the fourth century B.C., this applying most probably also to the
Philolaus texts. Now, whatever may be said, the fourth century is not
the sixth. And is not this the limit by which we are strictly bound?

One thing that seemed of particular importance was the fact that in
his chapter on Pythagorean philosophy in Mefaph. A Aristotle never
mentioned Pythagoras by name. He spoke of ‘those who were called
Pythagoreans’ and of ‘the Ttalian philosophers’. What could this mean
other than that even for Aristotle the figure of the historical Pytha-
goras had vanished into the mist of a remote past? And had anyone
remarked that at least in another book Aristotle spoke about Pytha-
goras mentioning him by name, no doubt we would have answered
that there it was the ‘shaman’ he was dealing with and not the phi-
losopher.

As to the three existing Pythagoras biographies and any later so-
called Pythagorean texts, it was obvious that they could not be brought
In as ‘evidence’ at all: they were all under the radical suspicion of
being ‘Neopythagorean hagiography’ or, say, falsification.

This, then, was for us the state of the problem, as it is still for many
others. And was it not justified?

I should like to point out that three things have not been taken into
the account. ‘

1. There is the fact that it is part of Aristotle’s style, when he is
speaking of for instance Plato and his followers, to mention Plato’s
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name only rarely, even if he is definitely referred to, or the name of
any of his successors in particular — say Xenocrates or Speusippus —
even if one of these is meant. Aristotle likes to speak of ‘these men’!
or of ‘some people’2, or of ‘those who speak of ideas’ or “who posit the
existence of ideas’®; of ‘those who first posited two kinds of numbers’?,
or of ‘those who maintain the existence of unchangeable existences’s.

2. The Pythagorean Society was of such a character that the tra-
dition was most carefully kept, so that a high degree of continuity
may be supposed.

3. Itis possible that earlier, say 4th century B.C,, material is preserv-
ed in later sources (the Vitae), while the earlier sources may go back
to a still earlier tradition.

It is the scope of this work to inquire into these possibilities and,
in the case of positive results, to consider what is implied in this for
the reconstruction of the philosopher Pythagoras.

To put it more concretely, it may happen that one day we will come
across some passage in a Hellenistic or Roman writer of history, be it
Diodorus or Pompeius Trogus, and find a picture there of Pythagoras’
arrival at Croton coinciding with a moral break-down; next, a short
account of how Pythagoras by repeatedly speaking to the people,
at his request gathered together in four different social groups, brought
them back to a strict rule of sober living, the women willingly giving
up their precious garments, the men dismissing their concubines.

Is that an early sample of Neopythagorean hagiography (—falsi-
fication)? Or is it what these first century writers found in the Sicilian
historian Timaeus who, writing the history of Southern Italy and
Sicily, inquired into the local tradition still alive in those parts? —
Next, if sufficient grounds are found to corroborate the substance of
the above-cited short account, what then do we learn from this
concerning Pythagoras, the man and the philosopher? Granting that
the cosmic philosophy of number and numerical ratios, found in
fourth or perhaps fifth century texts, had its origin in him, how should
we incorporate the social activity of education of the masses into his
philosophical personality?

1 oB7ot, e.g. 1090 b 2.

2 of utv obv gaagw —, 1080 b 11; tuveg, e.g. 1084 a 12.

3 ol Myovteg 184ag, 1073 a 18; of wag idéug Tdépevo, e.g. 990 a 34, 1090 a 16 (ot
T@épevor tae I88ug elva), 1090 b 20.

1 of mpéToL %o Todg GpLdpods worhouvreg, 1090 b 32.

5 of Tag dxwAroug odalag elvar Aéyovteg, 1091 b 13.
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These are our problems. Let us now consider, first, what the evi-
dence is, next what has been done by others about the reconstruction
of the philosopher Pythagoras, both in the present and in previous
generations.

2. The evidence

There is, first of all, a fragment by Xenophanes! that clearly refers
to the doctrine of metempsychosis; next, a few lines by Heraclitus?,
who is obviously irritated at Pythagoras’ ‘polymathy’; some lines by
Empedocles, who expresses his deep admiration for a man of unusual
wisdom3. Add to this a few passages in Herodotus, who knows Py-
thagoras as a great Sage?* and places him among the so-called Orphics?,
not to forget Ion of Chios®, who says that Pythagoras ‘wrote some
things in verse’ and put these in the name of Orpheus —a way of saying
that he was the author of one or more Orphic hymns.

We can then pass on to the 4th century. In Plato we find very
important evidence about the way of life by which the Pythagoreans
differed from everybody else (Biog Mudayopixdc)?; also the curriculum
of those mathematical subjects which — as is expressly stated — were
studied in the school of Pythagoras?; finally a praise of ‘wise men’ —
anonymous but clearly referring to the Pythagoreans — who introduced
a doctrine of t¢£wc and xéop.og, an order based on numerical proportions
which should serve as norms also in human society®. Next there is
Isocrates, who talks of Pythagoras’ journey to Egyptl?. We also hear
of this in Strabo, who mentions Babylon as well as Egypt. Especially
a journey to Babylon is by no means improbable, since recent
investigations in the field of the history of mathematics have
shown that Pythagoras obtained his knowledge of mathematics from
Babylon.

In the second half of the fourth century mention is made of Pytha-
goras in a few fragments by Heraclides Ponticus!; about the prohi-
bition of eating meat and beans; about what he calls ‘knowledge of
the perfection of the numbers of the soul’ (according to Pythagoras

1 Fr. 7 DK. 2 Fr. 40 and 129 DK.

3 This fragment (129 DXK), in which Pythagoras is not mentioned by name,
must almost certainly refer to him. .

4 IV 95, 5 II 123 (an anonymous allusion); cf. IV 95.

¢ Fr. 2 DK. 7 Resp. 600 ab. 8529 d, 530 d. % Gorg. 507d-508a.

10 Busir. 11, 28. 1 Fr. 40, 41, 44, 88 and 89 Wehrli.
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happiness would have consisted in this); about Pythagoras’ various
incarnations; and finally about the term philosophia, which he intro-
duced. Next we come to our most important witness about Pythagoras
and early Pythagoreanism: Aristotle. Guthrie rightly points to the
importance of this testimony?!, which, however, has only partly been
preserved. The brief description of Pythagorean philosophy which is
extant in Met. A5 is undoubtedly one-sided, but nevertheless im-
portant®. In it we are told that through intensive mathematical
studies the Pythagoreans came to consider number as being a primary
principle (&py#) of the universe: number is the ‘essence’ of things,
things ‘resemble’ numbers and the elements of numbers are at the same
time the elements of all things. This last idea is undoubtedly connected
with the opposing principles népag and dmewpovd, which are at the head
of the table of opposites, handed down in the same chapter. Together
with number, ‘harmony’ is also mentioned by Aristotle as being a
fundamental cosmic principle, a doctrine which we find clearly stated
in the fragments of Philolaus, which, if they do not date from the
fifth century, in any case date back to the fourth century?.

In the table of opposites, stated in this chapter as being early Pytha-
gorean doctrine, early Pythagoreanism is depicted as a dualistic way
of thought®. We must undoubtedly look upon this as a reaction to the
Milesians and also as the doctrine which, a little later in the sixth
century, was strongly opposed by Parmenides.

Furthermore, there is in Aristotle a passage about the cosmology
attributed to Philolauss. The famous doctrine of the ‘harmony of the
spheres’ was also handed down by Aristotle”.

If we add to this fairly ancient description of Pythagorean doctrine

1 4 history of Greek Phil. I, p. 215 {.

2 Guthrie (op. cit., p. 160) has rightly pointed out that the one-sidedness of
Aristotle’s testimony on the Pythagoreans as we have it is due to gaps in the
tradition. Aristotle wrote a monograph on Pythagoras which has not been
preserved. The scanty fragments that we have of this work show, however,
that in it he did not disregard ‘the other side’ of Pythagoras’ personality and
philosophy.

8 Cf. J. E. Raven, Pythagoveans and Eleatics, pp. 126 if.; Kirk and Raven, The
Presocratic Philosophers pp. 229, 242 ff.; Guthrie, op. cit., pp. 239ff.; 278f.
4 For the present I will not enter into the question of their authenticity.

5 Guthrie, p. 249, has rightly confirmed this.

¢ Aristotle refers to it in Met. A. 5, 986 a3-12; more explicitly De Caelo 11 13,
293a 171f.

? De Caelo 11 9, 290b 12ff.
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the fragments handed down in the name of Philolaus' and those of
Archytas, we have the evidence by which we can say that nowadays
most ‘progressive’ scholars use to construct a picture of Pythagoras
and Pythagoreanism before Plato. The three Vifae of Pythagoras
that have been preserved — that by Diogenes Laertius, who certainly
used Apollonius of Tyana as one of his sources, and those by Por-
phyry and Iamblichus — are still considered as belonging rather to the
genre of hagiography than to history; and the Pythagorean texts
further at our disposal all show such admixture with Platonism,
Aristotelism and occasionally Stoic philosophical ideas that their later
origin is unmistakable.

From what follows it will be apparent how impossible it is to restrict
ourselves to the sources mentioned.

(1) The historian Polybius reports on the events connected with the
setting fire to the Pythagoreans’ house in Croton about the middle of
the 5th century or a little later®. The description clearly shows that
a whole popular movement was concerned, not only in Croton but
throughout Southern Italy, — a movement which had a political
background. Polybius obtained his information from the Sicilian
historian Timaeus, who wrote the history of Magna Graecia in the
second half of the 4th century. Timaeus is a very important witness:
he must have known about the tradition concerning the part that
Pythagoreans played in politics during the 5th century, and here and
there even in the 4th century, from local sources. Polybius’ testimony,
therefore, is based on reliable authority. It shows us a side of Pytha-
goras’ person and work of which we hear nothing in the above-
mentioned sources.

(2) There is archaeological evidence - coins from Croton and other
towns in Southern Italy and Sicily — which confirms the political

1 Guthrie, 330ff., regards the fragments accepted by Diels as being authentic.
This would mean that these texts were written in central Greece in the second
half of the fifth century. Guthrie is undoubtedly right when he points out that
the so-called five Platonic bodies were known long before Plato, and that it was
not necessary for Philolaus to assume five elements in order to base a cosmogony
on the five bodies (Guthrie, op. cit., pp. 267ff.). Nevertheless it seems to me
that the fact that Aristotle does not know these texts at all is a serious argument
against their authenticity. The hypothesis of Wilamowitz (Platon II, pp. 87ff.)
that [Philolaus] T1. pbctog was written in the fourth century (and why not early
in the fourth century?) in the West by an author unknown to us is therefore
still an attractive one.

2 Text in my Greek Philosophy 1, nr 47a.
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influence of Croton in the time of Pythagoras and the generation after
him. We may ask ourselves how this evidence should be interpreted:
was it a question of territorial expansion on the part of Croton, of
conquest?, and do we have to imagine that at that time there was a
great Crotonian empire centrally governed by the Pythagorean So-
ciety?? Or was the hegemony of Croton of a different, more modest
character? Does the coin-alliance revealed by archeological discoveries
mean that Croton had a wide sphere of influence without there being
any question of conquest? Should not we rather suppose that Croton
as a commercial and maritime power extracted economic privileges
from the places concerned: landing-rights and permission to use the
harbours? Again, was it the Pythagorean Society as such that ruled,
or was it rather a certain group in the Society which concerned itself
with governmental business? And if the latter was true, have we to
suppose that this group formed the Bourr and held governing posts?
Or were these Pythagoreans members of the Senate of Croton?® to-
gether with others who did not belong to the Society, and should
we suppose that, together with other men, they sometimes held high
offices, in the same way as elsewhere in Southern Italy and Sicily
Pythagoreans who came from the School at Croton must sometimes
have filled important official posts in the towns they came from?*?

These and similar questions may be asked. They need not be answer-
ed merely conjecturally, since there are texts that tell us about the
political activities of the Pythagoreans. They are found in later
authors, such as Diogenes Laertius and Pompeius Trogus (in Justinus’
Epitome), but they go back to 4th-century sources: to Timaeus, partly
also to Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus®.

1 E. L. Minar thinks on these lines. I must say that it seems to me very
improbable that Croton should have conquered such places as Tauromenium in
Sicily and even remote Himera (with which Croton had a coin-alliance) or a place
like Posidonia (Paestum) on the Tyrrhenian Sea.

2 This was the opinion of U.Kahrstedt, who wrote about the so-called alliance-
coins in Hermes LIII (1918), pp. 1801f.

8 According to Tambl. V.P. 45 the Senate of Croton consisted of 1000 members.
4 This is the view of Von Fritz, Early Pythagorean Politics, N.'Y. 1940. He puts
great stress on the individual character of the political activities of these Py-
thagoreans: they did not rule qua Pythagoreans, he thinks, but were simply
chosen for their posts according to the usual method. He compares the position
of the Masons in the 18th century: they had considerable political influence but
never governed as such.

5 The texts concerning the 300 are to be found in my Greek Philosophy I nr. 21c,
and Addit. to the 3rd. ed., p. 344f., nr. 11; in the present volume T 47.
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(3) These texts do not only tell about the political activities of the
Pythagoreans in the more restricted modern sense of the term, ie.
the part they played in the business of government both in their own
town and in the surrounding districts. They also refer to what we
would rather call the social activities of Pythagoras: his teaching to
the larger circle of the people of Croton, the way in which he spoke to
different groups of the population, a summary of this teaching. They
also make some mention of the effect of this preaching, if one wishes
to call it so, on his audiencel. The fact that these things are reported
by historians from the 1st century B.C. — so before the ‘hagiography’
of Apollonius of Tyana and the later writers who used his work -,
historians who took their information directly from Timaeus, Aristo-
xenus and Dicaearchus?, should keep us from doing what so many
who have written the history of Greek philosophy have done, that is
pass this testimony by. On the contrary, they prompt us to have a
closer look at the accounts by the scorned hagiographers, Porphyry
and Tamblichus, who have something to say about these things®.

(4) Some information about the internal organization of the Pytha-
gorean Society — rules pertaining to the entry of new members and
the way of life within the Order — also go back to Timaeus. This is
demonstrably true, for instance, of the principle xowa ta @irwvt.

(5) The well-known story of Damon and Phintias, told in Tambli-
chus V.P. 235-237, goes back to Aristoxenus. It is also found in
Diodorus® and is founded on the firmest possible historical basis (since
Aristoxenus says that he has often heard Dionysius telling it). What
is more important, however, is that this story which happened about
the middle of the fourth century, is not isolated. If we want to under-
stand something about Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism we shall have
to ‘place’ it in its historical context, i.e. we shall have to take it from
its isolation and understand it in the light of the spiritual background
of Pythagorean thought. It is not only a fact, it is a onuelov: it refers
back to the thought of the founder of the Pythagorean Society, the
philosopher Pythagoras. The available texts definitely enable us to
perform this task of placing Pythagoreanism in its historical context

! Text of Pompeius Trogus (Justinus): T 3.

2 Pompeius Trogus must in any case have used Timaeus; the Sicilian historian
Diodorus must have known Aristoxenus, and probably Dicaearchus as well.
3 See nrs. 4-6 of my Additions (Greek Philos. 1, 31d ed., p. 3411.); T 6-9.

4T 20c¢, 49.12.

5 X 4.3-6. Cf. T18.
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and of interpreting it philosophically. Up to now too little use has
been made of these texts.

These few points should suffice to make it clear that it is impossible
to confine ourselves to Aristotle and the previous testimonies and
Pythagorean texts if we want to reconstruct an acceptable picture of
Pythagoras and early Pythagoreanism. There were three more
important witnesses in the fourth century B.C.: Timaeus, who, just
because he was historian of Southern Italy and Sicily, is a very im-
portant authority; Aristoxenus of Tarentum, who as a Pythagorean
must have been well-informed about the tradition within the School,
and Dicaearchus, who as a writer on the cultural history of Greece also
took an interest in the Pythagoreans of Magna Graecia. It isimpossible
to deny the importance of these witnesses. It may be objected, of
course, that their works have not come down to us directly. Never-
theless Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus are often quoted by name by
Porphyry and Iamblichus. And as to Timaeus, we know that his
work was used by all who later on wrote the history, including the
cultural history, of these regions; not only by Diodorus and Pompeius
Trogus, but also for example by Strabo and Diogenes Laertius when
they write about Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans. Apollonius of
Tyana also used Timaeus. Hence it is possible to find in Porphyry
and Iamblichus, who read and used Apollonius’ Life of Pythagoras,
information taken from the Sicilian historian. This can be verified by
comparison with other writers who also drew upon him, such as
Diodorus and Trogus.

For the fragments of Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus we now have
Wehrli’s excellent collections; Timaeus’ fragments with commentary
are in Jacoby, F.G.H., vol. III. Jacoby’s opinion of Timaeus as
historian is not unfavourable.

3. Interpretations and Source-books

The foundations of the modern critical interpretation of Greek phi-
losophy were laid in Zeller’s detailed work. In the German speaking
countries it was followed by the three volumes of Th. Gomperz, dating
from the end of the 19th century (fourth edition 1922, English trans-
lation 21913-1929) and somewhat later by K. Joél’s big volume on
the period before Plato (Tiibingen 1921). In none of these works has
there been a systematic and careful investigation into the source
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material after Aristotle for the reconstruction and interpretation of
early Pythagoreanism, in particular of the figure of its founder. We
are assured that he had ‘disappeared into the mists of a distant past’
before Aristotle’s time, for Aristotle nowhere mentions him by name,
but always speaks of ‘the Pythagoreans’. This view has been a dogma
for generations, and it still survives. All the later source material had
been labelled Neoplatonic apocrypha by Zeller and was dated as be-
longing to the first century before and the first century after Christ at
the earliest.

The basic collection of source material for Pre-Socratic philosophy
was compiled by Hermann Diels; it was published in 1903 and bears
all the marks of the above-mentioned view. This is still true of the
sixth corrected impression, edited by W. Kranz, 1951. In the Testi-
monia on Pythagoras (14 A) there is hardly anything about Pythagoras’
social and political activities and influence. The fragments of Timaeus
are for the most part not mentioned. In 8a we find Porphyry, V.P.
18-19, in which Dicaearchus (fr. 29 F.G.H.) is quoted: a brief mention
of Pythagoras’ four speeches to the inhabitants of Croton, and of the
foundation of the Societas. One gets the impression, however, that
Kranz, who inserted this testimony, hardly took it seriously — the
parallels in Pompeius Trogus (Justinus) and Iamblichus V.P. 35 ff.
are lacking. In 13 he gives texts about Pythagoras’ marriage. Here
we find Timaeus fr. 78, which tells about Pythagoras’ daughter, who
as an unmarried girl was a girls’ leader, and who later as a married
woman was a women’s leader. It is obvious, however, that the quota-
tion is not meant to illustrate Pythagoras’ social activities, even less
as an aid to the understanding of the philosophical background, for it
is simply put under the heading of Personalia. It is revealing that here
Diels only quotes the last line from Justinus, in which we are told that
Pythagoras’ house in Metapontum was turned into a temple. From
Tamblichus D.-K. only quotes V.P. 248-257 (about the catastrophe)
in this section, as well as Polybius II 38.

In the section Pythagoreische Schule, fifth century (58), D.-K. gives
under A the testimonies in Aristotle, under C and D various groups of
‘related texts’. Under C (Axodopata ol sbuBora) we find Iamblichus,
V.P. 82-86; under D (from Aristoxenus) Iamblichus V.P. 163 ff. (on
Pythagorean medicine and music), V.P. 137 (on the general trend of
the Pythagorean life; Delatte, who has important remarks about this,
Litt. pyth. p. 296, is not quoted), V.P. 173 ff. (that in controlling human
nature one must start with the gods; next follow state, law and
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justice; that anarchy is the greastest evil and that traditions must be
preserved.) Cf. Aristoxenus fr. 19 (from Stob.) and 18. Next we find
Tamblichus, V.P.233-239: on friendship (in these chapters is the story
of Damon and Phintias, and the story of the Pythagorean who was
taken ill on a journey), 200-213 (various ethical injunctions, in the
first place that one should not take any notice of the opinions of the
masses), and 230-233 (do away with rivalry in friendship; and always
keep one’s trust).

All this is carefully separated from Pythagoras. Moreover, some
important passages are lacking, for instance, 229 f., and the parallels
that could be cited. It is clear that the compiler of the Fragmente,
also in their later form, did not consider these Pythagorean texts of
any importance for obtaining an insight into the real basis of Pytha-
gorean philosophy. There is a certain unmistakable arbitrariness in
all this. Why, for example, is Timaeus fr. 78 cited among the testimo-
nies on Pythagoras, but not fr. 77 (on the organisation of the Pytha-
gorean Society)? Why only include the brief mention of the four
speeches in Porphyry and not the parallel tests in JTamblichus and in
Pompeius Trogus? If the reply is: “because Dicaearchus is quoted in
Porphyry by name”, then my answer is: is it then so certain that the
text of the four speeches found in Iamblichus does not go back to
Timaeus? And would it, from this point of view, not have been worth
while to acquaint the user of a source book with these texts? And
finally, do the texts on the purport of Pythagorean life, on friendship
and on certain ethical injunctions not provide any information about
Pythagoras? If it be answered: “in the form in which we have them
they definitely do not go back to Pythagoras himself; we do not know
what exactly he taught”, my objections are not answered. For, why
mention Porphyry 18 with its brief report of the four speeches and the
founding of the Society? And who can state with any certainty that
the contents of Tamblichus V.P. 137, 173 ff. and 229-239 are not of a
very early date? If these texts are attributed to the Pythagoreans of
the fifth century, is it then impossible that they should have preserved
a school-tradition going back to the founder?

Meanwhile, towards the end of the nineteenth century, the work of
J. Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy had appeared, a book that has often
been reprinted and may be regarded as the foundation of a glorious
tradition in the English-speaking countries. The great work recently
started by Guthrie may be regarded as the ripe fruit of this tradition.
Burnet distinguished two aspects in early Pythagoreanism: on the
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one hand it bears the marks of a primitive religion, on the other hand
it studied mathematical science — primitive taboos by the side of
scientific principles. In the later history of the School these two lines
have their own development: the ‘acousmaticians’ were the religious
who preserved the early traditions, the ‘mathematicians’ (Aristoxenus
was one of them) formed ‘the more enlightened sect of the Order’.
Burnet finds examples of primitive taboos in the Vitae of Diogenes
Laertius, Porphyry and Iamblichus; the moralizing interpretation
is of later date. This may be largely true — later writers did apply
themselves to interpreting certain taboo injunctions of early Pytha-
goreanism allegorically — it should be pointed out, however, that
Burnet had no eye for the ethico-religious character of the fioc founded
by Pythagoras and for the essential connection of this aspect with
the so-called scientific principles. He was guided by the essentially
correct principle that ‘what is most primitive is earliest in date’.
Conclusion: what is most primitive must have belonged to early
Pythagoreanism. Put like this, it is logically correct. If, however,
it is concluded that ergo anything that is nof primitive cannof be at-
tributed to the founder, one makes a logical mistake. There are no
premisses to base ¢his conclusion on.

In 1915 A. Delatte published his important study on Pythagorean
Literaturel. It was followed, in 1922, by his Essai sur la politique
pythagoricienne, and at the same time by a detailed examination of the
sources of the Life of Pythagoras by Diogenes Laertius?. Delatte’s
studies are still of fundamental importance as inquiries into the sources.
At about the same time as Rostagni, on whom I shall speak further on,
and together with him Delatte was the first to go a way of his own in
this matter. He recognized that much in the later Vitae is based on
reliable sources, dating from the fourth century B.C. He argued that
there must have been current a ‘Iepdc Aéyoc of Pythagoras which was
ancient as to content, and which, although it need not have been put
into writing by the founder of the Society himself, must have been
recorded in his immediate circle in the fifth century, in all probability
in the first half of the fifth century, when unity in the Order was still
intact. The traces that have been preserved show that mixture of

1 A. Delatte, Etudes sur la Littévatuve Pythagoricienne. Bibliothéque de 1'Ecole
des Hautes etudes, sect. philol. 217, Paris 1915.

2 La vie de Pythagove de Diogéne Laerce. Edition critique avec introd. et com-
mentaire par A. Delatte. Acad. Royale de Belgique, Classes des lettres et de
sciences morales et pol. Mémoires, 2iéme série, T. XVIII, Bruxelles 1922,
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primitive, religio-ethical and scientific elements which must have co-
existed paecefully in early Pythagoreanism but Wl'liCh caused a schism
as early as the second half of the fifth century. Finally Delatt(? c‘lear¥y
recognized the social-political character of Pythagoras’ activity in
Croton. He examined the Pythagorean political writings that have
come down in the name of Archytas and others, found that the tra-
dition regarding the speeches attributed to Pythagoras by Iamblichus
goes back to reliable fourth-century sources, and that their contents
have parallels in the earliest-known Pythagorean texts or those that
are related to Pythagoreanism (Archytas and Alcmaeon). He assumes
that the essence of the contents of these speeches goes back to early
Pythagoreanism and argues for the authenticity of the work Ilepl
vbuw xal Sueatosivag attributed to Archytas.

What Delatte did not realize, however, is the unity of Pythagoras’
thought. He regards the ‘Tepdg Aéyog as a complex of heterogeneous
elements: philosophy, morals and rules of communal life. The con-
nexion between these three escapes him. Pythagoras ‘attempted’, he
says, to connect Orphicism and philosophy, because he had a certain
affinity to both: “Entre les Orphiques et les Philosophes, il a oscillé”.
The doctrine of number and harmony is a philosophical doctrine. That
the philosopher as such was bound to apply these principles, established
as a divine order in the cosmos, also to man and society, in other
words that, as a matter of fact, Pythagoras’ thought was one all-
embracing philosophical conception, that is what Delatte failed to see.

Strangely enough, others, too, have failed to integrate the results
of Delatte’s work, in so far as these laid more stress on Pythagoras’
social and political activities, into the total picture of his personality
as a philosopher. Almost twenty years were to pass before, in another
part of the world, attention began to be devoted to this aspect of
early Pythagoreanism, in the studies by K. von Fritz (New York
1940) and E. L. Minar (Baltimore 1942), which both were concerned
with early Pythagorean politics'. These scholars clearly recognized
that our knowledge of the social-political aspect of early Pythagore-
anism is based on a solid foundation. Von Fritz included the archae-
ological material of the coins in his investigation of the literary sources
and he subjected Kahrstedt’s results to a critical examination. But
for him, too, ‘Pythagorean politics’ is a separate chapter, obviously

1 K. von Fritz, Pythagovean politics in Southern Italy, N.Y. 1940. E. L. Minar,
Early Pythagorean politics in practice and theory, Baltimore 1942,
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standing apart from philosophy. Minar concludes from the same
material that Pythagoras was ‘rather a shrewd politician’, an aris-
tocratic reactionary at a time of rising democracy — and that all this
had nothing to do with philosophy.

Italian scholars have taken a lively interest in Pythagoras and early
Pythagoreanism. It was A. Rostagni who, in two lectures to the
Academy of Sciences at Torino in 1914, laid the foundation of the
chronology of Pythagoras’ life and of the Pythagorean School till the
early fourth centuryl. Later scholars, such as Delatte, Von Fritz and
Minar, start from this basis®. In a later study, publised in 19223,
Rostagni dealt with the four speeches attributed to Pythagoras in
Iamblichus V.P. Struck by a certain similarity of ideas between the
Pythagoras speeches and Gorgias, he found that the notion of xatpée,
which had such an important place in the thought of the rhetor of
Leontini, was of Pythagorean origin and apparently goes back to
Pythagoras himself. Moreover, Rostagni defends the theory that
Pythagoras actually was the founder of the art of rhetoric, as stated by
Iamblichus, an assertion which till now has hardly been taken serious-
ly. This study of Rostagni deserves careful attention, especially as it
seems to have been little read.

1 A. Rostagni, La vita e U'opera di Pitagora secondo Timeo, in Atti dell’ Accad. di
Scienze di Torino, vol. XL, 1914, pp. 373-395; and Le vicende della scuela pita-
gorica secondo Timeo, in the same volume, pp. 554-574. Both papers were re-
printed in Rostagni’s Scritti minori, 111, Torino 1956, pp. 1-50.

% It should be observed here that Rostagni's results, however well founded,
were on no account as new as the author and those who followed him seem to
suppose. After all, the reproach made by Rostagni, that Lenormant was
deprived of all sense of criticism (he calls ‘I’esposizione di F. Lenormant priva
d’ogni lume di critica’) was unjust. Lenormant’s work is written in a different
style: it is not written as a ‘technical’ treatise, with precise references to sources,
but as a literary work. Nevertheless the whole picture of Pythagoras and his
school drawn in those pages is based on a careful and thoroughly critical study
of the literary, archaeological as well as topographical evidence. Moreover,
Lenormant’s results are on no account so different from Rostagni’s as the latter’s
rather fierce rejection of his French predecessor’s work would suggest. On
those points where Lenormant’s chronology differs from Rostagni’s it is always
on some disputable question, where it is clear enough to the insider what evi-
dence the French author drew upon.

3 A. Rostagni, Un nuovo capitolo nella stovia della vetovica e della sofistica, in
Studi Italiani di Filologica Classica, N.S. I1 1922, pp. 148-201. Scritti minori 1,
Torino 1955, pp. 1-49. Cp. also the same author’s study Avistotele e I’ Avistotelis-

mo nella stovia dell’ Estetica antica, in the same review, p. 55f. (Scritti minori 1,
p. 1351f.).
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Another work by the same author, 11 verbo di Pitagora, Torino 1924,
examines Ovid, Metam. XV, and finds in it the traces of a ‘lepoc )\('?yog
of Pythagoras (not written down by himself, but‘ recordfad by pupils).
Rostagni has called attention to a number of interesting pro‘blems,
but in discussing Pythagorean texts he did not always recognize the
characteristics of later thought, even where they are clearly discernible.
What he is concerned with in this volume is the doctrine of the trans-
migration of souls, of nature and God, not with the social-political
aspect of early Pythagoreanism. '

In Mondolfo and V. Capparelli also we find little attention devoted
to this side.

There was a clear reaction against the one-sided philosophical
treatment of Pythagoras and early Pythagoreanism immediately
after the second world war. It came from two sides: (1) in 0O.Gigon’s
work, Der Ursprung der griechischen Philosophie (1945); (2) in Werner
Jaeger’s Theology of the early Greek philosophers (1947). ’ll“hese two
authors have rightly pointed out that the pre-Socratic philosophers
were by no means so exclusively natural philosophers as Aristotle’s
name ol guaixol seems to suggest; more particularly in Pythagf)ras
the ethical-religious element must have been considerable. Glgon
regards the transmigration of souls as central in Pythagoras’ doctrine.
He also recognizes its ethical implications and the development of
‘cathartics’, both in medical and in musical science. He admits the
fact of the influence of the Pythagoreans in the political sphere.
However, it is impossible to say anything in detail about this, for
are we not already in the inextricable forest of the second half of ’Fhe
fourth century where Academic and Peripatetic concepts are 1n-
separably mingled with Pythagoreanism?

In England, J.E.Raven! followed the lead given by Burnet and
Cornford: he investigated more closely the connexions with the
Milesians on the one side, and with the Eleatics on the other. It is
again clearly the natural-philosophical aspect that is the centre of
interest. This is also true of the source-book by Kirk and Raven,
The Presocratic Philosophers, 1957.

Mrs. Timpanaro-Cardini published at Firenze, in 1958, the first
volume of her Pitagorici, Testimonianze e Frammenti, which contains
the testimonies concerning Pythagoras. This collection presents
nothing strikingly new after Diels. There is a note to Porphyry V.P.

1 Pythagoreans and Eleatics, Cambridge 1948.
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18! stating that Pythagoras’ speeches in Iamblichus V.P. 37-57 show
‘an alteration of the tradition’ and an ‘amplificazione oratoria evi-
dentemente posteriore’. A different view is quite possible. It is not
necessary to suppose that Iamblichus changed the tradition arbitrarily.
It is much more likely that he found the speeches in Timaeus, and it is
by no means evident that the order of the speeches which Porphyry
found reported in Dicaearchus is to be preferred. Delatte thought
that the speeches in form date from the fifth or fourth century. ‘Il
est évident’, he says?, ‘que nous nous trouvons ici en face d'une publi-
cation de quelque Pythagoricien du Ve ou du IVe siécle. Il avait
imaginé cette fiction et choisi cette forme littéraire pour exposer les
doctrines morales de sa Confrérie et présenter a ses coréligionaires des
modeles de discours moraux’. Delatte assumes that the contents of the
preaching are early Pythagorean.

Robert Joly, who belongs to the school of Delatte, goes a step
further: the speeches date from the fifth century and were written
by Gorgias — which in itself is not such a bad idea, for it was indeed
typical of Gorgias to write ‘speeches by Pythagoras’. However, it might
well be asked whether, if he had done this, the speeches would not have
come down to us in his name, as is the case with his Helena, Palamedes
and Eptaphios. Only a thorough stylistic analysis will enable us to
answer the question either in the affirmative or in the negative.

As against the bold thesis of Joly — who also maintains that the
term ¢uooogte, if not introduced by Pythagoras himself, was certainly
used in the circle of his pupils, and that it was in this circle that in the
fifth century the ideal of the Bioc Yewpnrinds developed? — there is the
cautious but sceptic work of W. Burkert, who prefers to keep to demon-
strable fact. When taking this view one can evidently only say that
for the tradition of Pythagoras being the ‘Urheber’ of guhocogpia we
have to rely on Heraclides Ponticus; that the term occurs earlier, it
is true, but in a wider sense, and that the technical sense cannot be
shown to occur before Plato. All the same it is of course quite possible

1 M. Timpanaro-Cardini, Pitagorici 1 p. 42 sub 8a.

% Essai sur la politique pythagovicienne p. 39.

® Robert Joly, Le théme philosophique des genves de vie dans U antiquité classique.
Acad. royale de Belgique, CL d. Lettres et sc. mor. et pol. Mém. in 8°, 51.3,
Bruxelles 1956.

* Walter Burkert, Platon oder Pythagovas? Zum Ursprung des Wortes ‘Philo-
sophie’. Hermes 1960, pp. 159-177. Not long afterwards the same author
published a larger work: Weisheit u. Wissenschaft, Studien zu Pythagoras,
Philolaos u. Platon, Tiibingen 1962,
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that before Socrates and Plato the word was used iI.l a very special
sense in Pythagorean circles. It cannot be sau.i that fifth-century use
of the word in general militates against this viewl. .

I called Guthrie’s History of Greek Philosophy, vol.. I pubhsl'led at
Cambridge in 1962, a ripe fruit of the English tradition. ThlS. suf-
ficiently indicates the high quality of the work, but gt thelsarr.le t1mf: a
certain limitation. There are certain aspects of 1r‘1ve.st1.gat10n W}th
which the author has not concerned himself, certain 1n51ghts which
he has failed to attain, and a part of the literature whose importance
he has not recognized. (I am only referring to the chapte.r on Pytha}—
goras and the Pythagoreans). Guthrie is a historian of religion, and 1.t
was to be expected that he would treat the doctrim? of metempsychosis
and the Pythagorean ‘taboos’ from this point of view. And so he does.
His ‘Outline of Pythagorean philosophy’, in which, as I myself ha.ve
done in Greek Philosophy I, he starts from Porphyry V.P. 19, ‘?egms
with these doctrines and discusses them in detail. Ethical—rellglqus
aspirations came first for Pythagoras, we are assured by G}lthr.l(?;
‘nevertheless’ his doctrine of number and harmony was of sc1ent1f1.c
importance. This doctrine, which Aristotle was the first to Qescribe', is
then discussed in detail and very well, with occasional interesting
personal insights. Rightly Plato’s Timaeus is used to illustrate the
Pythagorean theory of mathematical proportions in the cosmos.

Has Guthrie recognized and understood the unity of Pythagorean
thought — or, as we may safely put it, of Pythagoras’ thought and
teaching? One might have expected this. He has clearly seen that
for the philosopher of Croton the ‘purification’ of the soul, a t.erm atlso
used by the Orphics, is attained by study and rationa} 1n51ght,.1.e.
by understanding the numerical proportions in the universe. Since
the cosmic order is a divine order, man has to imitate it in his own
life. Guthrie has also clearly recognized that these principles are to
be found in Plato: in Gorgias 507 e, in The Republic (e.g. 550 ¢, 525 b,
527 b, 529 d), and in the Timaeus (47 b-c). He probably would not
dissociate the social-political aspect of Plato’s philosophy from the
core of Plato’s philosophical thought. In the chapter on Pythagoras,

1 Burkert is quite right when he points out that neither in Hrd. I 30 (abQut
Solon who guosogéwy travelled through many countries), nor in Qorglla.s,
Helena 13 (where mention is made of Prhocdpey Aéywy duhhal, denot1ng~d1e
eigentlich sophistischen Redewettkampfe’), nor in Thuc. IT 40 (q)v.)\oo‘-oq)oup.?jv
dvev pohaxiag) the term is used in a ‘technical sense’. I shall deal with this
argument in VI 1 (pp. 100££.).
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however, we find a few words devoted to the political activity and
influence of this thinker in the section dealing with his life. We are
assured that Pythagoras was undoubtedly “a religious and political
leader as well as a philosopher”.

Anyone expressing himself in these terms suggests that the two
first-mentioned things have no concern with philosophical thought,
— which means that the unity which existed for Pythagoras is lacking
in the modern interpretation. Why should this be?

There are, it seems to me, two reasons for this. In the first place,
like so many, Guthrie argues from a modern concept of school philo-
sophy: though he does see that in Pythagoras’ complex personality
the element of scientific thought was not separated from the ethical-
religious element, yet the 20th century English scholar cannot grasp
the unity of the two in one philosophical conception that comprehends
both the whole of cosmic and of human existence, so that the social
and political activities organically flow from the very centre of the
philosophical thought. For the modern scholar ‘politics’ stand apart
from ‘philosophy’.

Secondly, of course Guthrie knows quite well that there are more
fourth-century sources for Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans then
Plato, Isocrates and Aristotle. He also mentions Aristoxenus, Di-
caearchus and Timaeus, but he makes the reservation that their
testimony is at best hardly ‘audible’ to us because it has come down to
us through later and often late writings. To cite but one example, he

" never proceeds to examine the speeches of Pythagoras mentioned in

Diodorus, Pompeius Trogus and Iamblichus. All this is simply left
aside. Neither is reference made to Delatte’s important investigations
into this matter, or to Rostagni’s highly stimulating treatment of the
speeches.

In doing so the author in his turn has not escaped from the charge
of a certain arbitrariness. It is not true that for us uncertainty begins
only after Aristotle, nor can it be said that everything that is later
does not offer anything solid enough from which conclusions may be
drawn with any likelihood. Indeed, Guthrie himself is occasionally
by no means averse to making a very bold conjecture: he is even
willing to assume that Pythagoras himself engraved certain old
Croton coins. For who else could have done so at that time but he,
the son of an engraver who, as was the custom in those times, will
have learnt the craft from his father?

This hypothesis was put forward by Saltman, in Guthrie’'s immediate
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circle. Even if no definite objections could be made — which I do not
wish to discuss at this stage — we might feel bound to say that other
possibilities have too easily been left out of account™.

While thus, with some very few exceptions, the philologist-historians
of ancient philosophy took great pains to pass by the testimony about
Pythagoras’ activities in Croton, based on fourth-century sources,
the opposite was happening among archaeologists. The first to explore
Magna Graecia from an archaeological point of view was Frangois
Lenormant. In the second volume of his great work La Grande Gréce,
published in 1881, we find an important and surprising chapter:
Crotone ¢t le Pythagorisme. Lenormant is fully conversant with the
source material and makes a sensible and sober use both of the archae-
ological evidence (the coins) and of the historians who go back to the
fourth century. The picture he gives of the philosopher Pythagoras
and of his activities in Croton shows precisely that integration of the
historical data into the philosophical personality of the thinker which
is usually lacking in the accounts given by the historians of Greek
philosophy. I do not hesitate to say that in this case the archaeologist
has shown a deeper understanding.

I quote the following passage to show how Frangois Lenormant
understood the real meaning of Pythagoras’ thought.

“L’originalité de Pythagore, la nouveauté de I'ceuvre qu'il osa
entreprendre consista en ce qu’il tenta le premier d’embrasser
dans un méme systéme tout ce que l'on avait jusqu’alors
essayé séparément, de coordonner en une vaste conception en-
cyclopédique puissamment enchainée dans toutes ses parties et
déduite de quelques principes fondamentaux, l'ensemble des
choses matérielles et morales. Métaphysique, physique, science,
religion, liturgie, morale, législation, et politique, la doctrine
pythagoricienne englobait tout, ramenait tout a ses principes
établissant entre ces choses diverses un lien étroit, les faisant
découler les unes des autres, de maniére 4 les concilier, en une
sorte d’harmonieuse symphonie & la fois théorique et pratique.
Et afin d’assurer le succes de son ceuvre, de donner a sa doctrine
plus d’efficacité pour rendre les hommes meilleurs, ce qui était
son but principal, il eut I'idée véritablement de génie d’em-

1 On Saltman’s hypothesis see below, p. 54.
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prunter & 1'Orient le principe de l'ascétisme, que les Grecs
avaient jusqu’alors ignoré, dont ils n’avaient pas compris la
force”.

Quite rightly Lenormant describes Pythagoras’ activity not as having
been confined to the foundation of a kind of monastic order but as a
popular mission: a preaching which was addressed to the population
of Croton as a whole and which met with a tremendous response.
Thus Pythagoreanism was a real spiritual révedl. It is against this
background that Pythagoras’ political influence must be seen and
understood. Lenormant interprets the historical data better than
Kahrstedt and Minar did after him, even better than Von Fritz.

But let us examine the data ourselves and test the conclusions.
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CHAPTER II

SOME DATES CONCERNING PYTHAGORAS
AND THE PYTHAGOREAN SOCIETY

In Tamblichus, V.P. 11-19 it is reported that Pythagoras began his
studies under Thales and Anaximander, and that he visited Pherecy-
des. He is 18 years old when he goes to study outside Samos. After
four years he goes to Egypt where he spends 22 years. As a prisoner-
of-war he comes to Babylon under Cambyses and there studies with
the magicians. After twelve years he returns to Samos. He is then 56
years of age. After a few years, during which he tried to establish a
school in Samos! and also visited Sparta and Crete?, he left Samos for
good, shortly after 430, to settle in Croton. He stayed there for twenty
years. Then he retired to Metapontum where he lived for another
nineteen years3.

The concise biographical sketch in Pompeius Trogus (Justinus,
Epitome XX 4) gives us little aid in establishing the chronology. This
brief summary does, however, describe Pythagoras’ life in the main as
we find it described in Iamblichus: according to Trogus, too, Pythago-
ras studied under Anaximander, went on journeys to Egypt and
Babylon and then visited Sparta and Crete to study their legislation;
he, too, describes Pythagoras’ activities in Croton as a successful
popular mission (we shall have to return to this point because of

1 Jamblichus, V.P. 21-24, tells a delightful story, which is our earliest example
of ‘study wages’: When Pythagoras does not get any pupils he recruits in the
gymnasium a young man who is very fond of sport but poor. Pythagoras
promises the boy that he shall enable him to practise his sport provided that he
is willing to become his pupil for a short time. He proceeds to teach him geo-
metry — and pays him 3 obols per figure. Until he has spent all his money...
But then the student says that he would like to learn without wages. “But 1
can’t give you your meals any longer”, says the teacher, “for 1 haven’t any food
for myself”. Then the student undertakes to see to the finances and pays
Pythagoras 3 obols per figure.

2 Tamblichus, V.P. 25.

8 Jamblichus, V.P. 265.
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agreement with other sources); like Diogenes Laertius, he also refers
to the éraupeta of 300. Trogus does not state, however, for how long
Pythagoras was away on his journeys nor how long he stayed in
Metapontum. It is therefore hardly possible to conclude — as has been
done by some scholars — that, because of its agreement with Justinus’
Epitome xx 4, Iamblichus V.P. 11-19, 25 and 265 must go back to
Timaeus. One can, however, assuming that 529 was probably the
year in which Pythagoras settled in Croton', reconstruct a chronology,
the individual points of which can then be tested by comparison with
other data. This chronology, which was first defended by Rostagni?
and most recently critically examined by Von Fritz3, is given below
as a basis for further investigation.

589 birth of Pythagoras

571-567 years of study

567-545 stay in Egypt

545-533 Babylon

533-529 Samos; journeys to Sparta and Crete
529-509 Croton

509-490 Metapontum

490 Pythagoras’ death

The first objection made to this chronology is that, according to
Timaeus, fr. 81, Empedocles ‘heard’ Pythagoras. This is impossible if
Pythagoras died in 490. If one sticks to the maximum age of ‘nearly

" 100 years old’, mentioned by Iamblichus, this objection can be answer-

ed by reducing the length of Pythagoras’ stay in Egypt and Babylon
considerably. Indeed, there is another good reason for doing this: it is
improbable that Pythagoras should have undertaken a completely
new task in another part of the then civilized world when he stood ‘on
the threshold of old age’. It is much more likely that he was some
twenty years younger when he came to Croton. This entails the
correction that he must have been born c. 570 and lived till c. 470 at
the latest. This was in fact assumed by Delatte.

It is a priori not impossible that Pythagoras should have lived to
the age of nearly 100. However, three things should be pointed out:
1. our sources are by no means in agreement with regard to the age

;7Ma.intained by Rostagni, Atti della R. Acc. delle Scienze di Torino, 1914, pp.
6 ff.

2 Op. cit., pp. 373ff., 554ff.
3 Pythagorean Politics in Southern Italy, N.Y. 1940. Ch. I1I.
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of 100 *; 2. it would seem improbable that Empedocles (whose florut
is put in 444), as a boy of 14 at most and living in Akragas, should
have met and have been inspired by the aged philosopher who for
years had led a retired life in Metapontum; 3. but isit really very
probable that, after his activities in Croton had come to an end, the
famous philosopher should have lived in retirement in Metapontum
for nearly 40 years? We hear nothing about this, not even in those
accounts that fail to mention that Pythagoras died a few years after
the attack of Cylon c.s.

To start with this last point, the reports which we have about
Pythagoras’ end are of two kinds. In the first place there are accounts
which do not give a single detail about his death; besides this there
are one or two reports in which his end s described. To the former
belongs the report in Iamblichus 249. All it says is that, on account of
persistent and bitter hostility, Pythagoras “left Croton for Metapon-
tum and is said to have died there” (xdwel Myeron xoaractpédor TOV
Biov). What follows deals with the continued hostility of the party
of Cylon (of Kuhdveior heyduevol) towards the Pythagoreans who,
however, succeeded in holding their own and continued to enjoy the
confidence of the neigbouring cities, &are Hm'éxcivev olxovopeiohor Ta
mepl tég mohvtelog. Until the final attack came: the setting fire to the
synedrion in Croton. The meaning of this is clear enough to the un-
biassed reader: the continuation of the hostility is that after Pythagoras
had died. And the report rather suggests that this xaractpédar Tov Biov
occurred fairly soon after the first catastrophe.

“This is reported by Aristoxenus”, Tamblichus concludes?, and he
follows it up with a variant of Nicomachus, who is in complete agree-
ment with Aristoxenus, except that he himself says that at the time
of the attack by Cylon, Pythagoras was not in Croton but on Delos,
in order to nurse Pherecydes. This is also found in Porph., V.P. 54
(from Neanthes). It is disputed by Dicaearchus (in Porph. 56): he
points out that Pherecydes had already died before Pythagoras came
to Croton.

Iamblichus’ third account also belongs to the category in which
Pythagoras’ end is not described in detail. It is the rather detailed
account of Apollonius of Tyana3, which goes back to Timaeus but, as

1 In Diogenes Laertius VIIT 44 it is stated that he lived to the age of 80 ac-
cording to Heraclides, son of Serapion, and to 90 ‘according to most’.

z V.P. 251.

3 JTamblichus, V.P. 254-264.
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was rightly noted by Minar, does not fully report his text!. This
account tells us about the division of the land of captured Sybaris:
in the absence of Pythagoras the party in power allotted this land
only to the propertied class, which caused a violent democratic re-
action. This reaction turned, naturally enough, against Pythagoras.
“On doit, du reste, dégager la mémoire du philosophe de toute respon-
sabilité personnelle dans cette décision (sc. du Sénat de Croton) aussi
blamable qu’insensée. S’il avait été présent, dirigeant lui-méme son
parti, il est probable qu'il I'en aurait détourné, car elle devait blesser
son sentiment profond d’équité, son ferme bon sens et son mépris pour
les appétits matériels”. Thus Francois Lenormant in 18812 There
are good grounds for his opinion in the texts. It is an interesting
counterpart to Minar who regards Pythagoras as a reactionary poli-
tician, by no means disinterested in material gain for his own class.
We shall return to this. The passage has nothing to say about the end
of Pythagoras.

The second category mainly comprises two accounts of Pythagoras’
death, both reported by Dicaearchus and quoted by Porphyry? as well
as Diogenes Laertiust. According to the first account Pythagoras,
who had fled to Metapontum at the revolt of Cylon, took refuge in the
temple of the Muses and died of starvation after having passed nearly
40 days without any food. “Others”, says Porphyry, “tell that, when the
house in which they were assembled was set on fire, the friends saved
the master by forming a barrier against the fire with their bodies;
but that he, left all by himself, did not wish to go on living and put
an end to his own life.” Diogenes Laertius cites Heraclides in his
Epitome of the lives of Satyros as the authority for this version, and
reports how Pythagoras, having taken refuge in Metapontum, put an
end to his life there by dauria, uh Bovrbuevov Tepattépw Civ.

However this may be, both versions suggest that the death of the
philosopher occurred not long after the revolt of Cylon. And this is,
in itself, not improbable. I can therefore understand very well why
Lenormant dates Pythagoras’ death in 503.

To sum up, we arrive at the following conclusions: 1. Pythagoras
was probably born about 570. 2. He settled in Croton about 530/29.
3. As to the year of his death there are three possibilities: either he
died about 470 at the age of about 100 (this on the authority of

1 Minar, Early Pythagovean Politics, pp. 54 ff., in particular p. 58.

2 La Grande Gréce 11, p. 88. 3 V.P. 57. 4 VIII 40.
5 Exutdv Tob Blov Eayayelv.
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Iamblichus), or in 490 (on the authority of the same author, who
states that Pythagoras stayed in Croton for 19 years), or finally, fairly
shortly after the attack of Cylon, towards the end of the sixth century.
I must say that this last possibility seems to me the most probable
one, while at the same time agreeing most with the accounts in the
various extant vitae. The fact that this implies the rejection of some
of Tamblichus’ statements is no serious objection. More than one of
ITamblichus’ statements have to be rejected in any case as being either
inaccurate or improbable.
For the sake of clearness I give a corrected scheme.

c. 570 birth of Pythagoras

558-554 years of study

554-533 stay in Egypt and Babylon

533-529 Samos; journeys to Sparta and Crete

529-509 Croton

509- 288 Metapontum
However this may be, it is a fact that the Pythagorean Society, and
consequently the dominant influence of the Pythagoreans on political
life in Southern Italy, survived till the middle of the fifth century.
The catastrophe mentioned in Polybius II 39, the destruction by fire
of the synedrion and the political disturbances throughout Southern
Italy can be assigned with certainty to that period. Lysis, who is
named as one of the two survivors!, lived at this time; the alliance
coins, proof of the hegemony of Croton, at this time give way to coins
belonging to the various cities themselves.

According to Iamblichus V.P. 250, the Pythagorean influence in
Southern Italy came to an end after Milo’s house in Croton had been
burnt: éradcuvro Tie émuereias of MMudaybpeior; ie. this was the end
of their social-political activities. Diogenes Laertius VIII 39 and
Porphyry V.P. 55 also mention the setting fire to the house of Milo
— ‘the athlete’, Porphyry adds for the sake of clarity — where the
Pythagoreans were assembled. The tradition in fact knows Milo as one
of Pythagoras’ followers?. As, however, it also mentions in this context
the escape of Archippus and Lysis, it is apparent that there has been
some confusion here between the events of the year 509 and those of

! Iamblichus V.P. 249-250 names Archippus and Lysis; so does Porphyry
V.P. 58. * Jamblichus V.P. 104, 267; Strabo 263.
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some sixty years later. To which of the two catastrophes should the
next report in Iamblichus (from Aristoxenus) of the éradsavro ¢
¢mpeheiag be taken to refer?

The evidence of the coins shows that it was not the year 509 which
was the end of the hegemony of Croton. As this lasted till the middle
of the fifth century it is probable that the events in Croton in 509 did
not bring about a marked change in the political situation in Southern
Ttaly.

The delightful story about Pythagoras, who after being expelled
from Croton goes to Locri but is politely requested by the local
authorities on the boundary of their territory to go elsewhere, because
the Locrians were satisfied with their own lawsl, is characteristic of the
Pythagorean émipéheix in general, but does not argue for a general
rejection of these activities throughout Southern Italy. Indeed, in
Tamblichus 250 reference is made to an dAwywpia Tév wérewv: “For
although the Pythagoreans (in Croton) had been hit by such a terrible
disaster, they were not concerned about it”, i.e. they did not give
them any aid.

Iamblichus mentions as a second cause why the émpérewn of the
Pythagoreans came to an end the fact that the chief leaders had died.
This is followed by the statement that Archippus and Lysis were the
only survivors. This points, however, to the events of about 450. And
as it was at this time that the neighbouring places did in fact break
away from the political domination of Croton, we may well ask our-
selves whether the dhywpia T@v mélewv should not be taken to refer to
the time of the later catastrophe. According to Porphyry (Dicaear-
chus), however, Locri was not an isolated case: Pythagoras turned
successively to Caulonia, Locri and Tarentum, and had the same
experiences everywhere?, until he found a refuge — or, according to
many, met with his death in Metapontum. “For everywhere there
were serious political disturbances about which the people of these
regions still talk today, calling them the troubles from the time of the
Pythagoreans”2.

This last report, coming from Dicaearchus, makes me a little
suspicious. Is it really very probable that towards the end of the
fourth century the people of that region should have remembered
and talked about political quarrels of fwo centuries ago? Itisconceivable

! Porphyry V.P. 56 (from Dicaearchus).
2 In Porphyry, loc. cit. .
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that they remembered the so important events of the middle of the
preceding century. It is true that there will have been no personal
witnesses in the days of Dicaearchus, but those who were alive then
may have heard about these events from their parents. Oral tra-
dition may live for over a century. Did not we ourselves, when we
were children, hear from our mothers legends about ‘the court of
King Louis’t?

Yet it seems to me quite well possible that after the revolt of Cylon
towards the end of the sixth century there was roundabout Croton
a certain animosity towards the Pythagoreans. Though certainly
the case of Locri was not representative for the whole of Southern
Italy?, it is quite possible that Caulonia and Tarentum did not come
under Pythagorean influence until a few years later. We have alliance-
coins from Caulonia dating from the first half of the fifth century3.

However this may be, the year 509 evidently does not mark the
end of Pythagorean influence. Not until 450-40 is there a large-scale
democratic reaction in Southern Italy and a break-away from Croton.

The account in Iamblichus (still V.P. 250) is contradictory:

1. They (the Pythagoreans) perished, all but two, i.e. Archippus, who
went to Tarentum, and Lysis who escaped to Central Greece.

2. “The remaining Pythagoreans left Italy, except Archytas of Ta-
rentum...”4.

Are we to suppose that a group did escape after all, and that they
fled to Sicily and settled in Rhegium later on? Archytas, however,
who in 362 was head of the government in Tarentum, can hardly
have been born by 450. It is not improbable that this is another
instance of chronological confusion, and that the departure of the
Pythagoreans from Southern Italy mentioned by Iamblichus in this
context, did not take place until towards the end of the fifth century
or the beginning of the fourth century.

In any case a group of Pythagoreans seems to have survived the
catastrophe in Croton, for our text continues: “And assembled at
Rhegium they stayed there together”. Then follows an unfinished

1 Louis Napoleon, 1806-1810.

2 Cf. T. J. Dunbabin, The Western Greeks, p. 356.

3 Cf. Colin M. Kraay, Caulonia and South-Italian problems, in The Numismatic
.Chyom’cle, London 1960, pp. 53ff. The coins show the tripod of Croton with the
inscription KAYA.

* ol 32 dowrwol Tdv IMudayopetwy dréotnoay the 'Itaklag, mifv *Apyitov Tob Tapavti-
vou (Deubner p. 134, 22).
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sentence: “In the course of time, however, and when the political
situation deteriorated”... This is immediately followed by the list of
prominent Pythagoreans whom Aristoxenus knew. Among them there
is at least one well-known to us: Echecrates, the companion of Phaedo,
who was present at Socrates’ death as a young man of perhaps 18.

According to Delatte the missing part of the sentence ran to the
effect that the Pythagoreans in Rhegium after some time regained
some influence. This is not impossible. None the less, since the story
seems to have ended in the departure of all the Pythagoreans from
Italy with the exception of Archytas, is it not more probable that
something like ‘they could not stay any longer’ is missing?! The final
exodus might have happened either towards the end of the fifth or in
the early fourth century.

An argument for the earlier date is the fact that at the time of
Socrates’ death Philolaus had apparently been living in Thebes for
several years and had his pupils there. Von Fritz? adduced as a
decisive argument in favour of the later date that in the years im-
mediately preceding the conquest of Southern Italy by Dionysius I
(388) there must have been an atmosphere of political threat in these
regions, which will have forced the Pythagoreans to a large-scale
exodus. This event would then have to be dated about 390. He finds a
confirmation of this dating in the fact that it is precisely in these
years (shortly after 390) that the ITuSayopiorai make their appearance
in Attic literature, which points to an invasion of Pythagoreans “of

" a somewhat less aristocratic type, who live in extreme poverty”. These

arguments seem convincing. If things did happen in this way we must
suppose that Philolaus left earlier. It is certain that there were still
Pythagoreans in Greece towards the end of the fourth century; it
seems, however, that there were no more Pythagorean communities
after the fifth century. This begins again in Rome in the Pythagorean
revival of the first century B.C.

1 This is what Rostagni (Atti Turino 1914, p. 565) suggested. I should prefer
this for filling the lacuna. For the rest R.’s suggestion that the Pythagoreans
who stayed at Rhegium did not leave Italy but dispersed in that country is
certainly not sufficient to exculpate Iamblichus from contradictions.

2 Pythag. Politics, p. 75 ff.
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CHAPTER III

THE SURVIVAL OF PYTHAGOREANISM AFTER
THE FOURTH CENTURY B.C.

Is it to be supposed that there was any continuity between fourth-
century Pythagoreanism and that of the first century? In Diogenes
Laertius at least there is nothing that lends colour to such an as-
sumption, for he mentions five people as being the last of the Pytha-
goreans, one of whom came from Chalcis in Thrace, and four from
Phlious. They were, he says, pupils of Philolaus and Eurytus. Iam-
blichus, V.P. 251, mentions the same names. The fact that they are
described as teAeuralor surely points to a break in the tradition. In
any case these texts give no support to the otherwise attractive
hypothesis of Holger Thesleff, that Pythagorean schools continued
to live on in Southern Italy, that they flourished there in a cultural
isolation, and produced a whole literature of school texts, written
in the Doric of Archytas, in the course of the third and second century?!.
According to this theory Pythagoreanism then spread from Southern
Italy to Rome where it was connected with King Numa. - Taken by
themselves things might have actually happened in this way. But once
again, the tradition argues emphatically against this: the ‘last of the
Pythagoreans’ who Aristoxenus knew, did not live in Southern Italy,
but in Northern or Central Greece.

Are there any archeological data which contradict this tradition?
Of importance in this connexion is C. L4scaris Comneno and A. Manuel
de Guadan’s study entitled Contribucion a la historia de la diffusion del
Pitagorismo, which appeared in the Revista de Filosofia del Instituto
Luis Vives 15 (1956). H.Thesleff is of the opinion that this study
proves the continuation of Pythagoreanism.

If the occurrence of coins with pentagram in certain places in
Southern Ttaly, Samnium and Etruria can be considered as evidence for

1 Ht:')lger Thesleff, An introduction to the Pythagovean writings of the Hellenistic
Period (Acta Acad. Aboensis, Hum. XXIV) Abo 1961.
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the existence of Pythagorean centres in such places, then it would
seem that the necessary proof has been found. The question which
must be asked, however, is whether these pentagrams — which occur
from time to time, as well as many other decorative motifs, on the
coins of the above-mentioned places — can indeed be ascribed to
Pythagoreans. The two Spanish authors have rendered a great service
in bringing this material to our attention. They also realized that the
above-mentioned Italian coins cannot be treated in isolation, but
should be considered against the background of a considerable number
of other finds of coins with pentagrams, or pentagrams on buildings,
stones etc., in various places around the Mediterranean, from Syria to
Gaul and Spain. These finds date from the fifth century B.C. to some
centuries A.D., when Neopythagoreanism became an influential spiri-
tual movement which from the third century onwards is almost con-
fused with Neoplatonism. However, just because of the importance
of Thesleff’s hypothesis, this material will have to be given closer
consideration. Here and there it will have to be supplemented, and it
will be more difficult to give a positive answer to the question raised
above than the Spanish authors supposed it to be.

Next, even if the first question can be answered in the affirmative,
a second question arises, that is whether, in view of the places where
these pentagrams, in particular those on coins were found, it has indeed
been proved — or to put it less strongly: has been made plausible —
that there is a straight line connecting early Pythagoreanism in
Southern Italy with that of the Pythagorean centres in the third and
second centuries. Here follow the main points of Thesleff’s theory.

1. Thesleff divides the Pythagorean pseudepigrapha into two
groups: (1) Writings attributed to Pythagoras or members of his
family, either about Pythagoras himself or his doctrine. (2) Writings
attributed to various other Pythagoreans or to anonymous authors.
Thesleff’s explanation concerns the second group.

2. The writings of this group are almost all written in Doric prose:
the Doric of Archytas, according to Thesleff.

3. Although this later Pythagorean Doric is a /literary language,
Thesleff assumes that the large majority of these writings were
written in a place where Doric was spoken. “It is very probable
indeed”, he says, “that the majority of the writings of Class II were
composed in the cities of Southern Italy about the middle of the 3rd
century B.C. Echoes of this literature may have occurred in 3rd
century Syracuse or elsewhere, and remoter echoes in Italy in the
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beginning of the 2nd century. But the Class II is rather centred
around 3rd century Tarentum”?.

In this view Pythagoreanism, after Archytas, would have lived on
in Tarentum and surroundings. What precisely are ‘the cities of
Southern Italy’, where around the middle of the 3rd century most
writings of group II were composed? — Apparently the places known
of old around the Ionic Sea: Metapontum, Croton, Caulonia, perhaps
also Rhegium. Which others? We could not say.

But this whole interpretation is purely hypothetical. It is not
confirmed by the archeological data reported by Léscaris Comneno
and Manuel de Guadan. For coins with a pentagram have never been
found in these Southern Italian cities. It is doubtful whether there
was a Pythagorean school in Tarentum at all. Archytaswas undoubted-
ly a great figure who enjoyed the trust of his fellow-citizens. Iambli-
chus’ text, however, rather suggests that as a Pythagorean he stood
alone. Cicero? has Cato tell that as an adolescent in Tarentum, where
he was the guest of the loyal pro-Roman Nearchus, he heard a speech
by Archytas cited about voluptas corporis being the most pernicious
human passion. Nearchushad heard these words of Archytas from older
people. In the Laelius®, another speech of Archytas is cited about
man’s need to have someone to share his joy with. These passages
do suggest that Archytas gave ‘addresses’ to a wider circle, comparable
with the speeches attributed to Pythagoras in Croton, and show that
the memory of these lived on in the local tradition. That is certainly
interesting, but it does not prove the existence of a Pythagorean school
at Tarentum, either in Archytas’ days or a century later as a con-
tinuation of this?.

The only well-known city in Southern-Italy where coins with pental-
phas were struck in the fourth — third century (before 268) is Velia,
— undoubtedly a large and important town, but not a Doric speaking
colony, and rather far away from the places which Thesleff had in

1 Thesleff, op. cit.,, p. 99,

2 Cato Maior 39-41.

3 C. 88.

* Capparelli, La sapienza di Pitagora 1 3771., speaks of ‘the Pythagorean Near-
chus’. His authority here is Plutarch, Cato Maior 2,3. Plutarch is, however, a
secondary source. It cannot be said to follow necessarily from Cicero’s text.
Nor is the statement that Ennius ‘without any doubt’ was a Pythagorean
because, coming from Rudiae in Calabria, he must have “studied in Tarentum
which was then the centre of Pythagorean culture”, very convincing.
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mind. There is one other small place in Bruttium, called Nuceria in
Latin, where round about the year 300 coins with the pentagram were
struck. This small town Nuceria is not the city of the same name in
South-Campania, situated between Nola and Salernum. It is a small
place near Terina, the present-day Nocera Terinese, on the Tyrrhenian
Sea. Even if we could assume that these coins with pentagrams are
indeed evidence of the presence of Pythagoreans — even influential
Pythagoreans — in these places, then this presence only very partly
proves Thesleff’s hypothesis. That Pythagoreanism came from Sou-
thern Italy to Rome, may in a sense be true, but we must by no means
think along the lines Thesleff suggests. It apparently did not come
from Tarentum, nor directly from Velia; and even less from Nuceria
in Bruttium. Yet there seems to have been a certain continuity. In
the second half of the fourth — beginning of the third century, coins
with pentagrams were found in Populonia, a coastal town in Central
Etruria, and at Cales and Teanum Sidinicum, both situated in North-
ern Campania. In both these Campanian cities pentalpha coins made
their appearance shortly after the Roman conquest. After 268 in
Samnium, now entirely under Roman control, coins with pentagrams
were struck up to the middle of the second century.

Still arguing from the supposition that my first question can be
answered in the affirmative, it may be concluded that because of these
coins it is possible to assume that there was a certain continuity of
Pythagoreanism: for it is not improbable that a line runs from Velia
via Samnium and Etruria to Rome. We must point out, however,
that the coins with pentagrams from Populonia date from the same
period as those from Velia. And who can tell whether Pythagoreans
came from Velia to Populonia? Is it not much easier to assume that
amongst a number of other decorative motifs the pentagram was
sometimes also used in this Etruscan port, whether because this symbol
became known from Velia or from some other place? The borrowing
of a symbol is in any case more plausible than the presence of a Pytha-
gorean nucleus in the place concerned.

Further, is there a direct connection between Tarentum under
Archytas (first half of the fourth century) and Elea (Velia) about the
year 300? I see no grounds for answering this question in the affirma-
tive. The tradition knows nothing of the continued existence of a
Pythagorean school. Furthermore, Iamblichus’ list of well-known
Pythagoreans includes only one name from Elea: Parmenides. Nuceria
does not appear in this list either. If in answer to this it is said that
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the list refers to an older period, this would be an argument precisely
against the continuity defended by the two Spanish authors.
However, — one name should surely not be absent in Iamblichus’
list: Melos. For on Melos some coins with pentagrams dating from
the fifth century were issued. And in another paper! Liscaris Comneno
and Manuel de Guadan do indeed defend the existence of a strong
Pythagorean nucleus on Melos in those years. The starting point of
their argument in this article is a Melic stater which, on the reverse,
bears a square divided into eight isosceles triangles?. The Spanish
archeologists admit that the Melic coins from the fifth century display
a great variety of emblems and that the Pythagorean symbols rarely
occur amongst all these various figures. This is true indeed: in Babelon
pages full of all kinds of other emblems can be found, and finally a
single pentagram. It is, exceptionally, the main emblem on the verso
of this Melic coin. On the coins of almost all the places mentioned up
to now and those that will be mentioned, the pentagram only occurs
as a small symbol unrelated to the main obverse and reverse types
and on a par with numerous other decorative motifs3. While admit-
ting that the geometric figure on the coin in the last mentioned
article by the two Spanish authors was important for Pythagoras to
prove his theorem, yet we should, I think, ask the question as to
whether the Melic pentagram and the square divided into isosceles
triangles give us sufficient grounds for assuming the existence of a
! C.Léscaris Comneno y A.Manuel de Guadan, Intento de veconstruccion de una
escuela pitagovica. A propésito de una estitera de Melos, in: La Ciudad de Dios
Revista agustiniana, El Escorial, vol. CLXIX, 1956, pp. 73-89. '
? Reprod. in Babelon, Traité 111, nr. 1354, and Fitz William Mus., Mc Lean

bequest, Cambridge 1923, nr. 7267, pl. 246-11. The coin with pentagram is
reproduced in Babelon III, nr. 1357.

8 Thus the coins of Populonia (Fitz William Mus. I, nr. 136, pl. 8 nr. 14: female
hee?.d: behind neck a cross, to the right, a pentagram, very small), Cales (Fitz
William 1 nr. 185, pl. 10, 7: a bronze drachme, bearing the head of Apollo
laureate, one with a very small pentagram, others with other signs, such as
a cock, a helmet, an oval shield). Teanum Sidicinum (Fitz William I 389, pl. 16:
a bronze didrachme with head of Apollo laureate, rev. man-headed bull),
Nuceria (Fitz William 1 1842, pl. 58, 17: bronze, obv. head of Apollo laureate,
rev. horse standing 1., below, a small pentagram), Beneventum (Fitz William 1
158, pl. 9, 7: bronze, obv. head of Apollo laureate, rev. horse prancing r., above,
a small pentagram). Similarly the Attic tetradrachms of Babylonia under the
Seleucides (Fitz William 111, 9564, pl. 355 nr. 10, bearing on the rev. a lion,
once with a small pentagram, but mostly with other signs, such as a triangle,
or the anchor which was the symbol of the Seleucides). Cp. also the British
and Gallic coins mentioned below.
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Pythagorean nucleus on Melos. Iamblichus knows nothing of Pytha-
goreans on Melos, and nowhere we do hear of this.

Here again it is fitting to remark that the adoption of a geometrical
or decorative motif is more plausible than the establishment of a
philosophical school. Thus I am back again to my first fundamental
question: whether the occurrence of the pentagram should always be
attributed to Pythagoreans. By way of counter-check I am going to
answer this question in the negative, and see whether the evidence
cannot be interpreted more simply in some other way.

Let me begin with Melos. This island is said to have originally been
a Phoenician colony!. But perhaps this formula is saying too much:
it seems to be more true to state that the influences from Western
Asia which were strong in the Aegean before the Doric invasion, had a
particularly strong hold on Melos and even lasted on beyond that
period, as can be seen on the Melic coins. There are thus two possibili-
ties to explain how the Melians came to be acquainted with the penta-
gram: (1) it could be a direct import from the Middle East through
the intermediary of the Phoenicians; (2) it could be Crotonian import,
i.e. indirectly due to Pythagorean influence. This latter possibility is
improbable, because among the Pythagoreans the pentagram and
other geometrical figures were of a strictly esoteric character. It
should be noted that Croton itself in the time of the Pythagoreans
never had coins with a pentagram or a geometrical figure like the
square divided into triangles. The first mentioned explanation is,
however, very well possible. This will be confirmed presently when
we shall see that the Jewish five-point star, drawn as a pentagram, as
well as the six-point star, occurs centuries before Hellenism. This makes
it certainly possible to explain the occurrence of the pentagram as a
decorative motif on a par with many others on Greek coins since the
fifth century B.C.

The same remarks are also true of the coins with pentagrams? from
the fourth century B.C., found in the Thracian Chersonesus and Ma-
cedonia. According to Iamblichus, V.P. 251, one of the five last
Pythagoreans came from Thracian Chalcis; but is this sufficient
ground for assuming the existence of a strong Pythagorean nucleus in
Thrace and Macedonia? Acquaintance with the pentagram can be more
easily explained by admitting that it had the character of a decorative
1 The two Spanish authors mentioned this in their article last cited.

2 For the Thracian Chersonesus, see Babelon I1II, 993; for Macedonia, ibid.
535-538.
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motif amongst many others than by ascribing it to Pythagoreans.

As to the coins with pentagram which have been found in the
Western part of the ancient world, even the most fanatic ‘Pythagorist’
among modern numismatists would hardly go so far as to ascribe the
occurrence of a gold coin on which a small pentalpha appears next to a
trotting horse, by the side of other decorative motifs, in a few places
in the South of England, to the existence of Pythagorean nucleii in
those placest. Yet there have been numismatists who have tried to
explain the existence of this coin, which was dated by Evans as from
the first half of the second century B.C., and the more numerous silver
coins with pentagrams found in Gaul (which cannot be dated earlier
than the first century B.C.)2 by assuming a connection between the
Pythagoreans and the Celtic Druids. Evans refers to this explanation.
It is true that he does this in the most reserved terms, but he never-
theless assumes that the pentalpha on this coin is not just a decorative
motif along with many others — on the coin in question we see above
the horse a ring ornament and a pellet; below, the pentalpha; behind,
a star, whilst on other similar coins a great variety of symbols appear:
wheels and pellets, flowers with eight or more leaves, crescents, a six-
point star, a rosette, ring ornaments —; he is of the opinion that “there
is little doubt that some mystic signification was attached to this
figure”. If it is justified to assume a connection between the doctrine
of the Druids and that of Pythagoras, this may be true; but this is
exactly what should be doubted of.

The Spanish archaeologists Lascaris Comneno and Manuel de Guadan,
followed by Holger Thesleff, also cite these British and Gallic coins as
evidence of a continuous Pythagorean influence in the whole of the
ancient world. Avrethey really? 1think that it is doubtful, and for the
following reasons.

First, the supposed connection between ‘Pythagoras’ and the
Druids is, if not a mere guess, certainly not sufficiently founded. We
have a trace of an ancient tradition according to which Zamolxis,
Pythagoras’ slave, taught the Druids. It is in Hippolytus®. What

! Described by John Evans, The coins of the ancient Britons, London 1864, p. 98;
reproduction on pl. E, nr. 14. Also in J. Lelewel, Atlas, Type gaulois ou celtique,
pl. VIIY, ur. 29. See pl. I1a in the present volume.

% See pl. IIb.

8 Ref. I 2, p. 14 Dunker-Schneidewin: tav & podnriv adtolb ol Srxpuydvreg Tov
dunpnopdy Abowg fiv xal “Apyiwmoc xal & Tob TIuBaybpou olxétne Zdauoriig, 8¢ xal
Tobdg mapd Kehrtoig AputSag Aéyeror S18dEat prrocogelv Thy [Tudaybpeiay puhocopiay.
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II a. British coin with pentagram, 2nd cent. B.c.
b. Gallic coins with pentagram, 1st cent. B.c,
¢. Small symbols on the denarii of L. Papius, c¢. 78 B.C.

d. Inscription on a tombstone in Tortosa (Spain), 4th cent. ..

2 3

Gl UK@.L.V\“

',j'_»Q.L(L UL, AY

I —

a;;\fn:

Q. ; e
s 7 /AAEN N D643 4 <
‘\ : T:N-‘ " - V

t.f”&{ <

AN

1 g

k] a

£\

ol



THE SURVIVAL OF PYTHAGOREANISM

should we think of such evidence? The fact that this Christian author
from the third century without any scruples has Pythagoras’ slave
together with Lysis and Archippus escape from the fire of the synedrion
is not exactly designed to inspire trust. Also in Diogenes Laertius
‘Zamolxis’ appears as Pythagoras’ slave. Further details are not
given. He knows nothing of a connection with the Druids. However,
we know the Thracian Salmoxis from Herodotus!: here, too, the
tradition is reported that he served Pythagoras on Samos and later as a
free man returned to Thrace, where he preached the doctrine of
immortality. Herodotus, however, rejects this story on chronological
grounds: he is of the opinion that Salmoxis lived long before Pythago-
ras. Porphyry neither mentions Zamolxis nor the Druids. Iamblichus,
V.P. 151 is interesting: here we find that Pythagoras had himself
initiated into ‘the so-called mysteries’: in Eleusis, on Imbros, on
Samothrace and Lemnos, xal et Tt mapd Tolc xowols (which apparently
points to mystic groups or congregations), xal mepl 7obg Kehtobg 8¢
wol Thy "18vplav. Here the relationship is the other way round: Pytha-
goras was a pupil of the Druids.

All in all we are on rather uncertain ground here. Add to this the
presence of pentagrams on coins from various parts of Gaul, a presence
which, considered on its own, can be much more easily explained in
another way. There is perhaps also in all this some lingering notion of
the association of the German word Drudenfuss with ‘Druid’. Un-
justly so. The word has nothing to do with Druids, but with Drude:
in Southern German and Austrian popular belief a Drude is a female
ghost who causes nightmares2. That an apotropeic power is ascribed to
the pentagram against these and other evil spirits, as is also found in
Goethe’s Faust3, might be a distant echo of the meaning that this
geometrical figure had for the early Pythagoreans: the early Pythago-

11V 95-96.
2 Bichtold-Stiaubli, Handworterbuch des deutschen Abeyglaubens VIIL, col. 1173f.
3 On the threshold of Faust’s room a pentagram was drawn — in this case not a
Pythagorean symbol, but a Cabbalistic sign. The following dialogue ensues.
Mephistopheles to Faust:

“Gesteh’ ich’s nur, dass ich hinausspaziere,

verbietet mir ein kleines Hindernis,

der Drudenfuss auf Eurer Schwelle” —

Faust:

“Das Pentagramma macht dir Pein?

Ei, sage mir, du Sohn der Hélle,

Wenn das dich bannt, wie kamst du denn herein?”
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rean symbol would have found its way as an apotropeic sign from late
Antiquity through the Middle Ages and the Renaissance to the so
enlightened eigteenth century.

This would be remarkable indeed. The only problem is: was ¢
actually the Pythagorean symbol that was primary? Does not the early
presence of the pentagram elsewhere in Greece, and apparently
independent of the Pythagoreans, point into a different direction?
In fact, the Pythagorean symbol might turn out not to have been at
the origin of this whole development: it might turn out to be one
instance of a wider spread phenomenon which is to be traced back
to a further removed origin, in Western Asia or, say, the Middle East.
This is what we shall find confirmed by further evidence.

Second, with or without the adoption of the Pythagorean doctrine
by the Celtic Druids, it is supposed that Roman legionaries introduced
the pentagram as a Pythagorean symbol into Gaul!. This must have
been in Caesar’s time. This explanation, however, is based on a dual
anachronism. (1) It can definitely not hold good for the British coins,
as in the second century B.C. there were as yet no Roman legions at
all in Gaul. (2) It is true that in the middle of the first century B.C.
Pythagoreanism was coming into vogue in Rome, but, as appears from
Cicero and from an unambiguous passage in Gellius?, more in the
cultured upper class than as a popular belief. The so-called Basilica
at the Porta Maggiore ~ supposed that it was a Pythagorean place of
worship - is definitely not older than the first century A.D., and it
must be assumed that in the generations between (there were at least
two)? a rapid development took place. In the middle of the first
century B.C., however, Pythagoreanism was as yet not a popular
religion the symbols of which could have been imported by soldiers.

How then should it be explained? In the most obvious way, l.e.
that it is simply a question of the taking over of a motif, say a
decorative motif, with or without some particular meaning, together
with numerous others. In his ‘Atlas’ of Gallic or Celtic coins?, J.Lelewel
gave a survey of the emblems used: the five-point star appears here, as

! Lascaris Comneno and Manuel de Guadan assume this.

2 N.A4.19, 14, 3. I shall return to this passage: infra, p. 50, with n. 7.

% J. Carcopino, La basiligue pythagoricienne de la Porte Majeure, Paris 1927, p. 51,
dates the basilica in the last few years of Claudius’ reign. F. L. Bastet, in his
doctoral dissertion (De datum van het grote hypogaeum bij de Porta Maggiove te
Rome, Leiden 1958) arrived at a somewhat earlier dating, viz., the year 20 A.D.
t J. Lelewel, Type Gaulois ou Celtique, Atlas, Bruxelles 1840, pl. X.
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well as the six-point star, as one of 132 different motifs. In explaining
these Gallic and British coins it must first be stated that in these
countries all coins are copies — sometimes very free copies — of certain
Greek or Roman examples!. Thus the Southern English gold coin with
the pentagram referred to above, and similar coins on which a trotting
horse is depicted together with various decorative motifs, is a very
free imitation of the gold stater of Philip of Macedonia. From the
occurrence of the pentagram in one single instance amongst numerous
other motifs, we can, I think, come to no other conclusion than that
the pentagram as a decorative motif was apparently known to the
Britons. How? Because of the early date it can not be attributed to
Roman legions. The answer must be sought in trading relations. As
we know from Diodorus? these were by land in that time: via Gaul. In
the Greco-Roman world, as we found before, there were coins with
pentagrams in circulation. In this way we shall have to explain the
pentagrams on Gallic coins. They were struck at Massilia (first century
B.C.), at Rheims, in the region of the Carnutes (between the Seine and
the Loire) and in that of the Santones (Western Gaul, first century B.C.
and first century A.D.). One can imagine that the pentagram came
from Populonia to Massilia, and from Massilia further into Gaul.

We also find an instance of Roman Republican denarii with penta-
grams in the first half of the first century B.C.: they were struck by the
Roman L.Papius® and are dated by the Spanish archaeologists Com-
neno and De Guadan between 78 and 75 B.C., and by Sydenham?
between 78 and 77 B.C. This was indeed the time of the rise of Neo-
pythagorism in Rome, and it seems possible at least that the penta-
gram on these coins expresses something of the newly awakened inter-
est. Yet, somehow this explanation is not satisfactory, for it ignores
the fact that on these coins the pentagram occurs in a series of small
symbols, unrelated to the main obverse and reverse types. Further,
the denarii of L.Papius are not the only Roman coins that bear the
pentagram: there are a few other instances, most of them from Southern

' Evans, The coins of the ancient Britons, pp. 18-25; K. Pink, Einfiikvung in
die Keltische Miimzkunde, Wien 1950, p. 5, puts as ‘oberster Leitsatz’: above his
chapter on ‘Die Priigetechnik der Kelten’, the pronouncement: 4lle Prigetechnik
der Kelter ist nachakmend.

% Diodorus V 22. On this see Evans p. 21f.

3 Babelon I, Papia; Griiber 3054; A. AM61di, Schweizer Miinzblitter X11 (1954)
P- 27, {. See pl. Ilc.

4 The Roman Republican Coinage, London 1952, p. 127.
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Italy or Sicily!’. In all these cases the pentagram occurs as one of
many small symbols, unrelated to the main types. Whatever might
be the meaning of the pentagram on these coins, this much is certain
that it does not have a greater significance than the other small symbols.

Is there any indication as to the meaning of those small symbols
taken together? Fortunately we can answer this question in the
positive: in the Numismatic Chronicle of 19312 Sydenham offered a
perfectly satisfactory explanation. To begin with, the learned numis-
matist emphasizes the importance of the small symbols on Roman
coins in general: they always have a direct bearing on contemporary
ideas or events. Next, he explains the symbols occurring on denarii
of the first century B.C., namely, those of L. Papius and of L. Roscius
Fabatus, as follows. These symbols are intended to represent ¢ a
kind of pictorial shorthand the various trades and professions included
wn the trades-guilds (collegia opificum) of Rome. The pentagram belongs
to the symbols that represent the builders: it occurs together with such
symbols as the base of a column, a Corinthian capital, plasterer’s
float, trowel and builder’s square. The coins of L. Papius are, according
to Sydenham, ‘an aggressively democratic coinage’. And so are the
coins of L. Roscius, which, by similar symbols, testify to the revival of
the Roman collegia opificum in 58 B.C.

No doubt this explanation is much more satisfactory than that of
Comneno and De Guadan: it gives a complete account of the facts
which are for the greater part neglected by the other hypothesis.
Therefore in this case Comneno and the Guadan’s explanation has to
be rejected.

! Here are the exact references, for which I have to thank Prof. J. H. Jongkees

of the University of Utrecht):

1) Sydenham, Rom. Rep. Coinage, p. 2 nr. 21: 241-222 B.C., Southern Italy;

2) Brit. Mus., Catal. Greek Coins, Italy, p. 59, nr. 29; Haeberlin, des grave,
pl. 68, nrs. 20-22 and 32; Sydenham, Aes grave, p. 103, nr. 117, pl. 13, 7.
Unciae with pentagram, according to Haeberlin and Sydenham either from
Rome or Campania, but according to later research certainly not from there,
but probably from a more Southern region. The coins are of the same level
as those of the city of Rome after 235 B.C. (Mattingly, Roman Coins, 1960,
p. 12).

(3) Sydenham, Rom. Rep. Coinage, p. 16, nr. 154: 187-155 B.C., Southern
Italy.

(4) Ibid., nr. 205; Grueber II, p. 213, nr. 293: 187-155 B.C., Sicily?

(5) Ibid., nr. 233; Grueber 11, p- 163, nr. 76: 167-155 B.C., Rome?

2 E. A. Sydenham, Symbols on denarii of L. Papius and L. Roscius, in: Numism.

Chronicle 1931, pp. 1ff.
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Can the same be said of the coins from this period which were struck
at Gades in Southern Spain? The two Spanish authors are once more
of the opinion that the case for this is very clear, since it explains
how this town not long afterwards could produce an important
Pythagorean philosopher, Moderatus. I must confess that this argu-
ment does not seem conclusive to me. (1) It must be remembered
that Gades was a Phoenician colony which as an ally of Rome (after
206 B.C.) was permitted to continue its Phoenician coinage. The
pentagram on some of these coins reminds us of the so-called Pytha-
gorean coins of Melos, which was another place of Asiatic, perhaps of
Phoenician tradition, and of the fact that in Israel the pentagram
was used not unfrequently on earthen ware as early as the fifth
century B.C.1. (2) As for Moderatus, he lived in the second part of the
first century A.D., under Nero or the Flavii. It is true that in ac-
cordance with ancient usage we call him Moderatus of Gades, but this
does not in the least mean to say that he always lived there. Rome
was then the centre of culture and it is not improbable that it was here
that Moderatus received his intellectual training, just as he apparently
also trained pupils there?. Hence I regard the conclusion arrived at
by the two Spanish authors that, in view of the coins with pentagrams,
there must have existed a strong Pythagorean centre at Gades, as a¢
most a possibility; it is by no means a necessary conclusion, not even a
probable one.

Some centuries later, probably in the fourth century A.D.3, we find
once again in Spain a few clear pentagrams, not on coins this time but on
an inscription on a tombstone, discovered at Tortosa (in the Valencia
district). This time the pentagram has clearly nothing to do with
Pythagoreans. It isa Jewish inscription, in Hebrew, Latin and Greek.
The pentagram is at the beginning and the end of the Hebrew text,
apparently functioning as a national distinctive (at the end of the
Hebrew text together with the menorah, here a five-branch candle-
stick)?. We shall return to this inscription.

Let us now turn to the Eastern Mediterranean. About the year
300 B.C. a few pentalphas occur on coins of Diadochi in Syria and
Babylonia. Comneno and De Guadan® again assume Pythagorean
origin. Yet this is by no means the most obvious explanation. Why
! Infra, p. 41, with notes 3 and 5.

2 This appears from the beginning of Plutarch, Quaest. conv. VIII, 7.

3 Infra, p. 42. ¢ PL I1d.
5 Revista de Filosofia 1956, p. 198.
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not state that the pentagram was a well-known symbol in the East,
probably originating from Babylon, since the regular pentagon and
the dodecaedron were known therel. It should be remembered that
Pythagoras learnt his mathematics there.

A city where at a comparatively early date (the end of the fifth
century B.C.) coins with pentagrams were found and where this
symbol was used for centuries (up to the time of Augustus) is Pitane
in Mysia. The Spanish authors have no doubts about this: of course
Pythagoreans lived here, they argue; it is clear that they came from
neigbouring Cyzicus. Iamblichus’ list has no less than four names from
this town! — This is all correct and yet —. How can it can be explained,
for instance, that precisely in Cyzicus not a single coin with pentagram
was struck, and that in Iamblichus’ list Pitane is entirely absent? I
must confess that here again I feel rather uncertain, just as in the
case of Rhodes? and Eresos on Lesbos3,

I do not mean to say that the Spanish authors have not put forward
anything of interest. But I do think that the material adduced by
them must be used much more carefully. It must also be supplemented.
I would like to do this here with regard to a point that is particularly
instructive and which has been mentioned a few times before, namely
the occurrence of the pentagram in the Jewish world. As far as the
Hellenistic-Roman period is concerned this material has been arranged
and made accessible in the most admirable way by R.E. Goodenough?.
From it we learn that the beautiful geometric pentagram which to-
gether with a hexagram is found on a frieze in the synagogue of Ca-
pharnaum, dating from the beginning of the third century A.D.J5,
is by no means so exceptional in the Jewish world as Comneno and
De Guadan think®: it had precedents in that world at least six centuries
earlier and parallels in various places. Here are the references.

(1) In an early Hellenistic tomb (before the Maccabean era) grafiti
were discovered scratched on the wide jambs within the doorway. One
of them outlines an altar with what seems a burning incense bowl upon

1 O. Neugebauer, The exact Sciences in Amntiquity, Princeton, N.J. 1952, p. 46.
? The Spanish authors speak of ‘la ciudad de Rhodas’, and “Caria’ (p. 198 1.).
8 Comneno and De Guadan, p. 198.

* R. E. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman period, (Bollinger
series) New York 1953, 8 vol.

® Jewish symbols 111, nrs. 473 and 474; my pl. IV.

¢ Revista de Filosofia, 1956, p. 206. The Spanish authors see in this pentagram
“a late echo of Pythagoreanism in Galilee’.
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Iv. Pentagram and hexagram on a frieze in the Synagoge of Capharnaum,
3rd cent. a.p.



11, Pentagram on Jewish jar-handles found in Palestine, probably 5th cent. B.C.
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it, ...“and there were several pentagrams and hexagrams”. Good-
enough! does not give a reproduction of these grafiti but refers to
Peters and Thiersch, Painted Tombs in the Necropolis of Marissa,
London 1905, plate IIIa, and to pages 19 and 60%. Here the above
mentioned symbols are explained as “signs of greeting in secret and
friendly intercourse”. Now in this sense the Pythagorean symbol of
the pentagram may have been known to some Greeks of Alexandria
to whom those signs may be due. According to Peters and Thiersch
they are evidently ‘the unauthorized scribblings’ of chance visitors.
— The tomb has Greek inscriptions of about 200 B.C.

More important for the question as to whether the pentagram was
originally also a Jewish symbol is the remark added by Goodenough in
n. 40 on the page cited: it refers to earlier instances of five- and six-
point stars, from Jewish jar-handles, published by David Diringer,
Le iscrizioni antico-ebraiche Palestinesi, Firenze 1934, pp. 130-132, and
plate XVI, 3-123.

According to Diringer these jars come from the coastal area of
Palestine (Tell Zakariya and Gezer) and from Jerusalem (the hill of
Ofel). Some copies of them are found in the Jerusalem Museum?. The
pentagrams are all inscribed in a circle, incised into the jar handles
before firing as a kind of seal or stamp. They bear an inscription of
five letters in the circle segments between the points of the pentagram.
The interpreters do not agree about the order and consequently
about the meaning of these letters, whether or not they contain
the divine name JW. As to the date, Diringer thinks that the nrs. 11
and 12 of his plate XVI (reproduced on my plate III) might belong
to the fifth century B.C. (others to the fourth cent.)>.

(2) Besides the synagoge of Capharnaum® Goodenough mentions
the fragment of a decorative frieze found within the synagoge of
Chorazin?, on which a five-point star is found ‘with a smooth ring
inside and outside it’®. The illustration shows that, as a matter of fact,

1 Jewish symbols 1, p. 68.

? No pentagrams and hexagrams are visible on pl. III, but according to the
description given on p. 19 (with fig. 3) the pentagrams must be quite clear.

3 See my pl. I1I. 4 Catal. nrs. 1114, 3562, 3563, 3644.

5 Diringer, op. cit. p. 136: Crediamo quindi che questi iscrizioni debbano risalire
al periodo di transazione (forse al V secolo av. Chr.).

® Described by Goodenough, Jewish symbols 1, p. 187; illustrations in vol. 111,
figs. 473 and 474.

T Jewish symbols 1, p. 195. 8 Jewish symbols 111, fig. 495.
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we are not concerned with a formal pentagram here but, so to speak
with an ‘implicit’ pentagram. The one at Capharnaum was quite
‘explicit’, and the older ones on the jar handles as well.

(3) Two ‘explicit’ pentagrams are found on the tombstone in Spain,
mentioned before!. Goodenough, who describes the inscription of this
stone in his second volume, p. 58, and shows a picture of it in vol. III,
nr. 858, does not mention the place where it was found2. As to the
dating, he is inclined to adopt a very late date, say the sixth century
(following Frey), though admitting that it might belong to the fourth
or fifth. The stone bears inscriptions in Hebrew, Latin and Greek. The
pentagrams appear at the beginning and the end of the Hebrew
inscription, while the Latin and Greek inscriptions are clothed in
Christian formulas. That is why Goodenough thinks it must be of
rather a late period, since this Jewish family apparently “found it
safer to use the Christian phrase in languages intelligible to their
neighbours, while they announced their Jewish loyalty in Hebrew”.
The fact that the Latin and Greek are much better cut than the Hebrew
seems to him another, though ‘slight’, support for his view.

In connexion with all this the following two points should be noted.
First, it is very interesting to find the Hebrew inscription on this tomb
denoted by the sign of two clear-cut pentagrams. We can hardly infer
anything else from this fact but that the pentagram was for this
Jewish family a national distinctive®. Second, though Goodenough is
perfectly right in rejecting any earlier date than the fourth century,
I think there is a good reason for not dating it later: after the fourth
century the knowledge of Greek was rapidly declining in Western

! p. 39, with n. 4.

2 As I mentioned above, the inscription was found in Tortosa, in the province
of Valencia. Goodenough refers to Moise Schwab, “Rapport sur les inscriptions
hébraiques de I'Espagne”, in Nowuvelles avchives des missions scientifiques et
littéraives, XIV (1907), fig. 1, and to J. B. Frey, Corpus inscriptionum Iudaicarum
(C.I.]J.), Rome 1936, vol. 1, no. 661. I give a reproduction of the photograph
of the Hebrew inscription found in Schwab’s publication (my plate 11d).

3 Goodenough mentions in a footnote (n. 71) that both the earlier editors of
this inscription ‘changed the five-point stars to six-point ones’. This might seem
rather a barbarous procedure. As a matter of fact, what happened was
probably that the printers did not possess a type of the pentagram while
they had one both of the hexagram and of the so-called menorah (here a five-
branch candlestick). Consequently where this Hebrew inscription was printed
in neat modern Hebrew printed characters they just used the type of the
hexagram which was available instead of the type of the pentagram which
was lacking!
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v a. Greek warrior with shield, on an Attic red-
figured cup, early 5th cent. B.c.

b. The starfish as a decorative motif, on the ceiling of the tomb of Senmut
(Thebes in Egypt, under Tutmosis 111, 1493 B.C.).
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Europe, and in the sixth century almost nothing of it was preserved.
For this reason I think that the sixth century was definitely too late
a date for this trilingual inscription, and even the fourth is more
probable than the fifth.

(4) On Jewish amulets! stars are rather frequent, sometimes 4-
or 5-point stars, more often 6-point, not seldom 8- or even 10-point
stars. In the illustrations contained in Goodenough’s third volume
five-point stars are found in the nrs. 1153 and 1170 (here one five-
point star among seven six-point stars), 1197 and 1204; perhaps also
in 1191 (‘star and crescent’)?. The ‘star and crescent’ symbolis explain-
ed by Goodenough as originally denoting God as sun and moon3. As
such it still survives in Islam as a symbol of Allah. Cp. fig. 1204: a
crescent surrounded by 5-point stars; on the reverse the inscription
TAQ (denoting Jahweh).

(5) In vol. V, p. 166 f., Goodenough describes symbols found in
Egyptian tombs. Both in the tomb of Rameses IX ((1153-1134) and
in that of princess Tausert (end of the 13th century) designs are found
showing numerous five-point starst. These are not ‘pentagrams’, even
hardly ‘implicit’ ones: they are merely small and sketchy designs like
this: X This is the hieroglyph used by the Egyptians to indicate
the human frame. It is somewhat misleading to call this symbol a
‘radial pentagram’, as Comneno and De Guadan do: for the pentagram
was originally a geometrical construction, while the Egyptian hiero-
glyph appears to have a different origin. It is a simplified starfish,
a figure which is used as a decorative motif, e.g. on the ceiling in the
tomb of Senmut?.

Conclusions: From this evidence we can hardly draw any conclusion
other than that the hexagram as well as the pentagram have been
known to the Jewish world since ancient times: this is clearly shown
by the data under (1). In the Hellenistic-Roman period an intensive
amalgamation of cultures took place, so that it is difficult to say of a
pentagram, for instance in the synagogue of Capharnaum, taken by

! Described by Goodenough in vol. II, pp. 214-295; illustrations in vol. III.
? Though the star seen above the head of the goddess is definitely not quite
symmetrical, it looks more like a hexagram than like a pentagram.

3 Goodenough vol. IT, pp. 223 and 288.

* Goodenough vol. V, figs. 165-168.

5 PL Vb. O. Neugebauer, The exact sciences in antiquity, Princeton, N.J. 1952,
pl. 10. Also the so-called pentagrams on the head of a goddess, found in a tomb
dating from the 5th dynasty (Hugo Prinz, Alt-ovienialische Symbolik, Berlin
1915, plL. I, nrs. 13 and 14) clearly show their starfish origin.

43



THE SURVIVAL OF PYTHAGOREANISM

itself, whether this is of Jewish origin or is a Pythagorean symbol,
whether it was a purely decorative motif or had a magic significance.
From the cases mentioned under (1) the latter is no more apparent
than the first. What does appear from the older finds mentioned there,
is that it has been wrongly assumed that only the hexagram was
Semitic and the pentagram not. Consequently Pythagorean influence
has been too readily assumed in the case of the synagogue of Caphar-
naum, as if origin from the Middle East was out of the question. The
pentagram is a symbol originally belonging to the civilization of
Mesopotamia. In ancient Babylon the regular pentagon was known?,
with the help of which the dodecaedron is constructed: and the regular
pentagon presupposes the pentagram. Thus this geometrical figure
found among the Jews and the Pythagoreans goes back to the same
source?: it will have come from Babylon directly to Palestine and may
have been used in various places in the Near and Middle East, without
it being necessary to think of Greek import; again we remember that
the place where Pythagoras learnt his mathematics was none other
than Babylon.

In his chapter on ‘Charms’ Goodenough?® repeatedly speaks about
so-called Abraxas stones. As it happens, he does not mention any
instances with a pentagram. There are some, although these are
perhaps not of Jewish origin®. They are of interest to us because they
are a clear example of the magic meaning of the pentagram, which
was not yet apparent either from the Pythagorean use or from the
Greek and Hellenistic coins. The Abraxas stones, cut into various
forms, showing a variety of Cabbalistic symbols — usually a human
frame with a bird’s head and snake-like extremities —are called after
the inscription Abrasax or Abraxas. Most of them were made as
talismen in the Middle Ages. They were said to have come from
Syria, Egypt and Spain. Indeed the name Abraxas comes from the
Basilidians: they used it to denote the 365 ranks of spiritual beings
which according to their doctrine originate from the supreme divinity
(the Greek letters of Abraxas make up the number 365). Thus, in the
xooyorotia of the Leyden papyrus J 395 the Sun is welcomed by the

1 O. Neugebauer, The exact sciences, p. 46.

2 For the use of the five-point star or pentagram in Babylon see Appendix A.
3 In vol. II of Jewish Symbols.

* In vol. VII, p. 198f., Goodenough mentions a few Judaeo-Christian ‘Charms’
from the fifth century on which the pentagram occurs. One of these bears the
inscription aiona, which points to gnostic origin.
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words: “You are the number of the year, Abrasax”!. The Basilidian
doctrine was brought by the Priscillians (end of the fourth century) to
Spain. Itis quite possible that the pentagram, amongst other symbols,
was used by them. In gnostic as well as in late Neopythagorean-
Neoplatonic circles magic played an important part. Iamblichus
called himself a Pythagorean. He considered ‘theurgy’ more important
than ‘theory’2.

Here in late Antiquity we are undoubtedly at the roots of the
pentagram as a magic symbol in the Middle Ages: it was put on utensils
and on buildings, on the doors of cow-sheds, in churches and on the
gates of castles®. This usage is continued in Renaissance and post-
Renaissance times, it is found throughout the 17th and 18th centuries
and survives in the 19th and 20th, up till the present day? What is
new in the Post-renaissance period is the use of the pentagram as a

1 Leemans, Papyri graeci mus. Lugd. Bat. 11 1885; A. Dieterich, Abraxas, Studien
zur Religionsgesch. d. spatern Altertums, Leipzig 1891, p. 6.6-11, p. 17.21-24,
p. 182, 23-26:

6 8¢ éri T¥ic Bapsws pavelg cuvavaTéN v xuvoxepoorépdny i8la Staéntey domdletal
oe AMywv ‘ol el 6 dpidudg Tob Eviautod "ARpacdE’.

“He who appears on the bark (# Bépig, an Egyptian bark, gen. Bdeidog or

Bdpews) at the same time as the rising sun, a fox with a dog’s head, welcomes
you in his own language saying: “You are the Number of the year, Abrasax”.
French transl. by A. J. Festugiére, La Révélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste 1, L’astro-
logie et les sciences occultes, Paris 1950, p. 300f. On the name Abrasax which by
its seven letters symbolizes the power of the seven planets united in the God who
is called by that name, while at the same time it expresses the number 365, see
Reitzenstein, Poimandres, Leipzig 1904, p. 272f.
 Cp. Olympiodorus in Phaed. p. 123, 3-6 Norvén; De Vogel, Greek Phil. 111,
nr. 1446 c.
* A good example of the pentagram on churchdoors was mentioned to me by
Dr. J. Schouten, director of the municipal musea at Gouda. It is in the Ro-
manesque church in Trauthain (near Leipzig), where a pentagram is found on
the capital to the right of the door. The case of the cathedral of Rouen, which I
found mentioned in an Encyclopedia article, seems to be less clear. Mr. A.
Bloch, who kindly gave me some information, is rather hesitating about it.

As to the entrance of castles, I found a clear pentagram on the lower gate of
the Schloss of Bentheim. One other instance: on the front of a 17th century
house at the market-place of the little city of Groenlo (province of Gelderland,
the Netherlands) there was a stone with to the left initials and to the right a
pentagram. Itisnot at all certain that it belonged to a doctor’s house (according
to the post-Remaissance symbolism which I shall mention further on). It may
be a simple apotropeic sign, as in so many other cases.

* Dr. Schouten informed me that amongst the Gipsies the pentagram is still
used under cradles as an apotropeic sign.
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medical symbol. It appears as such in the arms of a doctors’ guild
and, from the 16th century onwards, on the Pharmacopea. On an
engraving of the Dutch humanist Coornhert, nowadays in the Museum
of Gouda, Sanitas appears with three medical emblems: the pentagram,
the urinal and the crane. In the same museum the room of the guild
of the surgeons is open to visitors: among the furniture are two 18th
century cushion-covers on which a pentagram is embroidered and a
seventeenth century cabinet with a pentagram on it. Also the guild-
glasses bear the sign of the pentagram. A number of similar instances
might be cited®.

When compared with the Roman denarii of L.Papius where the
pentagram appears as a symbol of the builders, the emblem of the
Gouda surgeons reveals to us the difference between the Roman coins
of the first century B.C. and the 17th century symbolism in Holland:
in Rome the pentagram appears as a geometrical figure, serving as
such to symbolizing the builders; at Gouda it proves to be the symbol
of health. In the first case the use of the pentagram has nothing to
do with Pythagoreanism at all, in the latter case it has - and even
more directly than the pentagram as an apotropeic sign or talisman.
We must remember that in the 16th century Greek texts such as
Lucian’s were read and printed, and the symbolism of classical forms
was cultivated by the humanists. No doubt the pentagram as a
symbol of health is a 16th century renewal of the Pythagorean identi-
fication mentioned by Lucian in his treatise In defense of a slip of the
tongue in greeting®.

The passage is interesting enough to be cited. The disciples of
Pythagoras, the author says, never began their letters with the usual
greeting formula yaipewv or with the less usual one of £¥ mpdrrew (which
was preferred by Plato in his Third Letter); they always began with
the formula dywaiverv. For this was in their opinion the most suitable
thing you could wish a person, both for the well-being of the soul and
of the body. “Indeed the pentagram, the triple intersecting triangle,

! This is done in a recent study by Dr. J.Schouten, the author of a highly
interesting iconological study on the Staff of Asklepios (Amsterdam 1963).
It is to him I owe the above mentioned data about the pentagram used as a
symbol of health from the 16th century onwards. His paper on the pentagram
as a medical symbol will be published in the Nederlands Kunsthistorisch Jaarboek,
Amsterdam 1965. It will include some very interesting material, on which no-
body is more able to comment than he.

2 ‘Ymip 7ob &v 1§ mpaocayoepeboer wralopatog (Pro lapsu inter salutandum) c. 5
Jacobitz I, p. 330.
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which they used as a token serving to recognize the members of their
sect, they called Health”!.

Now here the question arises of How did Pythagoras or his followers
come to call the pentagram ‘health’ 7 How did they arrive at this direct
identification? And it is here that I should like to suggest an expla-
nation different from that which was proposed by Comneno and
De Guadan: while they thought of the so-called radial pentagram
which in Egypt came to denote the human frame, and hence might
have become a symbol of the soundness of the body, I feel more and
more inclined to suppose that in Babylon already the five-point star,
whether it preceded the geometrical pentagram or not, on astrological
grounds was considered as having some apotropeic force, and hence
became a talisman and a symbol of health. Thus, after all, Pythagoras
and the Pythagoreans probably were not of any primary significance
in that wide-spread phenomenon of the pentagram in the ancient world.

This view, which results rather clearly from the numismatic evidence,
is strongly reinforced by the occurrence of a somewhat irregular five-
point star on a warrior’s shield represented on an Attic red-figured
drinking cup? For here, without any doubt, we are not concerned
with a geometrical figure: it is a star, the downward angles of which
are clearly asymmetrical, the right one reaching much lower down
than the left. Moreover, what could it mean on a shield unless some
protecting force was attributed to it? The emblem reminds us of the
so-called ‘shield of David’, a name first used in the 12th century A.D.
to denote the six-point star, which also is of Babylonian origin. It
has been reasonably supposed that the designation ‘shield of David’
was inspired by an old tradition saying that David when fighting
Goliath carried a shield with the emblem of a six-point star, an emblem
which, no doubt, the Jews borrowed from Babylon3.

One other instance of a five-point star on a shield is known to me:
it is in the 14th century English poem Sir Gawain and the Green Knightt.
Here ‘the Pentangle’ is found on Sir Gawain’s shield. Its essential
character proves to be ‘that it is endless everywhere’, whence it was

L xoi ©6 ye Tpumhoty adroic Tplywvoy 16 3VdAARRwy, TO mevtdypopuoy, & cuuBéie
Tpdg Tovg 6p0dbEoug Expddvro, dyieta mpdg adTév dvoudlero.

* Museo Gregoriano, prima ediz., parte seconda, tav. XC. It is reproduced in R.
Eisler, Weltenmantel w. Himmelszelt, Miinchen 1910, vol. I, p. 306. See my plate Va.
3 Robert Eisler, op. cit., p. 306ff.

* Vs. 642-690 (p. 49f. in the modern English translation by Brian Stone, Pen-
guin Classics 1959).
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called ‘the endless Knot’. Moreover, in the same passage the number
five is worked out into a general symbolism of the physical, intellectual
and moral qualities of man which, so far as I can see, is not found in
early Pythagoreanism nor anywhere else in the Greek-Hellenistic
world. Though this last-mentioned form of symbolism seems rather
an original development of the very general and wide-spread use of
the pentagram in Medieval Europe, the aspect of this figure as being
endless may go back to Babylon, even to the earliest period in which
the pentagram is found: that of Uruk IV and III. And this very
aspect may have given to the pentagram — whether geometrical or not —
the character of a sacred emblem, whence some apotropeic or protecting
power may havebeen attributedtoit,evenin the early Babylonian world.

Now let me say a few words more about the modern use of the five-
point star or pentagram. Nowadays the five-point star is used as the
trademark of certain industriel concerns'. We may assume that in these
cases, too, the five-point star still has some symbolic significance and is
not a mere decorative figure. In many other cases itis purely decorative.

Goodenough? cites a few examples of the hexagram being used as a
‘religious symbol’ in the present-day Arabic world, where it appears
“still to have the value given to it by the Pythagoreans when they
called it ‘health’”. In this statement he passes imperceptibly from the
hexagram he is discussing, to the pentagram. The first of these,
however, is definitely not Pythagorean, and the two existing side by
side and being muddled up might seem to be a proprium of the Jewish
world, if it were not that in Babylon already the five-, six- and seven-
point stars occur side by side.

Many present-day examples of pentagrams could be cited in this
context. I shall discuss a few of them in Appendix B.

Coming back to the pentagram in the Hellenistic world, we observed
that in the case of the Jews it has apparently all too readily been
ascribed to Pythagorean influence on the basis of one single late
instance. It is more correct, as we have seen, to regard it as a symbol
belonging to the Middle East which, if it was not known in Egypt,
certainly was in India3,

1 Such as Texaco and Heineken. 2 Jew. Symbols VII, p. 200.

3 In ancient India many symbols were known. Among these the pentagram
was not very prominent, although it was known. The Greek geographer Ptole-
maeus (VII 1, 57) calls a town situated on the Indus in the province of Indo-
scythia by the name ITevrdypappe. On this, see V. de St. Martin in Mém. de
VAcad. d. Inscy. V 2, 1858, p. 396.
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We have also seen that in Western Europe (Gaul and Britain) a
direct Pythagorean origin of the pentagram on coins is not probable
either. It may be assumed, however, that in these countries the
symbol of the pentagram was taken over, together with numerous
other motifs, from Greco-Roman coins. In this case a direct influence
from the Middle East is improbable. Only in the case of a place like
Gades is this otherwise.

We found that in Italy, even in the case of the Roman denarii of
L. Papius, dating from the first century B.C., no Pythagorean influence
has to be assumed. On the other hand, it is probable that at the
beginning of the third century a few Pythagoreans still lived in Cy-
rene!. Finally, the main thesis of the two Spanish authors and of
Holger Thesleff, that the continuity of Pythagoreanism in Italy can
be proved, can to a certain extent be made acceptable in another
manner. What cannot be proved is the continued existence of a
formal Pythagorean School, like the one which flourished for gener-
ations in Croton. But there are indications that the Orphic-Pytha-
gorean ideas about the immortality of the soul and its transmigration
lived on, together with certain ethical principles which are more or
less connected with these ideas. This can be found here and there in
literary sources: in Ennius, in the beginning of his Annals, and in
the verse that he puts into the mouth of Scipio Africanus Maior?, later
in Cicero3, and in the well-known passage in Ovid’s Metamorphosest.
We saw that Cicero has Cato in his old age tell how as a boy in Taren-

1 Reported by Comneno and De Guadan as being ‘a clear case’: Rev. de Fil
1956, p. 1971.

? Ennius tells that Homer’s soul is reincarnated in him. He has Scipio in his
old age say on the day after his death: mi soli coeli maxima porta patet (Seneca,
Ep. 108, 34). This idea undoubtedly existed in Southern Italy in the fourth and
third century, as appears from the gold tablets with Orphic prayers which have
been found there. The fact that in the necropolis of Sybaris, “where no doubt
the last Pythagoreans were buried”, such tablets were found next to the head or
in the right hand of the dead, is cited by H. M. R. Leopold in Mélanges d’Avchéo-
logie et &’ Histoive (Ecole Francaise de Rome) 1921-22, pp. 170ff., as a proof of
the early fusion of Pythagoreanism and Orphism. Cp. also W. K. C. Guthrie,
History I, pp. 150 and 198f,

# Cicero, Tusc. I 17, 39 says that Plato learnt from Pythagoras about the im-
mortality of the soul. Cf. also Resp. I, 10, 16. In Tusc. IV 1, 2-4 he speaks about
vestigia Pythagoreorum in Roman institutions; in De leg. I 33 and De off. I 56 he
Ppasses on from Stoic rationality to the Pythagorean ideal of guAic.

4 Ovid, Metam. XV, 153ff. The speech by Pythagoras in Ovid is dealt with in
detail by A. Rostagni, Il verbo di Pitagora, Torino 1924, pp. 2501f.
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tum, he heard his host Nearchus cite a speech of Archytas: that
pleasure is a highly dangerous passion and the origin of all possible
evil, and that one must try as much as possible to detach oneself from
bodily desires!. In Pliny? we hear of a statue erected at the corner of
the Comitium in honour of Pythagoras at the time of the Samnite war.

This happened at the beginning of the third century because of an
oracle, and Pythagoras was here —nil mirari —in the somewhat frivolous
company of Alcibiades ... Can we infer from this, as for example
Carcopino does?, that Pythagoras was very popular in the Rome of
those days? It seems to me that all we can say is that apparently at
that time in Italy Pythagoras still had a great reputation of exceptional
wisdom, — a rather distant fame, as appears from the way he is here
introduced in Rome.

Such a distant fame is also implied in the tradition according to
which King Numa was a pupil of Pythagoras. Cicerot and Livy® have
not a good word for this legend. Nevertheless it is certainly significant
that somebody at this time made a fake case full of Pythagorean
writings and then ‘found’ it. It can certainly not be said that in
Rome in the first century the figures of Nigidius Figulus and the
Sextii were something completely new, appearing after an inter-
ruption of several centuries. Cicero himself and his biographer Plutarch
testify to the great influence which a man like Nigidius had in Rome$.
One should however, not misinterpret the general purport of these
reports. Nigidius was by no means a popular preacher. Gellius? says
so emphatically, and refers to the obscuritas and subiilitas of his
expositions as being parum wutilis. It is true that Carcopino® could
rightly present him as a religious leader rather than an academic
scholar — “Chez lui, se tiennent des réunions qui n'ont rien d’une
académie, mais qui ressemblent & des mystéres” — but it would be

3 Cato Maior 41. Cf. Laelius 88. Supra, p. 24. 2 N.H. 34, 26.

3 J. Carcopino, La basilique pythagovicienne de la Povie Majeure, Paris 1927, p. 183.
4 In De ve publ. 11 15, 28 he has Scipio pass severe judgment about this rumour:
“Falsum est enim id totum, neque solum fictum, sed etiam imperite absurdeque
fictum”. It is, of course, chronologically completely impossible: Pythagoras
came to Italy 140 years after the death of Numa!

® Livy I 18: Auctorem doctrinae eius (sc. Numae), quia non extat alius, falso
Samium Pythagoram edunt —~. Cp. Ovid., Metam. XV 4791

¢ In the most important of his political actions Cicero would ask Nigidius’
advice (Plut., Cic. 20; An seni sit gevenda vesp., 27, 8; 797 F). Cf also Cic,,
Pro Sulla 42.

"N.4.19, 14, 3. 8 J. Carcopino, La basilique pythagoricienne, pp. 198 ff.
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wrong to think that these conventicles were frequented by the simple
and uneducated. It was clearly a matter of a cultured élite: Nigidius
was a senator and a man of great authority, and the terms in which
he expressed himself were apparently the reverse of popular.

To return to Holger Thesleff’s theory: another objection to this
hypothesis is that the author judges the Pythagorean pseudepigrapha
onesidedly by the criterion of dialect form. Important and clear
indications of later modes of thought have been passed over by him.
Thus, for instance, he thinks that the treatise Ilepl dqpyév, attributed
to Archytas, could indeed have been written by that early fourth
century Tarantine Pythagorean. This is, however, absolutely im-
possible. The three principles assumed in this short work — dmoxetpevoy,
mopeth and an effective cause — not only presuppose the terminology
and mode of thought of Aristotle, but the interpretation of Smoxelpevov
as & dota or & dotw is unmistakably Stoic. When in Timaeus Locrus
the terms efpaoix Biov (104¢) and rovedv (103d) are used, Thesleff does
not wish to accept these terms, which clearly point to Zeno and
Cleanthes, as ‘indications of a deeper Stoic influence’. Even in
Ecphantus, where we find ourselves in an altogether Stoic climate,
when ‘the nature of all things’ is said ‘to breathe together with the
universe’ and thus “bound together, to accompany the stream of the
All, in both the best and in a necessary way”?!, he would hardly admit
that there is some ‘reflection of the idea of mvebua’.

Whilst therefore a certain continuity of Pythagoreanism in Italy
must be assumed, Thesleff’s explanation of the rise of a literature of
Pythagorean school writings in the third century B.C. in cultural
isolation in Southern Italy meets with serious objections.

As to the fusion of Pythagoreanism and Platonism which took place
in the Greco-Alexandrian world not so long after Plato’s death, we
shall deal with this in a later chapter2.

! Ecphantus 4.271.16: ouvunvelovon (sc. the gioig of all beings) y&p adtéy (ie.
the universe), xai ocuvdedeuéva =av dploTay Te dua wal dvayxaioy dxokovSiay
dmadel fuug & mwavtég. Thesleff p. 68. It is true that such a passage does not
necessarily presuppose Posidonius. It does contain a kind of compendium of the
Stoic view of the universe; rather it is penetrated by the Stoic ‘feeling’ of the
universe as an organic unity, living and in perpetual flux, ruled by an eternal
Law, which is both wise and inexorable. That feeling is expressed there in terms
which remind us rather of the later than of the early Stoa. 2 Ch. VIII.
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CHAPTER 1V

THE TESTIMONY OF COINS WITH REGARD
TO EARLY PYTHAGOREANISM

Apart from literary, ie. historical-biographical sources, we know
something of the history of Southern Italy in the sixth and fifth
centuries B.C. from the numerous Greek coins which were issued in
this region. As they form our oldest and only contemporary evidence
about this period, together with the written sources which date from
the fourth century they have a particularly important function.
However, this evidence needs an interpretation if it is to be understood,
and for this the written sources always prove to be indispensable.
Two problems deserve our special attention.

1. The appearance of the oldest coins in S. Italy has been connected
with the arrival of Pythagoras. The argument for this ran as follows.
The introduction of coins in a country marks a very important step in
its economic and, taken in a wide sense, its cultural development.
Now we see that this highly important event in S. Italy took place
exactly at the time when Pythagoras must have settled there. He
came there from a country which was culturally and economically
far in advance of Italy, and in Croton he soon acquired a position of
great authority. Is it not then an obvious inference to assume that it
was he who induced the inhabitants of Croton and later on those of the
surrounding places to introduce coinage? Thus, Francois Lenormant
— with some simplification of the available data (i.e. as if alliance
coins were struck only in Croton, and as if these alliance coins were
the very first coinage to be used) — wrote the following passage!:

“C’est alors, ainsi que nous l'avons déja dit, que toutes les
cités de la Grande-Gréce, a l'exception de Locres, adoptérent,
comme signe matériel de cette union® un systéme uniforme de

! Francois Lenormant, La grande Gréce, Paysages et Histoire, Paris 1881, t. II,
p. 75 if.
2 j.e., that of the Southern Italian confederation under the hegemony of Croton.
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monnaies, variées pour les types dans chaque ville, mais pa-
reilles par le poids, la valeur intrinséque, la composition du
métal et le systéme du revers incus, c’est-a-dire frappé en creux.
L’adoption de cette combinaison aussi simple qu’ ingénieuse,
qui réalisait une idée déja concue, mais moins parfaitement, au
Vile siécle, par les cités de I'lonie dans leur monnayage d’
électrum, constituait une réforme économique et financiere des
plus heureuses, qui réalisait I'unité monétaire, si utile au com-
merce, sur une vaste étendue de territoire en respectant tous
les droits et tous les intéréts particuliers des souverainetés
locales. Il n’est pas possible d’en refuser 'honneur a Pythagore
ou du moins aux Pythagoriciens, car les monnaies incuses ont
commencé & étre fabriquées et 'ont méme été en majeure partie
au temps oil cette école avait partout le gouvernement dans la
Grande-Gréce, et la seule ville qui n’y ait pas pris part est
précisément celle qui s'était fermée au pythagorisme. II est
méme A remarquer que 'on n’a jamais rencontré jusqu’a présent
une monnaie des Grecs de I'Italie méridionale antérieure a
cette série des incuses, qui révéle une métallurgie si savante
et si sfire de ses procédés, qui résoud des problémes de fabrica-
tion accumulés comme a plaisir. Il semble donc que ce fut
Pythagore qui, de méme que Solon & Athénes quarante ans
auparavant, établit chez les Hellénes italiotes l'usage de faire
une monnaie nationale.”

A few lines further he goes on:

“Avant d’étre des podtes, des artistes ou des philosophes, ils (sc.
the Greeks) étaient avant tout, et jusque dans les moelles, un
peuple de marchands. Aussi chez eux les esprits les plus portés a
’abstraction se sont montrés en méme temps pénétrés de l'in-
stinct vrai des choses de commerce et de finances. Pythagore lui-
méme, en se lancant dans les régions de 'absolue métaphysique
et en se présentant comme un révélateur divin, n’oubliait pas
les lecons pratiques qu’il avait prises enfant dans le magasin de
son pére.”

But this has not been the only inference. It has been taken further.
These incuse coins of South Italy, which in most cities constitute the
earliest series, and in particular those of Croton showing a tripod, are

1 He is referring to Locri.
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so strikingly beautiful, that the question has been asked, who at that
time and in that region could possibly have possessed such artistic
skill. The answer has been: who else but Pythagoras, the son of an
engraver in Samos, who after the custom of those times will have
learnt the art of his father!.

Indeed a somewhat staggering hypothesis. Those who are concerned
with the study of Greek philosophy have probably long ago given up
all hope of ever seeing an opus from Pythagoras’ own hand. And this
is now offered to them — in the form of a coin: a silver coin on which
a tripod is represented, beautifully executed. What can be said?
Shall we say with Guthrie that this is ‘a possibility that must not be
overlooked’?, and that it is hardly possible that Pythagoras should
have had nothing to do with this apparently contemporary coin??
Or shall we say with another recent English author?, that it is “the
most reasonable explanation yet proposed for these curious coinages”?

No, we shall not. Regretfully we have to exclude this supposed
possibility. Because the first premiss was false. The oldest incuse
coins of Southern Italy were not contemporary with Pythagoras’ arrival.
They date from about the middle of the sixth century, that is some
twenty years before Pythagoras settled at Croton. Moreover, the
earliest coins known to us are not from Croton, but from Sybaris?.

These facts are confirmed by our literary sources: both Justin
(Pompeius Trogus’ Epitome) and Diodorus speak of Metapontum and
Sybaris as having preceded Croton as a leading city®. And the coins

! This theory was first put forward by the Duc de Luynes, who travelled
through Magna Graecia half a century before Frangois Lenormant did and
wrote his brilliant work La Grande Gréce. Not long ago, however, De Luynes’
hypothesis was defended anew by the English archaeologist C. T. Seltman
(The problem of the fivst Italiote Coins, in Num. Chron. 1949). It is apparently
still adhered to in Cambridge. See the recent work of W.K.C. Guthrie, 4
History of Greek Philosophy, vol. I, Cambridge 1962, pp. 176-177.

2 Guthrie, op. cit., p. 176. 3 Guthrie ibid., p. 177.

* M. White in Journal of Hell. Stud. 1954, p. 43.

5 A. M. C. Kraay, Num. Chron. 1960, p. 78.

¢ Trogus (Justin XX 2) says with a certain emphasis that the Metapontines
were the oldest: we are informed that the Trojan horse was constructed at
Metapontum. As a proof of this the iron tools with which the work was ac-
complished, were shown at the temple of Athena. The power and wealth of
Sybaris were famous everywhere in Antiquity and left their trace in ancient
literature. According to Diod. X 23, Sybaris had overwhelming power when it
came into conflict with Croton. Cf. Diod. XII 9. Also T. J. Dunbabin, The
Western Greeks, Oxford 1948, p. 356 f{.
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themselves tell the same tale: there are ‘alliance coins’ of Sybaris before
the much discussed alliance coins of Croton!. It is quite certain,
therefore, that the first appearance of the incuse coins had nothing
to do with Pythagoras at all?.

2. The second point is that of the alliance coins of Croton with a
number of other cities in the South of Italy, perhaps Sicily as well.
These coins belong for the greater part to the large group of incuse
coins of S. Ttaly, though they are not among the earliest ones. Alliance
coins are found not only of Croton but also of a few other cities. There
are alliance coins of Siris-Pyxous, of Mystia-Hyporon?, later (in the
fifth cent.) also of Posidonia-Sybaris?. Much more numerous, however,
are the alliance coins of Croton with a number of other cities. Kahr-
stedt mentions as certain the following combinations:

Croton - Sybaris
Croton - Temesa?®
Croton - Pandosia
Croton - Caulonia
Croton - Zankle

He dates the alliance coins Croton - Sybaris shortly after 510, those
with Temesa and Caulonia c. 480, and those with Pandosia shortly
before 480. As to the alliance with Zankle, if the inscription AA
denotes Zankle at all — which has been doubted by von Fritz8, but

1 See Kahrstedt, Zur Geschichte Gvossgrviechenlands im 5 Jahrh., in Hevmes 53
(1918), p. 180.

2 See in particular Laura Breglia, La coniazione incusa di Magna Graecia e la sua
attuale problematica, in Annali del Istituto Italiano di numismatica, Roma
1956, pp. 23-27. Also the same author’s paper Le antiche votte del Mediterraneo
documentate da monete e pesi, in: Rendiconti della Accad. de Avcheol., Lett. e belle
arti, Napoli 1955, pp. 215-218.

8 Head, Hist. numm.2, pp. 83 {fi.; Babelon, Traité des monnaies grecques et vom.
II,1 (1907), 1455 {f.; Kahrstedt in Hermes 1918, p. 180.

4 Head, Hist. Numm.?, p. 85; Kahrstedt, Hermes 1918, p. 187.

5 Not Terina, as was suggested by Babelon, for the coins bear the emblem of the
helmet, which belongs to Temesa, not to Terina.

¢ Von Fritz, Pythagovean Politics in Southern Italy, New York 1940, p. 821.,
observes that, since these coins bear the symbol of the Crotonian tripod on both
sides, the inscription might be the initials of the name of a Crotonian magistrate
instead of those of the name of another city, the more so, since the side with the
inscription AA shows a thymiaterion to the right of the tripod, and this is known
as one of the insignia of magistrates. However, alliance coins bearing the tripod
of Croton on both sides and an inscription denoting another city on one of them,
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which is after all not improbable — the coins must belong to the year
460 or shortly after, since at that time exactly the fall of the tyrant
Anaxilas came, and the city called itself for a short time by its old name.

Other inscriptions appear, of which ME has been identified as
Medma, OP as Portus Orestis mentioned in Plinius, N.H. III 73, while
IM apparently must denote Himera. Kahrstedt! is rather brief about
these coins which he mentions in close connection with the preceding
ones. He does identify the ME and OP inscriptions, but is silent on
the IM (which, for the rest, is found together with the cock of Himera).
“The other names remain unclarified”, he declares. “They must have
been places within the Crotonian Empire”.

Here we arrive at the crucial question. What did the alliance coins
mean? Granting that they indicate a foedus iniguum, since Croton
always issued at the same time also coins of its own while the allied
cities did not, the question still remains as to what precisely was the
relation of Croton to the other cities. If there was a ‘Crotonian
Empire’, as Kahrstedt likes to put it, does this imply that there was a
central government, so that the allied cities had lost their autonomy??
Were they simply conquered, as Minar thinks they were?3

There is one conclusive argument against Minar’s theory of the
‘territorial expansion’ of Croton, viz. that the coin-alliance was far too
widespread. Kahrstedt glosses over this fact by keeping silent about
Himera and by acting as if all the rest was uncertain. In fact he
restricts his Crotonian empire to some six towns in Southern Italy,
to which Zankle is finally added as a seventh. Even if only these six
places were included, one could raise well-founded objections to the
idea of territorial expansion. But be this as it may, Kahrstedt is not
consistent when he states by way of summing up that, “all Southern-
Italian towns to the south of the line Velia-Metapontum belonged to
the Crotonian empire, with the exception of Laos, Skidros and Zankle”.

are not unknown. There are coins of this type with the inscription KAYA
(Caulonia) as well, whereas the suggestion that the letters might be the initials
of a magistrate is merely a guess. As a rule the names of magistrates appear
more frequently only in the second part of the fourth century and later (Head,
H.N.,p. 87).

1 P. 184 of the above cited article.

% This was no doubt what Karhstedt meant: the relation Croton-Sybaris was in
his opinion not a special case; Croton’s relation to other cities must have been
the same.

8 E. L. Minar, Early Pythagovean Politics in Practice and Theory, Baltimore 1942,
pPp. 36-48.
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In Southern Italy there were certainly more places than those mention-
ed. Two important ones were in any case Locri and Rhegium. Now
these did not belong to the Crotonian empire, at least Locri did not.

Another point is that there are a great many coins on which the
tripod of Croton appears with engravings of various animals on the
reverse, with or without inscriptions. We know which towns these
animals were the emblems of. Thus we find:

Pegasus with inscription ¢ : Corinth

octopus : Syracuse, 5th century

owl : Athens

hare : Messana or Rhegium, after 480
crab : Agrigentum

cock : Himera, before 480.

All these are coins of little value, not incuse as the larger coins, but
in dubble relief, although of the ancient type. As they bear the emblem
of two towns, per definitionem they belong to the alliance coins. If one
interprets this alliance not as an economic union, but as a military-
political dominion, one gets into serious difficulties. This makes it
necessary to revise the theory of territorial conquest.

The above-mentioned small coins (‘monnaies divisionnaires’) were
discussed in a recent article by Colin M.Kraay!. He points to the
difference in weight between the stater of Croton and that of Corinth:
the latter was somewhat heavier. The Crotonianstater will therefore not
have been accepted in Corinth and several other places without a
small supplementary coin. They therefore testify to a regular trade
between Croton and Corinth, Athens and several other places in Sicily.

However, I am willing to assume that at the time of this coin-
alliance, i.e. between 510 and c. 450, a Southern Italian confederation
existed under the hegemony of Croton. Indications of this are un-
doubtedly supplied by the coins. On the basis of archaeological-
numismatic data that is all we can say?. For a further interpretation
we are dependent on the written historical sources.

1 Schweizer Miinzbldtter, Dez. 1958, pp. 99 {f.

2 1 consider it perfectly correct that Laura Breglia, in her article mentioned
above on the incuse coins of Magna Graecia, devotes only one sentence to the
alliance coins, restricting herself to stating the existence of a federation under
the leadership of Croton.

57



CHAPTER V

THE TESTIMONY OF HISTORIANS
AND BIOGRAPHERS ABOUT PYTHAGORAS
AND EARLY PYTHAGOREANISM (1)

1. The preceding events

We find the history prior to Pythagoras’ arrival in Croton briefly
but clearly described in Justinus XX 2-3. Something about it can be
found in Diodorus as well.

According to Justinus’ account the three Achaean colonies — Meta-
pontum, Sybaris and Croton — attacked the Ionic colony of Siris,
at that time a rival of Sybaris. Locri chose the side of Siris. This
support resulted in an attack by Croton on Locri. The Crotonians
marched with enormously superior forces against the much smaller
Locri — according to Justinus more than 120.000 on the side ot Croton
against 15.000 Locrians -, but contrary to all expectations they
suffered a crushing defeat at the river Sagra at the hands of the
Locrians who fought with the courage wrought out of despair?.

The ancient sources only relate the story that the Locrians, fearfull
of the superior power of Croton, asked Sparta for help and that the
Spartans, who quite understandably were unwilling and not in a
position to go on an overseas expedition, sent the Dioscuri to their
rescue. It is related how they travelled with great ceremony on the
ambassadors’ ship to Locri and how they were seen up to the end of
the battle dressed in scarlet and on white horses. Justinus (Trogus)
gives a rational explanation when he says, “The Locrians, seeing their
own small numbers, gave up all hope of victory and concentrated
determinedly on communal death: and so great was the courage that
fired each and everyone of them as the result of their despair that
they considered themselfs victors should they not die unrevenged.

! Pausanias reports this famous battle in III 19, 11-13; Diodorus VIII 32;
Justinus XX 2-3; Strabo 261. T 1.
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But just because they sought an honourable death, they found a happy
life: and their victory was caused by nothing but the fact that they
had given up hope.”

Francois Lenormant! made a study of the spot where this battle
must have taken place. The Sagra, he notes, cannot on any account
be the present-day river Allaro; it was the Turbulo, a somewhat more
southerly situated wild mountain stream which cuts its way through
narrow gaps between steep rocks. At the mouth of this stream lies
the obvious way to cross from the country of Caulonia to Locri
between inaccessible heights and the sea. It was a veritable Thermo-
pylae through which the Crotonians had to take their army: as if
made for a small but determined group to prevent the passage of a
superior force. “Thus the result of the battle of the Sagra, which
viewed from afar and to posterity appeared so extraordinary, becomes
obvious and logical when one stands on the actual battlefield and
considers how differently the two armies were composed”: that of
Croton was a people’s army recruited from the whole region belonging
to Croton, mostly composed of peace-loving Italian farmers, without
any military training and not heavily armed, that of Locri composed
of citizens of one Doric city, trained by Spartan methods, with the
spirit and the equipment of heavily armed warriors.

This then was the battle of the Sagra: a famous battle, surrounded
by fabulous stories and legends. ‘After these events’, Justinus says?,
“the citizens of Croton took no further part in training in bravery;
they had nothing more to do with the arms trade. They had had
enough of the business from which they had derived so little profit
and would have fallen into a life of luxury (no different from Sybaris) —~
had it not been for the philosopher Pythagoras”.

Dunbabin® dates the fall of Siris and the battle of the Sagra shortly
after 540: this was the time when Sparta somewhat withdrew from her
overseas interests on behalf of the Ionians in Asia Minor. A second
argument: Croton produced a striking number of victors in the
Olympic Games, but between 548 and 532 not a single one. This may
point to a period of decay.

These are plausible arguments. They may, however, equally well
lead to a somewhat earlier dating. For one thing, the polite rejection
of the request for help against Croton on the part of the Locrians is also
! La Grande Gréce 11, pp. 31/32.

?XX 4,1-2. T2
8 The Western Greeks, p. 360.
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pre-eminently possible in the years 550-540, since it was precisely
at that time that Sparta was involved in political complications with
Croesus and Amasis. Hence the battle of the Sagra could very well
be placed at about 545. The coins from Siris also point to a somewhat
earlier fall of the city.

This then was the situation when Pythagoras came to Southern
Italy.

2. Pythagoras’ residence in Croton and his activities there
according to the report of Pompeius Trogus

Why did Pythagoras, on his arrival in Italy, settle at Croton? Was
this a matter of chance or choice?

The preceding paragraph enables us to answer this question. The
fact that Pythagoras settled in Croton was no doubt not due to chance,
but it was a deliberate choice. We may assume that Pythagoras, who
was then in the prime of life and who had already for many years
taught in his native city, came to Southern Italy with definite views:
views on the structure of the universe, which he recognized as a divine
order, views also on the nature of man and his place in the universe,
and finally views on his own task and calling. What these views were
is made clear to us in broad outline by the ancient sources. They
are unanimous. All show us Pythagoras as a man who, because of his
views on the cosmic order, felt called to form and lead a human
community in order to teach people to take their appropriate place
in the cosmos. With this purpose in mind Pythagoras will have
wanted to settle in a large population centre of such political structure
that it was not a priori cut off from new ideas, and of such a spirit
that it was not too tied by material interests. At that time Sybaris
was the largest and most powerful city in Southern Italy. It is clear
why Pythagoras did not make his way there. Immediately after
Sybaris in importance came Croton — Croton that was shaken and
humiliated by the heavy defeat in the battle of the Sagra, and by these
very circumstances was perhaps more open to a strong spiritual
leadership than at a time of unbroken prosperity. Other places were
much less important: Locri was much smaller and moreover a Doric,
highly self-contained city; Tarentum, later an important place, was
in the background at that time. Hence it is easy to understand in
every respect why Pythagoras went to Croton.

Justinus gives us a concise report of the philosopher’s activities
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there!. He begins with a few words about his origin and intellectual
background. “Pythagoras was the son of Maratus, a rich merchant
of Samos. Educated by a solid training in knowledge and wisdom” —
this magna sapientiae incrementa may remind us both of Pherecydes
and of the than flourishing philosophical school of Miletus — “he left
first for Egypt, later for Babylon in order to learn thoroughly the
movements of the heavenly bodies and to consider the origin of the
universe. In this way he had acquired a high degree of knowledge.
After his return from Babylon to his native city he had gone to Crete
and Lacedaemon to get acquainted with the laws of Minos and Ly-
curgus, famous at that time. After all this preparation he came to
Croton and there by his authority called the people who had fallen
into luxury back to the practice of sobriety”.

Let us pause here for a moment and concentrate our attention on
this single line in which the ancient historian summarizes the whole
of Pythagoras’ philosophy and activities:

Crotona venit populumgue in luxuriam lapsum auctoritate sua ad

usum frugalitatis revocavit.
Should anyone now feel compelled to interrupt and to say: “Of course
not, that is the political activity of Pythagoras; it has nothing to do
with his philosophy” — then I would remind him of the words of Trogus
which immediately precede the above cited passage:

mutassentque vitam luxuria, ni Pythagoras philosophus fuisset.
I am not giving a modern interpretation according to present-day
taste and preference; I am following the ancient historian, who ac-
cording to the view of his time hands on the facts as they have come
down: it was the philosopher Pythagoras who, he says, by his personal
prestige brought back the people of Croton from luxury to sobriety.

That is one point. A second which we must consider is that he says
populumque in luxuriam lapsum ... revocavit.

He brought the people of Croton back from luxury to sobriety. And
this is what the ancient historian considers was Pythagoras’ real and
great achievement: not the formation of a circle of students of ma-
thematical science, like a modern scholar with radically new insights
and inner strength for winning over young people to a certain field of
investigation succeeds in gathering around him first an audience and
later fellow workers; nor the formation of an idealistic religio-ethical
brotherhood, a kind of ‘congregation’ living according to a rule.

1 Justinus XX 4, 3ff. T 2.
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Pythagoras did do all that. He undoubtedly inspired young people
to work on mathematical, musicological and astronomic problems;
he founded his ‘Brotherhood’ let us say the Societas Pythagorica
(5.P.)! — an organisation which does indeed, at least in Iamblichus’
description?, impress us as being of a highly monastic character. And
this is what distant posterity, to which we ourselves belong, is still
being told about Pythagoras in more or less detail, more or less
documented, more or less illustrated by handbooks and monographs.
But for the ancient historian the real achievement of the philosopher
Pythagoras was something else: it was precisely that about which
our historians of ancient philosophy are silent: the education of the
people of Croton as a whole.

I wish to underline that we are concerned here with an historical
fact, just as trustworthy and well-founded as anything else we may
claim to know about Pythagoras.

We now quote further from Justinus about the methods used by
Pythagoras in this task3,

“Every day he praised virtue and summed up the wrongs of
luxury and the fate of states that had been ruined by that
plague; and he induced so great a zeal for sobriety among the
‘masses that it seemed incredible that some of them should live
in luxury. He frequently instructed the married women, apart
from the manfolk, and the children apart from their parents.
He taught the women to be chaste, and to be obedient to their
husbands, the children to be modest and diligent in learning.
He admonished all of them that sobriety is as it were the mother
of all virtues, and by constantly repeating these talks he had
brought it about that the married women cast aside their
clothes sewn with gold thread and the other ornaments ac-
cording with their dignity, as only serving luxury (¢mstrumenta
luxuriae): they took all these to the temple of Hera and dedi-
cated them to the goddess herself, openly declaring that chastity
is the true ornament of womanhood and not clothes”.

In this passage there are three interesting points. (1) It is clearly
stated that Pythagoras addressed himself to the people as a whole,

! In the rest of this book the Pythagorean Society will be denoted by these
letters.

# This is also corroborated by Diodorus. 3XX 4, 6-12. T 3a.
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including women and children. (2) The population is divided into three
groups which were taught separately by the philosopher. (3) Emphasis
is laid on the frequency of these talks and their regular repetition.

In other words: whereas elsewhere the teaching of Pythagoras is
clearly and repeatedly described as being esoteric, the historian tells
us that esoteric teaching in the S.P. was by no means the be-all and
end-all of Pythagoras’ activities. Pythagoras also addressed the wider
circle, and not just once in a kind of propaganda-speech, to acquire
followers, but in a systematic education of the people. That he devoted
himself personally to this, is for the ancient historian the most im-
pressive aspect of his activities.

Is this testimony unique, or is it corroborated elsewhere?

The testimony of Pompeius Trogus has its parallels: in his own
century in the historian Diodorus, later in Porphyry and in Iamblichus.
It is of importance to investigate whether in them Trogus’ testimony
is essentially corroborated or contradicted.

Diodorus expresses himself in rather vague, rhetorical terms,
when he says (X 3):

“His speech was so convincing and so elegant that almost the
whole city turned to him daily: the whole population flocked
together to hear him, as if it was for the appearance of a god.
And not only did he show himself as a great man as to the power
of speaking, but he also showed a moral character of great
firmness and stability and for young people a wonderful
example of a life of self-discipline, and he would keep those
with whom he came in contact from extravagance and from
luxury!.”

Despite from their rhetorical form these few lines make it sufficiently
clear that Diodorus goes back to the same tradition as Trogus: he,
too, regards Pythagoras not in the first place as the founder of the
S.P. and the leader of a closed circle. It is his activities before the
people of Croton as a whole that are mentioned in the first place.
His call to sobriety and his warning against excess are in particular
underlined?. Finally Diodorus reports that Pythagoras in his talks
with the people (Sixheyduevog) gave ‘many other prescriptions’ for a
controlled and virtuous life and because of this was honoured as a god
by the Crotonians ({sa 9cols &tipdto)3. — This formulation again

1T 3b. 2X 17, 1. 3X909
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suggests some kind of pastoral work amongst the people of Croton as
such rather than esoteric teaching within the School itself.

As for Porphyry in V.P. 18, he talks about Pythagoras’ activities in
Croton, for which he refers to Dicaearchus: he reports in the first
place about his impressive physical appearance; then also his extremely
pleasant voice, and furthermore his charming and good character?.
It was through these qualities that Pythagoras influenced the citizens
of Croton (thy 76v Kpotwviatéy méiw) to such an extent that, first,
he won over the senate in a long and beautiful speech (modha kol xoa
Suxheydelc); second, at the request of the senate he made a speech to
the young men, third, one to the school children, fourth, one to the
women at a special gathering called together by him.

Furthermore Porphyry reports (c. 19) that through all this Pytha-
goras attained great fame and many followers, both men and women.

Also many ‘Kings and potentates’ from the surrounding Italian
country were to be found in his audience. “However, what he used to
say to his audience” Porphyry continues,” nobody can say for certain,
for a systematic silence prevailed amongst them” (008" % tuyolon
GLOTY).

Porphyry goes on to name the three main points of the Pythagorean
doctrine, which can still serve as the basis for any discussion of it2.

In connection with the above passage it must first be remarked
that c. 18 describes a Pythagoras who speaks to the people in a clearly
exoteric way, — or if one likes, as a preacher; in c. 19, however, there
is a special circle of pupils who gather round him, once he has attracted
attention by his public speeches and has gained people’s confidence.
Within the ¢ntimate circle a ‘systematic silence’” prevailed. This report
in c. 19 does not conflict with the picture of Pythagoras appearing in
public as reported in c. 18.

Porphyry does not go into the content of the teaching to the wider
circle. He does,however, make mention of four groups of the population
who were addressed separately: the senate, the young men, the school-
children and the women. Iamblichus, V.P. 37 ff., mentions the same
four groups, but has Pythagoras first speak to the young men who
assembled round him in the gymnasion and after that to the senate.

t xdpv te mAsloTyy xal xbopov nt T THC puviic xal ol #8ouc. T 4. The rather vague
addition xed éml Tév ¥ Awv amdvtwv means something to the effect that he by
nature had got everything on his side.

2 As I myself did in Greek Phil. 1, and as has recently been done also by Guthrie
in his History.
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Modern scholars have sometimes found a reason in this for arguing
that Iamblichus ‘altered the tradition’. The inference is not necessary.
What, after all, is ‘the tradition’? Pompeius Trogus and Diodorus
have without doubt used Timaeus as their source. They both re-
cognize a Pythagoras who regularly addressed large groups of the
population of Croton and exercised a profound influence on them.
Porphyry, who mentions Dicaearchus as his source, only slightly
touches on this side of Pythagoras’ work; his words rather give the
impression that one speech was delivered to each of the four groups
than that there was regular instruction. Iamblichus reports fully on
the contents of the four speeches.

It should be noted in this connection that in the first place, especially
as the effect was so profound, regularly repeated instruction would
seem far more probable than four speeches given only once, secondly
that it is highly improbable that Pythagoras should have been invited
straightaway to give a speech to the senate of Croton; thirdly that
it is much easier to imagine that he originally spoke to a group of
listeners in the place where young men practised sports. Is there any
ground for Porphyry’s short report having any particular authority?
Hardly, — unless in the eyes of those who have to defend a theory,
according to which they consider Dicaearchus as the primary source,
supposing that Timaeus (who may have written some ten years later)
followed him. The theory, which forms the background of this view,
originated in 19th century Germany, and hence spread all over Europe:
it supposes that Dicaearchus who, in reaction to Aristotle’s exclusive
ideal of the Blog Sewpnminde, claimed the supremacy of the Biog mpae-
mixbe, created the figure of the socio-political Pythagoras as a projec-
tion of his own ideal of life?.

This means that Dicaearchus simply invented the story of the four
speeches, and that Timaeus, the historian of S. Italy and Sicily, —
instead of handing down a local tradition which he might have known
by personal inquiry — just filled up the ‘framework’ offered to him
by Dicaearchus.

If that would be true, Porphyry’s short account on the speeches
would be deserving of preference, indeed.

We may be short on this theory: it is refuted by the fact that, two
generations before Dicaearchus, the four speeches of Pythagoras were
1 Thus Mrs. Timpanaro-Cardini, Pitagovici I, p. 42.

2 Both E. Rohde and Zeller held this theory. They were followed more recently
by Werner Jaeger and by many others.
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cited by Antisthenes, when he commented on the first line of the
Odyssea, as an example of modutpontal. Therefore, let us go on taking
the historical evidence as it lies before us. We have no reason of
disparaging the testimony of Timaeus: no doubt he knew the local
tradition of the cities of S. Italy and Sicily. His testimony has the
value of an independent source.

In the next chapter we will have a closer look at the contents of the
speeches in Tamblichus attributed to Pythagoras. For the time being
it may be stated that four of our sources — Diodorus and Trogus,
Porphyry and Iamblichus — are in agreement on the important point
that they all refer to the public activity of Pythagoras. According to
Diodorus and Trogus, the effect of this activity was very intense.
Porphyry (Dicaearchus) is silent about it. ITamblichus joins the first
mentioned tradition, which most probably goes back to Timaeus.

Let us now return to Trogus’ report. It forces us to consider the
following points. First. The ancient historian shows us a Pythagoras
different from the one we used to imagine. From the dimness behind
the owwd@v which hid him from the uninitiated® he now appears in the
open. This presents him to us as a completely different person; we see
him as a pastoral preacher, as a man who was aware that he had
something to say to everyome, young and old, men and women, great
and small; not just to an intellectual élite, but to everyone without
exception.

Second. Although this is not in accordance with the picture we
have held up to now, one cannot say it conflicts with this: the esoterism
isnot denied, it is only supplemented.

Third. We can well understand this aspect of the philosopher
Pythagoras, however new and unexpected it may be to us, from his
whole thought. For what is the sense of Pythagoras’ doctrine of
number and harmony which we know from other sources®? It is a
deeper insight into the structure and laws of the universe comprehend-
ed as a cosmos: a universe having within itself its own laws, its divine
order dependent on numerical ratios; a universe in which man is

! Dindorf, Scholia in Hom. Od. I1. T 5. Infra, p. 118.

2 Jamblichus, V.P. 72.

3 This doctrine, which is principally known to us from Aristotle, Met. A 5, has
often been discussed in the modern scholarly tradition, most recently by
Guthrie. 1 consider it unnecessary to discuss again here what has already
been well interpreted and generally accepted. I may presume that my readers
are well acquainted with the traditional view of Pythagoras.
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incorporated, of which he is part and in which only by understanding
the whole he will be able to determine his own position and nature.

But what does all this mean for the task of the philosopher who more
than anybody else has attained this deeper insight into the whole of
things? What else than that it is s duty to lead his ignorant fellow-
men and show then the way? The way to conform to the divine laws
which prevail in the universe; the way to become a cosmos-in-minia-
ture oneself, to effectuate within oneself the harmony which prevails
in the great cosmos.

This must be the task of the thinker who has acquired an insight
into the cosmic laws: his duty towards each of his fellow-men taken
individually, but no less with respect to his fellow-men as citizens
forming a state. For the individual never stands alone: he is a member
of a community and has a duty towards it. The philosopher-educator
will speak to him as such and make him aware of his duty and calling,
both as a member of a political community and simply as a man in
relation to his fellow-men.

1t was with these ideas and ideals that Pythagoras came to Croton.
If the historical sources from the fourth century B.C. to which the
report of Trogus goes back contain some truth, then he made use of
two methods to achieve his goal: not only education and instruction
in his own institution with a closed character, but also systematic and
repeated preaching to the people. The first of these undoubtedly had
for one of its aims, just as later Plato’s educational work at the
Academy: the training of people who would be capable of taking up
leading positions in the state — in Croton as well as other places -
either as councillors or as executive government officials, or as legis-
lators. It should not be imagined that @/l members of the S.P. were
intended for this task — our texts, as we shall see, do not point in that
direction —; but there were some who were considered suitable by the
leader and who, as we may assume from explicit statements, were sent
out by him when the occasion arose!. In this sense Pythagoras’
teaching in his own school was a form of indirect education of the masses,
just as later Plato’s work in the Academy aimed at being and, up to
a certain extent, actually was. Besides this, however, — and this is as
regards method the surprising thing — the philosopher of Croton
practised a direct pastoral teaching. This was far removed from any-
thing that Plato and Aristotle did, — and it must be stated that, as

1 See also infra: ch. VII, sect. 5.
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a rule, we do not hear a word about it in modern historians of philo-
sophy. When on the grounds of a historical testimony which is
difficult to reject, the modern historian recognizes that Pythagoras’
teaching ‘indirectly’ had a not unimportant political influence, he
hastens to underline the indirectness as well as the non-philosophical
character of this activity. As against this we must point out that ac-
cording to the ancient sources there was indeed a direct education of
the people by Pythagoras, and secondly, this education was not so
much concerned with political influence, but with character training
in a social context, with ‘Sozialpaedagogik’, as it was called by the
Marburg philosopher Natorp; or if ore wishes to express it in other
terms: it was a kind of mission.

The question which now arises is whether the fourth-century tra-
dition is trustworthy. Should we say that in the fourth century in
those Greek cities of S. Italy, from which Timaeus and Dicaearchus
derived their information, nothing more could evidently be known
about the philosopher who had lived in Croton two centuries before?

It seems to me that we have to keep three or four things in mind.

(1) Generally speaking, the ancients conceived of the history of
thought in terms of schools to a much greater extent than we are
accustomed to doing. The school tradition was important in this
conception.

(2) The closed community of the S.P. especially was an institution
in which the tradition about the founder will have been carefully
preserved.

(3) Undoubtedly from very early on legends grew up around the
figure of Pythagoras within and outside the school. We can trace
indications of this up to Aristotlel. On the other hand, the report
about Pythagoras’ speeches to the people, however extraordinary
their effect is said to have been, does not contain anything miraculous.
As far as Trogus, Diodorus and Porphyry are concerned, no reference
is made to any superhuman powers. Iamblichus, it is true, says at
the end of the third speech that ‘everybody called Pythagoras divine’,
which is his manner of expressing how profoundly the philosopher of
Croton was admired by those with whom he came in contact. It does
not, however, give us any ground for relegating the speeches to the
realm of legend. On the contrary, it is exactly what could be known
in the S. Italian cities from information handed down, as it did not

1 Cf. nr. 22 of my Greek Phil. 1.
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fall under the secrecy of the S.P., and must have been quite a sensation-
al event in those parts.

(4) Can it be said that the combination of philosopher and pastoral
preacher was a normal thing in the fourth century, or that it embodied
an ideal which the writers of that time could have ascribed to the
ancient Ionic philosopher as a sort of self-projection? Far from it.
In the fourth century the method of the philosophical dialogue was
known in Socratic circles. But it is impossible to say that the philo-
sopher as a pastoral preacher was a fourth-century ideal.

In view of these considerations I am inclined to conclude that the
fourth-century S. Italian tradition is trustworthy. Furthermore we
shall find that as regards content it has a certain consistence and
psychological probability. In general it must be said that this tra-
dition is no more suspect and no less acceptable than other data about
Pythagoras which we are used to accepting as trustworthy. The reason
why despite this it is rejected by modern historians and philosophers
is partly that the Dicaearchus theory still has its power over many
minds, partly that the activities described here do not {fit into the
framework of what we are today used to calling ‘philosophy’. This
criterion is, however, unhistorical : it does not matter what we, according
to our opinions, think Pythagoras can or cannot have done; what
matters is how he himself looked upon and practised this. The ancient
texts tell us more about this than has been recognized up to now.
They force us to revise our traditional view of Pythagoras drastically.
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CHAPTER VI

THE TESTIMONY OF HISTORIANS AND
BIOGRAPHERS
(2). THE SPEECHES IN TAMBLICHUS

1. The first speecht

Tamblichus says the following?:

(37) A few days after his arrival at Croton Pythagoras visited
the gymnasion. And when the young people there had assembl-
ed around him, he addressed them?3, as tradition has it4: he
constantly exhorted them? to be diligent towards those older
than themselves, pointing out that in the cosmos and in life,
in political communities just as in nature, what precedes is
-more honoured than what comes later in time, e.g. the East
is placed before the West, dawn before evening, the beginning
before the end, coming into being before passing away; and
similarly also the original inhabitants before those who come
later. In the same way in colonies it is the leaders and the
founders of cities who are most highly respected, and, generally
speaking, gods more so than demons, demons more so than
demigods and heroes more than ordinary people; and amongst
the last mentioned always those who were the cause of birth
above the young.

(38) He said this by way of induction, in order to lead them
to consider their parents their betters; for, he said, they owed
them a debt of gratitude as much as a dead man would rightly
owe to a person who had the power to bring him back to life.

Further it was only fair to love those who were our first and

1Te6. 2 V.P. 37-39, 3.

8 Xéyoug Twag StxheyBFvar mpdg adtodec. Mark the plural: Iamblichus’ wording
suggests that Pythagoras did not just make one speech to the young people,
but spoke to them repeatedly.

4 wopadéSoTon. 5 rroapendaet.
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greatest benefactors above all others and never to cause them
any sorrow ; before our birth, however, only our parents existed
with their benefactions, and ancestors are the cause of all the
good wrought by posterity'. In the eyes of the gods one cannot
do any wrong by showing that our ancestors are our greatest
benefactors?. For it is obvious that the gods will be full of
forgiveness for those who honour their parents in the highest
degree; for it is from our parents that we have learned to
honour the Divinity. (39) Hence Homer, by using this same
name, honoured the king of the gods, viz. by calling him
father of gods and mortals.

Let us pause here for a moment. The regulations for honouring gods
and parents, as a primary human duty stated with the greatest
emphasis, are well known to the readers of Plato’s Laws and the
Memorabilia of Xenophon. It is worth while reading and comparing
the passages concerned. These are Plato, Nom. IV, 715e 7 - 718 a 6,
and Xen., Mem. 11 2.

Plato begins with the gods. “God has the beginning, the end and
the middle of everything that is in his hands”, thus begins the Athenian
in his speech to the supposed citizens of the city about to be founded,
and he added that the Divinity “according to Nature completes his
circular course going straight on”.

Iepumopeubpevog suggests the circular movement, and with it
eternity, e39¢ly the absence of deviation and with it the inexorability
of the divine law, or the strictness of divine justice3.

“And he is always followed by Dike, who judges severely those who
do not adhere to the divine law. He who wishes to achieve happiness
follows her humbly and disciplined; but the proud and undisciplined
remain behind forsaken by God, run into bad company and create
confusion in social lifet. — If the divine order is like this, what should
a sober-minded man think and do with respect toit?”

With the figure of Diké Plato adopts an old religious idea, which
we know from Heraclitus® as well as from Parmenides’ didactic

1 Notice the Stoic looking term ta xartopSodpeva. I shall say a word on it later on.
2 008evd¢ ¥aattov (Deubner p.22,1.16) means, practically speaking, mavtog pdiiov.
See Kiihner-Gerth I1 2, p. 316, n. 2.

3 The scholiast says that e0%eiq means xave 3twnyv (E. B. England, The Laws of
Plato, 1 p. 447).

¢ Abridged version. 5 Fr. 94 Diels.
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poem!: there Diké maintains the divine order prevailing in nature, the
transgression of which cannot go unpunished. Cp. also the 8txnv xai
tiow iddvar dAMAAote in Anaximander.

Man must be humble and controlled in his attitude to the divine
order : Tamewvdg xal xexosumpévog, a typically Pythagorean view, express-
ed in a perfectly Pythagorean form. The same is true of ‘creating
confusion’ (mavra Taepdrrety) and ‘turning home and state upside
down’ (olxov xal oA dpdvv dvdotatov woteiv), which occurs as a result
of the inward estrangement from the divine law.

The solution to the problem posed here is of course: “that everyone
must think of belonging to those who will follow God” (716b).

T& 9e¢ ouvaxohovdely, the same formula which we also find repeated-
ly in the Pythagorean texts. Cp. e.g. Iambl.,, V.P. 137: § Bloc émac
ouvTéTax Tl TpOG TO dxorovdely TG Je.

In Plato follows the statement that “God ¢s for us the measure of
all things, and much more so than, as is usually said, a human being”. -
These last words are an obvious allusion to the famous pronouncement
of Protagoras: navrwv ypnudrwv pérpov dvdpwmoac, e.q.5.2

In this principle it is implied that man must try as far as possible
to be like the Divinity, — and he can do this, Plato states, by being
coppwv: sober-minded and controlled. Only for him who possesses
this state of mind is it good and profitable to sacrifice to the gods and
to turn to them with prayers and votive offerings; for the impure this
is both unseemly and improfitable (716 de).

Instructions follow which are in their formulation purely Pytha-
gorean:

“If one honours the chthonic gods after the gods of Olympusand
the gods of the city, he will perfectly fulfil the requirements
of piety when offering to these gods the even, the less good and
the left part of the sacrifice, but to the gods of Olympus
and of the city the uneven, the best and right hand part of
the sacrificial animal®. And after having made sacrifices to

1Fr. 1, 1: 14£f; cf. Moira in fr. 8, 1. 37; Aetius I1 7,1 (Diels V.S. 28 A 37). More
about this in J.Mansfeld, Die Offenbarung des Paymenides und die menschliche
Welt, Utr. diss. 1964 (Series: Phil. teksten en studies, Assen 1964), pp. 242 {f.

? Protag. fr. 1 in Diels; Sextus Emp., Math. VII 69; cf. Plato, Theaet. 151c. On
the interpretation see my Greek Phil. I, nr. 171.

? About even — uneven, left — right, see the oucsrouyla in Aristotle, Met. A 5, 986a
15ff. (Greek Phil. nr. 42). Further Tamblichus, V.P. 153; Delatte, Essai sur la
litt. pythag., p. 300f1.
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these gods the sensible man will make sacrifices to the demons
and after these to the heroes” (7172 6 - b 4).

Next the cult of the family gods (ratpgot Jeot) is mentioned, and lastly
the revering of the living parents.

“For it is only right that we should pay our first and greatest
obligations, the oldest of our debts, and that we should believe
that all we possess and have belongs to our parents, who have
brought us up, to place it at their disposal for their support
to the best of our abilities, first of all our material possessions,
then our physical strength, and thirdly our spiritual wealth,
repaying them for the care and trouble they devoted to us
when we were young, repaying them when they are old and in
their old age are in great need of support.

“Throughout life one must to one’s own parents in particular
be polite and respectful in one’s speech, without any exception,
for rashly spoken words will be severely punished. For Nemesis,
Dike’s messenger, is appointed to watch over all such things.
And when parents are angry with their children and give way
to wrath, whether in words or deeds, then the children have to
give in, not taking it amiss in them, since a father is most
rightly angry with his son if he thinks he is being unfairly
treated by him” (717 b 6 - d 6).

So much for Plato in the Nomoi. There is an obvious close affinity
with the ideas found expressed in Iamblichus in the so-called first
speech of Pythagoras — there too there is great emphasis on the ancient
nature of the duties to parents —; but at the same time we see a pro-
found difference. In Plato the whole discussion is built up differently.
The duty of worshipping the gods is not explicitly given priority in
the Pythagorean text: it is apparently considered implicit in the
cosmic principle that ‘what is older is more honoured’; it is at first
not at all emphasized and its moral implications are not, as is the case
in Plato, elaborated into a primary lawl. Yet the belief in the gods is
constantly present in the Pythagorean speech, it is present in a some-
what primitive form, primary and unreflected; it has been learnt
from one’s parents and is corroborated by the poets; the speaker uses
it in order to strengthen parental respect — and uses at the same time
parental authority as a basis for belief in the gods.

1 The sequence ‘gods—+demons-—>heroes->parents and benefactors’ appears again
in Tamblichus V.P. 100. Cf. also 144 and 175. Diog. Laert. VIII 23, the beginning.
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Tuwrdrepov 0 mpeofBitepov. This was undoubtedly an early-Pytha-
gorean adage!. Plato knows it and uses it in an ontological sense
when he says? that the soul is ‘older’ than the body and anything
bodily. He does not refer to it in the above-cited passage of Nom.
IV. On the other hand, in our Pythagorean text the principle is im-
mediately applied both to the cosmos and to human life: it is both a
natural and a socio-political principle. By this usage the philosopher’s
adhortation to the young men of Croton appears entirely in a cosmic
setting. Further, the wording itself in which the principle is expressed
makes an apparently naive appeal to public opinion: p&iov Tiudpevoy
T wpomnyoLuevoy, “that which precedes is more honoured than that which
follows”. Together with the whole series of instances that follow,
this way of arguing does give the impression of a very peculiar and
archaic form of thought. I could hardly imagine that a fourth-
century author should have expressed himself in such a form, when
constructing according to his own ideas an address which he thought
the ancient philosopher might have delivered. But I can imagine that
thoughts from olden times have come down into a later century, and
that somewhere in the fifth century — say in the latter half — some
member of the School wrote down in this form what he heard by tra-
dition about the Master’s speech to the young men of Croton.

No doubt Plato, too, knew the parallel of on the one hand cosmic
proportions and cosmic motion, and on the other human behaviour
and human thought. In two passages at least® he expresses this
Pythagorean principle, and in the first of these in a typically Pytha-
gorean form. But, when comparing the supposed Athenian’s address
to the inhabitants of the City of the Laws with Iamblichus’ first
speech by Pythagoras, we find in the latter a rather striking primitivity
which is entirely alien to Plato’s parallel text?.

A second parallel to Pythagoras’ first address is to be found in Xeno-

! Cf. Diog. Laert. VIII 22: 7odg e mpesButépoug Tidy, 16 mponyoduevoy TG Yedve
TLudTEpoY fyoupdvoug, e.q.s.; Arist. ap. Tambl. V.P. 182. Delatte, Litt. pythag.,
P. 302, says: this presupposes an §xouvsua in the form of: =i TioTatoy; — Reply:
10 mpeoBiratov. Cf, Arist. Met. A 3, 983b 32.

* Nom. X 892 a 2 -b 1 (Greek Phil. ur. 388). Cf. the Timaeus, 34 b 9-35 al.

8 Gorgias 507 d6-508 b3; Tim. 47 a-c.

* In case somebody should remark that in the passage quoted from the Nomoi a
philosopher does speak to the masses, I would like to point out that this address is
completely fictitious. It is true that Plato via legislation aimed at mass edu-
cation, and did in fact practise it, but direct addresses to the masses were far from
his thoughts. His ‘Athenian’ in the Nomos does this at the most only on paper.
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phon’s Memorabilia 11 2. Not that in this case there is any question
of mass instruction — it concerns one individual case: one of Socrates’
sons thinks he has well-founded grounds for complaint because of the
behaviour of his mother. Socrates treats this as a case of ingratitude:
he points to the deep obligations of children towards their parents,
to the trouble and care each of us gave our mothers when we were
small, to the constant care and — despite apparently angry words —
the essentially kind disposition also in the case of this mother towards
her son. Not at any time does Socrates take the side of his son. On
the contrary, he finally points out to him that even the state, though
ignoring all other kinds of ingratitude, inflicts penalties on the man
who is discourteous to his parents, and rejects him as unworthy of
office. ‘And in the end’, he says, ‘you will be found without a friend,
for all will cast you out when they perceive that you are ungrateful
towards your parents’.

Modern commentators have sometimes blamed Xenophon for over-
looking ‘the righteous anger’ of the young man, and with it ‘the real
ethical problem of the p#me yehewy’t. That is a judgment from a
modern point of view. The point is precisely that Xenophon, like
Plato, in the case of children against their parents on principle does
not recognize vightecous anger — there is only complete guilt. Nor can
it be said that this standpoint is unreasonable, for it is rationally
founded by the mpdra nal péyiota dpehfporta. This can hardly be
called primitive. It was classical Greek, even if it did have older
roots. The way in which it appears in the Pythagorean text differs
to the same extent from Xenophon as it differs from Plato: it has a
character of its own, clearly not typically fourth-century, a certain
primitiveness which by the above-mentioned features appears to be
authentic.

As to the wording of these chapters, it cannot be said to have any-
thing particularly postclassical about it. By émaywy¥c &vexa the
author probably means that Pythagoras cited all these instances in
order to induce the young men of Croton to consider their parents more
than themselves. The term is clearly postaristotelian® As to xatop-
Bobv in the sense of ‘to accomplish successfully’, though it became
quite a technical term in the Stoa, it was classical Greek, used by
Plato and the Attic orators as well3.

! Thus Gigon in his Memorabilien Kommentar 11, Basel 1956, pp. 94-96.

? Cf. Arist., Rhet. 12,1356 b1-25; Top. 112, 105 a10-19.
3 Plato, Meno 99c. Also in Lysias and Demosthenes.

75




THE TESTIMONY OF HISTORIANS (2)

The following lines of Iamblichus deserve careful attention, both
for the thought expressed in them and for the wording in which it is
expressed. Iamblichus V.P. 39, 4:

And many of the other mythologizing poets have handed down
that the king and the queen of the gods have diligently managed
to preserve among themselves the divided love on the part of
their children in respect to the existing parental ties, and for
this reason have taken upon themselves the role both of father
and mother: for Zeus brought forth Athena and Hera Hephaes-
tus, who bore a nature the opposite to their own, in order to
participate thus in the love further removed from them.

(c. 40) All of those present then agreed that the judgment of
the immortals is the strongest. Then he pointed out to the
men of Croton, because Heracles was the ancestor of those
who had settled there as colonists, that they must obey their
parents in all that they were instructed to do: for they had
heard from tradition that the god himself had achieved his
works in obedience to another older than himself, and had for
his father instituted the Olympic games to celebrate the victory
of the accomplished works.

This reasoning is somewhat strange to us, and hence the form in which
it is expressed, although not unclassical on the whole, is here and there
not readily understandable. of Bacthebovres tév Seév (Zeus and Hera),
as the poets tell us, have diligently (mepihoteriumuévouc) managed to
preserve ‘the divided love of the children’ among themselves. Except
for the double reduplication of mepuroteriumuévoue which no doubt is
due to Tamblichus?, there is not a single word of this which is specifical-
ly unclassical. ®uhostopyéw is used by Plato in the sense of family

affection?, and also @uiotipeioSur for striving eagerly fo do is not
unusual in the same author3.

! That Tambl.” V.P. contains a number of later forms of spelling, conjugation,
syntax and style, was elaborately shown by Deubner in his Bemerkungen zum
Text dev V.P. des Iambl., Sitzungsber. d. Preuss. Akad. 1935, Philol.-hist. Kl.,
Pp. 621-659. Though the V.P. is a collection of rather loosely linked passages
from different authors, Deubner admits that Tamblichus did alter something in
the texts he used. The later forms of language, one of which is the above
mentioned form repiioteTiumpévouc, in some minor points may be due to copists
and in a few other cases to the direct sources, but no doubt a considerable
number of cases is due to Iamblichus himself.

2 Nom. 927 b. 3 Phaedr. 232 a, Resp. 336 c.
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The love of the children, then, (of men evidently) is supposed to be
divided between the Father- and the Mother-God. In order to save this
love on behalf of themselves the Father undertakes the role! of a
mother by producing a daughter, Athena, while the Mother, Hera,
in begetting a son, somehow took over the role of the father; and thus,
by producing offspring bearing a nature different from their own,
they strove to participate in a love which was most remote from them.

This is the somewhat awkward train of thought expressed in this
passage. The author does not even add a conclusion and a direct
moral lesson. If he had, it would be probably this: that the young men
of Croton, looking up to the Bacthebovreg tév Sedv who act at the same
time as father and mother, should love their parents with an equal
love, without preferring the one to the other.

However this may be, the Crotonian youth is said to have applauded
the story, declaring that, evidently, the judgment of the immortals is
strongest.

There is one word in this passage which requires special attention:
that is the word 9mé9coic which I rendered by ‘role’. This meaning,
though listed in the lexicon of Liddell and Scott under 5 (‘actor’s role’),
with a few Hellenistic parallels?, might seem to have some strange
implications: the question might be asked whether the ancient Greeks
could have meant that Zeus and Hera, when bringing forth respectively
a daughter and a son, took on either the role or function?, the one
(Zeus) of the mother, the other (Hera) of the father; which would
imply that, normally speaking, mothers produce daughters while
fathers beget sons. Certainly, strange things were said now and then
by the ancients on the subject of human generation. Aristotle, for
instance, was of the opinion that according to the ‘intention’ of nature
— i.e. normally speaking — there should be no women at all: it only
happens now and then that in the process of generation there is a lack
of heat, — and in such a case, by some chance defect, a female being is
produced4. But this was Aristotle, and we can leave it for his account.
As for less sophisticated people, such as the ancient Pythagoreans,
one may feel tempted to suggest that they might have rather meant
that, normally speaking, it is a mother’s ‘proposed action’ of ‘intention’
—say, wish — to bring forth a daughter, while it is definitely the father’s
intention to beget a son. In that case the use of the word Smé¥eoig in
1 bméBeois. 2 Plutarch, Dem., 22; Epict. I 29, 38.

3 The meaning ‘function’ is mentioned in L. and Sc. under 6.
¢ Aristotle, De gen. anim. IV 1, 765 b6-766 a24.
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our passage of Iamblichus would not have anything unclassical about
it, for in this sense the word occurs more or less frequently in fourth-
century authors, such as Plato and Xenophon.

The first question to be asked in order to clarify the point will be:
who were the pvudomotot referred to, and next, what stories did they tell.

First of all - there was, of course, Homer who refers to the myth of
Athena being born from the head of Zeus: Ilzad V 875, 880. The story
is told explicitly in the Homeric Hymn 28, 1.4-52. Probably the
Homeric names éBprpondreyn, and Tpiroyevela contain a reference to the
same myth.

Next there was Hesiod. We read in Theog. 927:
“Hem 8 "Hoatotov xhutdv ob guadtytt prysicn | yelvaro —.

This myth, though not nearly so well-known - at least to modern
readers — as the story of the birth of Athena, is certainly alluded to in
our passage. It explains perfectly how an ancient Greek who knew
his Hesiod as well as his Homer could say that, just as Zeus when
bringing forth Athena took on himself the role of a mother, Hera in
begetting Hephaestus played the role of the father as well. Therefore
this translation seems to be correct.

It is here the place to ask ourselves whether the argument about
Zeus and Hera in Iamblichus’ first speech of Pythagoras in all its
awkwardness is due to the primitiveness of an early age, or rather to
the more sophisticated mind of a considerably later period. We are
used to being suspicious about ‘Pythagorean’ texts coming from later
Antiquity, and of course we are right in taking up this attitude. But
the Népe xal péuvas’ dmiareiv applies to our scholarly traditions as well.
In the present case we have to observe first that Iamblichus’ Zeus
-and-Hera story does contain some form of allegoresis. However,
it differs foto coelo from such later interpretations as are found, for
instance, in Cornutus’ 'Emdgou#. There, the Gods are explained

' Iliad V 875ff. Ares wounded in battle by Diomedes and Athena goes to Zeus
and complains bitterly

col mwdvtee paybueodu ob yhp Téxeg dppova xodpry,

odropévny, i v aldv dhcura Epya péunhev.—

ooty 8 ot Emel wpomiPddheat obre T Epye,

AN dvielg, émel adTdg Eyetvao maid’ &idnhov.
* Hom. Hymn 28, 4-5:

Tpeeroyevdj, thv adtds éyetvato puntista Zede,

oeuviic éx xepaific.
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either as physical elements, or as moral or intellectual qualities!,
Nothing like that is found in Pythagoras’ speeches. After all, what we
find here is no more than a believer’s reflexion on a story handed down
tohim by religious tradition. Itsfunction isadhortative: for the speaker
it contains a moral lesson which, for the rest, he does not define. In
contradistinction to later allegorism we do not find here any kind of
apology about anything that was felt as od mpémov?.

On the other hand, it should be remembered that the kind of alle-
gories known to us e.g. from Cornutus are exactly those which were
said by Porphyry to go back to olden times and were attributed to a
man who lived in Pythagoras’ days and not far from Croton either,
namely, Theagenes of Rhegium3. It is tempting, no doubt, to do
what M. Detienne did%, and conclude that, most probably, Theagenes
was not the first, but that he borrowed his interpretations from the
Pythagoreans, who he must have known at Rhegium. Detienne does
not say that Theagenes borrowed his interpretations from Pythagoras.
Yet Theagenes, who is said to have lived 'in Cambyses’ days’®, must
have been his contemporary. And even if he did not know him per-

1 Cornutus, Epidrome c. 19 says that most people attribute the arts to Athena
and to Hephaestus; to Athena, “because she appears to be gpdvnoig and dyytvora”
(cf. c. 20: Athena is % 10D Awg obveote, # adth odoa tf &v adtd mpovoly), and to
Hephaestus, because most of the arts and crafts produce their particular works
by means of fire. For aether and the radiant and pure fire is Zeus; the fire we
use, however, which is mixed with air, is Hephaestus, so named after HpSat
(both ‘being touched’ and ‘having kindled’). “That is why he was said to be
born of Zeus and Hera”.

This is one line of the tradition. Cornutus knows the other line as well.
“But some say he was a son of Hera only: for those flames that are so to speak
thicker acquire their substance as it were from the air only, when it is being
burnt through (db¢ éx uévou Tod dépog Staxatopévov). The same tradition is found
in Hyginus, Fab., praef. 22.

2 P. Boyancé, Le culte des Muses chez les philosophes grecs, Paris 1936, p. 1211,
rightly emphasized Pythagoras’ profound respect for Homer and Hesiod, in this
opposing him to Heraclitus and Xenophanes, and even to Plato up to a certain
extent. For the concept of allegory cp. the discussion by Ragnar Héistad and
J.Tate on the question “Was Antisthenes an allegorist?” in Evanos XLIX and
LI (1951, 1953).

3 Schol. B in Iliad. XX 67 (= Porph., Quaest. hom. 1 240, 14 Schrader); Diels-
Kranz, VS. I p. 51f. It is true that Plato, Rep. II 378d presupposes the alle-
gorical interpretation of Homer as a method which was well-known and suffi-
ciently practised to be considered as a danger.

4 M. Detienne, Homére, Hésiode et Pythagore, Bruxelles 1962, p. 65 ff.

- 5 Tatian. 31, p. 31, 16 Schw. ; Diels-Kranz, VS I p. 51.
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sonally but only came into contact with those of his pupils who lived
at Rhegium, is it not rather a strange suggestion that, during the life-
time of the famous master, these pupils actually started the allegorical
interpretation of the poets as a kind of apology, while the master him-
self did not? Further, if Theagenes borrowed it from the earliest
Pythagoreans, how is it that Porphyry does not say a word here
either of the Master or of his early disciples, but traces the method
of allegorising back to a much less well-known man, Theagenes of
Rhegium?

I think, this fact alone should keep us from making an inference
which, however plausible it might seem in itself, is not supported by
any direct evidence, but even contradicted. What seems probable
after all, is that Theagenes did learn from Pythagoras, but for the
rest went his own way. He was the first who wrote about Homer, and
possibly he went further in allegorical interpretation than Pythagoras
did. For Pythagoras presents himself to us as a traditionalist, though
of a definitely reformatory spirit.

There is just one text which might seem to support the thesis that
he must have criticized the poets rather severely, namely, the passage
of Hieronymus of Rhodes, cited in Diogenes Laertius VIII 21, where
it is said that, “when he had descended into Hades, Pythagoras saw
the soul of Hesiod bound fast to a brazen pillar and squaeking, and the
soul of Homer hung on a tree with serpents writhing about it, this
being their punishment for what they had said about the gods”!. No
doubt this much is true, that Pythagoras did select certain passages
from Hesiod and Homer as particularly fitting for education, while
probably he dropped certain other passages as not suitable to that
purpose. But that he condemned Homer and Hesiod as greatly guilty,
does not square so well with what we know for certain about the
important place of these poets in early Pythagorean education. For
the rest there is no indication that Pythagoras ever criticized the poets
in an aggressive way?, or even that his allegory took a clearly apologetic
orm.

! Transl. of Hicks, with a small alteration. The text is found in Wehrli, Die
Schule des Avistoteles X, Hieronymus of Rhodes fr. 42. It is discussed intelligent-
ly by M. Detienne, Homére, Hésiode et Pythagore, pp. 25-26. Cp. also p. 38.

? Iambl. V.P. 218, where it is said that Pythagoras refuted both prosewriters
and poets in what was said badly in the myths (wepi te Tév xoaxéc Aeyopévov &v
Tolg ubdotg SuhdeyEe Tolg Aoyomotode Te wad mowtde) should not be considered
as a parallel, because that passage is clearly platonizing. See appendix D,

30

THE FIRST SPEECH

Coming back to our passage in the first speech we ask: could Phe-
recydes’ devoted pupil have proposed this Zeus-and-Hera story to
the youth of Croton in order to explain to them that they should love
and honour both their parents with an equal reverence and love? —
I think he could. And perhaps the omission of the moral lesson is in
itself another argument for the primitive character of the passage.

The following argument of Heracles as an example both of obedience
to a mpeaPitepog and of wévog presents no particular difficulties. When
it is said that Heracles ‘is present as a member of the family’ (olxetov
Smdpyew) for those settled at Croton, this was quite a familiar thought
to the ancient Greek world. I take 3iétiin the sense of 67t as depending
on arodeifat. étépe mpeoPutépw, ‘a different older one’, indicates that
Eurystheus was not Heracles’ father. The reference to the Olympic
games at the end made the argument particularly suitable to the
young men of Croton to which it is supposed to have been addressed.

Once more, is it possible, or even probable, that Pythagoras used
such an argument in speaking to the youth of Croton? I think it is.

(c. 40, 8) And he declared that also in mutual intercourse they
would be successful when they behaved in such a way as never
to become hostile to their friends, and to show themselves
friendly to their enemies as soon as possible. Moreover they
had to practise their goodwill towards their fathers in their
good conduct towards older persons, and their mutual relation-
ship! with their brothers in their loving-kindness? towards
others.

Next he spoke about self-control®, saying that the age of
youngsters puts one’s character to the test at the time when
desires are at their height.

In this passage there is first the theme of guria towards all. It should
be observed that here we have again the parallel of Diogenes Laertius,
just as in the case of Tiudrepov 6 mpeaBitepovt. Cp. also Zaleucus in
Diodorus XII 20, 3, where it is urged on the citizens not to treat any-
body among them as an enemy, on penalty of being judged as dvfuepog
ral &yprog Tv Puy7v. No doubt the principle was based by the ancient
Pythagoreans on their doctrine of cosmic harmony which was to them
a living truth, penetrating human relations and transferred from family

1 xowvwvic. 2 praavdpwria. 3 soppocivy.
4 Diog. Laert. VIII 23. 3: darfhoig §°6pihely, g Tode pnév piloug &yBpode ui) motfioat,

. Tobg 8y 9polc plroug Epydoasdat.
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ties to all human relationships without exception. Yet in this summary
of a popular speech no explicit reference is made to the mathematically
founded doctrine of harmony in the cosmos: the exhortation takes its
start from the natural feelings of family affection, and from there
proceeds to the guaavdpwria Tpde &Arovs .

puravdponia is a term which often occurs in the fourth century
B.C.: in Xenophon Cyrus appears as a model of guavSpwmio; the
orators Isocrates and Demosthenes often use the word. In Lysias it
does not occur, but in Aeschines it does. Plato uses it once for a human
quality or virtue: at the beginning of the Euthyphro (3d), which is in
any case not a late dialogue. But before the Socratic circle we do not
find it, at least not in this sense. The gods were sometimes called
phavdpwrot, in Plato as well as Aristophanes. That is apparently an
older stage of the use of the word. S.Tromp de Ruiter, who in an
article in Mnemosyne 1931 has dealt with the history of the words and
the concepts gurdvdpwros and puavdpwria! gives the following survey
of the use of the terms after and at the same time as Xenophon, in
the fourth century and later:

pravdpomia: in Isocrates 4 X, in Demosthenes 32 x, Polybius 4 x,
Plutarch 11 x

¢hdvdpamos: in Isocrates 4 X, in Demosthenes 28 X, Polybius 7 X,
Plutarch 40 x

the adverb: in Isocrates 4 X, in Demosthenes 10 X, Polybius 2 x,
Plutarch 3 x

He remarks that guavSpwrio in the fourth century B.C. became a
‘cardinal virtue’ and in Plutarch it reached its peak. He is of the
opinion that the orators did more to promote the rise of this virtue
than the philosophers: he doubts whether Antisthenes and the Cynics
spoke about @uavdpwrix at all. In the Stoa, where pity is not even
recognized as a virtue, he considers they were nowhere near. He has
more trust in the Pythagoreans. They are here given an honourable
mention — although the question of the origin of this humane ideal
which suddenly cropped up in the fourth century, is not seriously
considered by the author. I have elsewhere? somewhat supplemented

* De vocis quae est ouuavdpwrio significatione atque usu. Mnemosyne 1931, pp.
271-306. See my remarks on this paper in my study The concept of Personality in
Greek and Christian thought, in: Studies in Philosophy and the History of Philo-
sophy, vol. 2, Washington 1963, pp. 40-45.

? In the above mentioned study on Personality.

82

THE FIRST SPEECH

the excellent work of Tromp de Ruiter on this point. What interests
us here is the following:

(1) It is improbable that Xenophon, or Aeschines, or Isocrates,
should have created the ideal of puavdpwnia. It must be remembered,
however, that the first two belong to the Socratic circle, and that
Socrates’ attitude towards his fellow-citizens and fellow-men in
general must have exercised a strong influence towards the forming of
a humane ideal. It is significant that Xenophon used the epithet
puaavdpwmog first of all with reference to Socrates?.

(2) The good Xenophon had, however, nothing against the popular
moral principle “that one must do good to one’s friends and harm to
one’s enemies”2. He was thus, all things considered, far removed
from what, according to our texts, Pythagoras admonished the youth
of Croton to do. It would therefore be turning things upside down to
suppose, on the basis of the term ¢udvdpwmog, that some fourth-
century orator had attributed the ‘ideal of his age’ to the ancient
philosopher of Croton. No, the idea expressed here is undoubtedly
older: it has its roots in Pythagoras’ ideas about cosmic harmony and
applies this to human society. We shall presently find it again in the
éubvowx, the observation of which is advised by Pythagoras in his
second address to the Crotonian Senate, just as we find it occurring
again in the xowwvia xol guhla xol xooutbtyg etc., in Plato’s Gorgias,
508a. It is there expressly attributed to ‘wise men’ who can be none
other than the Pythagoreans.

What then shall we conclude from the occurrence of the term
phavdpwnie in our Iamblichus text? — What else than that the Py-
thagorean who gave a literary form to the tradition which still lived
on in his circle of the master’s appearances before the people of Croton,
probably lived towards the end of the fifth or in the beginning of the
fourth century when the word guiavdpwnix started to be used to denote
a human virtue? Or possibly somewhat later. We shall discuss this
point in more detail in section 7.

The next theme is cw@pocdvy, certainly not an improbable one
in a philosopher’s speech to young people. Our text goes on as follows.

(c. 41, 4) Next he urged on them to consider that this virtue
alone can and should be striven after by boys as well as girls,

1 Mewmorabilia 1 2, 60.
2 Memorabilia 11 6, 35; cf. II 3, 14, and Cyrop. VIII 7.
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by married women and by elderly persons, and most of all
by young people. Further he declared that only this virtue
included both the good qualities of the body and of the soul,
preserving health and desire for the most noble pursuits. This
might also be illustrated by the opposite: for when the bar-
barians and the Greeks had set themselves opposite to each
other, by one man’s want of selfcontrol' both parties were
struck by the most terrible disasters, some of them in war,
others in sailing back; and for this sin only God fixed the
penalty at ten years and another period of a thousand years,
having revealed by an oracle both the capture of Troy and the
sending of the maidens by the Locrians to the sanctuary of
Athena at Ilion.

Next to guhix, swpposdvy appears in this passage as the cardinal virtue,
the virtue-for-all, young and old, man and woman; moreover, as of
basic importance both for the well-being of the body and of the soul;
and lastly, a virtue not to be neglected, since the lack of it will be most
severely punished by the Gods. Which is illustrated by the story of
the Trojan war, and by the yearly offering of two Locrian girls to
Athena Ilias, an expiatory sacrifice for the sin of Aiax, prescribed by
the Delphic oracle for a period of a thousand years.

There can be no doubt that the ethical doctrine contained in these
admonitions bears an individual stamp: it cannot be explained as a
projection of ‘fourth-century doctrines’, as is the tendency of some
modern interpreters, thinking particularly of Plato. Now there is
certainly a profound affinity between Platonic and Pythagorean
‘thought, not least in the practical field. Yet Plato formed his ethics
in a different way ; his doctrine of virtue(s) has a different appearance,
and even where he speaks of divine sanctions — which is not at all ex-
Feptional with him: it is done, for instance, in quite an impressive form
In the Gorgias myth and in the myth of Er — the setting is rather
different and the emphasis is on the life hereafter.

The word éxpasta is an Ionic form. Plato speaks mostly of dxpdreta.

The offering of the Locrian maidens is mentioned very briefly here,
as if it concerned a fact which was generally known. This is not the
case for the modern reader, including the one who knows his classics.
He has to look forit. He will find detailed information in the Geschichte

! dxpacta.
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von Troja und Ilion by A.Briickner, in Dérpfeld, Troja und 1lion, vol.
IIt. The evidence is as follows.

(1) Strabo XIII, 1, 40 (p. 600), citing Demetrius of Scepsis, speaks
about the destruction of Troy and the sending of the Locrian maidens.
He disputes the view that Troy was completely wiped out by the
Greeks and that the sacrifice of the Locrian maidens had its origin
in the violation of Cassandra by Aiax. ‘The fact is’, he says, ‘that the
Locrian maidens were first sent when the Persians were already in
power’. For his first point Strabo appeals to what is told by ‘the
present day Ilians’, and for his second he points out that the story
of Aiax’ crime does not occur in Homer. This is correct. Nevertheless
it is certain that this myth goes back to ancient times: Briickner
mentions 700 as the latest possible date, as the story was related in the
Iliupersis and was depicted on the shrine of Cypselos?.

That the sending of the Locrian maidens did not start before Troy
was under Persian rule, is no more than a baseless assertion. It is
definitely refuted by other sources.

(2) Polybius XII 5, speaks about the foundation of the Italic Locri.
He remarks that he prefers the account of Aristotle about the colo-
nisation of this city to that of Timaeus, because people there confirmed
for him that Aristotle’s version was in agreement with old family
traditions. He then tells that in the colonisation some women went
with the men from the hundred families out of which the maidens who
were to be sent to Troy were chosen. The colony Locri Epizephyrii
was founded about 700. The custom of sending the maidens to Troy
thus existed before that time, and it is probable that the Italic Locri
now and then was called upon to fulfil this obligation.

Athenaeus VI 264 C confirms that Aristotle wrote to this effect.

(3) As regards Timaeus, he was in agreement with Polybius as far
as the story of the Locrian girls was concerned: he says that the
expiatory sacrifice had been made by the Locrians for a thousand
years, until they stopped it after the Phocian war, i.e. after 346. This
is what the scholiast on the Alexandra of Lycophron says, who has
preserved for us the Timaeus text with the description of the fate of
the Locrian maidens8. The girls were silently put on land at night and
had to try to reach the temple of Athena without being seen, whilst

1 pp. 549-593. Further literature: W. Leaf, Tvoy: a study in Homeric Geograhpy
(1912), pp. 130if., 396. On the inscription found in 1896 near Tolophon on the
Corinthian Gulf: below, p. 87 {.

2 Described by Pausanias V 19, 5. 3 Lycophron, Alexandra 1141-1173.
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the Trojans hunted them down to kill them. If this succeeded, the

Locrians were once again obliged to pay their debt. If the maidens

reached the temple safely, their lives were saved but they had to serve

as temple slaves: they had to sweep the temple daily and sprinkle it
with water, but they were forbidden to go near the statue of the
goddess and to leave the temple during the day®. This description is
confirmed by archaeological data in Troy: the spring from which the
water was drawn was placed in such a position that those who drew
water could not see the statue of the goddess. Furthermore there is
an underground corridor which emerges at the entrance to the temple.

These facts corroborate the antiquity of the myth of the Palladion and
the cult-custom of the flight? described by Timaeus, for through this
secret passage the Locrians brought the temple slaves up to the
temple.

(4) Aeneas Tacticus, who wrote his Poliorketikon towards the middle
of the fourth century - i.e. a generation before Timaeus — knew this
secret corridor in Troy and refers to it (Poliorketikon 31, 24) to illustrate
how difficult it is to prevent anyone entering a city by means of a
stratagem. He knew the Locrian offering as a custom which had
existed from ancient times.

. (5) Plutarch, in De sera vindicta 557d, says that up to shortly before
his time the Locrian maidens were sent to Ilion. This does not neces-
sarily conflict with the report in Timaeus that the Locrians stopped
the offering to Ilion shortly after the war with the Phocians, as the
thousand years had passed. ’

‘ (6) It is clear from Aeclianus, Var. Hist. fr. 47, that the cffering had
simply not been made for some time: after having been reprimanded
by the. Delphic oracle the Locrians gave king Antigonus the authority
to arbitrate in this question as to which of their cities should send the

f Etl Sé"nvsg (z&v AoxpiSwv) éxpiyotey dverdotoar Aadpa elg T tHe TASvic lepdy,
fépz—:wu Eyévovro® Fompov yap adTd xal €ppavov, T 3¢ 9ed od mpochpyovto, obte Tob
tepot EEApyovro el ud) vixrtwe. ‘ )

? There is something about the myth of Aiax in the Excerpta of Proclus as table
of contents of the Iiliupersis of Arctinus; also in the Excerpta Vaticana from
Apollodo.rus (Mythogy. Gr. 1 245. 213). According to Pausanias X 26, 3, there
was a painting by Polygnotus in the Lesche at Delphi, which depicted Aiax the
son ‘of Oileus, standing by the altar of Athena with a shield in his hand, duvdye-
vos UTT.:E‘:p 7ol &¢ KaoodvSpay torpfuaros. Apparently Aiax is pursued by the Greeks.
He. flies to the altar of Athena and swears that he will make reparations to her.
This provides an analogy with the cultic use of the flight of the persecuted
Locrian maidens to Athena’s temple.
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tribute. Antigonus! decided this should be determined by lot. The
Locrians who, according to the story of Aelianus, as a result of ne-
glecting to pay the tribute were afflicted with divine punishment?,
will then have reinstated the custom of the annual offering, to the
effect that by means of drawing lots one Locrian city was chosen. The
Italian Locri will also have taken part in this drawing of lots.

(7) The next testimony we have concerning the Locrian sacrifice
is a long inscription, found in 1896 in Western Locri near Tolophon on
the Isthmus of Corinth. This inscription, first reported on by Adolf
Wilhelm in the Anzeiger der Kaiserlicher Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Vienna 1897, philol.-hist. Kl., p. 186 {., was published in the Jahreshefte
des Oesterr. Archaeol. Institutes, Wien, XIV, dated 1911, but issued in
1913. The inscription is dated by Wilhelm between 275 and 240.
W. Leaf, who dealt with the history of the Locrian maidens in his book
Troy (1912), thinks that the inscription marks the end of the curse
which had lain on the Locrian clan of the Aianteioi (descendants from
Aiax the son of Oileus) since the fall of Troy and the sin of Aiax: the
curse would have terminated then, in the first half of the third century
B.C., ‘possibly as late as 264’3. Wilhelm, however, interpreted the
treaty contained in the inscription — a treaty by which the Aianteioi
and the town of Naryca where they lived were freed from their state
of outlawry and received civic rights — in the sense that the Aianteioi
and the town of Naryca took over the obligation of the tribute to
Athena from the other Locrians. It must be observed that the fact
that Plutarch knew the sending of the tribute lasted until shortly

1 Probably Antigonus I, which brings us to the date 305-302, i.e. some ten years
after Timaeus wrote his History.

2 of 8% yuvaineg mntov Eumpo ol tépata: “their women (continually) brought
forth crippled children and monsters”. Because of a strange kind of misunder-
standing A. Reinach arrived at a curious interpretation of these words. The
scholia of Tzetzes on Lycophron 1141 say that instead of young girls the Locrians
sent one-year-old babies with their nurses. This happened after Antigonus’
arbitration, Reinach thinks; and the children were left to grow up in Troy,
because no new ones were sent. This tallies exactly: when the treaty which we
shall mention presently was concluded towards 230, the babies sent out at the
time of Antigonus would have become old women of 70 years, and, still serving
in the temple of Athena Ilias, they would have brought forth Zummpa xal wépatal
(A. Reinach in Revue de I'Histoire des Religions LXIX (1914), p. 35: “je croirais
volontiers que ce passage (sc. of Aelianus) ne s’applique qu’aux derniéres
hiérodules, celles qui, par punition, mirent au monde des monstres”.)

3 Leaf, Troy, p. 132; and in Annual of the British School at Athens, XXI (1915-
1916), pp. 148 ff.
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before his own days is definitely in favour of Wilhelm'’s interpretation!.
This is also accepted by A. Reinach in Revue de I’Histoire des Religions
LXIX (1914)2.

Finally, Plutarch cites three anonymous verses in which the tragic
fate of the Locrian temple slaves is described :3

al ol dvapméyovor yupvols moaty fite Sobia
3 ~ 7 ’ ’ A 4

notor colpeoxov "Adnvaing mepl Bowdy,

véopr xpndéuvoto, xal el Bapd yHpag ixdvor.

By Wilhelm and Reinach these verses were attributed without any
hesitation to Callimachus, as we know that he treated this material
in his Aitia. Others? upheld Euphorion as the probable author. Be
this as it may, it is clear that verses were composed on the Locrian
maidens by Hellenistic poets.

All this clearly shows that the offering of the Locrian maidens was
a well-known fact in the Greek world, which has also left its traces in
literature. However, it must be noted here that, whilst the ancient
and historical character of the custom is an established fact from
historical-archaeological sources, the Locrian maidens first appear in
literature with Alexandrine poets who had a marked preference for
ancient, less well-known myths. As far as Plutarch is concerned the
case is different: he lived in close contact with the tradition of the
temple at Delphi and not far from the Opuntic Locri. The story of the
Locrian sacrifice must of course have been well-known to him from
local tradition. However, there are no traces of it in the Athenian
literature of the fifth or fourth century. On the other hand we can
be certain that in Southern Italy, because of the proximity of Epize-
p}'lyrian Locri, which kept up this thousand-year tribute together
with the Locri of central Greece, whenever this sad ceremony took
place it must have been quite a well-known event.

Therefore, it seems probable to me that the reference to the

1 It. cannot possibly be assumed that Plutarch would have said of a custom
which -had been dropped three to four centuries before, that it had been continu-
ed until shortly before his time.

* Reinach suggests that the rite must have disappeared after the conquest of
the Troad by Fimbria (89).

* In full the text of Plutarch (557 d) runs:

xal piv 0d wokdg pbvoc dp’od Aoxpol mépmovtes eig Tpolav mémavvror o mapdévoue,
— (follow the three verses) — 81 Tv Alavroc dxohasiay.

* E. Thraemer in Hermes 25 (1890), P. 55. See also J. U. Powell, Collectanea
Alexandrina, p. 40 1., Euphorion 53.
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Locrian sacrifice in Pythagoras’ speech to the youth of Croton is due
to an ancient and South-Italian origin of this part of his argument.

(c. 42, 9) He also summoned the young people to intellectual
training?, telling them to consider how absurd it is to judge
the intellect as most important of all and with its aid to de-
liberate on all other things, and yet not to have spent any time
or effort on the training of this faculty, and this while the
training of the body is like to bad friends? and soon leaves you
in the lurch, whereas intellectual training, just like excellent
men, remains with you until death, and even on some bestows
immortal fame after they have died.

This may have been substantially Pythagoras’ teaching, though in
its present form it is certainly of a later date, perhaps of the early
fourth century, or somewhat later.

(c. 43) And he put forward other arguments like these, partly
from inquiries or observations, partly from his own opinions,
pointing out that ‘education’® is: the talents? of those who have
excelled in every discipline, placed at the disposal of everyone.
For their discoveries have become the material for the education
of others. And education is by its nature so important that,
whereas of the other things that are usually praised some are
not transferable from one person to another — such as physical
strength, beauty, health, courage — and others when given
away are lost to the former owner — such as wealth, position
and many other things that we pass over here —, education
can be passed on without being lost to the giver himself.

(c. 44) Likewise there are some things which it is not within
the power of man to acquire, but to become an educated man
is up to yourself. Next, having acquired it, when you come to
take your share of the burden of the duties for your country,

I matdeto.

2 In later Greek the praesens of éuotoboat and similar verbs is sometimes used
in this meaning which, strictly speaking, would require the perfect tense. E.g.
Pausanias VIII 25, 13: od y&p &v wote 008¢ vri mapioovpévas mopduidt wapdoyoito 6
Ad3wv (a small river in Arcadia) vfoovs. Dion. Halic., De adm. vi Demosth. 26
(init.) : maproobron 82 T& Tpla pbpLa Tob Abyou Toig TeLot.

3 maudeia. ¢ edguia.
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you will do so not from arrogance but by virtue of your ability?.
For, I dare say, it is in their way of living that men differ from
animals, Greeks from barbarians, free men from slaves, and
philosophers from uneducated men?; and, generally speaking
they are so much above others that of those who run faster
than others seven have been found at Olympia to come from
one city [namely, that of his audience], but of those who excel
in wisdom only seven can be counted in the whole world. And
in the period after this, in which he himself lived, one man
excelled above all others in striving for wisdom (i.e. in philo-
sophia). For this was the name by which he called himself in-
stead of calling himself a wise man.

This then was what he said to the young men in the gymna-
sium.

This elaborate praise of education might be thought to fit particularly
well into the cultural frame of the fourth century B.C., a period in
which there was, at least in its chief centre Athens, a considerable
amount of talk about mwadelx. This much is true. However, the
question that should be raised is the following: whether any fourth-
century rhetor or philosopher in writing a praise of mouSeia actually
expressed himself in similar terms as those which are attributed to
Pythagoras in our Iamblichus text. I am afraid that we are not able
to answer this question in the affirmative, at least not without im-
portant reservations.

First let us take Plato. It is obvious that no similar recommendation
of maudetor is found anywhere in his works. Nonetheless, since it will
be useful to have in mind how he used to speak about woudetar, T will
cite a few passages.

(1) Phaedo 107 d. The soul goes to Hades possessing nothing but its
nau§sia ol Tpogy, and this is esteemed either to be of the greatest help
to it or of the greatest harm at the very beginning of that journey:
(108 a 6) for the soul which is xoopuia e xal ppdvipog follows its attendant
genius quietly and without resistance; the soul that is full of bodily
dféSlI‘es, however, is confused by its new surroundings and resists
violently.

This passage clearly brings out that for Plato natdelo, just as guro-
cogle, implies a moral x49wxporc and a detachment from the body and

13 -
éx mondelag. 2 1&v Tuydvtow.
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its desires, and this as the result of an intense intellectual life, directed
towards what is called in the Phaedo (79 a) ‘things invisible’ and else-
where (e.g. Rep. 509 d-511) vonrd.

(2) Philebus 55 d. Of the mathematical disciplines a part is dnutovp-
yixés (is directed to production), a part is directed to the training and
education of young people (‘is mepl mordeloy xal Tpophy’).

(3) Rep. 376 c-e. Plato is speaking here about the qualities required
for being a good guardian of the city: such a man, he says, must be
@uAboopos wal Jupoerdhs xal Toyds xal loyupds. Now, how are such men
to be educated? (e 7) Tic odv % moudeto ; — He replies that the traditional
system of yuuvastiey for the body and poveuer for the mind is best.

(4) Protagoras 327 d. Protagoras speaks of people that have no
rodete, no civilisation, no laws, but are &yptot (‘primitives’).

(5) Protagoras 343 a. Socrates is explaining a verse of Simonides.
The seven sages, he says, were all admirers of the Spartan system of
education (tc Aaxedarpoviey toadelus).

(6) Gorgias 470 e. Socrates does not even call ‘the great King’
happy, as he does not know mawdeiag 6mwg Exer nal duwatoabvng: how
he stands in the matter of education and justice’.

Here, as in the Phaedo passage, roudeto denotes the result of motdev-
9%var, which, if practised in the right way, leads to a state of inner
purity and detachment from the body and earthly things, a state on
which eudaemonia evidently depends. For Plato the way in which to
attain such a state was both by training the body and the intellect;
the latter by means of mathematical thinking as a preparation was
directed towards the contemplation of pure voyrd.

When we compare this with our passage in Iamblichus, the re-
markable difference is, in the first place, that in Tamblichus woudeto is
introduced only after social conduct, including regard for older persons,
and the inner harmony of the soul (ptiie and cweposivy) have been
dealt with. Separated from those virtues nawdsle appears to be used
here particularly of the #raining of the imtellect: it is defined as an
&onnos the Sravolag, Swavorx being ‘the faculty by which we deliberate
about the other things’. Moreover, it is opposed to the émipéreta té&v
cwpxTwy as the higher level to the lower one, as that which lasts only
a short time to that which is permanent (c. 42).

The description which follows (ch. 43) also seems to underline the
intellectual character of woudein: it is called ‘the talents of those who
have excelled in every discipline’; and it is stressed that only this can
be transferred to others while not being lost to its original owner.
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Lastly (ch. 44), it is said that it is up to us to acquire it and, after
having acquired it (orwg — possessing it), one can accede to the
mpakers thg matpidos.

Now surely it was Plato’s conviction that those who had passed
through his philosophical watdsia were morally bound to take upon
themselves the highest governing posts. As a philosopher who loved
the vision of the vontd, he could not regard this as a privilege but
rather had to feel it as a cruel duty: no doubt he experienced poignant-
ly the conflict between the service to mankind to which he felt drawn
for the sake of the Good, and on the other hand the vision of that
‘true Reality” which he knew beyond this world. That is what gives
such a peculiar pathos to these pages on the philosopher king.

Nothing of this is found in our passage in Iamblichus. Not that I
would have expected that. Indeed I would not — for I know too well
how strictly individual Plato’s approach to these problems was, and
moreover, — as he felt himself — how difficult to impart to others.
But what I think is this: that one should finally stop saying that
‘evidently’ for Jamblichus’ picture of Pythagoras’ educational activity
Plato served as the model. As a matter of fact, this is the information
found in W. Jaeger’s Paideia'. It is not correct. Firstly, when speaking
of ‘the late, semi-mythical traditions about Pythagoras’ which ‘empha-
size above all else his influence as a teacher’, the author simply ignores
the fact that Trogus and Diodorus mention the same educational
activity and influence; secondly he ignores the fact that Porphyry,
when mentioning Pythagoras’ four speeches, cites Dicaearchus as his
_ source; thirdly he did not notice that Iamblichus’ text of the four
speeches contains some indubitable indications that Timaeus was the
source, and lastly, he ignores that there are a few earlier texts in which
reference is made to the speeches of Pythagoras to the larger circle2.

It is certain that Plato did not serve as the model for the four
spegches: for he never addressed such large congregations as Pythago-
ras 1s supposed to address here. In particular, Plato did not serve as
the model for the first speech, neither in its treatment of the virtues
(for in this Pythagoras in Iamblichus differs clearly from Plato in his

! Paideia I, p. 164: “The late semi-mythical traditions about Pythagoras
emphasize above all else his influence as a teacher. Plato certainly served as the
model for that conception of him”, Cp. also note 76 on p. 456.

? I am thinking of Antisthenes in Schol. in Odyss. 11 (below, p. 1401{.), and of a
few lines in Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazousae which I shall discuss when dealing with
the fourth speech, section 55.
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dialogues) nor in our passage on madetx. For again, the ideal found in
this passage is not Plato’s style. It rather makes the impression of
being a rhetor’s admonition: “Cultivate your intellect” (3uivoix) “for
that will enable you to take up positions as leaders of your country.
It is up to you to make this choice!”

That is very far from Plato indeed. Never could he have used such
language to a chance gathering of unselected young people. In his
opinion there was only a small number, a very small number, endowed
with the physical, moral and intellectual qualities necessary to pass
through the mowdeix that would make a philosopher of a man, and
hence a dignified ruler; and not just any young person could present
himself as being fitted for such a position.

1f what is written in this passage in Iamblichus is in the style of any-
body in the fourth cemtury B.C., it is rather that of Isocrates. Let me
explain.

Firstly, it was Isocrates who found fault with philosophers and
sophists who exhort people to self-control and justice by directing
their summons to @pévnoig to individuals only. His own madeier, he
said, was meant for the whole méAwc.1

Secondly, in Isocrates we actually find a summons to intellectual
training - at least it sounds like that — in similar terms as in [Pythago-
ras]’ first speech. Isocrates, or. 1, (Ad Demonicum), 19: “Don’t hesitate
to travel far to those who profess to teach something useful, for it is a
shame that traders cross vast seas for the sake of increasing the goods
they already possess, whereas young people do not even feel up to
undertaking journeys by land for the sake of increasing their intel-
lectual ability” (éxl 6 Behtios xatastiicut Thv adtdv Suavotay).

Thirdly, no different from Iamblichus’ Pythagoras, Isocrates de-
clares that the result of his watdeia is that the young men will be able
to play a leading part in politics

Certainly, those who suggested that it was a rhetor of the fourth
century who expressed his educational ideals in the so-called speeches
ot Pythagoras?® were on this point at least nearer to the truth than those
1 Isocrates, or. 15 (Antidosis), 85.

2 Cp. on this point: Jaeger, Paideia 111, p. 136ff. (Isocrates’ defence of paideia).
* This is what A. Delatte thought of it. Essai sur la politique pythagoricienne,
Liége-Paris 1922, p. 39: “Il est évident que nous nous trouvons ici en face d'une
publication de quelque Pythagoricien du Ve ou du IVe siécle. Il avait imaginé
cette fiction et choisi cette forme littéraire pour exposer les doctrines morales

de sa Confrérie et présenter a ses coreligionnaires des modéles de discours
moraux”.
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who declared that Plato was the model. But let us be careful and,
after having mentioned the points of similarity, mark the differences
as well.

Ad (1). Isocrates wished to be of use to all. One should not imagine,
however, that he ever delivered admonishing speeches to the people,
as Pythagoras was supposed to do. Isocrates did write political
discourses: that On Peace (or. 8) was apparently delivered by himself
in the assembly of Athens when it had to deliberate on war and peace
in the War of the Allies; that of Archedamus to the Lacedaemonians
(or. 6) was probably commissioned, just as or. 3 (NuoxAfis %) Zuppa-
ytxé¢), a speech by Nicocles to his subjects in the Cyprian Salamis.
Isocrates also wrote forensic speeches (or. 16-20). To him all this was
part of ‘being of use to all’. However, when he delivers purely edu-
cational speeches ~ and he repeatedly did this — then they are directed
not to a mA%dog (that would not have been profitable either; for he
asked high fees for his advice), but to one particular individual. Thus
or. 1, Ad Demonicum, and 2, Ad Nicoclem.

The anonymous grammarian who wrote the summaries of Isocrates’
speeches, asks the question why he did this: why not &Suxpépwg, as in
his other speeches (those to the people or to a court of law)? He
answers!: 61t "Iooxpdrng BouAbuevoc xowweellc yevéohul, @optixdv 8%
fyodpevos 6 mpos mAvTaG Yekpew Tae cupBoulds, #Iehey G Tpde TodToUC
YodpeLy.

That means: desiring to be of general utility, Isocrates chose the
literary form of addressing one particular person.

Therefore, if the question be asked ‘whether Isocrates, for instance,
might have written Pythagoras’ first speech in Iamblichus’, we have
to reply in the negative on that ground alone. As to the moral advice
given in the chapters 37-42.9, we found its style too archaic and
peculiarly Pythagorean to be attributable to Isocrates at all. Only
the passage on muudetw requires special attention. Somehow it does
remind us of Isocrates. Let us then examine the second point.

(Ad 2). Isocrates’ summons to the training of the intellect (Srdvora)
found in Ad Demonicum 19 is followed by elaborate advice about how
to behave in social life in order to be successful. What we find there
are things like this: (1) Be friendly in your dealings with people you
meet, easy in your manner of addressing them, and affable in your
replies; (2) Be pleasant to all, but intimate only with the best; 3)

1 Or.1, Ad Demonicum, drédeoig dvmvipon ypauwatixod.
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Avoid frequent intercourse with the same persons, and long talks about
the same subjects; (4) Train yourself to endure hard work; (5) Be
sober in all those things whose sway over the soul is felt to be a shame;
(6) Be silent about secrets, and trust only the good ones; (7) Do not
swear an oath, except to save either your own honour or the life of
your friends; etc. etc.

This sort of advice on social behaviour goes on for pages. At the
end of the speech there is, by way of conclusion, an exhortation to
strive for xohoxayadia, taking Heracles and Tantalus as examples,
since of these two one was rewarded with immortality by Zeus for his
virtue, whilst the other was made to pay a very severe penalty by way
of punishment for his wickedness.

For the modern reader at least, all this has a somewhat surprising
effect after the injunction to train the intellect. The comparison
between merchants who cross vast seas in order to increase their
wealth and the young people to whom even a journey by land is too
much to improve their dudvoix strongly reminds one of Aristotle,
Protrepticus fr. 5 Ross, p. 33 (= Diiring B 53), where we read: od ¢ 8¢t
yenuatwy pév évexo mhelv &’ ‘Hpaxhéovg othihog kol morhdxtg nivduvedety,
Sué B¢ QpbvnoLy undty Tovely unde Samwaviy.

But the gpévnoig of Aristotle is indeed a completely different ideal
from the good condition of the dwivorx to which Isocrates urges the
youth. Here is no question of pure ewpla: the youth are admonished
not to hesitate to go a long way to those who ‘promise to teach you
something useful’: v ypfhoipwov. Of what is Isocrates thinking when he
uses this word? Werner Jaeger summarizes it as follows!: “Isocrates
assumes that all higher education of the intellect depends on cultivating
our ability to understand one another. It is not an accumulation of
factual knowledge in any sphere; it is concerned with the forces which
hold society together. These are summed up in the word logos. Higher
education means education to the use of speech in this sense — speech
full of meaning, about the essential affairs of the life of society, which
were called by the Greeks ‘the affairs of the polis’, T& moiitind or
‘politics”.”

This brings us straight to my third point: indeed, what Pythagoras
says in Jamblichus c. 44, viz., that on the grounds of madeix one is
suited and qualified to gaviver mpde The THe mateiSog mpdkelg, fits in
completely with this conception of wodeix. We have reason to ask

. 1 Paideia 111, p. 143f.
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ourselves if this really was Pythagoras’ view, for by no means all the
members of the S.P. were wohtixol, but only a limitid group!.

Apart from c. 43 one feels inclined to say: Iamblichus V.P. 42 from
1.7 (the injunction to medeia and training of the dikvoix) and 44. 1-5
are strongly reminiscent of Isocrates both in the use of words and in
thought. One feels oneself more in the fourth century here than in
Pythagoras. But — between them is c. 43. And there it is evident at
once that the madeia-ideal is not at all taken in the sense of Isocrates.
Here it is not rhetorical training that is referred to, but theoretical-
scientific culture. This ¢s Pythagoras: he taught his pupils ta pév
&% totopiidv — things which he himself had heard from others (in Baby-
lon!), t& 8¢ »al dwd Soyparwv — and also things he had worked out for
himself. For that which was discovered by those in former times who
excelled in a certain branch of science, has become matdeior for others.
We are the heirs of a spiritual heritage: the acquisitions of others are
for us a xown edputa: a kind of natural wealth which is shared by all
of us.

And then there is that comparison between other bona — bodily
strength, beauty, health, courage, which one cannot give to others,
or wealth and position, which can be given to others but not without
losing them oneself — and the gifts of science which can be imparted to
others without losing them. One might almost expect: which can be
given away, but not without enriching oneself. The idea has an Eastern
ring. Might Pythagoras have heard such a saying in Babylon? I
consider it very well possible.

Be this as it may, c. 43 brings us from Isocrates back to Croton.
I must say that the beginning of c. 44 does not fit in with this style.
Also 44. 5-6 — the difference in way of life between man and beast —
is remarkably like Isocrates: he works out the differences in his praise
of the logos, Nicocles 5-6. The Pythagoras of history, however, laid
more stress on our natural kinship with the animals. This is another
argument for recognizing a fourth-century hand in this passage, and
an idea that clearly differs from the real Pythagoras.

The final passage, 44. 9-12, about the large number of athletes and
the scarcity of wise men, may be old. The author — not necessarily
Tamblichus, but it may go back to a Pythagorean from the fifth or the
early part of the fourth century — remarks here that in Pythagoras’

1 Infra, ch. VII, section 5.
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time only one man excelled in guiocogia above all others: “for by this
name — pthdoogpog — he called himself’.

It has been argued more than once that we have no older source
than Heraclides Ponticus for the introduction of the term ¢uésogog
in the ‘technical’ sense by Pythagoras. Since Werner Jaeger argued in
1928! that the ideal of the philosophical life goes back to Plato and the
Academy and that, where it is ascribed by later authors (e.g. by Dio-
genes Laertius) to Presocratic thinkers, this is due to a projection of
the later ideal into a time where this was as yet unknown, this opinion
has been repeated more than once and, roughly speaking, still prevails.
According to this theory the term philosophos would have first been
given its special meaning by Plato. Festugi¢re, who in 1954 spoke
at the First Congress of classical philologists at Copenhagen about the
theme of the three Biot? basically shares Jaeger’s view. It is true
that in an earlier work® he pointed to the remarkable fr. 910 of Euripi-
des in which that man is praised as being ‘blessed’ who dedicates his
life to the contemplation of the ‘ever young order of immortal Nature’.
As others did before him?, Festugiére sees in these verses a reference
to Anaxagoras who in those years lived in Athens and who apparently
to his own contemporaries incorporated the ideal of the Blog dswpnrinde
in the same way as he did to a later generation®. Nonetheless Festu-
giere thinks that it was Plato who gave its peculiar meaning to the
term philosophy, since it was Socrates and Plato who first opposed the
soul as a superior being to the body and matter. Festugiére’s contri-
bution to the Copenhagen congress shows that in this he did not differ
essentially from Jaeger. In the expositions of both scholars Pythagoras
and the Pythagoreans are equally lacking.

Up to a certain extent Mondolfo had supplied this deficiency in a
‘communication’ delivered before the Academy of Sciences at Bologna
in 19388, Starting from the same fr. 910 of Euripides he argued that

t Uber Ursprung und Kreislauf des philosophischen Lebensideals (Sitzungsbe-
richte der Preuss. Akad. der Wiss., Phil. hist. K1. 1928, pp. 390-421). Jaeger,
Scripta Minova I, Roma 1960, pp. 347-393.

2 A. J. Festugiére, Les trois vies, in Formation of the mind, vol. 11 of the Acta
congressus Madvigiani 1954, pp. 131-174, Copenhagen 1958.

3 Contemplation et vie contemplative selon Platon, Paris 1936, 19502, p. 34.

4 Diels-Kranz VS 59 A 30; Fr. Boll, Vita contemplativa, Festrede Heidelberg 1920,
p. 16.

5 Cp. Arist., EET14,1215b6;1 5,1216all. Cp. also Protr. fr. 10cand 11, p. 45Ross.
8 R. Mondolfo, L’origine deill’ ideale filosofico della vita, in Rendiconti dell’ Accad.
d. Scienze d. Istituto di Bologna, Cl. di Scienze morali, 1938-XVI pp. 121-144.
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the term 8\Bio5 used in these verses points to the religious origin of the
Greek ideal of the contemplative life: it was a via salutis. Just as the
Orphics had their holy rites by which the soul was said to be purified
and prepared for heaven, Pythagoras considered the contemplation of
the cosmic order as a xd&9upaig of the soul and a preparation for eternal
bliss. Mondolfo recognized better than Festugiére, that, long before
Socrates and Plato, Pythagoras and the Orphics knew about the soul’s
superiority to the body.

Before the publication of Festugiére’s contribution to the Copen-
hagen Congress an important study on the same theme was published
by the Brussels Academy, 1956; it was the work of Robert Joly, a
pupil of A. Delatte’. This author re-examined the whole problem in a
study which is as comprehensive as it is penetrating. Although Joly’s
views need rather drastic correction on certain points, amongst which
are Aristotle and Neoplatonism, he has the merit of having seen that
it is not sufficient to point to the lack of texts older than the fourth
century in order to substantiate the view that the terms philosophos
and philosophia were not introduced by Pythagoras. But he has done
more: he has put forward at least two strong arguments to the contrary
which deserve serious consideration.

The first is the reference to Heraclitus, fr. 35 (from Clemens Alex.,
Strom. V 141), which says: ye% yap €8 udha moAAGY totopac gLiocbdpoug
&vdpag elvat.

Joly sees in this an ironic remark of Heraclitus about the Pythago-
reans who called themselves guéoopor and whose ‘polymathy’ (mwolu-
wodta) he severely criticized elsewhere (fr. 40 and 129). TItis, of course,
true that this in itself is no proof. It is an interpretation, but an
intelligent one, which might well be correct. In my opinion no other
interpretation can be given that would explain the text more satis-
factorily.

The second argument: Zeno of Elea wrote a book entitled Against the
philosophers. This must have been directed against the Pythagoreans,
for these were from the beginning the opponents of the Eleatics. — This
argument is also interesting. It does corroborate the first argument.

As a third argument Joly mentions our passage in Iamblichus. - The

! Robert Joly, Le théme philosophique des genves de vie dans I Antiquité classique,
Acad. Royale de Belgique, Cl. d. Lettres, Mémoires in 8°, tom. 51, fasc. 3.
Brussels 1956. Joly radically rejects Jaeger’s thesis and tries in a way worthy
of his teacher Delatte, to support the Pythagoreans’ part in the rise of the
Philosophic ideal of life with the best possible arguments.
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speeches of Pythagoras, he thinks, date from the fifth century: they
were written by Gorgias, or if not by him, then by one belonging to his
immediate circle. With this explanation Joly is on much less solid
ground, although he is not the first to connect the Aéyor of [Pytha-
goras] with Gorgias or his school. Rostagni did this before him?,

To a certain extent this is an attractive hypothesis. (1) The Aéyor
undoubtedly display as to form a certain affinity to the technique of
Gorgias, as Delatte has rightly remarked. (2) Gorgias was fond of
writing speeches for people famous according to ancient tradition
who were in more or less dramatic situations. Was it not then like him
to have written Aéyor of Pythagoras?

To these arguments pro I would like to oppose the following con-
siderations. (1) If Gorgias had done this, would not his aéyor of Py-
thagoras have achieved a certain fame and have been preserved under
his name, just as his Helena and Palamedes? (2) The Aéyot of Pythago-
ras in Tamblichus do not have the direct form which these speeches of
Gorgias have?. (3) A study of the contents shows that in detail the
speeches in Jamblichus have nothing of the spirit of Gorgias®. I hope to
examine these points more closely in other sections of this chapter.
For the moment this must suffice to reject the ascription of Iamblichus’
Aéyor to Gorgias, or even to his school.

For the present, I think we have sufficient grounds for granting
that the last lines in Iamblichus V.P. 44 are in principle a possible
testimony to the early Pythagorean origin of the terms guhosogie and
prboogos. Our arguments are: (1) that, since these Adyor were known
to such historians as Pompeius Trogus and Diodorus, they were
apparently in Timaeus; (2) that, as Timaeus will not have made them
up himself, these speeches were apparently in circulation in the course
of the fourth century; (3) that a great deal of their contents points to
early Pythagorean origin.

We shall be able to give a definite opinion on all this after we have
fully dealt with the four speeches. For the present it may be noted

1 A. Rostagni, Un nuovo capitolo nella stovia della vetorica e della sofistica, in
Studi Ital. 2, 1922, pp. 160ff. This important study was reprinted in the first
volume of Rostagni’s Scri##é minori, Torino 1955, pp. 1-59. The author, however,
did not attribute the speeches to Gorgias or his school; he rather thought that
they were written earlier.

? Rostagni assumes that either Timaeus or Apollonius of Tyana transposed
them into the direct form.

3 It is true that the speeches to four separate groups remind one of Gorgias’
doctrine of the multiplicity of virtues. We shall discuss this later.
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that the recent study by W.Burkert, Platon oder Pythagoras, on the
origin of the word ‘philosophy’? does not seem convincing to me.
Burkert discusses the question as to whether the anecdote about
Pythagoras which Cicero, according to Tusc. V 8, found in Heraclides
Ponticus? is ancient or not. He thinks that Heraclides has here put
ideas of Plato’s into the mouth of the old Pythagoreans, and contends
that fifth-century word usage argues against the word ¢uésogpog al-
ready being used by Pythagoras or his followers. We do find the word
several times before Plato, but always in a more general sense3. It was
Plato who emphatically contrasted divine to human wisdom : in contrast
to the Divinity, man is always merely ¢uAé-copog®. This explanation
is lacking both in the story by Cicero, Tusc. V, and in Iamblichus,
Protrept. pp. 4, 10 ff. 3), where the introduction of the term is ascribed
to Pythagoras: the term itself remains unexplained.

The author could have said the same of our passage: also in Iam-
blichus, V.P. 44 in fine the term @uécogog is not explained.

But must we conclude from this that Pythagoras did not introduce
the term in order to describe his own wisdom? — The conclusion drawn
from the data before us can also be otherwise. Could not Pythagoras
have introduced the term without the explicit explanation which
Plato gave? Certainly, he who emphatically described himself as
pAéoopoc must in some way or other have felt that he was ‘on the
way’. He must have seen wisdom as an ideal, and his own life’s work
as an incomplete endeavour to achieve that ideal. And cannot Pytha-
goras have felt exactly this?

I do not think the texts provide us with any reason to deny this.
But there is more. We have some positive evidence that Pythagoras
criticized the so-called seven Sages: as we shall see, here and there he
corrected some famous dictum of one of them in an acowsma of his

1 In Hermes 1960, Pp. 159-177. See also W. Burkert, Weisheit u. Wissenschaft,
Niirnberg 1962, p. 95. 2 Fr. 87 Wehrli.

‘." In Herodotus I 30 (about Solon who prrocopéwy travelled through many lands);
in Gorgias, Helena 13 (where the Aéyoc is divided into three domains: (1) natural
Philosophy, (2) forensic eloquence, (3) girosépwy Adyewv duia, i.e. ‘die eigent-
lich sophistischen Redewettkimpfe’), and in Thucidydes IT 40 (puroxarobuey 1e
Y&p pet’ ebrehelog xol purocopoduey dven padaxiag). In the fifth century guiésogpog
appears to have been used, similarly to guéxarog, for ‘Bilding und Geschmack’.
* Lysis 218a, Symp. 203d, Phaedrus 278d.

® Cp. Aristotle, Protr. fr. 11 Ross, pp. 44-45 (from Iamblichus Protr. 9); fr. 12
Ross, p. 47 (= Diiring B 44).
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own!. Does not it fit in perfectly with this attitude that, by way of a
protest against those who were called the seven wise men, Pythagoras
did not wish to be called by that name but emphatically called himself
only a lover of wisdom?

Now this is precisely what can be read in Diodorus X 102.

It is true that elsewhere in the V.P. Iamblichus describes the
‘wisdom’ for which Pythagoras is said to have striven, in rather
Platonic or late-Platonic terms3. Yet this is no reason to deny that
Pythagoras called himself a philosophos, even if the said definition
of copta follows immediately. There is a section in Iamblichus’ V.P.
where ‘justice’ is described in terms of oixeiwoig and dirotpiwots,
which are notoriously Stoic. These lines follow immediately after a
passage on the communal possession of property among the Pytha-
goreans. Now shall we deny the historicity of the xowa ta tév plhwy
with regard to the earliest Pythagoreans because in that chapter of
the V.P. a description of justice in Stoic terms follows?*

That would be bad reasoning.

With regard to the arguments put forward by Burkert, then, the
following remarks can be made. (1) The introduction of the terms
prhocopia and gurdsogog is not only ascribed by tradition to Pythagoras
where the three Plot are being considered: sometimes the movyyvpre-
comparison is included, but sometimes not. (2) We will not attempt
to decide whether the comparison was or was not introduced by
Pythagoras. Perhaps it was not. What we must note here is that the
term guAdcogog is repeatedly and expressly attributed to Pythagoras
without the contrast to divine wisdom being mentioned. (3) From

1 On the acousmata as being the same genve as the yvéuat of the seven Sages cp.
Jambl,, V.P. 83. On Pythagoras correcting the seven Sages: Delatte, Lit.
pythag. p. 2841.

2 Imfra, p. 197, n. 4; T 49, 2b.

3 In V.P. 59 the order of the heavens is said to be xatd perovsiav 100 mpwdTOL
xol Tl vontol, and coglx is defined as 7 18 8vti émothuyn Tig f TEpl T xohd TE
mpdTa ol Selo xol dufparta ol del xatd & adtd xal houdtwg Exovria doyohovpévy,
&y pertoxf) wol T &N« &v elmor Tig xard. “And philosophy is the striving after
this kind of ¢heoria.”

And in 159 copla is first defined as &misthun *ig &v toic odow dindeing. And by
gvta he meant, according to Iamblichus: t& &vla xal &iSix xal pwéva Spactixd,
trep Eotl T& dodpata. Next, copla is called émicthpm Tév xvpiwg dvrwy, which
again are described as del xata Té adve ol boadrtwg Siapévovra (160).

4 The section in Tambl. V.P. is 168. On the xowa t& tév glhwv see T 49, 12,
See also K. von Fritz, Pythag. Politics, pp. 38-39.
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this it might be concluded that Pythagoras introduced the term
without giving the explanation so repeatedly given by Plato. (4) It
is not true that then the term loses its meaning and that hence the
above conclusion is incorrect. (5) The use of the words ¢uésogpog
and ¢uiocogelv in the fifth century also argues against this view:
in this more general usage, too, the term makes sense, although the
contrast to the divinity is not expressly made. (6) That in ordinary
fifth century language the word was used in a wider sense is not proof
that in the circle of Pythagoras and his immediate pupils it could not
have been used in a special and very specific sense. (7) The first two
arguments put forward by Joly retain their probability. They make
the tradition concerning the introduction of the term guésogoc by
Pythagoras highly plausible. (8) That Pythagoras called himself by

that name by way of a protest against the seven Sages, is confirmed
by Diodorus X 10.

2. The first speech: summary and conclusions

Having come to the end of Pythagoras’ first speech we will now sum-

marize it.

1. Injunction to always honour older people, on the grounds of the

general principle that what is older is of greater value. This includes in

particular:

a. Parents must be considered more highly than oneself, for to them
we owe everything.

b. One should love and honour one’s parents equally because of the
example of Zeus and Hera.

¢. After the example of Heracles one should willingly obey one’s
elders and carry out orders.

2. Exhortation to friendliness in one’s dealings with others: peaceable-

ness and brotherliness (puAavdpwmin).

3.. Self-control (cwppacivy) is pre-eminently a virtue for young people.

Divine sanctions: the 1.000 year tribute of the Locrians.

4. Exhortation to moudcta: one must train one’s intellect, learn what

great predecessors discovered. Intellectual development makes a

person suited to take up leading positions.

5. Introduction of the term g\ésogoc.

T:.:Lken by and large this series of injunctions does not correspond
with any code of morals to be found in Plato. Things are completely
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different in the two great works of Plato which are devoted to edu-
cational problems, the Politeia and the Nomoi. The four virtues of the
Republic — later called ‘cardinal virtues’ — are not mentioned in Py-
thagoras’ speech; the Prooimia of the Laws begin differently. Un-
doubtedly Plato knew the principle that what is ‘older’ should be
deemed superior on the grounds of its ontological priority. It is present
more or less implicitly where he argues about the soul’s priority to
the body and to material things in general'. It is also implied in his
assumption of one supreme Principle, called ‘the Good’, which is the
Cause of all intelligible Being®. Yet, the principle of wiptwrepov o
mpeoPitepoy is rather smplied in Plato’s metaphysical thought than
explicitly expounded, as it is at the beginning of Pythagoras’ first
speech.

Further, Plato speaks with great emphasis about honouring one’s
parents, but only after the worship of the gods. The same sequence is
implied in Pythagoras’ speech, but it is by no means expressed in such
clear words.

In his Republic Plato recognizes the ideal of brotherliness: the result
of children not being brought up in the family and not knowing their
parents must be, according to him, that they will behave and feel
towards the whole older generation as they would towards their own
parents, and that they will behave and feel towards their contempo-
raries as they would towards their own brothers and sisters. Who has
priority here: Plato or Pythagoras?

This is not the place to answer this question conclusively: we shall
find several other texts about the éuévorx and @uiia mpdg &mavrug in
the Pythagorean circle. It can and should be noted here, however,
that the injunction to live in harmony and to love one another belongs
organically to the Pythagorean view of the universe: for the cosmic law
of equilibrium and harmony is also valid for man. He must follow the
order of the cosmos of which he is a part. Hence it can be stated with a
high degree of probability that on this point priority belongs to Py-
thagoras. We know with enough certainty that he personally exerted
himself to have certain principles accepted, both by training legislators
and political leaders, and by directly educating a community of people
in the place where he had settled. What principles? — It is said that
we do not know, for everything that we hear about it was written
down much later. Scholars.are willing to assume, because of Aristotle’s

1 Laws X 892a-c. 2 Rep. VI 508e-509b.
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description of Pythagorean doctrine and on the strength of the frag-
ments of Philolaus, that number and harmony were at least fifth-century
Pythagorean principles. Is it reasonable, however, to ascribe these
principles to the fifth-century Pythagoreans, but to deny them to the
man who was the founder of this whole philosophical tradition? And
does not Aristotle himself point out that these principles went back to
the first generation of the school?

But Aristotle, it is said, nowhere mentions Pythagoras by name.
He evidently thought that nothing could be known with certainty
about the founder. Those who repeat this argument time and again
apparently do not remember that Aristotle also liked to speak of the
‘Platonists’ as a school without mentioning any name!: he often leaves
it to us to find out that this opinion was held by Plato, and that one by
Speusippus or Xenocrates. We shall have to admit that Aristotle’s
report clearly points to the fact that Pythagoras taught that number
and harmony were fundamental principles.

That order and harmony were regarded as principles for moral and
social life by the early Pythagoreans can be found with unmistakable
clarity in Plato’s Gorgias: in this early dialogue® the Pythagoreans
are referred to by the somewhat archaic name of cooot. They teach
xowevie and euile, xoowdtye, cwppostvy and Suaochvy as cosmic
principles which also embrace man and his life: ‘for this reason they
call this whole cosmos’, a term which according to Aetius, was first
used by Pythagoras®. Follows in Plato an injunction to observe the
principle of ‘geometric equality’. We know this principle from Archy-
tasir. 2, just as we know the éuévorx from Archytas fr. 3.

Since Plato then himself refers to these Pythagorean doctrines as an
old and venerable tradition, and this is corroborated by clear texts of
Archytas, there is no point in trying to trace the doctrine of xowewvia
and @i« to later fourth-century thought, either to Plato himself or
to Isocrates. The Pythagorean tradition clearly preceded. It has a
stamp all of its own which is lacking in Isocrates, while it is secondary
in Plato.

It will therefore have to be admitted that all this goes back to fifth-
century Pythagoreanism. Once more, is it reasonable to ascribe these
principles to the fifth-century Pythagoreans but to deny them to the

! In his chapter on Pythagoras Guthrie, as we saw above, has very rightly
pointed out this fact.

* To be dated at the beginning of the fourth century, c. 390 or earlier. The
Passage is: 507e6-508a8. 3111, 1; Diels VS 14, 21.
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founder? Isit likely that the fifth-century Pythagoreans were the first
to act as teachers and socio-political leaders, and not their founder?

Certainly not: we have sufficient evidence to hold that it was the
founder who was active as an educator, both in his own school and for
a whole population. We also know that it was precisely this activity
that made a deep impression in the surrounding country and left its
trace in regional history. — What was the reason for this?

I am inclined to answer: because here people saw a leader before
them whose moral preaching was grounded in a profound view of the
world-order and a well thought-out explanation of all things; a man
who for the Greek possessed the nobility of the thinker, and who at the
same time devoted himself with his whole person to the task of realizing
his theoretical views in life.

It is difficult to imagine that the Pythagorean doctrine of éuévoua
and xowevie (which we shall find again in the second speech), which
had such a driving force that it lived on for centuries, was a secondary
product of a second and third generation. We can understand it as
being the spiritual creation of the great figure who was the originator
of the whole Pythagorean movement: Pythagoras.

This then with regard to the peaceability and brotherliness which
appear in the first speech. The details in which the exhortations sub 1
are worked out speak for an ancient origin. So does the way in which
the gods are introduced: what we have here before us is not a ‘philo-
sophical religion’, but the traditional mythological religion, with hardly
any rationalisation and without any allegory in the later apologetic
sense!. Thus the example of Zeus and Hera in 39, and that of Heracles
in 40. In later Cynic literature Heracles becomes the example of a
puaavdpwmog Seéc?. He does not appear here as such: here he is held
up as an example to the youth who in obedience to their elders have
duties to fulfil. The setting is a local one: Heracles is the ozkistes of
Croton, and — what should not be forgotten — Croton has a glorious
athletic tradition.

Ad 3. The virtue of self-control does not have a specifically Pythago-
rean character: in the fourth century it appears in all authors, in Plato
and Xenophon as well as in Isocrates. But undoubtedly it did have an
important place in Pythagoras’ thought; for did it not directly follow

1 See above, p. 78ff.
? About this see R. Hoistad, Cynic hero and Cynic King, Uppsala 1948, pp. 26f.,
481., 60.
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from the principles of number and of order? In this popular speech
Pythagoras is sparing of the profoundest metaphysical grounds: he
adapts himself to his audience and, in order to emphasize the im-
portance of the virtue of self-control, he chooses two old historical
examples, known through a very widespread tradition: that of the
ordeal of the Trojan war and the 1.000-year tribute of the Locrians
for the sin of Aiax. Thelatter example in particular argues against a
fifth- or fourth-century origin. The motif does not appear until
comparatively late in literature; in Southern Italy, however, because
of the proximity of Locri this sacrifice must have been well-known.

Ad 4. Only the passage about nwatdela was to a large extent reminiscent
of Isocrates. But not in its entirity. In this piece of rhetoric which
savours of the fourth century we found a body of $cwpia which does not
at all point to Isocrates or to any other rhetor.

Ad 5. Finally there was the introduction of the terms philosophos and
philosophia. While granting that the introduction of these terms by
Pythagoras cannot be strictly demonstrated, we have pointed out (1)
that even the lack of direct evidence would not be in itself sufficient
ground for denial; (2) that there are some highly probable indications
for an early-Pythagorean origin of these terms.

3. The second speech!

Iamblichus V.P. 45. The young people having told their fathers
what Pythagoras had said to them, he was invited by the
Senate to come to the Senate house: there he was praised
for what he had said to the sons of the senators and he was
requested, if he had anything of importance to tell the Croto-
nians, to say this in a speech to those in authority. Pythagoras
advised them in the first place to set up a temple to the Muses,
to preserve the concord which existed among them. For, he
said, these goddesses are all called by the same name, by
tradition they have always been mentioned together? and

1T7.

? E. Rohde, Zu Iambl., De V.P. in Rhein. Mus. 34, 1879, p. 261, thinks the text
petr’ dAlev mapadedéodar incomprehensible. He suggests that before mapad.
something like Sixyotsug or syorafodoas has been dropped. Deubner, however,
appears not to have been shocked by the expression that the Muses ‘were
handed down together’. In fact, the expression is not all that awkward.
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rejoice most over a communal cult; and on the whole, the choir
of Muses is always one and the same. Furthermore, this choir
has unanimity within it, harmony, rhythmic order, in short all
that produces concord. He also pointed out to them that the
power of the Muses does not only extend to the most beautiful
spiritual activities, but also to the concord and harmony of
Being.

It does not seem likely that this opening was invented by a rhetor of
the fifth or fourth century: there is nothing which gives us reason to
suppose this. On the other hand, we know that Pythagoras held the
Muses in great reverence: according to the tradition followed by
Diogenes Laertius and Porphyry, after the attack by Cylon he fled
to the temple of the Muses, and according to Iamblichus the street
where he lived in Metapontum was called the Mouseion!. We can also
place this within the framework of his philosophic thought, in which
harmony based on numeric ratios played such an important part.
For Aristotle’s short account clearly implies that these principles had
a cosmic function for Pythagoras and as such were also the foundation
of the moral and social order. Here, too, Pythagoras, appears to have
been a traditionalist with regard to popular religion: he knew how to
assimilate certain elements of the mythological tradition and to give
them a new religious meaning. Abstract thought is for him bound up
with devotion, because the mathematical principles as the foundation
of the cosmos are for him in the widest sense a divine law, which
embraces the whole of nature and human life. The style of this passage
is original: it is not that of later allegoresis, but rather the original
and somewhat naive expression of a much earlier period. In short,
everything points to the founder himself. Delatte has seen this clearly;
Rostagni, who was one-sidedly interested in parallels with Gorgias,
did not notice it.

(c. 46). He went on to say that they must look upon the father-
land as being a deposit which they had received in trust from
the majority of the citizens. They should therefore govern it
in such a way that they could hand on the pledge to the next
generation. And this could not fail to come about if they

! Diog. Laert. VIII 40 and Porphyry 57 (both from Dicaearchus); Iambl. 170,

in fine. P. Boyancé, Le culte des Muses chez les philosophes grecs, Paris 1936,
PP. 2341f.
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regarded every citizen as equal and heeded nothing above the
law. For, knowing that justice is essential in every case, man
creates the myth! that Themis has the same place beside
Zeus as Dike beside Pluto and as the law has in states, so
that those who do not carry out their ordained tasks according
to the law will at the same time also appear to have transgressed
against the whole cosmos.

This passage brings up a good many problems. As to the idea of a
deposit, Delatte? has rightly pointed out parallels in the political
literature of the fourth century. Yet the question must be asked
whether the idea as it is expressed here is democratic in the usual
sense. Certainly, it implies an awareness of responsibility to all
citizens, but not that of the actual rendering of an account. The
members of the senate of Croton are reminded that they are morally
responsible for their policy, because the interests of the state have
been entrusted to them. Finally they are urged to govern well, so
that in time they can hand on the pledge with which they have been
entrusted toig ¢£ adrév. This can only mean: fo their sons. Of course
this may be taken in the wider sense of ‘the next generation’. But it
definitely implies that it was a certain ‘clan’ or social order which, from
generation to generation, formed the Bouly. In any case this idea does
not fit in with fourth-century democracy, nor even with that of the
fifth. It points back to an earlier period.

Then there is the idea of justice and its foundation. The first
requirement for those in authority is that they must be ‘equal’ to all.
We might expect to hear something in this context about geometric
equality, known from Plato, Gorgias 507 a b and Archytas, fr. 2. But
there is nothing about this in our passage. Equality is mentioned
without any further addition; an equality moreover with a traditional
religious foundation which at least to us today seems more like some-
thing invented by the human mind: knowing that in all possible situ-
ations justice is ‘required’ man makes up the myth that Themis has a
place beside Zeus etc.3. What have we to think of all this? Does this
belong to the fifth-century Sophistic, people like Critias, Prodicus
and Antiphon, or in what other way can it be interpreted?

1 uvdomoreiv. 2 Pol. pyth. p. 40.

® Cf. Theages ap. Stob., Ecl. 111 1, 117 (Hense III p. 79, r. 5f.): Obuc yév
patiletar mapd Tolg odpaviolg Seoie, Sixe 8 nopd Tolg ydoviol, véuog 8¢ mapd Toig
avdpdmows. Cf. also Soph., Antig. 450ff.: Hirzel, Themis, p. 150.
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First, the tone of the passage is clearly not ironical and sceptical.
The speaker’s intention is not to state that the myths about Themis
and Diké are just a fiction, thought out in order to give some divine
sanction to human law. On the contrary: what he means is that there
is an objective and real order of equality and equilibrium indwelling
in the cosmos, and exemplary of justice in human and social life;
hence the religious tradition about Themis and Diké expresses an
eternal truth, and human law is in fact of the same order.

This is a simple example of allegoresis. There are more: there is for
instance the curious explanation of the Sirens, referred to in the
Acousmata'. 1t is definitely ancient: it may go back to the first
generation of Pythagoreans, perhaps to the Master himself. Delatte
has pointed out that the Pythagoreans practised the allegorical inter-
pretation of Homer? long before the Stoics began to use this method
systematically®, and more recently M. Detienne, following in his foot-
steps, confirmed Delatte’s view by further inquiry% Similar to the
instance of Themis and Dike is the explanation of the fatherhood of
Zeus, given in the first speech, ch. 39.

It is improbable that such interpretations should have been produced
by some fourth- or even fifth-century rhetor, precisely because their
background was very different from Pythagoras’ theory of a cosmic
order. On the other hand, why should it have been thought out by
some fifth-century Pythagorean and not go back to the founder him-
self? For fifth- and also fourth-century Pythagoreans there were the
morally dangerous parallels of such thinkers as Gorgias, Critias and
Antiphon who, while giving verbally the same interpretations of
mythological tradition, denied the background of cosmic reality which
for the Pythagorean was its actual religious truth. Therefore, I am
inclined to consider it much more probable that such interpretations
of mythological tradition go back to Pythagoras himself. It is quite
natural that he, when speaking to a large mixed audience, used to
refer to traditional religion, showing it to be meaningful and objectively
true.

1 Jamblichus, V.P. 82: dppovix &v §j ail Zeipfives. See the explanation by Delatte,
Litt. pyth., p. 259; Guthrie, History, p. 289f.

2 Delatte, Litt. pp. 109-136.

8 A fifth-century instance of allegoresis is Prodicus’ story of Heracles at the
cross-roads, extant in Xenophon, Memor. 11, 1, 21-the end.

4 M. Detienne, Homére, Hésiode et Pythagore, pp. 62-81. Cp. supra, p. 80.
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(c. 47) It was not seemly for the councillors, (he said), to use the
name of any of the gods in vain, for swearing an oath: they
should use such words that also without swearing an oath they
would be trustworthy; and they should rule in their own homes
in such a way that their political decisions could bear comparison
with their private lives. Their attitude towards their children
should be noble, since they are the only living creatures who
are aware of this disposition!; and in their dealings with the
woman who shared their life they should bear in mind that
agreements with others are set forth in written documents and
on stones, but that with one’s wife in one’s children. And they
should try to be loved by their children, not because of natural
ties — for the children could do nothing about this — but from
their own free choice. For this benefit was voluntary?2

We have here in the first place the theme of simplicity and consistency,
concord and harmony in personal life: your words should be simple and
trustworthy®. In politics the same principles must be applied as in
family life. Next, there should be guila: for one’s wife and children,
and vice versa. But in the love of children for their parents the person-
al element of free will should be striven after. All this fits so perfectly
into the framework of Pythagoras’ cosmic philosophy and at the same
time bears such a personal stamp, that I do not find any sufficient

reason for attributing it to a later generation. Why not to the master
himself?

(c. 48) They must also see to it that they knew their own wives
only and that the wives on their part would not bring forth
bastards, because they were neglected and badly treated by
their own husbands. Furthermore they should consider that
they had, as it were, carried off their wives like supplicants from

! Reading pévous ... elinpdrac with the archetypus Laurentianus (F). Deubner
proposed pévng ... eldypérwv, which changes the meaning but does so without
any necessity.

2 Rohde, Zu Iambl., De V.P., Rh. Mus. 1879, p. 261, observes that the words
Tadmyy y&p elvor Thy edepyesiav Exovsiav cannot be correct, since no edepyecin
has been mentioned before. He suggests the reading tadtyg, sc. tHg mpoapéoenc.
However, if the mpoaipesig is supposed to contain an edepyesia, a Greek could
also call it by that name. Transl.: “For the benefit which is contained in that is
voluntary”.

2 The topic of being trustworthy without swearing an oath is also mentioned in
Diog. Laert. VIII 22.
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their hearths performing a libation, and in the presence of the
gods had brought them to their own homes. In orderliness and
self-control they should set an example both to members of
their own family and to their fellow citizens, and they should
see to it that nobody sinned in any respect, preventing that
they should do wrong in secret for fear of legal punishment,
but behaving so that they (sc. the others) would strive for
justice out of respect for your noble character®.

Pythagoras’ insistance on pure marital relationships?, on respect for
woman, as wife and mother, seems to be an original trait: it does not
only belong to the old tradition (in Diodorus and Trogus), but its
foundation has once again that traditional-religious character which
we have already come across on several occasions and recognized as
an archaic element®. This character is found with a particular clear-

1 v tob tpémov xokondyadiav. Cp. my comments on c. 54,

2 Cf. Diog. Laert. VIII 21. Here Hieronymus of Rhodes is cited who says that,
when he had descended into Hades, Pythagoras saw under torture those who
refused to have intercourse with their own wives (xoialopévous 8¢ xal Todg uy
Yéhovtag cuveival Taig Exvrddy Yuvorfl).

3 For this foundation we may also cite Aristotle as a witness, (supposing that he
is the author of Oeconomica 1). In 4 (1344 a8) we read: Sgnyeirar 8¢ xal & xowvdg
vépog, xaddmep ol ITuSeybpetor Ayouow, domep ixétiv xal do’ Eotiag Hypévyy O¢
fixrora Seiv [Soneiv] ddneiv: aduia 38 dvdpdc ai Hlpale cuvoustar yryvduevar.

L. Edelstein, The Hippocratic Oath, Baltimore 1943, p. 34, n. 108, observes
that such reflections were rather unusual in ancient Greece: cf. Arist., E.N.
1130 a24{f., where adultery is considered wrong only if committed for the sake
of gain; otherwise it is called self-indulgence. See also Fehrle, Die kultische
Keuschheit im Altevtum, Religionsgeschichtliche Versuche u. Vorarbeiten VI,
Giessen 1910, p. 232. Originally no difference was made between marital and
extra-marital sexual relationships. By his attitude to monogamy Pythagoras
introduces a moral viewpoint: he apparently taught that sexual intercourse
within marriage with the intention of begetting children does not make one
unclean, but outside marriage it does. Infra, c. 55. This is what in Stobaeus,
Flor. 74, 53 we find attributed to Phintys. Also in Diogenes Laertius VIII 43.
Dasly adthv dpotndeicay mootala yuvh 4m’dvdpde xadapeder, pdvar “dmd udv iSlov
Topayeijne, &wd 8¢ tob dAhotplou 0ddémote”. In Iambl., V.P. 132, the same view
is attributed to Brontinus’ wife Deino or to Theano. Cf. Diels-Kranz, V.S.
58 D 8, pp. 476, 41f., and 477, 7 ff. To those who claimed that on the point in
question Aristoxenus depends on Plato’s ethics, Edelstein (The Hippocratic Oath
P. 17, n. 41) replied that on the matter under discussion Plato’s views certainly
were more lax than those of the Pythagoreans; c¢f. Laws VIII, 841 d. For the
usual Greek view of what Pythagoreans called yewfoeig maps giowy he points
to Arist.,, EN., 1148 b 29 ff. On this passage, see below, T 63, 6 and App. E.
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ness in both the parallel passages in Iamblichus’ V.P., viz, 84, on wives
being like supplicants, and 195, where the intercourse with the concu-
bines is called &3vrog xel vé9nL.

Takw and cwgpocdvy are in themselves not peculiarly Pythagorean;
but there is some evidence? that they were Pythagorean before being
Platonic, and once again, they fit perfectly into Pythagoras’ cosmic
philosophy which is dominated by the idea of order and harmony.

The concluding lines contain again an exhortation to develop a
personal choice of what is good, and to do this by setting a personal
example. To us this shows (1) the unity of educational principles in
Pythagoras’ speech, (2) their highly personal character.

(c. 49) And he urged them to banish idleness from their actions;
for there was no other good for every action than the right
moment. And he laid it down as the greatest crime to separate
children from their parents. He considered the best man to
be he who can himself foresee what is good for him, the next
best he who realizes what is in his own interest from the
experiences of others, and the worst he who simply waits till
through suffering he perceives what is best for him.

Those who wish to achieve honour, he said, will not fail to
attain their goal if they do as the victors in races: for they,
too, do not do their opponents any harm, but they do wish to
be victorious themselves. Likewise it is also fitting for political
leaders not to be resentful towards those who contradict them,
but to help those who listen to them. And he urged them,
adhering to really good fame, always to behave personally in
the way they wanted to appear to others; for advice is not as

1.V0n Albrecht translates rightly: “Pythagoras iiberredete die Krotoniaten,
sich des Verkehrs mit Nebenfrauen, die ihnen nicht veligios angetraut warven,
zu enthalten”.

Similarly Plato, Laws 841 d, speaks of &8ute mahhaxéy oméppate. Cp. Suidas,
s.v. &Burot yduot.

In Jambl, V.P. 84 the addition xal % Midic di& Sefrdic (after the d¢’ goting
o’w.éy.s«‘}oc) is typical. I do not think it means “und (wir) empfangen sie (sc. the
wives} durch Handschlag”, as it is rendered by Von Albrecht, but rather:
“and we have to touch them by the right hand” —which is a well-known Pytha-
gorean taboo-prescription, Marriage is considered here not so much as a
commercial transaction, but rather as a religious ceremony which has to be
performed according to a strict ritual.

2 Again, Plato, Gorgias 507 e ff.
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holy as praise, since advice is only fit for men, whilst praise is
much more fitting for the gods.

This chapter at first sight gives the modern reader the impression of
being a collection of rather incoherent injunctions and evaluations.
First of all it seems to him that the use of y&p after the condemnation
of &pyle is not very convincing. Should idleness be banished because
xaupbs is a necessary element in human action? Next, what is the
connection between this and the statement which immediately
follows? Supposing that xawpdc is necessary in actions and that its
presence is a good thing, does not the statement that the greatest
crime is to seperate children from their parents follow rather abruptly?
The threefold evaluation of those who are capable, to a greater or
lesser degree, of recognizing what is in their own interest follows just
as disconnectedly. After which follow the admonitions to those who
strive after honour.

Moreover, xatpéc as well as the theme of ambition point straight to
Gorgias: for him both motifs are of pre-eminent importance!. What
have we to conclude from this? Have we before us in this passage the
work of a fifth- or fourth-century rhetor, who puts the ideals of
Gorgias into the so-called speech of Pythagoras, as e.g. Gorgias himself
put them into his speech of honour of the Athenians killed in battle?
This suspicion will probably occur more readily to the modern reader
than to look for the source of these well-known Gorgian motifs in
early Pythagoreanism, as Rostagni did?. The modern reader’s first
reaction is to think that we have here the kind of enumeration of
exhortations and virtues that we know from certain speeches of
Isocrates3. If one looks more closely, however, our chapter appears
to have more system.

Apparently we must insert a caesura after the words aicdéobar 76
Béhtiov; i.e. the chapter falls into two parts, the first of which deals
with xapée, and the second with the striving after honour.

The first part comprises four points.

1. In human conduct there is but one dyadév, namely, xaipbs.

! In his commentary on the Epitaphios of Gorgias, C.W. Vollgraff has discussed
this in detail.

2 Un nuovo capitulo nella storia della vetovica e della sofistica, in Studi Italiani
di Filologia classica, N.S. vol. II, 1922, pp. 148-201; = Rostagni, Scritti
Minori 1, pp. 1-59.

3 E.g. in Ad Demonicum and Ad Nicoclem.

113



THE TESTIMONY OF HISTORIANS (2)

2. Hence dpyle must be banished ; for constant vigilance and immediate
activity are essential, if one is to act rightly at the right moment.

3. The greatest sin against the xoupéc is to seperate children from their
parents.

4. Being able to see beforechand what is in our interest is another
aspect of the vigilance and the ability to act immediately which
are essential for the xatpéc.

The passage about the striving for honour contains the following ideas.

(1) prromipeiodar as such is not condemned, but certain conditions are
imposed, both as far as its method and as far as its object are
concerned.

(2) The method: in striving for honour one must not harm one’s
opponent. The fairness in sports competitions may serve as an
example.

(3) The same applies to political life.

(4) The object: the striving for honour must be directed towards true
0dokix, based on the personal character of the agent: one must be
as one wishes to appear to others.

(5) Finally a yvauy follows: “For praise is holier than advice”.

Giyipg good advice was according to traditional popular wisdom a
religious duty. This is why Hesiod wrote the verses:

“Whosoever digs a pit for another falls into it himself:
bad advice is worst for him who has given it”1,

Tamblichus mentions it among the Pythagorean axodopare, in the
category of the ti mpaxtéov: “And to him who asks your advice you
must only give the best; for advice is holy”2. This can be found as a
proverbial expression throughout Antiquity®. Pythagoras emends this
old precept with a ‘But I tell you: Advice is holy, but praise is holier —
for the first is only applicable to humans, while the latter much more
has its function with regard to the gods.’

L Evga 266: % 8¢ xand) foud) ©& BovhedoavTt xaxioTy.

2 V.P.85: xat oupBovdedey undty mops o Bértiotov 6 oupBoudevopdvey: lepdy yap
ouuBoukd). ‘

® [Plato], Theages 122b: xal Myetal ye supfoudy) fepov yefiua elvan. [Plato], Epist.
V, 321c: Sixautog 8'elpl xal ool Eevidy xal lepoy oupBoudiv Aeyouévny cupBoviedety.
In Xenophon, Anab. V 6, 4 Hekatonymos says: Ei uév ovpufoviedorpt & Bértiotd
por Soxel elvar, mwoAhd ot wol dyadd yévorro. el 8¢ pf, vdvavrio. oadTY Yap 7 lepd
cupBovkd) Aeyouévy Soxet pot wapeivar.

Thus too in Lucianus, Rket. praec., 1, and in the lexicon of Hesychius.
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This is at the same time archaic and original. It undoubtedly points
to the founder himself.

Meanwhile the two main points require some further explanation.
It is perfectly true that xapés as well as the striving for honour are
fundamental principles in Gorgias. But long before him they had
their place in Greek thought: not only xAéog éo9rév of which the old
epic is full, but xeupée as well. It appears in traditional proverbial lore.

Mn32y dyoy omeddewy xotpog 8’ Eml mdaw dpLoTog

Zovuaoy dvdpmmwy,
says Theognis!. And Hesiod?:

Méroa purdocecdar xotpdg 8'émt milow dptarag.
In the wisdom of the seven Sages xawpbe is found repeatedly. Solon
says: “Seal your words with silence, and your silence with xaupés”.
And Bias: “By xawpég you will have edrhdBeiav”: a good hold of things.
Pittacus admonishes laconically: “Know your time” (xaupéc), and
Chilon declares: “All good things belong to xap6s”3.

With respect to this folk wisdom, Pythagoras did the same as he
did with the religious tradition — he adopted it, but not without
putting his stamp on it. He rationalized it by giving it a place in his
mathematically ordered cosmic system: hence the definition xapés =
seven?, a number which for Pythagoras — and for many after him® —
denoted a period of maturity in human life as well as in the cosmos as a
wholes. And he also gave to this old principle an ethical meaning by
linking it up with the fundamental principles of respect for older

1 401/2. 2 Evga 692.

3 Solon: Tepayifov Todg utv Aéyous owf, thv 8¢ auyhv xoupd (Diels, VS 163, 16).
Bias: #eic xatpd edrdfeiav. One can translate somewhat periphrastically: “By
acting at the right moment you will act prudently” (VS 165, 11).

Pittacus: Katpdy yvi9: (ib. 64, 12). Chilon: Koawpé mavra mpboeatt xahd (ib. 61,13).
4 Mentioned and explained by Alexander of Aphrod. in Metaph. Avist. 985 b 30.
8 E.g. in certain Hippocratean writings, especially the Ilepi &B8opnddwv . Cf.
Aristotle, Politics VII 15, 1336 b37-1337 al: Abo & eiolv Nhuelot mtpde d¢ avaynaiov
SipfioSor Thy Toudelay, peTd THY &md T&Y émTa uéypt BB xol wdAw petd THy de’
ABMC wéypL TéV Evde nal elxoaty dTév. of vap Tulc £BSoudow Srapolvreg Tag HAklag bg
éml Td woAd Aéyouoty od xaxdg. The Stoics also knew this division of human life
into periods of seven years, and we find it later in the Arabic Aristotelians, e.g.
in the Life of Has ibn Jokddn by Ibn Tofail.

8 Alex. of Aphrod. mentions as critical periods in human life: birth at seven
months, cutting of teeth at seven months after birth, puberty at 14, maturity
at 21. The sun, the cause of all critical periods, was supposed to be the seventh
of the heavenly bodies, counting towards the centre.
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people, for those of great excellence and for those to whom we have
special obligations. This is what we read from the account in Iam-
blichus, V.P. 180 ff.

The passage is about justice. Pythagoras says that it appears in an
infinite number of varieties which, however, just as a certain geome-
trical figure, when squared can all be proved in the same way. Justice
is also a question of human relationships. In these relationships one
mode of conduct is appropriate, another not!. The modes vary ac-
cording to ages, esteem, degree of kinship and obligations which exist
with regard to the person concerned. For one mode of conduct is
fitting amongst young people, but will not do with regard to older
people. Not every form of wrath, or threat, or boldness is misplaced;
this is, however, always the case with respect to older people. And the
same is true of esteem: behaviour that is fitting amongst equals or
towards younger people is unseemly with regard to those who are
distinguished by outstanding excellence or those towards whom we
have great obligations.

It should be noted that mere difference in social status is not used
as a motive for greater respect: what is decisive here is the personal
value of the person with whom one is dealing and the obligations one
has towards him. Here [Pythagoras] — for the present I shall indicate
Iamblichus’ Pythagoras in this way so as to show some reservations —
does not at all show himself to be a traditional aristocrat. It is there-
fore confusing to apply this term to him, as has often been done.

In Iamblichus (182) there follows this remarkable final comment:

1 efixanpog — dxapoc. 1t is curious that we find edxaipla again as a technical term
in Stoic ethics. Cicero, De fin. 111 14, 15 mentions it as the equivalent of
opportunitas. Cf. De fin. 111 18, 61: Censent opportunitatis esse beate vivere, quod
est convenienter naturae viveve. In De off. 1, 40, 142 he explains edxatplo as
tempus actionis opportunum. This is, he says, ‘the place’ of an action. To know
how to put an action ‘in its place’ is called edraéle. That is, says Cicero, what
we call modestia. It is defined by the Stoics as: scientia vevum eavum quae
agentur aut dicentur, loco suo collocandarum. Vis ordinis is thus at the same
time wvis collocationis. For they define ordo as compositionem rerum aptis et
accommodatis locis.

This use of the term edxaupic in the Stoa has received little attention. The
question which may be asked with respect to Iamblichus V.P. 180 is now: Is it
Iamblichus who introduces here a Stoic term in his account of Pythagoras’
doctrine, — or is this term, which was apparently used in the Middle Stoa, in
some way or other an echo of an early-Pythagorean notion? In view of the
meaning of xxipé¢ in early Pythagoreanism we have good grounds for assuming
the latter.
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‘Up to a certain point the xapée can be learnt and it is not contrary to
reason; it permits systematic treatment!. However, in general and as
such? it has none of these characteristics. It goes together with and is,
as it were, naturally bound up with the so-called ‘right moment’, ‘the
fitting’ and ‘seemly’, and other such things”.

This is JTamblichus’ account. Isit down to the last line early Pytha-
gorean? This seems doubtful to me. After the rational-ethical inter-
pretation of xapéc, which finds its expression in the definition 7 and
in its identification with the general basic ethical principles which are
rooted in the natural order, we are here confronted with an irration-
alism which hardly fits in. Rostagni has rightly concluded that what
is said here closely resembles what Plato, in the Gorgias®, attributes to
the famous rhetor of Leontini: if xapée cannot be comprised within a
general concept and consequently does not allow scientific treatment
— which is expressed here in such terms as that, speaking generally
and absolutely, it is mxpdroyos and does not admit of any teyvohoyia —,
then this means exactly what Socrates says of Gorgias’ rhetoric, viz.
that it is not at all a Teyvixdv émirhdevpa, but a kind of sroymstiny.
But this is precisely what Pythagoras did not mean. Furthermore,
Iamblichus’ formulation of the passage is clear enough, but not at
all archaic*.

These considerations lead us to the following conclusions. The end
of Iamblichus’ account presupposes the xaipés doctrine of Gorgias.
There is a certain incongruity between this later form of the doctrine
which is more closely related to old popular ideas, and the early
Pythagorean doctrine. Apparently the later author realized this;
hence his remark that up fo a certain point watpbs can be learnt, is not
contrary to reason and permits systematic treatment; after which he
proceeds: “but in general and in an absolute sense xoupdc is not
rational”.

Rostagni, in his interesting study of Pythagoras’ speeches in Iam-
blichus, which we have cited before?, rightly pointed out their simi-
larities with Gorgias: in the four speeches to different groups of the
population he recognized the xopde principle of Gorgias and was
reminded of the latter’s notion of jmultiple virtues, which we find
expressed by the Thessalian Meno in Plato’s dialogue of this name$:

1 reyvoroyta. 2 anAée. 3 463a.

¢ In the Rhet., Aristotle uses the verb teyvoloyeiv several times; the noun teyvo-
2oyta is found in later grammarians.

5 Un nuovo capitolo etc. ¢ Meno 71e-72a.
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there is the virtue of a man, of a woman, of a child, of free men and of
slaves, of rulers and of subjects, and a great many more. “For each
of us has his &pet, in each of his actions and in each of his ages in all
that he doest”. In the words of Iamblichus’ Pythagoras: sivar yap
oy Erepby T dyadoy 7 Tov v gnxoty 1 Tpdket xoupdy.

I should like to mention four points.

(1) In Pythagoras the four speeches fit in with existing social con-
ventions: his reform plan is carried out within the framework of an
existing social order. Gorgias’ doctrine of the multiplicity of virtue,
however, clearly represents a further stage in the theorizing about the
nature of moral excellence.

(2) Although the principle of xaupéc is important to both, the back-
ground of Gorgias’ thought is completely different from that of Py-
thagoras. Rostagni did in fact feel this?, although he stressed the
points of agreement. What should in particular be emphasized is:
that for Pythagoras xapés is rooted in a cosmic-ontological order,
whereas for Gorgias this background is completely absent. This makes
for a radical difference; for it implies that for Pythagoras xapég had
its place within a 7dfic and as such is of a rational-ethical character,
whereas for Gorgias, where there is no such foundation, a complete
irrationality remains.

(3) The line of Gorgias is continued in Aristotle. For in the first book
of his Politics® he poses the question: Are there any virtues of slaves,
women and children? Are for example the virtues of rulers and subjects
the same? To which he gives the answer: all of them have their own
special &petaf. It is therefore misleading, as Socrates wished, to give
one definition of ‘virtue’t. “Those who enumerate the virtues sepa-
rately, as Gorgias does, are much more correct than those who define
virtue in that way?”. Together with several other, no less character-
istic traits® this is an indication of how great the influence of the orator
of Leontini was on Aristotle”.

1 ya®’ Exdotyy Yhp TéY Tpafewv xal TEY Hhurdv mpde Exastov Epyov ExdoTe Nudv
H &peth) Eotwy, Goadtwg 8¢ olpar, & Tdupares, xal 7 woxio.

2 Un nuovo capitolo, p.165. 3 15,1259 b22-the end. * Cf. Plato, Meno 74bff.
51260 a28 v.: IToAd yap &uewov Aéyouvow ol EEapidpolvreg Tag dpetdsg, domep
Topytac, tdv oltewe dprlopévorv.

8 T am thinking in particular of the concept of émeixeix, which is used by Gorgias
in his Epitaphios in the sense of aequitas, famous through Aristotle, and praised
as a supreme virtue. On this see Vollgraff, L’oraison funébre pp. 11-12.

7 It is strange that this was completely overlooked by Rostagni. We shall
return to this later on in another connection.
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(4) On the other hand, the line of Pythagoras’ principle of xatpée
continues where, as far as I know, it has up to now never been indicat-
ed, i.e. in the edxapla-concept of the Middle Stoal. For there edxatpta
is an element of edtabix, the first being defined as locus actionis, while
the latter is conceived as scientia rerum earum, quae agentuy aut dicentur,
loco suo collocandarum?. TdEwg is such a specifically Pythagorean
concept, that the similarity of background should be obvious. Can it
be proved that there is continuity here? I would say that, even if we
cannot prove it, it is not improbable that there was some connection.
Early Pythagorean ideas could for example have found their way into
the Old Stoa by way of the Early Academy.

In the same paper? Rostagni suggests that Pythagoras, in a sense at
least, identified justice with xepéc: “La giustizia ¢ una specie di
xanpbe, € il xaupde una specie di giustizia”. In what sense this is correct,
will be clear from Iamblichus’ above-cited explanation in V.P. 180 1.
However, when in this context Rostagni adds a reference to Arist.,
Metaph. M 4, 1078 b 22, this might suggest to the reader that in that
passage Aristotle confirms the identification. But that would be an
error. What is said in the passage is simply that, before Socrates and
Democritus, the Pythagoreans gave definitions of a few things and
that they did so by connecting the rational aspects of these things with
numbers, e.g. what is xatpée, or what is justice, or marriage. Evidently
these are three instances, the one independent of the other. It certainly
does not mean: ‘what is xaupée or justice’, in the sense that both would
be the same. Such an interpretation would go against what we know
from elsewhere about the Pythagorean definitions. For on the one
hand we know that Pythagoras defined justice as the first square
number?, on the other hand that xapés was defined by 7. We must
conclude that the definition of the two was not the same, —though it is
quite true that, according to Iamblichus’ account, Pythagoras said
there was no Sixatov unless the action was adapted to the person with
whom one was dealing; which is vaguely indicated by the term ‘the
circumstances’. And this is exactly what Pythagoras meant by xaupéc.

! Above, p. 116, n. 1.

2 Cicero, De off. 1 40, 142, cited in the above-mentioned note.

3 p. 162f. = Scritti minori I, p. 17.

4 Alexander of Aphrod. in Ar. Metaph. A 1, 985 b29. Cf. the Pythagorean
description of justice as o dvrimemovddc &M (in E.N. 1132 b22); also M.M.
1182 al1-14.

5 Alex. in Ar. Metaph. A 1, 985 b30.
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This aspect of early Pythagoreanism can be denoted by the modern
term situationism, however with this restriction that for Pythagoras
the ‘situation’ was morally and rationally determined, as appears from
Iamblichus, V.P. 180 f. By this situationism of Iamblichus’ Pytha-
goras, Rostagni was reminded of the Dissor Logoi. Here we do indeed
find ourselves knee deep in situationism: the same thing is for some
a good, for others an evil, and for the same person sometimes a good
and at other times an evil. The writer agrees with this standpoint
and illustrates it with numerous instances!. When speaking about
justice and injustice he argues? that lying and deceiving under certain
circumstances are justifiable; so are stealing the possessions of friends
and inflicting violence on them, making slaves of people, house-
breaking and perjury. Even robbing temples and murdering one’s
next-of-kin is under certain circumstances Sixowov®. This work which,
in view of an allusion to recent events, can be dated shortly after the
Peloponnesian war, was first edited by Henricus Stephanus as a Py-
thagorean text, no doubt chiefly because it is written in the same Doric
as a number of Pythagorean texts®. Up to the nineteenth century it
was considered as such. It was especially Bergk who pointed out the
sophistic contents of the work, which according to him was alien to
early Pythagoreanism. And this view has up to the present been
generally accepted. Rostagni expressed his disagreement with this’:
sophistic ideas were, he considered, not alien to early Pythagoreanism;
on the contrary, it was here that they had originated. There is a
straight line running from Pythagoras to Gorgias, and the Dissos Logos,
too, can be conceived as an extension of early Pythagorean thought.

Some reservations should be made here. To speak paradoxically:
Rostagni has perceived something important — but essentially speaking
the line of Pythagorean thought is continued more in Plato and the
Stoa than by the sophists. The reason for this paradox is that Rostagni
devoted too little attention to the difference in background of the
xapbg-doctrine in Pythagoras on the one hand and that in Gorgias
on the other, to the rational-ethical character of the ‘situation’ which
determines the xaxtpés-3ixatov in [Pythagoras] on the one hand, and the

1 Diss. Log. 1, 11f. 2 Diss. Log. II1. 3In18.

4 Jt is remarkable that some 400 years later exactly the same argument was
used by the Finnish scholar Holger Thesleff; he also thinks that the Diss. Log.
originated in Southern Italy (4n Introduction to the Pythagorean writings of the
Hellenistic period, Abo 1961, pp. 76-81).

8 Un nuovo capit. pp. 174-177; Scritti Minori 1, p. 29fi.
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situationism of moral arbitrariness expressed in the Disso: Logo: on
the other. Roughly speaking one may say that after the ‘sitnationism’
of [Pythagoras] that of the Dissoi Logoi only represents a further stage;
on closer investigation, however, it will be seen that there is a gap
between the principles of the old philosopher of Croton and the
follower of the fifth-century sophists who speaks in the Disso: Logos.
Can it be maintained, for example, that it is in keeping with the spirit
of Pythagoras to teach that it is justifiable to commit perjury in order
to save one’s country from its enemies? Is it not clear that Pythagoras,
who most emphatically warned against the rash swearing of oaths,
would have said that in a case like this no oath should be taken at all?

And can it be maintained that it was in keeping with the spirit of
Pythagoras’ teaching to declare that in cases of retaliation it is just
to murder one’s next-of-kin —, one’s father or mother? Far from it.
The idea that it could ever be ‘just’ for a son to do violence to his
father or mother, to whom he has infinite obligations, was entirely
alien to Pythagoras. Moreover, Pythagoras condemned any murder
and taught that every feud or enmity must be ended as quickly as
possible and be turned into guAie.

And can it be contended that it was in the line of Pythagoras’
thought to accept all sorts of actions called &duxtas in the case of friends
and relatives, as 3ixawov in the case of those who are regarded as en-
nemies? Once again, this is far from being the truth. Pythagoras
did not accept any form of enmity as a basis and rule for human
action. He taught that one should banish all enmity from one’s life,
turning it into dpévoia and puaie.

It is not the sophists, but Socrates and Plato who judged and
guided human action in this spirit: when they teach that the just man
shall never act unjustly in any situation, not even by way of retri-
bution, they speak in the spirit of Pythagoras. Bergk and his fol-
lowers were right: the Dissoz Logo? are in the sophist line of thought,
where justice is said to be vépe and not gieet — a line which is continued
in the theory of the confrat social in Epicurus and Carneades —;
Pythagoras, however, belongs to the other line of Greek thought,
where morality is considered to be rooted in a ‘physical’-metaphysical
ground. This is the line of Plato, Aristotle and the Stoa, each in their
own way!. Hence, although Rostagni was right in thinking that
1 It has been said that, by rejecting the transcendent ideas, Aristotle rejected

the transcendent background of ethical concepts and hence made ethics a
branch of empirical knowledge (e.g. Guthrie, History I, pp. 13f.). It should be
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Gorgias could have learnt his xapde-principle in Sicily from the early
Pythagoreans, yet for the further development he did not draw the
lines as they should be drawn. Gorgias gave to xapés his own inter-
pretation, and in so doing went a completely different way.

Returning to Iamblichus V.P.49, we find that the statement that the
greatest crime is to seperate children from their parents, follows
organically on to what precedes. As to the principle itself, that it was
well-known in Southern Italy in those days as being a basic Pytha-
gorean rule of life, appears from Iamblichus, V.P. 262 where, after the
catastrophe of 450, the principle is said to have been used ironically
against the Pythagoreans themselves. Moreover, it should be observ-
ed that this is another topic on which Plato’s educational views
differed greatly from Iamblichus’ Pythagoras: for Plato considered it
to be the right thing that among the rulers and the guardians of his
ideal state nobody should know his own children!

The remark that follows — about greater or lesser ability to realize
what is in one’s own interest — gives another aspect of xatpés, and thus
deals with another aspect of human excellence: the gift of practical
wisdom referred to here could certainly be called ¢pévnoig by the
Greek: we are no longer concerned with Sixatosivy here. It is possible
that Pythagoras did speak in this manner about this kind of practical
wisdom. There is nothing in these lines that forces us to attribute them
to a later author.

The second main theme in c. 49 was that of the striving after honour.
Rostagni did not go into this. From his point of view wrongly so;
for he could have found here a second fundamental point of agreement
with Gorgias, and just as with the previous one, also an interesting
difference. It is therefore our task to say a few words about it.

Aéta as a motivating force for human action from the beginning
played an important part among the Greeks: one need only think of
the often recurring term xAfog 2c9%2év in Homer, of elixieov "Apyog

recognized, however, that for Aristotle nature is dominated by eternal principles,
called ‘forms’, which are present ‘in’ the things. These eternal principles are,
so to speak, a divine Law, immanent in Nature, each thing’s d&pet?) being: to
actualize its form as perfectly as possible. Thus, man’s gpet4 is: to live up to the
standard of the €i80¢ ‘man’.

In this sense it must be said that, according to its basic principles, Avistotle’s
ethics weve vooted in Natuve, — a Nature which was ‘metaphysically’ understood;
not in nature as a whole consisting of contingent phenomena, but in that higher
aspect of nature which in Aristotle’s own terms was called &tdix xal dvoyxaio.
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ixéo%ou, etc. The motive is also constantly present in Greek tragedy.
In his commentary on the Epitaphios of Gorgias, Vollgraff has pointed
to this tradition!. Literature here is the spokesman of the feelings
which dominated the Greek male: the pursuit of honour governed the
whole of life, at least for those who were called ‘the best’. Vollgraff
has rightly observed that in his educational ideals Plato went against
this tradition, whereas Gorgias followed it. Gorgias himself, who was a
very vain man and who practised the yévog émdeixtinéy as a profession-
al, on principle did not go beyond the pursuit of edxheta.

And what about Pythagoras? Was he a philo-sophos, as he claimed,
or was he basically a philo-timos or philo-doxos, who also guided
others in this direction? This is a question which we have to ask
ourselves.

In the first place it should again be noted that Pythagorasis speaking
to the wider circle of men who are not in any special sense his pupils,
although they are prepared to accept advice from him on how to run
their lives and to work as rulers of the city. This naturally makes a
great difference. For those who wished to join the S.P. Pythagoras had
a completely different standard?.

For these well-disposed Councillors he does not condemn the
striving for honour as such, but he tries to canalise it. Hence the
injunctions about method and object. “He urged them to strive to-
wards real e38c¢kix, and each one personally to be as he wished to
appear to others”; i.e. he turns the guiotiucicSar into a striving after

" virtue and real nobility of character. And it is this exhortation which

he finally seals with the yvoun that ‘praise’ is superior to ‘advice’.
This is traditional, but original within the framework of the tradition;
archaic but at the same time revolutionary with respect to the pre-
vailing code of morals. That this was in fact the purport and effect
of Pythagoras’ speech to the Councillors is apparent from the end of
the next section.

(c. 50) Finally he added this, that the city of Croton is reputed
to have been founded when Heracles, driving the oxen (of
Geryones) through Italy, had been unfairly treated by Lacinius,
whilst he had at night accidentally killed Croton who wished

1 W. Vollgraff, L’ovaison funébre de Gorgias, pp. 116-132.

2 Cf. Iambl,, V.P. 72, 1. 3-4. Porph., V.P. 32 says that Pythagoras urged all
to avoid guioTipia kal prrodokic.

Below, ch. VII, sect. 4, the end.
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to help him, thinking that he was an enemy; and after this he
had promised that around Croton’s tomb a town would be
founded of the same name, when he himself would have obtain-
ed his share of immortality. Therefore, he said, it became the
Senate of Croton righteously to administer the gratitude for
the received benefit.

When then the Senators had heard this speech, they had the
temple of the Muses built and dismissed the concubines they
had according to the local custom.

They requested Pythagoras to speak separately to the chil-
dren in the temple of Apollo and to the women in the temple
of Hera.

Pythagoras ending his speech by reminding the authorities of Croton
of the fact that the inheritance of Heracles is in their charge — a
consideration which was bound to remind the Councillors most vividly
of their obligation to act justly and to dispose them to behave with
the greatest dignity in their private lives — is another of those tra-
ditional-archaic, yet original traits, which we have come across time
and again in this and in the first speech. Such ideas do not originate
in later sophistic. They have a character of their own, which fits
nobody better than the founder of the Pythagorean school when he
addressed the wider circle of the population of Croton and its leaders.

What is remarkable is the great moral influence which tradition
attributes to Pythagoras: he was listened to, but not ‘listened to’ in the
modern sense where listening does not involve any ensuing activity.
‘Listening’ is used here in the ancient sense, i.e.: the personal call
which was contained in the spoken word awoke a response, and not
only in a question of public interest such as the founding of the
Mouseion, which did not call for any personal sacrifice on the part of
the councillors, except perhaps for a financial contribution. A real
sacrifice was made: without hesitation a way of life was given up which
appeals to the strongest and most elementary of man’s instincts.
What is reported in these sober words of Iamblichus is indeed in the
fullest sense a miracle.
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4. The third Speech!

In compliance with the invitation from the senate [Pythagoras] next
speaks to the children (i.e. probably the boys). He exhorts them as
follows.

(c. 51, 2) They must not start to insult others, and (if others
abused them) they must not defend themselves against the
offenders. They should be diligent in learning: for mawdeta has
been named after their age. Furthermore, a boy who behaves
himself? can easily preserve his good character® throughout life;
but for him who is not good in the decisive period of his lifet
it is difficult to stay good later on?, — or rather, it is impossible
after a bad start to get to the finishing post well.

Moreover he pointed out to them that they were most
dear to the gods; for this reason, he said, in times of great
drought children are sent by the states to ask the gods for
water; for the divinity grants their prayers most; and as they
are pure, they alone are allowed to tarry in temples without
any restriction.

The first point in ‘boys’ virtue’ appears for [Pythagoras] to be mpabtye:
the boys are in the first place exhorted not to be aggressive in their
speech, and not even to give up their gentle bearing when abused
by others. This is nothing other than an application of gurla, 6uévora
and cweposivy to the age and character difficulties of boys.

Next there is the injunction to diligence in learning. The word
madeix is striking here: in ancient times it does not occur in this sense,
but in the sense of childhood. Thus Theognis reminds a young boy of
the fact that mudetog morumpdrov dvdog | dubrepov otadiov. And a
few lines further on he mentions the myth of Zeus carrying Ganymedes
off to Olympus and making him a daemon, wadetog &vSog Zxovt’ dpatdve.
Aesch., Sept. 18 uses the term as a synonym of tpog#. The semantic
comment on the word made by Iamblichus makes us suspect, however,
that the use of the word as found in our passage might be early.

1Ts. ? ¢mewfc. Cp. my comments on c. 54.

3 v wodondyadiov. 4 xota volTov TOV xatpdv.

® Since xa8cordvar denotes the established order, the author apparently did
not intend to say that, if one has not been good as a boy, it is difficult to become
good later on, but it is difficult to stay a good man permanently.

¢ Theognis 1305, 1348.
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This is followed by some reflections on the theme ‘the child is father
of the man’. The years of boyhood are of decisive importance for the
moulding of character: they are called xatpédg, a concept which we
know from Aristotle to have had an important function in early
Pythagoreanism. The terms émieweng and xohoxoyadio are notevs./orthy
here. The first fits into the framework of the views on xapég which we
came across in the second speechl. Kohoxayodie originates in the
ancient code of morals of the nobility but is used here in a definitely
‘modern’ sense. It is found in this sense later in Isocrates, and in
Aristotle’s Eudemian Ethics and Magna Moralia, which for some
scholars is an argument for the early dating of this work?. It is perfect-
ly in keeping with the ‘reform’ movement of Pythagoras to have givgn
this term, originating from the old standards of morality of one social
class, a new, more general spiritual content ; for the creation of a spiritual
aristocracy and of a religion based on ethical principles was the goal
of Pythagoras’ preaching?.

We repeatedly came across metaphors taken from sport in the
previous speeches. Here again is the metaphor of the race track: start
and finish. It cannot be said that all this points to a later time.
Moreover, the great importance of the beginning was proverbial among
the early Pythagoreans.

Gpyh 3¢ Tot ey TavThg

Galenust cites from the IMupawéssig [Mudayépou. Iambl, V.P. 162,
explicitly ascribes this hemistich to Pythagoras himself. Delatte®
takes it to be a fragment from the ‘Tepdsc Aéyog. Iambl., V.P. 182,
mentions the principle in his account of xmpés: “And they taught
that in everything the beginning is of the greatest value”. The com-
ments that follow, which deal not only with the great importance but
also with the great difficulties involved in finding the &ey# in a theo-
retical investigation, may point to a later stage of epistemological
reflection. The principle itself, however, must be ancient.

Next we find the idea that children are particularly dear to the gods.
In this general form we know of no such pronouncement from classical

! Supra, c. 49. The term is old. Below, my note on c. 54 (p. 1091.).

2 E.g. F. Dirlmeier; see his commentary in: Aristotle, Magna Moralia, Berlin
1958, p. 425f. About xadoxdyadin: H. Wankel, Kalos kai Agathos, Diss. Wiirz-
burg 1961.

3 Cp. also Iambl., V.P. 124 and 129. 10p. X, p. 450 K.

5 Litt. pythag., p. 36.
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Antiquity. It can,however, be stated that this belief existed implicitly,
for children, and also boys and girls of marriageable age but as yet
unwed, had an important place in ancient Greek cult!. This was un-
doubtedly connected with the notion of cultic purity?. ‘Rain-making’
is known to us from classical literatured. It is true that in those cases
children are not mentioned, but it is not improbable that they were
sent forth in ancient times, as drought was considered a punishment
from the gods, and by preference cultically pure persons will have
been sent in a penitential and supplicatory procession?. That only
children could stay in temples without any restriction, is also connected
with the precept of cultic purity. It was generally held in Antiquity
that sexual intercourse made one impure. Ta dopodioie praiver, Por-
phyry says®. The precept that after sexual intercourse one must not
enter a temple for one or more days and then only after ritual puri-
fication, is known to us from many sanctuaries®. We know of similar
regulations in Jewish law. They survive in the purification of Joseph
and Mary after the birth of Jesus, and in the ‘churching of women’
in the Catholic Church, a rite which has only very recently fallen into
disuse’.

{c. 52) It is also for this reason that those gods who are the
most well-disposed towards man, Apollo and Eros, are painted
and represented by everyone as boys. And it is generally
agreed that some games in which the victors are given wreaths

1 On this E. Fehrle, Die kultische Keuschheit im Altertum, pp. 112£f., 1611

2 On the development of this notion: Fehrle, op. cit., pp. 2221f.

3 A few cases are mentioned by M. P. Nilsson, Geschichie d. griech. Religion 1,
Handbuch d. Alt. wiss. 5 Abt., IT 1, Miinchen 1941, 21955, p. 369. A history of
Greek Religion, Oxford? 1949, p. 891.

* Fehrle, op. cit. p. 63, reports a rite common in Southern Europe to procure
rain: a naked little girl is bedecked with flowers and herbs, led through the
fields and sprayed with water.

8 De abst. IV 20.

¢ Fehrle, op. cit., p. 155{. Cp. the statement of Phintys ap. Stob., Flor. 74, 53,
cited supra, p. 111, n. 3.

An inscription from Pergamum, first century A. D., gives the following
regulation concerning ritual purity: whosoever wishes to enter the temple of
Athena Nikephoros has to purify himself or herself after sexual intercourse;
if this was with one’s own wife or husband, then the day after, if with somebody
else, then after two days (Dittenberger, Syll. 2, II 566).

7 It is curious that in the Middle Ages there were Church rulings according to
which married couples were not allowed to receive communion the morning
after they had had sexual intercourse.
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were instituted for the sake of children, the Pythian games
because Python was defeated by a child, and the Nemean and
Isthmian games in honour of children, to commemorate the
deaths of Archemorus and Melicertes. Apart from this, at the
founding of the city of Croton Apollo had promised to give
progeny to the leader of the colonisation, should he found the
colony in Italy.

That Apollo and Eros are called guavdpwmétator here is not so
obvious to us. However, there is abundant evidence that Pythagoras
held Apollo in particular reverence, and in this light the statement can
be understood. Undoubtedly the Delphic Oracle, where the god
constantly revealed his interest in the affairs of man, is thought of.
Eros represented as a young boy is well-known to us. We have more
reason to question the statement that Apollo was always painted
and represented as a boy (maic). For at the age of 18 or 20 a Greek
no longer speaks of maic. Not even at 16 or perhaps a little younger.
In this speech in particular by the use of maidec Pythagoras clearly
did not mean what the Greek in the days of Socrates and Plato called
uepdoct and vedvior. He meant young boys, children. And can it be
said that Apollo was pictured as such ‘by all’? This is difficult to
maintain. No doubt, the killing of Python was, according to the
oldest form of the legend, ascribed to Apollo when he was a boy: in
Delphi he killed the dragon with arrows. Apparently this is what was
represented in the rites of the Septerion at Delphi!; the earliest refer-
ence in literature is in the Homeric Hymn2 According to a later ver-
sion Apollo performed this deed even as a baby, a few days after his
birth®. Our text allows both interpretations. And according to the
legend both Archemorus and Melicertes perished as babiest. All this
is true. On the whole, however, in ancient times Apollo was often

t A short description of the Spdpeve in this Delphic feast is given by Plutarch,
Quaest. Gr. 12, 293 BC. An ampler discussion of these rites is found in the De
def. ovac. 15, 417 Eff. See also Strabo IX 422: P.-W. II A, col. 1553ff.

% So too Apollo Rhod. II 705: xolpog. Cf. Aesch., Prologue Eumenides; Plin.,
N.H. XXXIV 59, about the statue of Pythagoras of Rhegium.

3 Euripides, Iph. Taur. 1245ff.. Apollo fights the dragon as Bpégog from the
arms of Leto. Macrob., Saz. I 17, 52 (in prima infantia); Hyg., Fab. 140 (post
diem quartum).

4 The Isthmian games were instituted in honour of Melicertes, also called
Palaemon (Pausanias II 1, 3; Hypoth. Pind. Isthm. a, b, d). The story goes that
the pursued mother Ino (Leucothea) jumped into the see at Megara holding

128

THE THIRD SPEECH

represented as a youth (xolpog), but sometimes as an older man.
Later always as a young man, in a few known cases as a peipdxrov who
has hardly reached the ephebic age!, and also as a baby?. Now ac-
cording to ordinary Greek usage one could not possibly say that he was
always portrayed as a child, or even that this was #sually the case.

The solution of this problem is, I think, to be found in a passage
in Diogenes Laertius. Here it is stated that Pythagoras divided human
life into four periods of 20 years each: the first period was called
‘boyhood’, and the term used by Pythagoras for this age was: naic®.
In this sense Apollo represented as a xolpog could be said to be re-
presented as walc.

This peculiar usage, which is the key to our passage, is to my mind
an unmistakable indication of the early date of these somewhat
strange-looking assertions.

That the god Apollo had a special interest in them is graphically
described to the children of Croton by [Pythagoras] in recalling that
the god had promised progeny to the oikist of Croton, when according
to the custom the latter consulted the Delphic oracle at the beginning
of his undertaking.

(c. 53) From this they had to understand that Apollo had seen
to it that they were born, and that all the gods took care of
them. Therefore they had to prove themselves worthy of the
love of these gods and train themselves to listen, in order to
be able to speak themselves one day. And furthermore, they
must from the very beginning take the path which they would
continue to take till their old age, and follow those who had

the young Melicertes in her arms (Hypoth. Pind. Isthm. ¢; Ovid., Metam. IV,
512ff; Paus. 1.44,11; Hyg. Fab. 2).

Archemorus (nickname of Opheltes) came from Nemea and was buried there.
According to the myth, the Argive army of the Seven against Thebes came down
to Nemea and, being thirsty, they were guided to a drinking pool by the trophos
of little Opheltes. Meantime the child who was left behind was strangled by a
snake. The heroes held games to honour the dead child (Aesch. in the tragedy
Nemea, ap. Nauck, T.G.F. p. 49; Hypoth. Pind. Nem.; Paus. VIII 48.2; Hyg.
Fab., 74, 273).

1 E.g. in the sauroktonos, and in the cult statue of Apollo Smintheus in Chryse
(Strabo XIII, 604).

? Sometimes Latona is portrayed with her two children, sometimes Apollo
who as a boy killed the Python.

3 Diog. Laert. VIII 10; infra, ch. VII, section 3, under (3).
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already gone this way before them; and they must not contra-
dict their elders in any respect. For in this way they would in
later life have good grounds for demanding that young people
should not rebel against them either.

It is generally agreed that by these injunctions he brought
it about that nobody uttered his name, but that all called him
divine.

The practice of rooting obedience in religion has here a similar tra-
ditional-archaic form as we found already several times in [Pythago-
ras]’ speeches. There is also the ancient Greek notion that as a child
one has to ‘listen’ (i.e. obey) in order to be able to ‘speak’ (i.e. com-
mand)! later, the theme of starting early and of the inner consistency
of life. All this has a markedly archaic character.

That Pythagoras inspired such awe that people deliberately avoided
uttering his name, reminds us of the words with which in the Odyssea®
Eumaeus speaks about Odysseus:

Tov pdv &ydv, & Eelve, xal od mupebvt dvopdlety
aldéopon mépr yop w'Epihet xal éxndeto Ayv.

Iamblichus quotes them in this same connection in V.P. 255, and says
that none of the Pythagoreans would mention Pythagoras by name,
but that in his lifetime he was described as ‘the divine one’ (tov 9¢lov)
and after his death as ‘that man’ (éxeivov tov &vdpa). Here Iamblichus’
source is Apollonius of Tyana. But the tradition is undoubtedly old.
Diog. Laertius VIII 41 mentions Hermippus as the source; compare
also Avristotle, fr. 2 from II. . [TuSay. in Ross, Fragm. Sel., p. 132, and
Tamblichus, V.P. 150.

5. The fourth Speech®

Iamblichus V.P. 54. Pythagoras is reported to have spoken to
the women as follows about? sacrifices. First, if somebody else
were to say prayers in their place they would wish him to be a
morally superior person, as the gods lend a willing ear to such

1 Compare the speech of Phoenix to Achilles in Ilias IX 439if.

? Odyssea X1V 145f.

3TO9.

4 On Smép for nept see Kithner-Gerth I 548, § 450a; Deubner, Sitz. Berl. 1935, p.
636.
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people; well then, likewise they themselves should attach the
highest value to moral excellence!, that the gods might be
willing to grant their prayers. Next, anything they wished to
offer to the gods must be prepared with their own hands and
taken to the altars without the help of servants, e.g. cakes,
pastry, honeycombs and incense. But they must not honour
the gods with bloody sacrifices, nor with a great quantity at
any one time, as if they never intended to come again.

And as for their relationships with their husbands, he enjoin-
ed them to remember that their fathers, too, had allowed
their daughters to love the men they had married more than
their parents. It was therefore right either not to oppose their
husbands at all, or to consider that they would achieve a victo-
ry, if they gave in to their husbands.

The precepts about moral presuppositions in sacrifices and prayers,
about the simplicity of the sacrifice and the personal character of the
gifts offered, and finally the forbidding of bloody sacrifices undoubtedly
go back to the founder?. They bear the same traits of traditionalism
coupled with thoroughly personal-ethical views, which we repeatedly
encountered in Pythagoras’ speeches.

It is noteworthy that there, just as in the previous speeches, the
word &pet) is apparently avoided. Instead the terms xooxayadia and
¢meixeie are used. It would certainly be a misinterpretation of the
speaker’s intention to render this last concept by ‘seemly behaviour’:
[Pythagoras] is rather thinking of a ‘fitting’ smmer state of mind.
Compare the transition from mewng to the tmpelv iy xaroxoyadiov
in the case of the boys®. In the term &mewvc, however, there is clearly
that element of xawpéc on which, as we saw, for Pythagoras the value
of human action depends.

It may be worth while to notice that the word was used in
ancient Greek both to denote moral excellence and ability. Thus,
Herodot? says of the mute son of Croesus: maic & pév &Aha dmeixds,
&pwvog 3¢. Socrates, in Plato’s Apology®, speaks of Emiexéorepor &vdpeg
Tpdg To ppovipws Fxew, and in Symp. 210 b Diotima speaks of Emiewnig

! ¢meixeiav. The translation ‘fitting conduct’ would undoubtedly stress the
outward aspect too much.

* Compare Diodorus X 7; X 9, 6; Porphyry V.P. 36.

3¢. 51. 41, 85.

5 22a. Cf. also Lysias 16. 11; Thuc. VIII 93; Xen. Hell. I 1, 30.
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&v oy Juyhv. Aristotle, too, used émeixeix frequently as the opposite
of @avuAdTNG, OT Emietnns as a synonym of omoudalog, clearly to denote
moral value!. The connotation aeguitas (clementia) was certainly not
the primary one, though it is not Aristotle who introduced it but, so
far as we can see, Gorgias. The Stoics never spoke of émicixyc in the
sense of omouduiog, or of émeixeie in the sense of d&pety. Both the
adjective and the substantive were used by them exclusively in the
meaning of mapartyTindy elven Vg xat’ dElav xohdosws?, which in their
opinion was not at all praiseworthy. Plotinus, however, speaks again
of an émewd &vdpwmnov as ‘a decent man’ according to the average
standard, which he opposes to the smwouduiog who lives on the level of
vode3. On the whole one might say that émewic and émietxeta for moral
excellence is an ancient usage of the word.

(c. 55) At this meeting he also spoke the famous word that it is
allowed by divine law that women after sexual intercourse
with their own husbands should approach holy things? the same
day, but after extra-marital relations, never.
He also urged them throughout their lives to speak little
and modestly 5 and to see to it that others could not speak ill
~of them$. They must not destroy the reputation they had
acquired through tradition and not put the writers of myths
in the wrong; on the grounds of their recognition of the justice
of women, because they give away clothes and adornments
without witnesses when others have need of them, without this
trustfulness resulting in lawsuits or quarrels, these poets created

1E.N. X 6, 1175 b24: The évépyeiar are different in moral value, émieixelo »al
paviétyti. 'Emiendc as a synonym of cmoudalog passim in the Rhet., Eth. and
Pol.,e.g.: ENN.IIT 7, 1113 bl4: &’ fuiv dpa o émewéor xal padrotg elvor. E.N.
IV 9, 1128 b 28: éxdwv 8¢ 6 émewing 0d8émote wpdle T& padra. E.N.V 4, 1132 a 3f:
in corrective justice it makes no difference el &mewig gadiov dmeotépnoey 7
pablog trmewd. E.N. IX 8, 1169 a 15f: 14 pwoyxdnpéd piv obv Swnpuwvel & del mpdt-
Tew xal & mpdtrer 6 8'dmeune, & Sei, TadTa wal mpdTreL.

2 Stob., Ecl. 11 7, p. 95, 24ff. W: odx émewd] 8¢ pacw elvar Tov dyodov dvdpe, Tov
Yap émiend] TapartyTiedy elva tHe xat dEfav koddoewg. Cf. Diog. Laert. VII 123.
3Enn. 14, 16. 4. Cf. also 11 9, 9. 11: the gablog 8xlog is, as it were, yepotéyyns
TV TPdG dvdywmy Tolg dmeteotépore. And IIT 2, 6. 12: that the bad ones (xaxol)
are masters and rulers of the states, tolg 8¢ émieineic Sodhoug elvon, 00 mpérmovta Av.
4 mpootévar Toig fepoic certainly did not only mean entering temples (which would
have been elotévar), but it also implied for instance the idea of being present at
sacrifices (which took place outside the temple).

5 edpnueiv. ¢ The wording here gives a somewhat forced impression.
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the myth that three women had but one eye between them!
because there was such concord among them. If one was to
apply this to men and say that one who had first obtained
something could easily part with it and even willingly added
something of his own, nobody would believe it. For it is not in
the nature of men.

The first remark in this chapter is, as we have already pointed out?,
most probably a protest against an old, generally accepted ritual
precept that forbade entrance into the temple immediately after sexual
intercourse. Pythagoras counters this by saying: sexual relations
with one’s own husband or wife do not make man impure in the eyes
of the gods. In such a case, therefore, the prohibition is not valid
according to divine law. On the other hand, as far as sexual intercourse
outside marriage is concerned, the prohibition does not only apply
immediately after the act, but for time without limit.

This accords completely with Pythagoras’ attitude to marriage,
as expressed in his speech to the senated. Cif. also the remark about
children always being pure?. Pythagoras differs from traditional
ritualism in that for him impurity has a moral significance. However,
he takes existing ritual precepts as his starting-point and corrects
them discreetly, making as little explicit criticism as possible. This is
the attitude which we come across everywhere in these speeches with
respect to the religious tradition.

Theinjunction of edpmueiv addressed to the women fits in completely
with the ancient Greek attitude to the position of woman. The
formulation rodg &Ahous 6pdv dmdon HmEp adtdv edpnufcoust for “being
careful that others speak little of them and in so far as they say any-
thing about them, nothing ill” is brachylogic, but clear enough and
correct. The strangeness of the expression probably does not point
to alate hand, but rather to a certain archaism.

The passage which follows displays a remarkable psychological
insight: Pythagoras does not reproach women with being vain,
garrulous, quarrelsome or jealous; on the contrary, he praises them,
and this in a very original way. He calls women ‘just’, for they are
willing to share what is their own with others, and this with perfect

1 On the free order of the words in this sentence see Deubner, Sitzungsber. 1935,
p. 649.

2 Supra, p. 111 n. 3, and p. 127, with notes.

8 Supra, c. 48 init. 4 ¢. 51 in fine.
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ease and harmony. This will never be found in men, he thinks: they
require legal security in the form of witnesses or a pledge, when they
lend anything to others; or they do not lend things at all. The point is
again illustrated by an old myth: the story of the Graiae who had but
one eye between the three of them!. This is another example of Py-
thagorean allegoresis: application of an existing myth to a psycho-
logical fact observed by the speaker. As such it is in line with the
remark about the fatherhood of Zeus in the speech to the young men?,
and can be compared with the passage about 9¢pig and 8twy3. Here
again there appears to be a certain difference between Pythagorean
allegoresis and the later kind, which for us seems to begin with
the Cynics and is systematically practised in the Stoa: these later
philosophers consciously set about allegorising the myths, their aim
being to make the mythological tradition morally acceptable to a
later generation. This apologetical tendency was not the primary
concern of the early Pythagoreans. They rather intended to underline
the moral character of certain human situations and actions, and to
imprint this on non-philosophical minds by means of graphic examples.
That is to say, they were not so much concerned with rationalisation
of myths as with making ethical principles concrete: the myth il-
lustrates life.

This is, I think, the place to remember that exactly the same remark
about women lending precious things to one another without witnesses
occurs in Aristophanes, Ecclesiaz. 446-451. The text runs:

s
Enevra aupfdddewv mpde dAMAag Epy
e I
paTia, ypvot’, dpydptov, dxndpata
4 7
uovag wovats, od paptdpwy Evavtiov.
N
nal Talt’ dmogépety TavTa xodx dmoaTepely,
e ~ 8\ 1\ \ F14 ~ o~
NUGY 08 TOLg TOANOLSG Epaoxe TolTo Spdv.
3 by ~
— Nij tov ITooedd, poptipwy y'évavriov.

How can this striking parallel be explained? Undoubtedly one of the
two authors was dependent on the other. Was it Aristophanes who
drew upon the Pythagorean tradition, — or was it the author of the
speeches who, somewhere in the fourth century, drew upon Aristo-
phanes?

Of course the adherents of the Dicaearchus theory had to decide

! The Graiae are mentioned as daughters of Phorcys by Hesiod, Theog. 2701f.;
Aesch., Prom. 795 refers to the myth of the one eye.
2 ¢. 39, init. 3 c. 46, in fine.
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in favour of the latter possibility: according to them it was Dicaear-
chus who, by mere ‘bizarrerie’, borrowed this joke from the Attic
comedian! and added the example of the Graiae. But the hypothesis
which made Dicaearchus the inventor of the socio-political Pythagoras
proved to be an error. Let us, therefore, try the other way round:
Aristophanes drew upon the Pythagorean tradition. It was Rostagni
who, in his interesting study on the four speeches?, saw this and defend-
ed it by a good argument, viz. that being trustworthy without an
oath and keeping faith with others was a peculiarly Pythagorean
feature. For this he could cite the speech to the senators, ch. 47, the
beginning, and Diog. Laert. VIIT 22: doxeiv ydp delv abrov afubmoroy
rapéyewy. He might also have pointed to the strict fidelity of Pytha-
goreans in keeping appointments, an extraordinary example of which
is mentioned by Iambl., VV.P. 1853,

But there is more. The Ecclesiazousae were performed in Athens in
392. Now this was exactly the same time as a stream of Pythagoreans
leaving Southern Italy under the threat of Dionysius” aggression came
into, or had just arrived in, central Greece. In the light of these events
the text of Aristophanes spoken on the Athenian stage in 392 appears
particularly meaningful: it refers to the text of one of Pythagoras’
speeches, and apparently this text was read and discussed by the
people of Athens at that very moment, having been newly introduced
by the Pythagoreans coming from the West.

If this inference is correct, the passage on the lending without
witnesses in Iamblichus’ V.P. would provide us with a ferminus ante
quem for the dating of the speeches.

(c. 56) This man, who is called wisest of all, who has ordered
the voice of men, and who was in general the inventor of names

! This is, e.g., what Cobet said about it, Collectanea crit., pp. 333 {. On the whole,
commentators and translators of Aristophanes are silent about the Iamblichus
passage. Van Leeuwen does not mention it. To ob pxpripwv évavtiov he notes:
“Neque potuissent adhibere si voluissent, nam lex ‘Suepphdny éxdive svpBariery
(that is, to contract, in the most general sense of the term) yuvauxi mépa pedipvon
%pt9&v'”. The reference is to Isaeus X 10. As V. L. used it, it would mean that
Aristophanes’ joke on the lending without witnesses was meaningless at Athens.
Of course it was not: for if the women had wished to take some measure of
warranty, nothing would have been as simple as asking their husbands to be
present. Then they would have had a wittness!

2 Un nuovo capitolo p. 198f. (= Scritti Minori 1, p. 55£.)

3 Infra,¥p. 157 f. How well-known the feature was, appears also from Iambl.,
V.P. 256.
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— whether he was a god or a daemon or a divine man — re-
cognizing that woman is by nature most inclined to piety, also
gave to each period of her life the name of a divinity: the un-
married girl he called Kore, the girl given in marriage Nymphe,
her who had borne children Métér, and her who had grand-
children Maia, in accordance with Doric usage. This, he said,
also accorded with the fact that the oracles at Dodona and
Delphi were communicated to mankind by women. By praising
their piety he effected, as has been reported, such a change
with respect to sobriety of dress that henceforth nobody
dared put on costly garments!: all left these clothes in the
temple of Hera, — many tens of thousands of garments.

For the beginning of the passage, compare c. 53 i fine (ndvroc Seiov
adTov xahelv), for copdtatov dmdvrwy c. 44 in fine. Also Emped. fr.
129; Herod. 1V 95.

Pythagoras having ‘ordered’ the speech of man and invented
‘names’, credits him with more than we can verify: surely, we can
hardly call him the inventor of language. What is meant by this
praise? Apparently Pythagoras is credited with a decisive importance
for the knowledge of language and the use of words. This tradition has
probably some basis. What it will mean is that Pythagoras was the
first in his school who thought about language philosophically. The
acousma reported in Iamblichus V.P. 82 points in this direction. Tt
T sopdTatov; — dpdubs Sedrepov 88 6 Toic TpdYUaoL T& Svépata TLdépe-
vov. How should we interpret the neuter here? Probably as referring
to human reason. Reflection on language and ‘names’ was apparently
a feature of early Pythagoreanism from the beginning. In this sense
we can agree with Rostagni, who found the beginnings of rhetoric in
the school of Pythagoras. We shall return to this in another chapter.

The names which Pythagoras gave to woman in the different periods

1 It is again Rohde (Rh. Mus. 1879) who thinks that the text here is not right,
because according to him there is something wrong with the logic of the sentence;
for how could Pythagoras have induced the women to discard their costly
garments just by praising their piety? Another injunction should be added:
a’fter 3ud 3¢ tév elg Thv edoéBeiav Eraivev one should read: mwpog 3¢ xal elg Ty
.su-ré).\swcv THY %at& Tév {patiopév. — Deubner, who does not report this emendation
in ShlS apparatus, apparently thinks that the Crotonian ladies were sufficiently
qulf:k on the uptake to conclude from the preceding injunction to sobriety in
their sacrifices that it did not behove pious people to wear extravagant clothes.
I agree with him that we may credit them with that much intelligence.
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of her life are also mentioned by Diogenes Laertius, where they appear
to go back to Timaeus!. It is undoubtedly an ancient tradition which
probably has a historical foundation. The same is true of the remark
about the religious nature of women and their function at the oracles
of Delphi and Dodona.

Finally Pythagoras’ moral influence, which appeared so surprisingly
after his speech to the senate, is also noticeable on the women; that
they voluntarily placed their adornments and costly clothes in the
temple of Hera, is also reported by Diodorus and Trogus®. It was
clearly a sensational event, the memory of which lived on in Southern
Italy, where Timaeus found this tradition.

It might well be asked why this positive effect of Pythagoras’
preaching on the women is so generally reported, whereas the same
historians are silent about the no less remarkable success with the
men. It should be remembered that the one chapter that Trogus
devotes to Pythagoras gives a very brief summary, while Diodorus is
also sparing in his account. These authors report no more than what
appeared to them to be the summa fastigia rerum. That does not in the
least mean to say that there was not more in Timaeus. We can find
this corroborated in several points.

(c. 57) It is said that he also discussed the following: that
throughout the land of Croton the virtue* of a man with
respect to his wife was widely known, viz. that of Odysseus,
who refused to accept the gift of immortality from Calypso on
the condition that he should forsake Penelope; that it was
therefore up to the women to show their noble nature? to the
men in order to earn equal praise.

In short, it is reported that by these meetings® Pythagoras
acquired an immense fame and reputation, both in the city
of Croton and throughout Southern Italy.

The subject of conjugal fidelity is illustrated with another well-known
story, in the same way as the story of the Graiae served to illustrate
a certain form of conduct. This time it is a man who set the example:
this is a challenge for the women.

Thus Pythagoras’ method remains the same to the end.
! Diog. Laert. VIII 11. 2 Just. XX 4, 10-12; c¢f. Diod. X 3, 3.

3 The word &pet# is used here, just as in 41, 1.5. 4 v noroxdyadiay.
5 ¢vtedEets.
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That through these speeches he acquired great fame and reputation
far beyond the territory of Croton, is clearly shown elsewhere in Iam-
blichus, as we shall see in one of the next chapters. This account, too,
will be seen to go back to Timaeus.

It should be noted that in the final sentence we do not hear of
Aéyor — speeches or addresses — but of ‘meetings’: évredfeic. In Helle-
nistic Greek, however, this word is sometimes used for ‘speeches’.
Although there are not many examples, a few are to be found!. In
our passage, then, the word may have actually meant this.

6. Summary and conclusions on the 2nd-dth speeches

The main points of the second, third and fourth speeches may be
sumrmarized as follows.

2nd speech. (1) Exhortation to found a temple to the Muses. The
Muses as examples of éuévorx and d&ppovix. Cosmic sig-
nificance.
(2) Keeping the fatherland in trust as a deposit given by
the citizens. Themis, Dike and vépoc. Transgression is
an infringement of the cosmic order.
(3) No swearing of oaths. Consistency of life: private life
analogous with political life. To be good to wife and
children; to win their affection.
(4) To have only one’s own wife.
(5) To be oneself an example to others.
(6) Kaupés is necessary in every action.
(7) Striving after true e330{x.
(8) Managing Heracles’ inheritance.
(

3rd speech. (1) Never to be abusive, not even to defend oneself
against abuse.

(2) Striving after moudeto.

(3) The importance of a good start in life.

(4) Children are dear to the gods.

(5) Apollo and Eros represented as boys.

(6) The care which is bestowed by the gods on children.
(7) To be obedient now so as to be able to command
obedience later.

! E.g. Dionys Halic., De Thuc. 50.
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4th speech. (1) Moral disposition is important in sacrifices.
(2) Gifts must not be valuable, but the work of one’s own
hands.
(3) Always give priority to men.
(4) Sexual intercourse with one’s own husband does not
make one unclean.
(5) Speak little and well.
(6) Generosity. The example of the Graiae.
(7) Names given to women at various stages in life.
(8) Fidelity to one’s own husband: Odysseus cited as
example.

Effect of these speeches on the men and on the women. Fame
of Pythagoras far beyond Croton.

Remarks. These speeches call for a few remarks.

1. [Pythagoras] does not make any mention of mathematical prin-
ciples in these speeches to the wider circle; we do find, however, the
cosmic principle of appovie — which is in fact based on numerical
ratios. It is especially stressed in the speech to the senate, but it gets
its foundation from the traditional religion. This is also true of the
xowwvie among the women, and the émieixewx of the boys.

2. Although the religious foundation in all these cases is traditional,
the way in which the mythological data are handled is highly personal
and original.

3. There is a repeated appeal to personal character qualities, to
the necessity of gaining personal respect and affection, of setting a
moral example in one’s own home and to the wider circle.

4. Tt is noteworthy that the word ‘virtue’ (&pet#) is very little used
here. The terms that are used time and again are xodoxayedia and
gmieineto.

5. The xapbg-principle is said to be essential in human action.
There is no explanation of the term here, but there is elsewhere in
Iamblichus, V.P. The list of vices and virtues which is given here
makes a somewhat incoherent impression because of its brevity, but
it can be seen to fall under two headings: xowpde and ed3ofix, both
well-known motifs in ancient Greek popular wisdom. Pythagoras took
these over but gave them a new rational-ethical meaning.

6. Also with respect to the cult Pythagoras, with all his tradition-
alism, clearly appears as an ethical reformer.
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7. The frequent use of the imperfect in the exhortation formulas
in these speeches (in 45 ouveBodicuev, 49 Siexchcdero, Gptlero and
nwpexdhet) prompts the question as to whether it should be supposed
that Pythagoras addressed these groups of the population regularly.
The grammatical argument is weakened by the fact that later Greek
often uses the imperfect tense where classical Greek would have put
the aoristus. Moreover, the speech to the senate is presented much
more as an event that took place just once, and it is difficult to
maintain that the request made at the end of this speech to speak to
the boys in the Apollo temple and to the women in the Heraeum in its
formulation gives any reason for us to assume that repeated and
regular speeches were given. On the other hand, particularly the
passage about xapég and eddokix gives the impression of being a very
brief summary of points which require further explanation, and it
must be admitted that this at least lends colour to the supposition
that Pythagoras, if he did speak in this way to various groups of the
population of Croton, will have done so repeatedly and at greater
length.

8. Also the speeches to the schoolboys and the women as reported
here give the impression of being merely a summary of the main points.

9. The profound reforming influence of Pythagoras’ activity on life
in Croton — a fact that apparently belonged so much to historical
tradition, that its historical foundation can hardly be questioned -

poi.nts rather to repeated appearances than to speeches which were
delivered on one particular occasion.

7. Hustoricity of the speeches. Who wrote them?

(1) We may start from the fact that Pythagoras spoke to the wider
circle of the population of Croton, and that he spoke to four categories.
This fact has a solid historical foundation, just as solid as anything else
Fhat is assumed to be known about Pythagoras and early Pythagorean-
Ism on the basis of Aristotle’s account, or even it is perhaps better
founded; for mention of the four speeches was made half a century
earlier, viz. by Antisthenes. This can be proved. According to the
Scholia on Odyssey 1, vs. 1!, Antisthenes explained the term moA)-
TPOTOG as: able to speak to people in different ways. He illustrates
this with the example of Pythagoras: “for it is said that, when invited

! Dindorf, Scholia graeca in Hom. Odyss., t. I, pp. 9-11: T 5.
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to speak to the children, he composed speeches in a child-like style for
them (Adyoue moudixolc), for the women speeches adapted to women,
for the archons a speech in archontic style (Aéyouvg apyovrixoic), and
for the young men speeches in a style suited to young men” (é¢vfi-
xob¢). It is characteristic of wisdom, Antisthenes declared, to be able
thus to adapt one’s words to everyone. This is mwolurporin Adyov, a
varied use of the words. On the other hand, it is a sign of ignorance
to be able to express oneself in one way only.

It is Rostagni who pointed out this passage!. The reference is very
important, for it refutes the 19th-century hypothesis which attempted
to explain the speeches in principle as a self-projection on the part of
Dicaearchus?: the tradition concerning speeches delivered by Pytha-
goras to four clearly different population groups must in any case have
existed by the end of the fifth century.

(2) That this tradition was an early Pythagorean heritage and not
a recent creation dating from those years, is confirmed by the fact
that a man like Archytas apparently also spoke to the wider circle
on moral subjects, and that in Italy the memory of these speeches lived
on for centuries. If Cicero — on the basis of a tradition which can be
traced in detail® — still knew the content and purport of Archytas’
speeches, is it then too daring to assume that in such a closed circle
as that of the early Pythagorean School and in the world of Magna

1 Rostagni, Un nuovo capitolo, pp. 150-159 = Scritti Minori I, pp. 3-13.
2 This is the interpretation given by Zeller and Edwin Rohde, stated in detail
by the latter in his study on Iamblichus’ sources in his Biography of Pythagoras,
Rhein. Mus. 26, 1871 p. 561, and 27, 1872 pp. 27-29. Of course the modern
psychological term self-projection is not used by Rohde, but what he writes is
literally the following. Alongside the ‘phantastische Sagengestalt’ of Pythagoras
in the older tradition, Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus in the fourth century ‘sud-
denly’ drew a much clearer and better defined picture. “Bei Dicaearchus zumal,
dem hierin Timaeus gefolgt zu sein scheint, wird Pythagoras als jener politische
Reformator geschildert, als welcher er dann bei den Spiteren fortlebte; noch bei
Aristoxenus finden sich von einer derartigen politischen T#tigkeit des Pythagoras
im Ganzen nur leise Spuren, und ich zweifle nicht daran, dass Dicaearch nur
durch seine Vorliebe fiir den mpaxtinde Blog veranlasst wurde, diese ganz gewiss
irrige Vorstellung von Pythagoras aus den wirklichen politischen Bestrebungen
spdterer, weltlicherer Pythagoreer zu abstrahiren” (Rhein. Mus. 1871, p. 561).
This picture of Pythagoras was taken over in its entirety by Werner Jaeger in
his speech on the philosophic ideal of life, which he delivered to the Berlin
Academy of Sciences in 1928 (now reprinted in his Collected Papers: Scripta
minora 1, Rome 1960, pp. 347-393). It is again to be found essentially in the
more recent work Paideia. Supra, p. 92 (withn. 1).

% Supra, ch. ITI, pp. 30 and 49f. (withn. 1).
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Graecia, where the exceptional figure of the Master himself made his
appearances and exercised an immense influence on the minds, the
memory of these speeches to the people continued to live on for one or
two centuries? Would it not be more correct to say that, if Pythagoras
did speak to the people at all, it would have been almost inconceivable
had the memory of these speeches #of lived on in these parts?

(3) That by his speeches Pythagoras had a mighty moral influence
on the people of Croton and through this gained the trust of the sur-
rounding peoples in Southern Italy and Sicily, is an established fact
on the basis of the testimony of the ancient historians!. Pythagoras
did not, however, write down his speeches — or ‘sermons’ if one likes —
for we hear nothing about this. On the contrary, it is expressly stated
that he wrote nothing except a few religious hymns?. This report
contains nothing improbable; on the contrary, it fits in with what we
hear about Pythagoras in the earliest reports.

(4) As the tradition about Pythagoras’ speeches is ancient, we have
no reason whatsoever to assume that Timaeus was the first to write
them down, or even Apollonius of Tyana, as those German scholars
whom we have mentioned maintained3. It is much more probable
that they were in circulation in the fourth century. The fact that the
contents are for the most part of an archaic character argues in favour
of this, as is shown in the Pythagorean fundamental idea of Gppovia,
the cosmic order as the background to human action, the traditional-
religious foundation, its personal-ethical interpretation, and certain

! Rohde c.s. know quite well that Diodorus and Trogus mention this influence
of Pythagoras. They also assume that the reports of these historians go back to
Timaeus, but they put forward the hypothesis that Timaeus followed Dicaear-
chus, and even ‘filled in’ the framework of the four speeches, as presented by
Dicaearchus. These nineteenth-century critics do not take any account of the
fact that Timaeus was fully conversant with local tradition, and that he must
surely have had some information other than Dicaearchus’ work. That in
Aristoxenus there are hardly any traces of the so-called ‘political’ activities of
Pythagoras to be found, is incorrect. Cf. infra, Ch. VII, the section on Pythago-
rean friendship.

? Ion of Chios according to Diogenes Laertius VIII §; Clemens Alexandr.,
Strom. 1131.

® Rohde, Rhein. Mus. 1872, pp. 27 ff., supposes that Timaeus elaborated to
some extent on Dicaearchus’ indications, and that a “later author, used by
Tamblichus” carried this process further. This can only have been Apollonius
of Tyana who, according to Rohde, let his imagination run loose and who cannot
in any way be trusted. This hypothesis, which was also accepted by Zeller,
lives on until the present day.
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local traits. In any case, Plato was not the example. There is the
xotpds principle, in which traditional popular wisdom is absorbed but
interpreted in a rational-ethical sense. It cannot be said that this
presupposes Gorgias. On the contrary: it is true that, as Rostagni
suggested, he might have learnt the xapéc principle in the Pythagorean
circle, but he elaborated it in a spirit which clearly differed from
Pythagoras. The mudeiw passage in the first speech is reminiscent of
Isocrates, but also contains an element which is definitely alien to him.
In their form the speeches show a certain rhetorical influence. Making
abstraction of Aristoph., Eccles. 446 ff., we have good reasons for
assigning them to the end of the fifth century or the first half of the
fourth.

(5) The above-cited passage in Aristophanes gives us a ferminus
ante quem: the year of the performance of the Eccles., 392!. We may
conclude that, most probably, the speeches were written by a Pytha-
gorean in Magna Graecia and came to Athens shortly before 392.

Is it possible to regard them as a product of the epideictic genre of
Gorgias, written either by himself or by one of his school?

The answer to the first suggestion must, I think, be in the negative:
these speeches were not written by Gorgias. A comparison with the
extant authentic speeches of Gorgias — the Helena, the Palamedes,
the Epitaphios — enables us to this conclusion. Not only are those
Aéyor more brilliant in style, they are also full of Gorgias’ ideas. Our
speeches, however, belong on the whole to a peculiar spiritual climate
which is not at all that of the famous rhetor of Leontini. The moral
preaching is dominated by a view of the cosmic order, and pervaded
with a religio-reformatory zeal which is entirely alien to Gorgias.
There are a few points of agreement: the xatpéc idea, the use of the
term émeixeixr, and the motif of fame. Closer investigation, however,
yields the following result.

Koupés appears in the second speech, c. 49, without any explanation.
The train of thought in this chapter gives the impression of being
incoherent. It is as improbable that Pythagoras himself should have
expressed himself like this as that a brilliant speaker like Gorgias should
have done so. It is much more likely that we have here a much abridg-
ed account of the contents of Pythagoras’ speeches as preserved in the
school tradition. The explanation in Iamblichus 180 f. approaches
xatpbg rationally: in one’s behaviour one must take into account the

- 1 Above, pp. 134 1.
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age and dignity of the person concerned. The attitude towards justice
fits in well with Pythagoras’ general principles of tiutdtepov 16 mpeo-
Bdrepov, and of dignity by virtue of moral and intellectual qualities.
The statement that follows, however, about the irrational nature of
xaupbe, as Rostagni! remarked, very closely resembles what is attribut-
ed to Gorgias in Plato, Gorgias 463 a. Apparently Rostagni thought
that it was this that was an account of early Pythagorean doctrine.
This is very doubtful, (1) because the way in which this passage is
formulated? is characteristic of a later period; (2) because the main
thought does not connect up well with what precedes. Moreover it
must be remembered that the xotpde idea is ancient and undoubtedly
had its place in early Pythagorean thought. On these grounds I think
that the use of the term xapég in the second speech does not give us
any reason to ascribe the four speeches to Gorgias (against which
their decidedly archaic and clearly Pythagorean character argues), nor
is there any reason to do this with c. 49.

The case is different with the account in c¢. 182. Both the use of the
term teyvoroyie and the thesis of the fundamentally irrational character
of xatpde point to a later revision of this passage. The same can be
said of c. 39, the contents of which, it is true, give an archaic impres-
sion, but in which the use of the term 9%mé9esic has only Hellenistic
parallels. It is of course by no means impossible that as early as the
fourth century this word was sometimes used in the same sense as we
find it here, the more so as, compared with the use frequently found
in fifth- and fourth-century literature, the difference in sense is
merely one of nuance. Yet it is wise not to go back further than the
fourth century for the wording of this passage.

The same is true of the nadelo passage in the first speech, c. 42 ff.
It is difficult to deny the influence of Isocrates here. Whether Py-
thagoras used the term matdeix cannot be stated with certainty, but
it is not improbable. Compare c. 51. It is chiefly this passage which,
together with the comments on the xapéc idea in 182, is reminiscent of
fourth- and fifth-century sophistic. Yet neither give ussufficient grounds
for regarding the speeches as a whole as an epideictic product of the
5th- or 4th-century schools of rhetors. On the contrary, the pre-
dominantly primitive and Pythagorean character of these Aéyot should
be emphasized. The most plausible hypothesis is that some fifth-
century Pythagorean was the first to write down the speeches; that from

1 Un nuovo capitolo p. 164 = Scritti minori p. 18.
? Iamblichus V.P. 182, the beginning.
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the beginning they underwent a certain Gorgian influence in form, and
that in the fourth century certain influences from that time found their
way into the text.

Tamblichus’ V.P., in its account of Pythagorean doctrine, undoubted-
ly contains much that goes back to the founder. We shall find further
corroboration when dealing with guite and éuévorx. I would also regard
cc. 180 ff., about the Stxatov in its individual application, as belonging
to these early-Pythagorean ideas, whereas at the beginning of 182 1
find Gorgian influence.

To a certain extent c. 180 f. point to a relativation of the concept of
Stxatov amongst the early Pythagoreans. This prompted a comparison
with the Dissoi Logoi. We found, however, that here too the character
of the later work is in spirit very far removed from early Pythagore-
anism. According to Iamblichus, Pythagoras pointed out the ne-
cessity of taking into account certain general principles of human
dignity. It can certainly not be said that by doing this he relativized
moral ideas. The author of the Dissoi logoi, however, wilfully rings
the changes on these ideas according to the situation, without a higher
moral viewpoint dominating. Here moral principles are indeed made
arbitrary, since they are a matter of chance. We found that the
nineteenth-century commentators were essentially right: the Dissos
logoi are sophistic in character; Pythagoras, however, whose thought is
dominated by mathematical-cosmic principles, is far from being so.
And the reason why Rostagni had so little success in convincing scholars
of the correctness of his views is probably, that he did not mark the
boundaries between Pythagoreanism and Sophistic clearly enough.

Indeed his treatment of the Dissos logod is along completely different
lines from those indicated by me: whilst I contrasted the superficial
relativism of the Dissoi logoi with the moral seriousness of Pythagoras,
Rostagni! is evidently of the opinion, not only that the author of the
Dissos logot is not so far removed from Gorgias, but also that with his
‘reconciliation of the opposites’ he is in line with early-Pythagorean
thought, since according to Iamblichus V.P. 130, Pythagoras taught
the mingling of opposites. This view is based on very controversial
texts in both cases. Asfaras the Dissof logoi are concerned, Rostagniis
thinking of the conclusion at which the author arrives at the end of
the first chapter: xal od My =i gott 16 dyeddy, dAr& tobro melpdpot
dddoxey, Bo od TwiTOHV ety TO xoudv xal Tdyaddy, &AN Exdvepov. The

1 Un nuovo capitolo, p. 1717.
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Ttalian scholar renders the substance of this sentence as follows:
“It cannot be said what is good and what is evil, etc.; we can only say
that they are not the same, but the one or the other according to the
circumstances. — The first of these statements is not far removed from
the scepticism of Gorgias, he asserts. In this we can concur with him.
It is the second part of the sentence that raises problems. If the
author means to say that good and evil are not the same, how should
the rest of the sentence run? What is the meaning of &\’ éxdrepov?
We might supply: ‘but that either <is something selt-contained> or
<‘differs from the other’> .This last is simple and clear. It means
inserting an <&\o> after &Ax’. This simple emendation by Blass is
adopted by Kranz. Diels dismissed it and explained: “Each of the
two is good as well as bad”. Objections to this interpretation are,
first, that it would lead to a contradiction (“good and bad are not the
same, but they are the same in each of them”), next that the trans-
lation is impossible unless one reads &upétepa, or rather adds dupérepn
to the éxdrepov.

In the text as it stands there is no contradiction between the od
tadtéy and &AL’ éxdvepov, the latter explaining the first. Without
altering anything one might easily supply #om and interpret the text
as meaning that each ‘is’ —i.e.: is something self-contained, which by
its nature differs from the other.

Be this as it may, it will have to be admitted that the author of
the Dissoi logos is not entirely consistent. For he repeatedly states
his agreement with those who teach the identity of opposites! and goes
to the trouble of supporting this thesis with a number of examples.
Hence, when at the end of ch. I he asserts that he denies this identity,
we cannot take him seriously. He is just a superficial talker.

In Iamblichus, V.P. 130, on the other hand, we are really in deep
water. There it is said that ‘people’ call Pythagoras the ebperiy tiic
moMTixig 6Ang maudetag, and this because he taught ‘that nothing that
exists is pure’: not only do physical elements ‘contain parts of each
other’ — earth containing elements of fire and fire those of water, and
air containing elements of these and these containing elements of air —,
but also ethical and aesthetical notions contain part of their opposites,
beauty — ugliness, justice — injustice, etc.2.

1 Thus in I 2, IT 2, and III 1.

? elmovro pndév elhinpivig elvan Té@v Svtwv mpaypdrtoy, dAAE petéyewy xol Yiv mopde
ral whp B3utog xal wvelpa TodTwy kol Tabta Tvedpatog ETL xadby aisypol xal Sixatov
&8ixov %7
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Of course, Pythagoras could be called ‘the founder of all political
education’. This has its basis in the earliest tradition. But we have no
proof whatsoever that the doctrine of all things containing elements of
their opposites is early Pythagorean. What we have here is probably a
product of that post-Platonic Pythagoreanism which first appears in
Alexander Polyhistor?.

For the present we will leave Iamblichus c. 130. Enough has been
said about xatpés. Nor did the terms émiewnng and émieixetx for moral
excellence appear to give us any grounds for attributing these speeches
to Gorgias: it is true that Gorgias did often use these terms, but in
another sense, which he may well have been the first to give them.
Their use in [Pythagoras]’ speeches is in any case early Greek and not
Gorgian. Finally, the theme of fame, too, was used by [Pythagoras]
with respect to early popular wisdom in an ethico-reformatory sense
which does not point to Gorgias, but is rather a sign of authentic
Pythagorean origin.

We are unable to arrive at any more definite conclusions concerning
the authorship of the speeches.

1 Ap. Diog. Laert. VIII 25 {f.
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CHAPTER VII

THE TESTIMONY OF HISTORIANS AND
BIOGRAPHERS (3): FURTHER DATA

1. The influence of Pythagoras beyond Croton

Porphyry! and Iamblichus? both report that Pythagoras appeared as
the ‘liberator’ of the Greek cities in Southern Italy and Sicily. The
report to this effect, which both authors apparently derive from
Nicomachus, who we know to have used Aristoxenus for his chief
source, runs as follows: these cities, which had been subjected by
each other, some for many years, and others since recently, he filled
with the spirit of liberty; he had them liberated by local adherants.
Croton, Sybaris, Catania, Rhegium, Himera, Acragas, Tauromenium
and ‘some others’ are mentioned. He had these cities given laws by
‘Charondas of Catania and Zaleucus of Locri’, by which they had
excellent laws for a long time and were the envy of the surrounding
people.

Furthermore we learn3 that Pythagoras put an effective stop to
all strife, not only in the circle of his own followers, but also amongst
their descendents for many generations, and in general in all cities
in Southern Italy and Sicily, both within the cities themselves and in
their relations to each other.

This confirms the principles of guia and éuévore which we know
from the speeches. The passage presupposes that by his activity in
Croton Pythagoras gained the trust of the cities in Southern Italy
and Sicily, that young men from the neighbouring districts came to
listen to him and became his pupils, and that in his school he trained
lawgivers. We also find this picture in Iamblichus V.P. 129 {. Zaleucus
and Charondas were older, but the tradition made them pupils of
Pythagoras. Thus, too, in Iamblichus V.P. 130 and 172. In Iamblichus

1V.P 21. T 11a. 2 V.P.33. T 11b.
3 Porphyry, V.P. 22; Iamblichus, V.P. 34. T 11ab.
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V.P. 214 it is again stated that in other places, too, Pythagoras put
an end to the rule of tyrants, that he regulated the constitution of these
places and led them ‘from slavery to freedom’.

Porphyry! tells the story of Simichus, the tyrant of Centuripae,
a small town not far from Catania. Pythagoras’ teaching made such
an impression on him that he gave up his rule and divided his pos-
sessions between his sister and his fellow-citizens. This story is only
found in Porphyry. However, he is not in the habit of adding figments
of his own imagination to the existing tradition. In any case the story
is characteristic of the spirit of early Pythagoreanism and of the way
in which, according to the tradition which existed in these regions in
the fourth century B.C., the influence of Pythagoras extended over
Southern Italy and Sicily.

Both Porphyry and Iamblichus? furthermore relate that Lucanians,
Messapians, Peucetians and Romans also came to Pythagoras.
Porphyry mentions Aristoxenus as his source and has his account
follow immediately after the story of the tyrant of Centuripae, after
which the sentence quoted above about the peace-making activities
of Pythagoras follows. He ends with the “often-repeated adage ad-
dressed by him to all and sundry, both in the larger circle and in that
of the initiated”, an adage also found in ITamblichus V.P. 34 and referr-
ed to in a few other passages®: With all one’s might one must banish,
and with fire and ivon and with every means within one’s power one
must cut off all vound, illness from the body, ignorance from the soul,
luxury from the stomach, discord from the state, strife from the home, in
short immoderateness from all and everything.

In Tamblichus the Messapians, Lucanians, etc. do not make their
appearance until much later, where he speaks about Zévoi, who joined
the Pythagorean School. Diogenes Laertius* also mentions these
tribes, and in the same order as Porphyry, but in a somewhat different
context. Whilst the context in Porphyry rather suggests that they
came for political advice, in Diogenes the affiliation of these Italian
tribes with the Pythagorean School is reported in a passage where
Pythagoras’ preaching of the doctrine of metempsychosis is given
special attention. This doctrine, however, does not appear in isolation
here; the introduction of weights and measures, which is attributed to

1V.P.21. 2 Porphyry, V.P. 22; Iamblichus, V.P. 241.

3 The adage is referred to by Iamblichus in V.P. 68, 78 and 187 (Deubner, p.
38, 151, p. 45. 12 ff. and p. 104.5).

4 Diogenes Laertius VIII 14. T 1lc.
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Pythagoras by Aristoxenus, and the identification of the morning-
and evening-star ‘as Parmenides says’ are also mentioned here.
Furthermore, Diogenes makes it clear that it was not just a matter of
deputations of these tribes who came to ask for a consilium ad hoc,
but definitely one of permanent affiliation with the school and interest
in the doctrinel.

The apophthegm cited above from Porphyry 22is undoubtedly ancient.
It clearly shows the basic principles of moderation and harmony which
are so deeply embedded in the Pythagorean doctrine of the cosmic
significance of number. The role of peacemaker attributed to Pytha-
goras must be seen against this background. We hear about it in
greater detail in the section in Iamblichus which deals with @ui« and
in the parallels in his own work and those of other authors.

2. Pythagorean friendship

In Iamblichus V.P. 229 we read ;

“Pythagoras taught very clearly friendship towards all by all,
of the gods towards man through piety and a worship founded
on knowledge, of doctrines towards each other, and in general
of the soul towards the body and of the rational part of the
soul? towards its irrational faculties® by means of philosophy
and the theorizing inherent in it; and of men towards their
fellow-men, of citizens among themselves by a sound observance
of the laws, and friendship of people of different nations by a
correct understanding of nature?, of a man towards his wife or
children or brothers and relatives through unperverted natural
communion?, in short friendship of all towards all; and more-
over towards some of the brute beasts by justice, natural ties
and solidarity, and of the mortal body within itself, a pacifi-
cation and reconciliation of the conflicting forces hidden in it
through health and a sober way of living directed towards this,
after the example of the thriving prosperity in the cosmic
elements. (230) All these cases are classed together under the
name friendship. According to the general opinion it was
Pythagoras who discovered it and gave it legal form. He taught

1 . o - p
TRooERAPTEPOLY adTH xal THV Abywy Evexa Tpoofecavy. 2 15 hoyioTinby.
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PYTHAGOREAN FRIENDSHIP

his followers a friendship so admirable that even to-day it is
popularly said of people who are well disposed towards each
other: “they are Pythagoreans” (T 12a).

The same passage, with the exception of the last sentence, is also found
in Tamblichus V.P. 69-70, which means that Iamblichus came across
this account in both his main sources®. It is true that the text shows
clear traces of a later formulation, but as a whole it should be used as
an explanation of the exhortations to guiie, xowemvie and éuévore in the
speeches to the young men and the senate, the women and the
children of Croton. Their purport is the same, and the same back-
ground of cosmic principles is present in both cases. The ¢uAia as
described here — a concept which is so comprehensive that the term
‘friendship’ cannot embrace all its aspects — comprises six parts.

(1) The attitude of the gods to man. The means by which this benev-
olence of the gods towards man is achieved is piety and ‘worship
founded on knowledge’. The term émotqpovixy is undoubtedly one of
the indications of a rather late hand?®.

(2) The interrelation of the ‘dogmata’. Doctrine must not contain
any conflicting elements: there must be ‘harmony’ in a philosophical
way of thinking, coherence and consistence between its different
aspects.

(3) Inindividual man the relation of soul and body and of the rational
towards the irrational in the soul. The means by which the right
relationship is brought about are philosophy and theoretical thought.
(4) The relations between man and his fellow-men. Here a distinction
is made between (a) political relations within the state itself: ending
of party conflicts (stdseic) by good laws, (b) international relations.

1 In his still important study on the sources of Tamblichus in his Life of Pytha-
goras (Rhein. Mus. 26, 1871, pp. 554 ff. and 27, 1872, pp. 23 ff.), Erwin Rohde
argued that Iamblichus used two, and no more than two, sources: Nicomachus,
in whom he read Aristoxenus, and Apollonius of Tyana. This may be mainly
true. As to Apollonius, by comparison with Diodorus X and Diogenes Laertius
VIII we know that he used Timaeus. Probably he did so in the present case.
For Diog. Laert. VIII 16 speaks of Pythagoras as guiiag épydtng, and Diodorus
(X 8) dedicates a chapter to Pythagorean friendship. T 12b, c. See further
App. C.

2 The term frequently occurs in Aristotle, always in connection with theory of
knowledge. Later it is, for instance, similarly used by Philodemus, who speaks
of ¢maTyuoviny aladroic (perception which procures knowledge).
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These are not dependent on laws. Instead the author speaks of a
puatoroyix opd. This, too, is a term which betrays a late hand!. The
writer probably means a correct understanding of nature, i.e. that
all men, qua rational beings, are related, and on the basis of this natu-
ral relationship must cherish brotherly feelings towards each other,
— a doctrine which was later elaborated in the Stoa, albeit in different
terms. It seems to have been consciously presentin early Pythagorean-
ism. (c) Personal relationships, between a man and his wife, his
children, his relatives etc. Here the words xowwvia &didorpogog are
used, another onuciov of a later redaction. Awxstpopy) is a Stoic term
for the perversion of nature which is the cause of sin2.

(5) The relationship with some animals. At least, the text may mean
this. There is question of ‘justice, natural ties and solidarity’, i.e. of
mankind with these animals, — which is a possible explanation. It
would refer to draught animals or animals which serve man in other
ways.

However, the text also permits another interpretation: it is not

necessary to have the words tév dréywy {dwv Twvé after mposér depend
on an understood mpbs, but one may construe as follows: xal mpocér
(ropédwne) Tév dhbyowv {pwv twva (sc. euAlav elver). “And moreover
he taught that a certain friendship exists amongst animals”: they
have some kind of justice, natural ties and solidarity amongst them-
selves. (t@&v dréywy {dwv is then interpreted as a subjective genitive,
like the preceding genitives depending on guixv and no different from
the genitive swparog which immediately follows).
(6) Of the mortal body within itself. Here the oo is again a state
of inner harmony, defined as a pacification and reconciliation of
conflicting forces which are hidden within the body. Such a state of
inner harmony is health. It is achieved through a certain way of
living, which is in the first place characterised by sobriety, and is
brought about by imitating the thriving growth (edernpia) of the
elements in the cosmos.

! In Aristotle it means: inquiring into natural causes and phenomena (e.g. 9
puotodoyle mepl TdV putédv, Sems. 442 b 25). Epicurus and his School, but also the
historian Diodorus Siculus, the geographer Strabo, Philo of Alexandria a.o.
used the term for philosophy of nature. Aristotle himself repeatedly called the
pre-Socratic philosophers pustoréyor.

? See Galenus, De plac. Hippocr. et Plat. V 5, p. 437 M. Cf. Diog. Laert. VII 89,
In my Greek Phil. 111 nr. 1027. 1t is used for distortion (as a medical term) or
perversion (moral) by other authors as well, from Aristotle onwards.
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This s indisputably an account of Pythagorean doctrine; among the
Pythagoreans the comprehensive term for all this was indeed quAia
and Pythagoras was held to be the ‘discoverer’ and ‘law-giver’ of it.

But was he?

This can only be denied if it is maintained that we cannot draw any
conclusions from fourth-century Pythagoreanism about sixth-century
Pythagoreanism. There are still many who consider this to be the
correct scholarly attitude. And seemingly they are right.

Yet, it might turn out to be an ervor.

It will be useful to consider for a moment where exactly we get if
we strictly follow the above line of thought. As a starting point we
may put forward this thesis: “we only know fourth-century Pytha-
goreanism”. Conclusion: ergo we know nothing about Pythagorean-
ism in the sixth or even fifth-century. We may then say: all we know
about Pythagoras is that he believed in the transmigration of the soul
and that at an early date a legend of miracles grew up round him.
Not any scientific doctrine, mathematical or astronomical, can be
attributed to him on any solid basis of fact, nor can any system of
philosophical thought legitimately be called his.

Erwin Rohde went further: he held that the Pythagorean School
of Aristoxenus’ time did not dream of regarding Pythagoras as a philo-
sopher ‘in the proper sense’. Conclusion: ke never was one.t We must
simply consider him as a religious reformer of the sixth century, a
man who, in accordance with the cult of the chthonic gods, taught
that earthly life was a punishment to be borne for former sins; who
believed in a purification in Hades and in reincarnation in an ever-
changing form. Rohde is not entirely consistent, however. He thinks
that a mathematical Pythagoreanism ‘developed’ much later — from
what, one would like to ask? — Yet somewhere he remarks that
Pythagoreanism never developed into a sort of mythological cosmogo-
ny as with the Orphics: apparently it had some scientific principle
within it which prevented it from going that way. Rohde also assumes
that politico-social Pythagoreanism was a ‘development’ of centuries
later. Again we must ask — from what?

Behind all this is a serious historical error — radical distrust of a
tradition which in this case especially might be expected to have

1 E. Rohde, DieQuellen des Iamblichus in Rhein. Mus. 1871, p. 554 ff,
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jealously preserved the ancient heritage. Furthermore, have we not
early Pythagorean texts? Even if the Philolaus fragments are dated
as belonging to the fourth century, can it be maintained that they
contain no philosophical thought which duly shows its early origin?
Again, what about Archytas, and the, even earlier, related texts of
Alcmaeon? Finally, are there no historical facts? How can we account
for a figure like Archytas if no politico-social Pythagoreanism existed
in the sixth and fifth centuries?

Rohde is a clear example of the absurd consequences to which this,
wrongly called, scholarly attitude leads. One should not be too impress-
ed when he pronounces his veto on the ‘liar’ Apollonius in Iamblichus.

Is it possible for us to recognize the guria doctrine evolved in Iam-
blichus V.P. 229 1. as early-Pythagorean? I maintain we can. For
what is stated here is merely a wide application of the cosmic principle
of harmony, which we know from the best sources (Aristotle, the texts
of Philolaus, Archytas and Alcmaeon) to have been the all-pervading
principle in Pythagoras’ philosophy. From these texts we know for
certain that he applied this principle to human conduct and to human
society’. The universality of this application and the moral seriousness
behind it are expressed in a highly characteristic fashion in our
passage from Iamblichus. Cf. Diogenes Laertius VIII 16 and 23:
Diodorus X 8.

In the history of historical criticism of the last century we come
across more than one attempt to explain a whole intellectual-ethical
movement with a very definite character of its own as a ‘development’
without a beginning. I am thinking here of what has been called
‘Socraticism’. It is much more likely that such a spiritual movement
had its starting point in a great person in whom it originated, than that
the movement — in some mysterious way — ‘developed’ later. This
also applies to Pythagoreanism. That Socratic dialogues were written,
is still best accounted for by assuming, as the best sources report,
that there existed an Athenian Socrates who, in the market place of
the city where he lived and wherever he came across people, entered
into discussions of a particularly critical nature. The fact that in
Antiquity people know of ‘Pythagorean friendship’ and Pythagorean

! Next to Aristotle, Met. A 5, for harmony as a cosmic principle one should
compare in particular Philolaus, fr. 6 and 10; for the application of this principle
to human life and action Archytas, fr. 3 D.: otdow uév Emovoey, Subvolav 8t
aBEncev Aoyiopde ebpedelc, e.q.s. Delatte pointed rightly to the political metaphors
in Alcmaeon, fr. 4 D. (tv isovopiay Tév Suvapéev and Thy &v adTolc povapytav).
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asceticism, of a Pythagorean doctrine of numbers and cosmology, is
still best explained by assuming that, together with the Pythagorean
doctrine of transmigration of the soul, all this was one organic unity
in the spirit of the founder.

Furthermore we hear the following about Pythagorean friendship
in Tamblichus.

(1) With the Pythagoreans the injunction was in force to do away with
rivalry and discord (dy&ve xol guhoverxiov) in friendship, preferably
in all forms of friendship, but in any case towards fathers, older people
and those towards whom one has obligations?.

(2) They said that in friendly relationships there must be as few
wounds and sores as possible. Hence both parties must know how
to give in and control their tempers, especially young people with
respect to older people, etc.2.

(3) Reprimands and admonishments, which they called meduprdoeic?,
must according to them, be addressed very gently and cautiously by
older people to young people — petd morATg edprplug te nol edhafelag.
In doing so one must clearly show fatherly care.

(4) In {riendship one must always, whether in jest or in earnest,
remain loyal (i.e. never betray each other, always keep promises and
appointments, etc.)t. We find an instance of how strictly the Pytha-
goreans kept appointments in the curious story of Lysis and Eury-
phamus, in Iamblichus V. P. 1855.

(5) Friendship should not be given up because of a misfortune or any
other predicament which may suddenly occur in life. (What is meant
here is, for instance, sudden illness or loss of freedom or possessions
for political reasons). The only acceptable ground for ending a friend-
ship is a serious and irreparable moral defect in the others.

(6) Never start enmity against people who are not completely deprav-
ed, and if there is enmity then act nobly in the conflict.

(7) Do not fight with words but with deeds. (What is meant here is
undoubtedly: do not use terms of abuse or slander). An enemy is

1 Tamblichus, V.P. 230; also in 101. T 13.

2 Tamblichus, V.P. 231; also in 101. T 13.

8 This apparently Pythagorean term is mentioned by Iambl. not only in V.P.
231 and its parallel 101, but in 197 as well: &xdhouv 32 70 vouderteiv medupTav.
Probably this is what should be read in Diog. Laert. VIII 20, where the mss have
TeAopy&v Or meAaptév. T 14.

4 Iamblichus, V.P. 232 and 102. T 15a. 5 Infra, p. 157. T 16.

8 Jambl., V.P. 232 and 102. T 15a. 7 Iambl. V.P. 232; cf.Carm. aur. 7. T 15a.
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justified by human and divine law (véuipov xal §owov) if he fights as
man to man (i.e. if in the conflict he is able to preserve human dignity)?.
(8) In true friendship as much as possible must be ordered and regulat-
ed, and this should depend on good judgement and should not be
just arbitrary?.

(9) Friendship with aliens® was avoided deliberately, but ties of friend-
ship amongst themselves were preserved for generations.

The same is also reported by Porphyry V.P. 59. In both authors the
story of Damon and Phintias* follows as an example of Pythagorean
friendship. After having mentioned Myllias and Timycha (cf. Iambl.
189), Porphyry’s Vita abruptly breaks off. Iamblichus (237) goes on
to mention cases in which Pythagoreans showed friendship to those
who were of their way of thinking, even if they did not know them at
all. First of all there is the interesting story® of the Pythagorean who
on a journey took ill and died. The innkeeper who had nursed him
during his long illness and had in the end buried him, never expected
to get back the expenses incurred by him for a stranger. Before his
death, however, the stranger had engraved a symbol in a wax tablet,
and instructed his host to put this tablet by the roadside, for should
any passer-by recognize the symbol he would liberally repay and
thank him. A long time afterwards a Pythagorean came past, stopped
and asked who had put the sign there. After having heard wat had
occurred he paid the innkeeper much more than his expenses.

What sign was engraved on the tablet is not mentioned; but on
the basis of a passage in Lucianus® we may assume that it was nothing
other than a pentagram, which according to this text Pythagoreans

had as a symbol of recognition, and they used it in their letters as a
symbol of health.

! Tambl. V.P. 232. T 15a. ? Jambl. V.P. 233. T 15b.
% wag dMotplag giMac, i.e. with persons not belonging to the circle of the Py-
thagoreans. Iambl., V.P. 233. T 17. Cp. however, 237, the beginning: They
treated each other as friends, even when they did not know one another. Schol.
Deubner 149.20:

Tov EoBhov dvdpa, xdv Exdg vaip yFovéc,

ndv unmot'dosots elotSw, xpive gitov.
¢ T 18. Also Diod. X 4, 3; Cicero, De fin. 11 79; Ambrosius, De virg. 11 34.
5237-238. T 19.
® Lucianus in his treatise ITepi 108 &v T mpogayopedoet wratsuartog 5 (Jacobitz I,
P. 330) speaks of 5 Tpumhotv adtoic Tpiywvoy, T Bt GAMA®Y, TO TEVTAYPALLOY,
& ouuBbére mpde Todg buodbEous Exp@vio. See also the scholion to this passage,
Rabe p. 234, 21.
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Then follows! the story of Clinias of Tarentum, who had heard of a
Pythagorean in Cyrene, called Proros, who was in financial difficulties.
Immediately Clinias sailed with the necessary means to Cyrene and
settled things.

A similar story is told? about Thestor of Posidonia, who just sailed
to Paros with ample means in order to help a Pythagorean who had
lost his possessions.

These stories have undoubtedly an historical foundation. Aristoxe-

‘nus says that he heard the story of Damon and Phintias from Diony-

sius himself. The mighty man was apparently very touched by this
display of true friendship, as were many others in Antiquity, for the
story was famous.

Of the story about Lysis and Euryphamus, which is reported by
Iamblichus as a sample of Pythagorean faithfulness in keeping ap-
pointments?® one may think what one likes. It is curious enough. One
day, when leaving the temple of Hera where he had performed his
devotions, Lysis met his friend Euryphamus who was just about to
enter the temple. Euryphamus asked him to wait for him and Lysis
promised to do so. He sat down on a stone seat there and waited...
Meantime Euryphamus, after having said his prayers, lost in thought
had left the temple by another exit without realizing it, and had gone
away. He had completely forgotten about Lysis. The next day in
the large auditorium of the Pythagoreans he heard that they were
looking for Lysis ... Then he remembered his appointment, — and
found the faithful friend there in front of the Hera temple sitting on
the stone seat; he had been sitting there the whole evening and night!

Erwin Rohde considered it ‘eine alberne Geschichte’® and because
of the silliness of the story he readily ascribed it to Apollonius. Yet,
is it not a story which is characteristic of the mentality of these
people? Time was of no account to them; when they had given their
word, to be faithful to it went without saying and was absolute; these
sober Greeks had very few material needs. True, one can hardly
imagine any modern Western European who would sit patiently
waiting on a seat for almost twenty-four hours on end. But an early
Pythagorean could do this as if it were the most ordinary thing in the
world, — and on top of it not become angry when the next day the

! Tambl., V.P. 239; Diodorus X 4, 1. T 20.

2 Tambl., ib. 3 Jambl. 185, T 16.

* Die Quellen des Iamblichus, Rhein. Mus. 1872, p. 50: “Die alberne Geschichte
in 185 ist entschieden dem Apollonius zu vindizieren”.
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other said to him: “One of the gods must have inspired me with this
forgetfulness as a touchstone for your faithfulness in keeping ap-
pointments” ...

We certainly would hardly appreciate this edifying interpretation.

The injunctions concerning friendship which are reported by Iam-
blichus, are on the whole undoubtedly ancient. They fit in with the
admonishments in the speeches, they display the same underlying
thought (respect for older people, duévore and xowmvia) and here and
there terms are used which are apparently typically Pythagorean
(medaprdoeig, medaprav). What is remarkable is the respect for the
individual which emerges from this early Pythagorean wisdom, also
with respect to young people; authoritarianism on the part of older
people, which could so easily arise with these principles, is strongly
disapproved of.

It might be asked whether the injunction mentioned in (7) about
‘humanity’ in the waging of war does not point to a later period. This
cannot be stated with certainty, but I consider it very well possible
that the formulation @¢ &vdpwmog dvdpdme dates from the fourth
century. It should, however, be remembered that the humanitarian
notions which we find in the literature of fourth-century Athens
certainly presuppose early Pythagorean ¢uAial.

Also the term dpiopévov (in 8) is reminiscent of the fourth century:
it is one of Plato’s terms from a late phase of his thought2. But,
again, one must not forget that this late-Platonic thought presupposes
early Pythagorean philosophy, where népac and &rerpov took the first
place in the ovaTouyias.

Of the other side of the Pythagorean ¢u\fa we hear in Iamblichus
V.P. 259, where it is said that the Pythagoreans revered their friends
as if they were gods, but treated ‘the others’ like beasts, and ‘had no
esteem whatsoever for others. It is obviously an enemy who is
speaking here: it is the annoyed tone of the outsider who does not

' Cp. my study on Personality in Greek and Christian thought, in: Studies in
Philosophy and the History of Prilosophy, Washington, Cath. Univ. Press, 1963
pp. 41 ff.
? I am thinking of wépac and dreipov in Phil. 25, and of the texts of Hermodorus
and Sextus, cited in my Greek Phil. 1, nr. 371. Cp. also Aristotle, Protr. fr. 5,
and E. de Struycker in Aristotle and Plato in the Mzid-fourth Century, Géteborg
1960, p. 86.
3 Aristotle, Metaph. A 5.
* Todg ¥'@houe domep T& Hnpia yepobodur. In metric form:

Todg §’ENhoug Ayelt’ oft'dv Abyo olT'dv dpdud.
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recognize that to a Pythagorean animals are not at all an object of
contempt. What is in fact at the bottom of this annoyed reaction we
can learn from the injunction reported sub (9), which also occurs
word for word in Porphyry: the Pythagoreans were taught to be very
reserved with respect to people with other principles and not too
rashly strike up a friendship with persons who would turn out to be
unworthy of it. This does not exclude the principle that their benevo-
lence (gurie in the wider sense) extended to everybody and that they
were expressly taught never to take up an aggressive attitude. They
must have been gentle and humane people towards everyone.

A few centuries later in the Stoa the oikeiosis doctrine provided
the theoretical foundation for a humanitarian philosophy?: it is here
that the basic principles were found for a doctrine of the rights of man
as a rational-moral being? and thence for international law3®. But
it was in fact Pythagoras who in the Greek world first preached the
doctrine of charity and who practised it in his own way. Nor was a
theoretical basis lacking: it is the doctrine of harmony and order in
the cosmos, based on numerical ratios.

So much for the Pythagorean doctrine of friendship.

3. Pythagoras as educator: formal principles

The tradition knows a Pythagorean theory of education, which has the
following characteristic traits.

(1) Respect for personality ; not only must younger people show respect
to older ones, but the older ones must respect their juniors, as must
those of higher status respect their inferiors. Hence the warning ad-
dressed to the older people to be considerate in their castigations and
to show paternal care?, the principle never to rebuke others in anger?,
and the repeated admonition not to taunt angry people®.

(2) Music was used to curb the passions”.

(3) Man’s lifetime was divided into seven year periods. The tran-

1 See Greek Phil. 111, nrs. 999-1000; 1069 ff.

2 Cic. De off. III 25: Ex quo efficitur hominem naturae oboedientem homini
nocere non posse.

3 Cic., De off. 111 28: Qui autem civium rationem dicunt habendam, externorum
negant, ii dirimunt communem humani generis societatem, e.q.s.

4 Tambl. V.P. 101, 231. T 13.

5 Tambl. V.P. 197; Diog. Laert. VIII 20. T 14 ab.

8 Diog. Laert. VIII 18; Porph., V.P. 42; cf. Iambl., Protr. 21.

? Jambl., V.P. 64, 110-115, 164; Porph., V.P. 33. T 21-22,
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sition from one period to another, it was felt, caused a significant
crisist.

(4) A repeated admonition not to heed the opinion of the masses and
to avoid coming into contact with them?.

The form of the precepts mentioned under (1) indicates an early date.
The words medaptiog and medaptdv for voudereiv are mentioned as
terms peculiar to the Pythagoreans®, the admonition not to taunt
angry people was, according to Diogenes Laertius and Porphyry?,
included in the acousma wip poyaipx wi) oxadedewv. Burnet placed this
with numerous others in the category of taboo-precepts. He judged
that this type of precept was most primitive and therefore probably
most ancient. The allegorical and ethical explanation was to be
attributed to a later, more ‘enlightened’, generation. However ac-
ceptable this may seem to be, we possess clear indications that Pytha-
goras himself sometimes used images and metaphors: not only did he
undergo a strong Eastern influence?, but he consciously made use of
Delphic oracular style®,

Aristotle, as Porphyry says, mentioned a number of sayings of
Pythagoras in which he expressed himself symbolically, ‘in mystic
fashion’”. For instance, he called the sea a tear, the Greater and
Lesser Bears the hands of Rhea, the Pleiad the Muses’ Lyre, and the
planets the dogs of Persephone. The ring of bronze when it is struck
he explained as the voice of some demon who is enclosed in the metal.
Porphyry follows this up with such precepts as np payaipq u3 oxores-
ew, Quyov pi dmepBatvery and otépavoy wi tiAkew as a special group of
acousmata used symbolically by Pythagoras. This is by no means
improbable: fire is an obvious image for anger® for archaic man,

! lambl.,, V.P. 201; cf. Aristox. ap. Stob. IV 1, 49 (W.-H. p. 15, 9 ff.) T 23.

2 Tambl., V.P. 200; cf. the explanation given in Porph., V.P. 42, of the acousma
“Not to walk on highways”; also Porph., V.P. 32: éxtpémecSor 8¢ tdc UETR TGV
TOMAGY dpthiag. T 25.

® medapydv (Or mehaptdv) in Diog. Laert. VIIT 20, as observed above, is probably a
corruption of medaprdv, which is mentioned as a Pythagorean term in Iambl., V. P.
* Cf. the places mentioned in note 6, p. 159. [197. T 14a.
* Compare e.g. Porph., V.P. 41: é¢ mapd tév paywv émuvddveto.

® Porph., ibid.: xal &\ '&tro émaiSeuev dou mapd ’Apiatoxietag T¥ic év Ashgpoic
Ehevev dunrobvat.

7 Porph., ibid. : Exeye 3¢ Twva xal puoTindg Tedme cupBohixdde, & 8% Eml mAdov *Apiato-
Téhng dvéypadev.

8 Cf. Heraclitus, fr. 85 D. and Verdenius’ comments on it in M nemosyne 1942,
p. 115 ff.
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whereas the knife represents the cutting, aggressive element. The
balance beam of the scales indicates the measure of justice and in-
justice which may not be crossed without punishment; the wreath is a
common metaphor for a bulwark, and the laws are the bulwark of the
state, here, as well as in Heraclitus!.

We found in the preceding passage several indications that the
Pythagoreans made an early use of symbols and explained mythological
data and ancient legends in an ethical-allegorical manner. It is by no
means impossible that Pythagoras himself used this method when
addressing a larger audience. All this confirms that it was not only a
matter of illustrating a certain lesson with a striking example, but that
according to an old tradition Pythagoras also gave his lessons them-
selves in symbolic form. Suidas, under Anaximandros, says that a
younger Anaximander, who lived in the time of Artaxerxes (early
fourth century) wrote a work entitled Zupfdrmy ITudayopetwy EEnynorg,
which included the acousmata mentioned by Porphyry, V.P. 42. This
is not to say that this Anaximander the Younger who was a historian
was the first to moralize in his interpretation of these old-pythagorean
precepts; but it does show that at least towards the end of the fifth
century a number of Pythagorean precepts of symbolic form were
current, which even then were given a moralizing and allegorical
explanation. In any case, it is not to be imagined that this kind of
allegorizing is the fruit of the rationalism of people like Aristoxenus
and his contemporaries.

The notion that a Pythagorean would never rebuke another person
in anger also belongs to an old tradition. Diogenes Laertius VIII 20
says, speaking of Pythagoras himself: “It was his wont never to
punish in anger either slave or free man.” Iamblichus, V.P. 197,
narrates at some length that once Archytas of Tarentum on his return
after a long absence saw that the slaves in the fields and their foreman
were doing their work badly, and that he became angry — ‘in so far
as that was possible for him’ — but for that very reason abstained from
punishing them. To the slaves he said, ‘as it seems’, that it was their
good fortune that he had become angry: otherwise they would not
have escaped punishment?2.

Iamblichus who repeats a story here which as he says Spintharos,

1 Heracl. fr. 44 and 114 D.

2 elmey, g Zouxe, mpdg Tode olxérag, &t edTuyoboty 8t adrols dpyretaw e yop p}
Tolto cuuPeBnxde Hv, odx &v mote adTods &¥doug yevéoHar THAxalTa HurapTNxbTag
(T 14a).
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Aristoxenus’ father, often told, is not very happy in his phrasing
— if the text is sound —: doubtless the idea is that Archytas later said
to the slaves that it had been their good fortune that he had become
angry then. That is what we find in Diodorus X 7. And in fact
Tamblichus himself says: “No Pythagorean ever punished a slave or
rebuked a free man when angry: he always waited until his inner calm
had been restored.” No doubt that is what Archytas did in this case.
Diels therefore wished to read g &ye (sc. tijc dpyiic) instead of ¢
gowxe In the passage quoted above. But however neat as a conjecture,
the usage of &\nye without t%g épy¥ic for inner calm being restored is
highly improbably. One may interpret ¢ goue as meaning ‘according
to the reports’, or ’as the story is told’,! a somewhat imprecise usage,
but not unusual. Iamblichus was not, after all, a great stylist.

If we sum up the contents of the precepts or principles mentioned
under (1), we are struck by the respect for the human person, the
tenderness and moderation in dealings both with younger people or
people of lower status and with people of higher status or people in
power. This is the expression of a certain attitude towards one’s
fellow-men, summed up by the Pythagoreans in the telling word ounia.
There is no reason to accept the idea that all this is the result of a later
‘development’. Any development starts from a rudiment. The
rudiment consists of a deep consciousness of cosmic unity and order.
That is the secret of Pythagorean gunix, which also pervades education.
It expresses itself through a deep-seated interest for the individual,
through an indulgent attitude towards human frailties, through trying
to cure whatever disturbs order and harmony. It is the very heart
of Pythagoras himself.

(2) Music as a cure for the passions.
jl‘he fact that music was regarded by Pythagoras as being of major
importance in education should be accepted on an equal footing with
any other principle which we are in the habit of attributing to him on
the grounds of fourth century testimony. Pythagoras discovered
number and harmony as primary principles in the universe. Was
that an application of the other great discovery generally attributed
to him, viz. that musical intervals may be reduced to numerical ratios?
This explanation has been proposed, and had in fact been generally

! Thus Cobet: ut aiunt. Deubner agrees; rightly so: Iamblichus’ V.P. exhibits
several examples of this usage. E.g. in 204 (Deubner p. 111.27) and 210 (Deub-
ner p. 114.23:); infra, p. 176 with n. 2 and p. 180 with n. 1.
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accepted. Guthrie! however has recently pointed out that the most
ancient testimony for the latter discovery is of a late date: it is found
in Porphyry’s commentary on Ptolemy’s Harmonica (p. 31, 1 Diiring)
and after him in Theo of Smyrna, Math. p. 56 Hiller. Does that
relegate Pythagoras’ discovery of musicology to the realm of legend?
Such a conclusion would be premature. Porphyry mentions older
sources: Heraclides of Pontus and Xenocrates, in other words the
Early Academy. Nor is that all; for in Plato’s Timaeus the structures
of the universe and the world-soul appear to rest on musical intervals,
Behind all this lies early Pythagorean doctrine which Plato puts in the
mouth of Timaeus of Locri. Archytas too is aware of the connexion
between difference in pitch and numerical ratio.

Furthermore, the idea that each heavenly sphere causes through
the speed of its orbit a certain tone which is symbolized by a Siren? is
without any doubt a very early Pythagorean notion. In the Pytha-
gorean Catechism® the tetractys is defined as ‘harmony’. Why?
Because the intervals are explained by the first four numbers (the
ratio4 : 2or 2 : 1 = the octave, 3 : 2 = the fifth, 4 : 3 = the fourth).
Thus the essential chords might be said to be enclosed in the tetractys.
When explaining the tetractys by ‘harmony’ the Catechism adds:
v §i ol Zetpiveg, viz., the Sirens who, sitting on the heavenly spheres,
each sound one note and together produce that cosmic music which
is called the harmony of the spheres. We know this theory, though
without the Sirens, from Aristotle’s De caelo 290 b 12 ff. The basic
idea was that very large bodies which move at very high speeds must
make a sound. Since it was thought that the distances of the heavenly
bodies could be explained in the same numerical ratios as musical
intervals?, the idea arose that the sound of the heavenly bodies was
symphonic.

This is how the Pythagoreans elaborate the basic principle of a
mathematically ordered universe®: all order is based on numerical
proportion; that is why harmony is the universal, cosmic law and
why the musical and mathematical sciences are related. In this sense
Aristotle could say that the Pythagoreans “reduced all things to num-
bers or the elements of number” (i.e. the principles mépag and &meipov),

2 History, 1 p: 222.

2 Cf. Plato, Rep. X 617b. On this passage Delatte, Litt.. Pyth. p. 259; Guthrie,
History 1, p. 295 ff.

3 The dxodopara, in Iambl., V.P. 82.

% Cf. Plato, Tim. 35b-36c¢. 5 Met. A 5, 985b32 {f.; 986 a 21.
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and that they described the entire universe as harmony and number!.
This, together with the evidence of Plato and Archytas, brings us to
the end of the fifth century at the latest. But it would be false wisdom
to maintain that the question whether these notions go back any
further must remain undecided, when in fact it is highly probable
that they do. For (1) the theory of cosmic harmony is decidedly
archaic in character; (2) the entire group of ideas set out above is
much better explained if we accept that a particular great mind stood
at the source than by attributing them to a later, anonymous de-
velopment.

It should not be objected — as Guthrie rightly remarks — that Plato
very rarely mentions Pythagoras by name and that Aristotle always
speaks of ‘the Pythagoreans’; no one doubts that Plato knew Pytha-
gorean philosophy as an old and, to him, venerable school-tradition.
The ancient philosophers think in ‘schools’ more than we do and only
rarely quote by name. Once again, Aristotle in particular often speaks
of ‘the Platonists’ without further specification if he means a particular
man, even Plato himself.

The doctrine of the cathartic effect of music doubtless was of early
Pythagorean origin: Plato and Aristotle were affected by it and the
later authors who often mention the point derive their information
from Aristoxenus; his authority needs no further proof. After this
introduction let us see what Tamblichus has to say about music as a
tool for education in the early Pythagoreans.

(V.P. 64)% It was Pythagoras’ opinion that certain thythms and
melodies had a healing effect on the human character and emotions:
it restores the soul’s strength to its original balance. For the members
of his Societas (yvdpwpor) he put together so-called ¢£xpticeic (equip-
ments) and érapdg (treatments) which were very subtly tuned so as
to influence certain emotions: grief, anger, pity, jealousy and fear,
all manner of desires and appetites, boastfulness, depressions and
vehemence. (110)3. Pythagoras called healing through music a x¢$ap-
owct. In spring the Pythagoreans sang paeans accompanied by the

1 Tha.t the theory of the harmony of the spheres is Pythagorean, is explicitly
mentioned by Aristotle, De caelo 291 a 8. Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias’ commen-
tary on Aristotle, Met. A 985 b 32 ff. (p. 39.24 ff. Hayduck). It is almost certain
that the theory is of Babylonian origin.

T 21a. 3T 21b.

* Cf. Cramer, dnecdot. Paris. 1 172: & ol IMudayopixof, G¢ #en ’Aptotéevoc,
naddpoer Expévro Tob piv cduatog Std tHe latpuxiic, e 3¢ duyic Sk Tiic pwouvsxiic.
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lyre in order to create a cheerful mood; but in other seasons too they
used music for healing. (111)%. Certain melodies were used for influ-
encing particular emotions. Dancing also was used as a therapy.
The sound of flutes was regarded by Pythagoras as unsuitable: it
causes the listeners to become hybristic. Lines of Homer and Hesiod
had their place in education. They were selected with a view to re-
storing the balance in the soul. (112{.)2% Iamblichus mentions a few
well-known examples. The first is the case of a drunk youth from
Tauromenium?® who at night wanted to put fire to the house of his
rival. Pythagoras calms him completely by suddenly changing the
wild Phrygian flute music to spondees. The second example concerns
Empedocles: he saved his host, Anchitus, by using music to calm an
excited youth who came rushing in to kill him. (114). Iamblichus
then speaks about the development of this principle in the school:
the so-called 2£dptuoig, ouvapuoyyn and érmagy, were zealously studied
and exercised throughout the school of Pythagoras. Before retiring
they sang certain songs to cleanse the mind of the aftermath of the
day’s cares; in the morning they sang other songs, sometimes without
words, to banish sleepiness.

(115 ff.) In the next chapters Iamblichus describes the methods by
which Pythagoras is said to have invented his theory of harmony and
intervals. Both Guthrie* and W.Burkert® have pointed out that these
methods are impossible. More interesting is Iamblichus’ addition in
ch. 65 to what he says in 114 on giving the members of his Societas
inward peace for the night, and activity and tension in the morning
by using appropriate kinds of music. He himself no longer needed
these aids, lamblichus says, for through a special ability he could hear
the cosmic music directly. It has a fuller and more beautiful sound
than mortal music, and he tried to imitate it by strings and the human
voice.

Here we have the explanation of the healing effect of music: earthly
music is a plunpe of heavenly music. It restores the soul to a state in
which it can return to the stars, the realm of the blessed. Cf. the

1T 21b 2T 22.

3 The name Tauromenium appears repeatedly in the Pythagorean legends,
even though the city bearing this name was not founded until later. In Pytha-
goras’ day there was an old Greek colony named Naxos very near the place
where Tauromenium was later built.

4 History 1, p. 223 £.

5 Weisheit u. Wissenschaft, Niirnberg 1962, p. 354.
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question in the Acousmata (lamblichus, V. P. 82): “Which are the
islands of the blessed?” — and the answer: “Sun and Moon”.

The notion that the soul in its essence is related to the heavenly
bodies which are divine beings is found in Pythagoras’ circle, with
Alcmaeon of Croton!l. With some variations the thought returns in
numerous later authors. First of all we have Plato, who teaches in the
Tvmaeus that man’s higher soul is made of the same substance as the
star-souls, and that each individual soul comes from a particular star
to which it will return?. Aristotle apparently still shared this doctrine
in the comparatively early Ilept guhosopiac®. In Heraclides of Pontus
we find the doctrine that the souls before incarnation stay on the
Milky Way* From this place Scipio Africanus’ soul addresses his
grandson in Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis®. The moon too plays a part
as a temporary abode of the souls during their journeys upward or
downward. In Plutarch’s myth at the end of De facie in orbe lunae
she appears as the cleansing place of the souls, which afterwards rise
to the sphere of the sun®. Numenius’ ideas on the ascent of the soul
after death and its abode are found in a fragment of his comments on
th‘e myth of Er cited by Proclus, I%n rempubl. 11 p. 128, 26 Kroll’. In
this passage he says: xai yap tov Mudaybpav 8v dmopphrev "Adyy tév
yohaEloy xal Témov Yuyév droxahely, de Exel SuVeRouLpévey.

Cf. also Numenius in Porphyry, De antro nympharum, chapters
21 and 28. Lastly Macrobius, In Sommnium Scipionis 1 11, 11, gives a
detailed account of the descent of the souls from the Milky, wa;fs.

‘All these are basically early Pythagorean thoughts. Their connexion
with musical therapy may not be immediately evident to the modern
reader — yet to the Pythagorean such a connexion did exist.

(3) The division of human life into four periods®.
The .tra(_iltlon knqws a Pythagorean theory of education. Man was
studied in the various stages of his development. The life of man was

1 Af‘istotle, De anima 1 22, 405 a, 29; Cicero, De natura deovum 1 11, 27

? Timaeus, 41 d-e. o

3

1_ICmero, Acafl. post. 1, 7, 26. Cf. my note in Greek Phil. 11 nr. 431 d, e. The
.ap?. @Lloc?q:wcg Qates, according to my later investigations, from Aristotle’s

first Athenian period. It must be older than the Protrepticus.

¢ Stob., Ecl. T 49, 39 (fr. 98 W.)

z Cicero, De republica V1 26-38; cf. my note in Greek Phil. 111 nr. 959 B.
Plutarch, De facie, chapters 28-30; Greek Phil. 111, nr. 1192 d; cf. Cicero, Tusc

118, 42-19, 43, Greek Phil. 1111192 c. , '

? Greek Phil. 111 nr. 1356 a. 8 Greek Phil. TII nr. 1356 b. 9T 23-24.
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divided into four periods: childhood, youth, manhood, old age. The
duties of each of these periods are different, and the transition from
one period into the other was realized to be a critical moment. Extracts
from Aristoxenus on this subject are found in Stobaeus, Ecl. IV 1, 49.
Iamblichus deals with it in V.P. 202 ff.

Tamblichus quotes as an especially Pythagorean expression the
phrase “in human life as a whole a subdivision into certain periods of
life has been made”, i.e. is objectively given. By no means everyone
knows how to join these periods to one another correctly; they expel one
another by force if one does not give a man good and correct guidance
from birth!. When a boy in his childhood has noble, moderate and
manly guidance, an important part of this will of necessity be handed
on to the period of youth; equally when training in the years of youth
is good, manly and moderate, a large part of this will be handed on to
the period of manhood. What usually happens with the masses is
senseless and ridiculous. They feel that as a child one ought to behave
properly, be modest and keep away from all that is rude and unmanner-
ed. But once the children have become youths, a large majority of
people allows them to do as they like, and in this period of life two
kinds of sin are combined: youths often commit the sins of children
as well as those of men. It is a child’s sin to avoid all seriousness and
order and to seek levity, laxity and ‘high spirits’, and from childhood
this attitude persists into the period of youth. From the period of
manhood the years of youth get strong desires and ambition as well as
other appetites and attitudes that are hard to conquer and cause
disturbances. For this reason the period of youth needs the greatest
care.

“In general one should never, according to them, allow a man to do
as he likes without limitation: there should always be a certain amount
of supervision, a legal authority, properly constituted, to which each
citizen must be subject. For a living being left to itself and neglected,
quickly slides into vice and depravity” (203).

“Why”, they asked, “must one accustom children to order and
temperance with regard to eating and drinking, if this is useless for
the period of adulthood?” And the same applies to other habits.
“Young dogs and horses are trained, too, for what they are to perform
when grown.”
1'Ey 15 dvdpornive Bleo 16 odpmavt elval tvag Hlxiag 2vdeduouévas (obtw xod
Ayew adrode paoty), &g odw elvan Tob TuxdvTog TPds dAMAAaG cuvelpar éxxpodeodat
y&p O’ GAMAAGY, #dv Tig Y xahdg Te xal dpdig dyn Tov Evdpwmov éx yevetTc.
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Aristoxenus ap. Stob., Ecl. IV, 1,49 says: “It was their opinion that
one ought to look after each period of life; that children ought to
exercise reading and writing and other subjects, that young men
should train in the customs and laws of the state, that men should be
busy with activities and service for the public good, and old men with
purely mental work, with the law, with advice and with all sciences
so that the children may not be dumb, the young men not like children’
that the men may not behave like youths and the old men may not be;
lacking in wisdom.”

Tl}is division into four periods of life is also found in Diod. X 9.5
and in Diog. Laert. VIII 10. There the periods are defined as 20 years’
each. Up to twenty years of age the word maic is used (cf. Jambl. V.P
210, where the practice of aphrodisia is banned until the age of twent.y)‘
after that veavioxoc, then venving, then yépwv. Mention is made of the’
pa%ra]lel with the four seasons. Was Timaeus the common source for
Diodorus and Diogenes Laertius? We know that both used his work
whether directly or indirectly. But it is possible that the Ionic form,
vsnvi“r)g hints at a different source, viz. the work of the fourth century
medical author Androcydes on the Pythagorean Symbolal.

Howgver this may be, the Pythagorean division into four periods
of life is certainly younger than the division into seven periods which
parallel the seven seasons. We find this division in the Hippocratic
work Ilepl éB80uddwv. For the author of this work — or at least for
the author of its cosmological introduction, chapters 1-11 — the number
seven dominates the entire cosmos. The embryo takes on human form
af?er seven days. The number seven rules the course of diseases. All
things have a nature and form to which this number fits, Ther;i are

seven spheres of the universe, seven winds and seven seasons, seven

! Jamblichus mentions this source at V.P. 145 (cf. infra, p. 183) when tellin
story that illustrates the Pythagoreans’ faith in providence P. Corssen giz
?hem. Mus. 1912, defended the existence of a work on Pyt'hag.oras and ,the
> ymll))olaP]:;y Androcydes against the objections of Zeller and Diels. It was used
Di) yL tu’cal;:h and Clem. Alex. Corssen remarked that both Diodorus and
o WghICh t}oiuc \ on the Pythagor.eans’ fa.%th in providence in the same passage
Pyth Oreazy reat the four periods of life, for both mention the fact that the
1:hinksglc o Ds usei to pray for the gogd without any further specification. He
tor e logl.) . 9—%0 and 2?-24 derive from Androcydes. In the latter chap-
Andoe ban _onPl eans is explained on medical grounds. Cf. the symbola from
oar y in .ut., De ?uer. educ. p. 12 E and in [Hippolytus], Pkilos. VI 27, 11.
ur. .er.'t, Weisheit u. Wissenschaft, p. 151 f. does not believe in the 4th centu
Physician Androcydes as the author of the book IT. TTuday. svup. v
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periods of human life of seven years each. The human body has
seven parts, the head has seven functions. Language has seven vowels
and there are seven elements in the soul (force of life). And, finally,
the earth likewise has seven parts.

The same theory is found in a few other Hippocratic works. Amongst
them Iepl oxpx@v 12-13 (on the growth of teeth) and at the end (ch.
19: the growth of the embryo and the periods of human life) ; also Ilepi
éntaufvou (on the importance of periods of seven for the development
of the embryo). Throughout the Hippocratic Corpus we find passages
in which the occurrence of critical days is determined by periods of
seven. According to W.H. Roscher! this is the earlier form of the
doctrine. Later on other numbers are added. The importance of the
number ten gradually increases and dominates in later works.

Censorinus, De die natali 7,2, has a passage showing that Hippo
of Metapontum, wholived in Athens around 425, adhered to the doctrine
of the special force of the number seven. He was known as a Pythagore-
an. With him however, the number ten also has acquired a special
meaning.

The doctrine of hebdomads in Diocles of Carystus, also adopted by
the Peripatetic philosopher Strato, is more old-fashioned. This
doctrine is mentioned by Nicomachus of Gerasa, Theol. arithm. p.
46 f. Ast, and by Macrobius ¢n Somn. Scip. 16, 65 ff. Roscher thinks
that they have used Posidonius’ commentary on the Twmaeus. Here
we find the following?2.

The seventh hour after birth determines whether the child will live
or not: children who have little chance to live die then. After seven
days the remains of the umbilical cord must have been removed;
after 2 x 7 days the child starts to react to light, after 7 x 7 days it
turns its face to see movements. After 7 months it acquires milk-

teeth, after 2 X 7 months it can sit upright without support, after
3 x 7 months it begins to articulate, after 4 X 7 months it is able to
stand and walk, after 5 X 7 months it no longer wants to be breast-fed.

! Die Hebdomadenlehven der griech. Philosophen w. Avzte, Leipzig 1906. Also:
Ueber Alter, Uvsprung u. Bedeutung der Siebenzahl, Abh. Akad. Leipzig 1911.
After this by the same author: Die hippokratische Schyift von der Siebenzahl
hrsgeg. u. erliutert, in Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums,
Paderborn 1913.

2 Roscher, Die hippokr. Schrift der Siebenzahl, p. 92ff. gives the texts of Nico-
machus and of Macrobius next to each other. Cf. also Philo, De opif. mundi 36
and 40 ff.; Varro ap. Gell,, N.4. 111 10.12; Censorinus, De die nat. 7.2.
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After 7 years the child gets teeth and speaks correctly. Puberty starts
after 2 x 7 years, growth of the beard after 3 x 7 years; after 4 x 7
years the body’s growth is complete, also in width. The apex of physi-
cal strength is reached at 5 x 7 years of age. This lasts until the age of
6 X 7 years, after which follows a decline, though not immediately
observable. For that reason most states do not call up men for cam-
paigns after 42 years of age, never after 49. Finally, 70 years is the end
term of life. Thereafter one ought to be free of all (physical) labour and
devote onself entirely to the enjoyment of what (by Aristotle) is called
eddaurpovia. Macrobius expresses this in the words: ab omni officio vacuus
soli exercitio sapientiae vacat.

In Ilept éB3. the termination point of 10 x 7 is not mentioned.
Here the division is as follows:

noc£8iov — up to the age of 7 (the loss of the milk-teeth)
mat. — up to the age of 14 (puberty)

y.stplocmov — up to the age of 21 (growth of the beard)
veavioxog — up to the age of 28 (completion of physical

growth)

&vip - up to the age of 49

mpeaBitng — up to the age of 56
“vépmv — after the age of 56.

There are several other divisions of human life. Delatte reviews them in

L.z'tzf. ?‘)ytﬁ. pp. 182 ff. The Paris. gr. 1788, £ 159 f. has the following
division into seven periods:

|

Bpéjpoq up to the age of 4
ot — from the age of 5 to the age of 14

UELRERLOV ~ from 15 to 22
veavionoc — from 23 to 44
dvhp — from 45 to 56
Ynpatdg - from 57 to 67
mpeaBiTng — from the age of 67 on.

As con.lpared with all this the division into four periods which we
found in Ia‘mbhchus and which agrees with Aristoxenus is very simple
lndeeld. With regard to ITep! £83., this has been called a Pythagorean
work®. Roscher argued against this, dating the first half, the cosmology,
! Thus F. Z. Ermerins, who was the first to publish the Hippocratic Corpus after

Littré. This edition was commissioned by the Dutch Royal Academy of Sciences
at Amsterdam (Nederlandse Koninklijke Academie van Wetenschappen). It
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very early. According to him the author was a Milesian from the circle
of Anaximander and Anaximenes. He has a few strong arguments of
which the most important is the fact that in the world map in seven
parts of ITspl £83. 11 JTonia appears as qpéveg, i.e. as cultural centre.
This is unthinkable except in the sixth century. Furthermore, the
Peloponnese is called ‘the head’, referring to Spartan hegemony,
whereas the Isthmus as ‘the neck’ points to the period of Periander.
Egypt, an ancient Milesian trade area, and the Northern colonies of
Miletus are mentioned ; Persia, Athens and Western Greece are lacking.
This, Roscher thinks, must be pre-Pythagorean, and his are strong
arguments. In addition the author is unaware of the old Pythagorean
doctrine of the seven planets and the seven strings of the lyre.

Roscher’s interpretation! was generally accepted at the time, with
the exception of one scholar, viz. Hermann Diels. Of his arguments
many are hardly persuasive. First of all the argument that, if the work
were really archaic, Delphi should have been mentioned as the earth’s
umbilicus instead of Ionia as its midriff; moreover Lydia, as Ionia’s
most important neighbour, should have been mentioned. The Pelo-
ponnese as ‘head’ refers to the situation of the fourth rather than to
that of the sixth century. Against these arguments? Roscher could
maintain his position without much difficulty®. He is right in arguing
that to an Ionian of about 560 not Delphi, but the oracle of the
Branchidae — known from Hdt. I 157 — was the centre of the world,
and that a Milesian of that period would include Lydia in Ionia.
Egypt which does receive mention in the world map of ITept €83. 11,
the Bosporus, Pontus and Maiotis were old Milesian trade areas.
From this point of view the map was complete. To Diels the division
of the human body in Mept £R3. 7 is so absurd, that he finds it impos-
sible to take seriously. Roscher replies, probably with reason, that this
division, so strange to us, is caused by its very archaic character.

But there is one point where Diels seems to be right. The cosmology
of I1.883. 2 says that there are as many worlds underneath as above

appeared in Utrecht, 1859-65. T. III contains the two Latin translations of
I1. £B3. Robert Joly, too, has recently, in his Recherches sur le traité ps.—hippocy.
Du Régime, Liége-Paris 1960, p. 52, expressed the opinion that II. é83. ‘very
probably’ was influenced by the Pythagoreans.

1 Given in the above cited treatise of 1906.

2 In Deutsche Literaturzeitung 32, 1911, Sp. 1861-66.

3 D. Lit. zeitung 1911, Sp. 1876 ff. See also the article Das Alter der Weltkarte in
‘Hippokr.’ I1.8BS. u. die Reichskarte des Davius Hystaspes, in Philol. 70, 1911,
Pp. 529-538.
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the earth. They move in circles around the earth which is central and
motionless. The task of the “seven heavenly stars” is to bring about
the succession of the seasons. The earth floats in the air in a balanced
position at the centre of the universe. Its position is further described
as follows: (the earth floats in the air at the centre) “so that for those
who are underneath, what is above is underneath and what is under-
neath is above; and the same applies to right and left” — that is, what
is left for one half, is right for the other. The doctrine of the spherical
shape of the earth and of the antipodes is pre-supposed in Diels’
judgement; but this doctrine does not belong to the sixth, it belongs
to the fourth century.

The last remark is not entirely correct, for the spherical shape of the
earth was known at least as early as the fifth century. More important
is the fact that the spherical shape is not mentioned by the author of
I1.e3. ~ and that his model as it stands entirely fits into the frame-
work of Milesian cosmology. Anaximander teaches that the earth is
situated in the centre of the universe, where it remains in place without
support, because of its balanced position!. He does not picture the
earth as a sphere, but as the drum of a column. Of its surfaces one is
that on which we stand, and there is another opposite. The heavenly
bodies revolve in circles below as well as above it, To make the balance
perfect one must imagine human life on the other platform of the
earth as well. They are the antipodes, and thus we have here every
detail of the description of II. é8S. 2. The only point at which our
author shows a concept more modern than Anaximander’s is where he
has the earth floating on air. This is Anaximenes’ notion,

I think therefore that Roscher made a mistake in his reply to Diels
when he remarked that it is cerfain that the spherical form of the earth
was accepted by the ancient Pythagoreans and by Parmenides, and
probably also by Xenophanes. We do not know when the ancient
Pythagoreans taught that the earth is a sphere, nor do we know whether
Pythagoras himself held this opinion. Parmenides’ cosmology is
closely connected with the cosmologies of the Milesians. He does
teach the spherical form of Being, but Being is purely intelligible,
and there is no reason to transfer its sphericity to the earth. Nor do
we know how Xenophanes pictured the earth. In our context, however,
that is irrelevant. The answer to Diels’ most important argument for a
much later date of I1.£83. is simply that the cosmology of ch. 2 closely

! Hippolytus, Ref. 16,3 (D.-K. A 11); Guthrie, History I, p. 98f.
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resembles the work of the Milesians and that the notion of ‘antipodes’
fits in with this picture.

We possess an Arabic translation of Galen’s commentary on I1.683.
which was first made available in part by Chr. Harder in a German
version (1893)1. At Roscher’s request the commentary was translated
afresh and in its entirety by Dr. G.Bergstrasser of Leipzig. Roscher
used this translation in his 1913 edition. The commentary shows that
the Greek text often contained more than has been transmitted to us
in the Latin translations. Of particular interest to us is a passage on
‘the third part of the earth that is called Ionia’. It says this: “The
inhabitants of this area are strong, of quick intelligence, insight and
wisdom.” Galen comments as follows: “Many commentators say that
Hippocrates praises Ionia because he himself came from those parts,
but that is not the reason. He rather says this because the Ionians
conform with his notion of intelligence, insight and wisdom.”

Roscher rightly maintains that this confirms the early date of
I1.£B3. Its cosmologist author was an Ionian who belonged to the
circle of Anaximander and Anaximenes and for him Ionia was the
centre of the world and of culture.

My conclusion is that the doctrine of the number seven in II.£B3.
1-11 is indeed early, earlier than the Pythagorean division of human
life into four periods. It is true that the number seven, as we have
said above when treating the definition of xapée, had a particular
importance for the ancient Pythagoreans as well. But their division

~ of human life, known from Aristoxenus and Iamblichus, impresses us

in its simplicity as far more modern. In this the division differs not
only from the one in II.£R3., but from several others current in the
Greek world. Whether the division into four periods derives from
Pythagoras himself, we cannot say with certainty, but the possibility
cannot definitely be excluded. The tradition followed by Aristoxenus
in any case seems to be an old one.

A few remarks should be added about the origin of this doctrine of
the peculiar importance attached to the number seven. The doctrine
has its parallels in the near-Eastern world. We know numerous
examples from the Old Testament: the seven fat and seven lean cows
of Pharaoh’s dream; the seven pairs of clean animals that went into
the ark with Noah; the sevenfold vengeance that shall be taken on
Cain, and seventy times sevenfold on Lamech ; the seven-armed golden

! Rhein. Mus. 48, p. 433 ff.
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Candelabrum in the temple and the holiness of the seventh day. The
Revelation of St. John is full of the number seven, and Christ teaches
men to forgive seven or even 70 X 7 times. In ancient Babylon seven
was the number of divine fulness. There the seventh day was likewise
holy!. In my opinion it is probable that Pythagoras learned the
doctrine of the number seven in Babylon, where he learned so many
other things.

Of course it is quite right that one need not suppose that one single
work which is thought to head a tradition borrowed from an ‘Eastern’
source2. We have here, as in the case of the microcosm-macrocosm
idea, a notion that was widely spread in Greek medical and philo-
sophical circles. Yet it is probable that the author of IL.£8S. did
undergo Eastern influences. Following the examples of J.Filliozat
and R. Joly I prefer to call this a question of ‘cultural relations’
rather than one of following a particular text. In the case of Pythagoras
an oral tradition likewise seems more probable, but one which played
a large part. The tradition in Aristoxenus on the periods of life on
the other hand probably indicates that Pythagoras was by no means
bowled over by the doctrine of the number seven in the sense that he
wished to introduce it everywhere. On the contrary, the tradition
rather suggests that he went his own way in explaining the seasons
and the periods of human life.

(4) The fourth point, not to heed the opinion of the masses, is treated
at some length in lamblichus, V.P. 2003, “It is absurd to pay attention
to every opinion and that of everybody, in particular the epinion of the
masses; only a few possess a correct insight and judgment. It is clear
that these only occur with those who have knowledge; and they are
few.

“On the other hand it is likewise absurd to despise every insight and
judgment. The man who is thus disposed will not be able to learn
nor to be corrected.”

1 See J. Hehn, Siebenzahl u. Sabbat bei den Babyloniern u. im A.T. (Leipz. Sem.
Studien II, 5, 1907); also J. Hehn, Zur Bedeutung der Siebenzahl in: Festschrift
fiir K. Marti (= Beihefte zur Zeitschr. alttest. Wissenschaft 41, 1925) p. 128ff.;
Fr. Heiler, Evscheinungsformen u. Wesen der Religion (= Die Religionen der
Menschheit I), Stuttgart 1961, p. 167 ff.

# R. Joly makes this remark in his commentary on II. Swxitng (Recherches sur le
traité ps.-hippocr. Du végime p. 50) with regard to the microcosm-macrocosm
idea in II. £B3. and several other Hippocratic treatises.

3T 25d.
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Truly this is not the only place where saws and thoughts attributed
to Pythagoras remind us of Socrates in Plato’s dialogues. As an
instance may be cited the Socrates of the Crifo who mentions among
the precepts that he has given others throughout his life and that
still hold true for him the one “not to heed the judgment of the masses,
but only the judgment of the expert.” And again, we may take So-
crates in the Protagoras and in the Gorgias trusting only the expert,
while vigorously opposing the sophists who pretend to be able to speak
‘well” about any subject. This similarity should not induce us to
invert the sequence and to suppose that ‘apparently’ Socrates (or
Plato) was the earlier and that what we read in Iamblichus is nothing
but the ‘projection’ of a later period. We should learn in more than
one respect that expressions and notions which we first encounter
in Plato are in fact of early Pythagorean origin. Anyhow, why should
not inner independence from ‘the many’ and trust in ‘the few’ who
have knowledge have been a Pythagorean principle before it became
a Socratic one? That is no reason to call Pythagoras an ‘aristocratic
leader’ any more than Socrates was an aristocratic leader in this sense.

Among Pythagoras’ symbolic precepts Porphyry (V.P. 42) mentions
the one “not to walk on highways”: td¢ e Acwebpoug un Padilew.
He explains: “Thus he tried to keep his hearers from following the
opinions of the masses.”

Hence arise, too, the warnings against guiotipia and puiodofia!, and
the severe test to which, according to the tradition, Pythagoras
subjected prospective members of the Pythagorean Society?. Porphyry
who says he is following Diogenes here (in this case probably Antonius
Diogenes?®) adds to the first warning: ‘and to avoid intercourse with
the masses’. This piece of advice —later found e.g. in Seneca’s Letters
to Luctliust — fits in well with the Pythagoreans’ withdrawn style of
life. They practised a kind of ‘apartness’ with respect to the majority
of the citizens in whose midst they lived. Compare the description of
the Pythagorean day in Iambl. V.P. 96-100%, and the ‘apartness’ with
which the political club of Three Hundred is reproached in Iambl.
254, the end®.

! Porph., V.P. 32. 2 Jambl., V.P. 72.

3 The author of the romantic story ta& Snép @obinv &mista. Porphyry has used
this work elsewhere in his V.P. as well. Cf. E. Rohde, Der griech. Roman, p.
254 1f.

¢+ Ep. VII. 5 I'nfra, p. 185 {f. $ Infra, p. 189 ff.
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4. The moral philosophy of the Pythagoreans: the precepts

Immediately following his treatment of the four periods of life
Tamblichus has a passage on the main tendency of the Pythagoreans’
moral philosophy. V.P.2041:

On the whole, they said, the Pythagoreans advised those they
met as well as those who came to live with them to guard
against pleasure as much as anything one needs to guard
against. For nothing causes us to fall as easily or throws us as
deeply into sin as that emotion. On the whole, it seems?, they
aimed at never doing anything for the sake of pleasure — for
that goal was dishonourable and, most of the time, harmful,
but chiefly they tried to do whatever was to be done with a
view to the good and the honourable, and only in second place
with a view to the useful and advantageous, for which no
common measure of good judgment was needed.

One may compare the speech of Archytas which according to Cicero?
the young (‘adulescens’) Cato heard at Tarentum as repeated by his
host Nearchus.

Nullam capitaliorem pestem quam voluptatem corporis ho-
minibus dicebat a natura datam, cuius voluptatis avidae libi-
dines temere et ecfrenate ad potiendum incitarentur. Hinc
patriae proditiones, hinc rerum publicarum eversiones, hinc
cum hostibus clandestina colloquia nasci; nullum denique
scelus, nullum malum facinus esse, ad quod suscipiendum non
libido voluptatis inpelleret; stupra vero et adulteria et omne
tale flagitium nullis excitare inlecebris nisi voluptatis. Cumque
homini sive natura sive quis deus nihil mente praestabilius
dedisset, huic divino muneri ac dono nihil tam esse inimicum
quam voluptatem. Nec enim libidine dominante temperantiae
locum esse neque omnino in voluptatis regno virtutem posse
consistere.

Cicero may have given this thought its elegant Latin form, but we
have no reason to doubt that Archytas spoke in this sense — not, to
be sure, as part of his school teaching but in a wider circle — and that

1T 27a.

? This is another instance of dé¢ #otxe = ut aiunt (above, p. 162).
3 Cato maior 12, 39-41. T 27c.
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the memory of this speech and of similar ones was still alive at Taren-
tum during the third century?®.

Lysis’ letter (Iambl. V.P. 77-78) calls éxpaocia and micovebia the
mother of all vices?.

All these sources indicate that Pythagoras regarded tpug# as the
greatest evil both in man’s personal life and in the community. For
that reason the first great lesson that children should be taught from
the very start, and that should be carefully kept up throughout the
period of adolescence, is the control of one’s desires. It is by no means
only in the speech to the young men of Croton (Iambl. V.P. 41-42)
that we hear of this: Pompeius Trogus says that the fight against
luxuria is Pythagoras’ really great contribution® and Diodorus, X 5,
tells a remarkable story about it. By way of training in éyxpdree,
he says, the Pythagoreans did the following: they had a delicious
meal served up, a real feast, and looked at this for a considerable
period of time. After thus having aroused their desires, they had the
tables removed and left immediately without having tasted anything
of the meal?.

And again in X 7: “He (Pythagoras) used to advise people to strive
for simplicity, for luxury® and wealth® spoil men and their bodies.
Most diseases are caused by indigestion and this very condition is
caused by extravagance®. He persuaded many to live on raw vegetables
and to drink water all their lives in order to attain the truly good”.

Compare the diet mentioned Diog. Laert. VIII 19: honey, honey-
comb or bread, no wine in the daytime?, and by way of &lov mostly
cooked or raw lettuce, rarely seafood. See also Porphyry, V.P. 34,
where the same regime is mentioneds.

1 Diels-Kranz, VS 47 A 9 mention this passage among the apocrypha and regard
it as a fiction with ‘Anklinge an’ Aristotle, £.N. VII 12, These reminiscences
consist of nothing but the fact that in the passage mentioned we find a treatment
of #dov. The negative attitude of Diels-Kranz with respect to the Archytas-
tradition probably still derives from the deep-rooted German school dogma
which denies any social-political activity on the part of Pythagoras. Their
inability to explain someone like Archytas is quite consistent with this premiss.
2T 27hb.

3 Justinus XX 4.2; 5-7,and 10. Compare Iambl. V.P.171 (vpuef;, 5Bpets, 8Aedpog) and
223, the end. Stob., Flor. 43, 49 has the sequence Ttpbey, xépog, HBpie, Eredpos. T 29.
¢ T 28. Cf. Tambl. V.P. 187. The method is referred to in 225/6.

& mwoluTtéheto. 8 odolo.

7 ue®’fHuépav apparently means ‘in the daytime’, not ‘in the evening’, for at
dinner they did have some wine. Cf. Iambl., V.P. 98; infra, p. 186, n. 3.

© 8T 30.
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This continuous advocacy of temperance and sobriety was rooted
in Pythagoras’ view of the laws of the universe: measure and harmony.
That is why we find evenness and balance for the soul and its emotions
as well as for the body recommended in all sources.

Porphyry, V.P. 35:

For that reason, too, he maintained his own body in a carefully
weighed disposition as it were, not healthy at one time and then
again ill, nor sometimes fat and at other times thin; and
through his outward appearance his soul showed always the
same character, for he became neither more relaxed through
pleasure nor more depressed through distress, and he never
showed his joy or grief: no one ever saw him laughing or weep-
ingt.

Diog. Laert. VIII 19-20:
He was never known to have diarrhea or sexual intercourse
or to be drunk. He refrained from laughing out loud and from
pleasantry in the form of jokes and vile talk. Nor did he punish
either slave or freeman while in anger?2.

Ibid. 23 (Precepts):

Take care not to laugh continually and not to look sullen.
Avoid becoming fat2.

Iambl. V.P. 196:
They watched out that their bodies always remained the
same girth and were not now thin and then again fat; for in
their opinion this was an indication of irregular living. In the
same way they took care also with respect to their moods so
as not to be now full of joy and then depressed again, but always
even tempered and in a mild joy. And they fought against
anger, dejectedness and disturbance of their equanimity®. It
was one of their precepts that nothing ought to be unexpected

1T 3la. Cf. Iambl. V.P. 226: olxtwv 8¢ xal daxpbev xal wdvrev TéHY TotodTwmv
elpyeadan vods dvdpag dxeivoug act (from Aristoxenus). The same in 234, init.,
and Porph. V.P. 59.

2T 31b.

® The battle against d9upioar and Snywol also in Tambl. V.P. 111 and Porph. V.P.
42. Cf.Tambl. V.P. 224, where music is mentioned as a therapy for this and other
emotions: Av 8¢ Twe uély wap’ adrols weds TE Yuyfic mddy menotnuéva, Tpdg Te
aBupleg xad Snypods, & 3 Bondntucdrata Entvevéyro, xol TEAY b érepa wpbeg Te TAG
bpyde nol mEdg Todg Supode.
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to people of sense, but that one should be prepared for all
matters that lay outside one’s power. And if it ever happened
to them that they became angry or sad or something of that
kind, they left the company of others and tried in solitude to
conquer and heal that emotion®.

Then follows the passage about not punishing in anger and as an
illustration the story of Archytas and the lazy slaves.

Moderation with respect to aphrodisia is mentioned several times.
Diodorus X 9, 3-4 has this tosay:

With regard to aphrodisia, too, Pythagoras gave wholesome
precepts. He advised people to abstain from sexual intercourse
during summer and not to practise it except with great moder-
ation during the winter. For on the whole he regarded the
aphrodisia as harmful and he felt addiction was a cause of
weakness and total collapse.

When; Pythagoras was asked when one should practise
sexual intercourse he said: when you wish to lose your self-
control?.

This tradition probably derives from Timaeus. We also possess Aristo-
xenus’ evidence. As often happens, he is quoted by name in a passage
of Stobaeus which also, but without the mention of a name, occurs in
Iambl., V.P3. The school doctrine is being treated here, but in such
a form that an old tradition is clearly intended.

On procreation they taught, it was said, the following?. On
the whole they thought one ought to guard against the so-called
precocious, for neither in plants nor in animals do the precocious
specimens carry good fruits, but some time should pass before
fruit-bearing, so that seeds and fruits may grow from strong
and fully grown bodies. Therefore one should bring up boys

1T 31c. The same also in Iambl. V.P. 224-225 (from Aristoxenus).

2T 32a.

3 Stob., Ecl. IV 37, 4 (p. 878, 15ff. W.-H.) = Aristox. fr. 39 Wehrli. T 32b.
Iambl. V.P. 209-210.

The entire passage IL. yewfioews, 209-213, may be found in almost identical
form in Ocellus Lucanus, De universi natura IV 9-14 (p. 23-25 Harder). Infra,

p-2361., T 32cd.
1 148 Ayew adTodg Epacay, i.e. the Pythagoreans who, for Aristoxenus, belonged

to the older generation.
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and girls with bodily labour, body exercises and proper training,
giving food that is fitting for a labour-loving, modest and
hardened life. Many things in human life are of a kind that it
is better to learn them late, and to those belongs sexual practise.
A boy then ought to be brought up in such a way that he does
not seek this type of intercourse before he is twenty years of age.
Having come to that point he should rarely practise it. And
this will come to pass, when a good inner disposition (edekin)
is regarded as valuable and beautiful. For intemperance and

a good inner disposition definitely do not occur together in one
and the same person,

A few lines further on we read this important statement:

Those men, it seems?, held the opinion that one should entirely
exclude unnatural? and lascivious? intercourse and of natural
and restrained intercourse retain only those instances which

are aimed at producing children in a restrained and lawful
manner.

The same thing is said with great emphasis in Ocellus’ passage Ilept
Yewnsewg:

First of all we ought to grasp the fact that we go to a woman
not for pleasure but to beget children; for the VEery pOwers
and organs and desire for sexual union were given to men by
the divinity not for pleasure but so as to guarantee forever the
continued existence of the racet.

And a few lines further on:

For those who have sexual intercourse with no thought of

begetting children will sin against the most valuable institutions
of the communitys.

This severe code later returns in Musonius Rufus and Plotinuss.

1 6 Bouxey, ‘as it is said’. Another instance of the usage noted above (p.162n.1).
2 Both of incest and of homosexuality.

% of adultery.

* Ocellus Lucanus, De universi natura IV 1-2 (Harder p. 21 £.): T 32c¢.
5Ib.IV4:T32d. Cf. above, VI3, p. 111 n, 3.

¢ Musonius fr. XII; Plot., Enn. III 5, 1. 50 ff. What is condemned as going

against the natural laws is ui€ic not intended for procreation. Cf. infra, ch. X
P. 237, withn. 3.

180

THE PRECEPTS

With regard to edefiow one should remember what we found in
treating guiiz. The Pythagoreans spoke of a @i between soul and
body and between the rational within us and the irrational. Bringing
about this inner harmony which was also called a ‘pacification’ of the
opposite forces within us was, they felt, the peculiar task of philosophy
and of the intellect’s proper function of contemplation®. In this sense
one may say, as Delatte remarked with a fine insight in the Pytha-
gorean view of life?, that for them the Sewpia tol odpavod had the same
meaning as the contemplation of the Forms had for Plato. Here,
then, we have at the same time the close kinship and the immense
difference between Plato and the Pythagoreans. We shall have to say
something on this subject in the proper place.

One of the main commandments of Pythagorean moral doctrine,
next to temperance and sobriety, was to speak the truth and to keep
one’s word, with which the precept to take few oaths? is connected.
Diog. Laert. VIII 22 says simply:

“Do not swear by the gods; one should strive to be trustworthy
(even without an oath)”.

Porphyry mentions speaking the truth as the chief precept: “that
is the only thing that can liken men to the gods”4.

The line of measure and sobriety is drawn through to the religious
rites; repeatedly we find the precept not to offer expensive sacrifices.
Diodorus® adds that sacrificing ought to be done in clean and
shining clothes, physically and mentally pure. Pythagoras’ rejection
of bloody sacrifices, known from Timaeus fr. 798, is connected with his
vegetarianism. Its background doubtless is the motif of respect for life:
we find this expressed in Diogenes Laert. VIII 23, in the precept not
to harm any plant or animal that is harmless to man?. Cf. Iambl. V.P.
186: to kill living beings is &vop.ov xed mapa pboty, to kill a man is mohd
UEANOY ddeptTdrTepoy.

1Tambl. V.P. 69 and 229 (from Aristoxenus): xal xa®bélov Yuyiis npds cdpa
Aoyiol Te mpde T& Tob dAbyou Stk guosopiag xal THe xatd TadTyy Sewplas. T 12a.
2 Litt., p. 76 1.

3 Diod. X 9.1 and 2; Iambl. V.P. 47; see also 144. T 33.

1 Porph. V.P. 41: pdicta 8 dandedeav Tobro yap wdvov SdvasSor todg dvdpdmoug
wotelv Jed mapaminciove.

5 X9, 6; cf. Porph. V.P. 36; Iambl. V.P. 54. T 34.

8 — Censorinus, De die natali 2; also in Diog. Laert. VIII 13 and 22; Iambl.
V.P. 25 and 35; cf. Macrob., Sat. II1 6.

7 The same in Iambl., V.P. 99, in the mapayyéipata, spoken by the eldest after
the evening meal. T 35.
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Doubtless the precept simply to pray for the good, without further
specification, is likewise early Pythagorean. We find it in Diodorus X
9, 7-8 and in Diog. Laert. VIIT 9*. Diodorus mentions the Pythagorean
statement that people of sense should pray for the good on behalf of
the unwise, which reminds us of the anonymous poet’s prayer quoted
by Socrates in ps. Plato, Alcib. Mai.2:

Zeb Baowred, o pév Eo9d xal edyopévorg xal dvedurorc
b4 4 A
dppe 3tdov, Ta 88 Sevd ol edyouévore dmarétery.

Delatte? detected a trace here of the ‘Tepdg Adyog, which, though not
_written by Pythagoras himself, was in his opinion composed in his
immediate circle or one generation after him. The prayer of the Alcib.
Mas. is Pythagorean according to a late author, Orion, Anthol. V 17.
Cf. also Anth. Palat. X 108. There the lines have a slightly different
form, which proves that the author does not quote the Alcibiades.
This Pythagorean prayer in the Alcib. Mai. — which, though probably
not written by Plato himself¢, doubtless originated in his school and is
hardly later — indicates that the fourth century Academy possessed a
collection of Pythagorean texts. So apparently did the Stoa; Chrysip-
pus® quotes this Pythagorean line: ’

A ’ b 7
Pvesoer 8’ dvdpdmous addaipeta Thunat Exovrac.

These fragments allow us a glance at the ancient Pythagorean doctrine
that one ought to submit to the divine will. This we find in Tambl

V.P. 145, who refers to Androcydes’ treatise on the Pythagoreaﬁ
s?lmbolae. He is probably identical with Androcydes, personal physi-
cian of Alexander the Great, who is mentioned in Pliny?. The fact that
he is repeatedly mentioned together with Aristoxenus, Hippobotus
and Neanthes, suggests that he was a Pythagorean, though not (as

1T 36. ? 143a.
3 Litt. p. 24 ff.
* I regard E. de Strycker’ i i
. . ycker's arguments against the authenticity of this di
in Les Etudes Classiques 1942, as still valid. Y o this dialogue,
5 In Gellius, N.4. VII 2,12, The line i
lus, N.4. ,12. occurs in the Xpuvcd #ny, 54. A i

Delatte it belongs to the ‘Iepdg Aévyoc. P eording to
¢ T 37a.
7 e

Pliny, N.H. 58, says that Androcydes warned Alexander against excessive

use of wine. A i i ; .
of i ccording to Pliny XVII 240 he advised cabbage against the effects
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Corssen rightly remarks) one of the strictest observers!. Iamblichus
(L.c.) quotes him for the following story.

Thymaridas of Tarentum, a Pythagorean, once set out upon a
journey. He was seen off by his friends. When he had boarded the
ship they gave him their best wishes, one of them in this form: “May
the gods grant you every desire, Thymaridas!”. But Thymaridas
rejected this with an indignant edpfuer and emended it to: “May I
desire everything the gods grant”.

Cf. Iambl. V.P. 1372:

All their decisions with regard to actions to be performed and
to be avoided are directed towards agreement with the Divine:
this is the first principle and their entire life is directed to
following God3. The meaning of this philosophy is that man
acts in a ridiculous fashion when seeking the good elsewhere
than with the gods: just as if a man in a country ruled by a king
were to honour one of the citizens as a governor neglecting the
ruler of the country as a whole. This is how they think that
people in fact behave.

Stob., Ecl. 11 7, 36% attributes to Pythagoras the exhortation: “Ewou
9e&, which is quoted elsewhere too, e.g. in Plutarch and Boethius.
We cannot say with certainty whether Pythagoras said it in this form.
But there is no doubt that the doctrine of divine providence and
omnipotence belonged to the ancient Pythagorean tradition. Aristo-
xenus emphasized the need for a stern guidance in the following

passage’.

(Tambl. V.P. 174) To think about the Divine being as existing
and watching men and taking care of them - on their master’s

1 Androcydes, the author of a treatise on the Pythagorean symbola is mentioned
in Clement of Alexandria, Strom. VII 672, in Nicomachus, Arithm. p. 70 Ast,
and in Iambl., apart from our passage, Theol. avithm. p. 40 Ast. Zeller III 24,
p. 118 without further ado places the work among the apocrypha of the first
cent. B.C. After him C. Holk maintained that the treatise was spurious in his
Kiel dissertation De acusmatis sive symbolis Pythagovicis, 1894, p. 40ff. P.
Corssen’s Die Schvift des Avzies Androkydes Tlept TTuBayopwdv oupférey is im-
portant. He argues from the texts preserved in Pliny that Alexander’s physician
was a Pythagorean, albeit of somewhat free opinions, and that there is no
reason to deny that he should have written a treatise on the Pythagorean

symbola.
2 = 86-87. T 37b. 3 7o dxohovdelv TH ded. ¢ Wachsm. p. 49 line 16.

5 Aristox. fr. 33 Wehrli (from the Pyth. Apophth.). T 38.

183




THE TESTIMONY OF HISTORIANS (3)

authority the Pythagoreans held this to be a useful principle,
For we need guidance of a kind that we dare not resist in any
way; such in fact is the guidance of the Divine being. For
if the Divine being is such, it is worthy of ruling the universe.
For they rightly said that living beings are by nature insolent.
They have a variety of impulses and desires and other emotions,
Therefore they are in need of a supervising authority of a kind
which engenders control and order.

We find here the same peculiar expression xeNouoy eivar which also
appeared in the exhortations of the first speech. Itis certainly not to be
thought that Pythagoras should have preached faith in God from mere
utilitarian considerations. He certainly did see that man needs strict
guidance; but he must have been equally convinced that such care and
gu.idance by a Divine being did in fact exist. There are two sides to
th1§ matter: (1) divine omnipotence and goodness, (2) human incli-
nation towards unruliness. From the latter derives the principle that
o’cvapx?oc. is the greatest evil for man (Iambl. V.P. 175') and that it is
the citizen’s duty to support the law and to combat lawlessness?, —
from the former follows the gods’ care for mankind. ,
.Since Pythagoras believed in the omnipotence and goodness of the
divine, faith in signs and miracles was for him and his followers a
matter of course and a religious duty. “That is why they seriousl
51511(.1}7 d%'vination”, Tambl. continues his exposition in V. P. 138; “for onlg
divination interprets the gods’ thoughts (with regard to mankind)”3
Pyth‘agoras, then, feels it is man’s primary duty to honour the gods'
A<,:cord1ng to Iambl. V.P. 149, he himself did this ‘by reverent silence;
(sdpnuia). He called the gods and honoured them on all occasions:
:’:lt meals he poured libations and he exhorted his followers to magnif .
the higher powers’ with hymns (Suveiv rode wpelrTovac)l. g
The sequence gods — demons - heroes — parents, benefactors which
we meF at the beginning of the first speech (Iambl. V.P. 37) also
occursin Diog. Laert. VIII 23, Porph. V.P. 38 and in Tambl. V.P.100%
Most probably it derives from ancient popular wisdom. . .

1= Stob. Ecl. IV 1 (p . . .
» > . 5, 3 ff. W ach .
49 1 f sSm ), ArlS tox. fI. 35W » cf Ianlbl »

2 véue Bondeiv, qvoui 1 i

A X ule mworeueiv. Aristoxenus apud Iambl.,, V.P. 10 ;
cf. 176, Diog. Laert. VIII 23. T 39. ’ , (100 and 223,
3T 40. 1T 41,

ST 42. Cf. Plato, Republic 11I 392a, TV i i
. , , 427b and in particular L
In Iambl. V.P. cf. also 144 and 175, P rhaws IV 713 ab.
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The precept that one should die in reverent silence doubtless belongs
to the ancient Pythagorean tradition as well. In Plato it is found at the
end of the Phaedo!. This is the place to recall Socrates’ last commission
for Crito: “Do not forget to sacrifice a cock to Asclepius”. What
meaning could these words have other than that to Socrates death was
a kind of cure, viz. the entrance into a life that was somehow more
natural and healthy? Modern scholars, it is true, have in a somewhat
authoritarian manner tried to exonerate Socrates from having conceiv-
ed this, according to them, silly thought®. But it is entirely consistent
with the tenor of Socrates’ thoughts in the Phaedo where the body is
felt to be a hindrance for the soul and where a philosopher’s life is
called an exercise in dying®. These thoughts are undoubtedly connect-
ed with Orphic-Pythagorean ideas about life after death.

In this context the beginning of Iambl., V.P. 257 is interesting.
“Pythagoras also prescribed the avoidance of speaking evil about any-
thing or anyone at the last moment of our lives, but favoured just as at
the beginning of a sea voyage eliciting a good omen by means of pious
words or reverent silence?, as one did before crossing the Adriatic sea”?.

For a complete picture of Pythagorean education, we should reread
Tamblichus’ chapters on the Pythagorean day. The description occurs
in V.P. 96-100 and is introduced as a definite sequence of érmirydedpore
prescribed by Pythagoras for those who lived under his guidance:
ol o1’ adrol 63nyoduevor, viz. the members of the School®. This intro-
duction may be due to Iamblichus himself, while the description of the
¢rmurndedpara is probably of Aristoxenus. Yet it is quite possible that
the essential of the account goes back to Pythagoras’ own institution.
I paraphrase the contents of these chapters.

They started the day with a morning walk, alone and to a quiet
spot, preferably with a sanctuary or a sacred grove. For they
thought that one should not go amongst people before inward
preparation.

After the morning walk there was a meeting in a temple or a

1117e.

2 E.g. Wilamowitz, Platon II, pp. 57f.: “Das Leben ist keine Krankheit, und
Asklepios heilt kein Ubel der Seele”. Similarly R. Hackforth, Plato’s Phaedo,
Cambridge 1955, p. 190.

3 Phaed. 64a-68c; 80e-8la. 4 et tHg sdonuiag.

5T 43. ST 44.
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hall suitable for such gatherings!. Apparently some teaching
was done here - a kind of sermon, one might say, since a temple
was chosen by preference and the teaching was not purely
theoretical but had a moral intent as well: Iamblichus speaks
of ‘teaching and learning and improving character’2,

After that came sports: running, wrestling, discus throwing
boxing - whichever was a suitable exercise for each person’;
physical constitution. Then followed a light meal — breakfast
(épromov) — consisting of bread and honey or honey in the comb;
no wine was used during the day?. ’

The hours after breakfast were used for matters of state and
govc‘ernment‘l, problems of foreign politics and relations with
foreigners. All that had to be taken care of in the afternoon.

In. the evening they took another walk, not alone this time
but in groups of two or three, speaking about serious mattersj
It was called an exercise in xaA& émmndedyaral.

After the evening walk they took a bath and then assembled
.for the communal meal. Libations and offerings of perfume or
incense opened the ceremonial session. The meal itself had to
end before sunset. Here one used wine, barley and wheat bread
s‘o‘mething corresponding to the word &Jov (which was rareb;
fish, as we know from other sources, possibly figs or olives)
and lettuce, boiled or raw. Meat of sacrificial animals is mention-
ed‘here likewise, although we know that Pythagoras himself
objected to bloody sacrifices and lived as a vegetarian, or at

least rarely used the meat of sacrificess. ,

.1 In the earliest generation of Pythagoreans the morning meetings took place
in the large hall built by themselves for this purpose. It was called the 6;1.0:5)5?0\;
(Iar.nbl. V.P. 30). We hear about it, for instance, in the remarkable storv of
2L}r71515, and Euryphamus (Tambl., V.P. 185). Y
. “Ep(:;;;ifoc?;gjo;i u]o;ui:)mf{)g:mi x‘a’i TPOS TV TV ABEY EravépSwoty. .
ol ‘ g .er - _III. 19. Cf. above, p. 177 n. 7. Obviously
have oot 1@ Ie;an aftfzr day-tlmfe , Le. in the evening. For at dinner they did
v o ™ e, as will be seen in the next chapter. But since fjuépa was often
o eginning of the c.lay or daybreak, the Greek could use the expression
'1s ound here. In Classical authors it is sometimes used as the opposite of
:UMTO? (f:.g. Hdt. 1I 150) or of vixtwp (e.g. Demosth. 24, 113)
: Fept TAG rro)\v.‘r,t.xo‘tg olxovoutac wateyivovro.

. olc)vautuvncxousvoug e padfuate xal Eyyouvalopévous tolc xarols Emirndeduact.
! orph., VP 34: omavieg 8¢ xplac iepetwv duolpwy xai tolto 008 2k mavtd
u€pous. Aristoxenus gives a rationalistic interpretation (fr. 7 W.) when sa inG
that Pythagoras allowed all Euduye to be eaten, except a plough-ox and a r};tmg
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After the meal, another libation took place, followed by a
reading. It was the custom that the youngest member recited
and that the oldest member gave directions as to what was to be
read and in what manner. Before departure, more wine was
poured for libation, after which the oldest member pronounced
‘exhortations’l: do not damage or destroy cultivated plants
that bear fruit ; think with reverence of gods, demons and heroes,
of parentsand benefactors ; support the laws, oppose lawlessness.

When this had been said, they all went home. —

Tamblichus adds some remarks on the clothing customarily worn by
the Pythagoreans. This was white, as were their bedclothes. Linen
sheets and bedcovers were preferred to the (sheep) skins often used
by the ancient Greeks?. Hunting was forbidden.

‘Such advice’, Iamblichus says in conclusion, ‘was given daily to
these men as (spiritual) nurture, in order to give their lives an upward
direction’s.

Modern authors are accustomed to speak of the Pythagorean
Brotherhood as a kind of religious Order, thus creating the impression
that the members, at any rate in Croton, lived together in something
like a monastery. This impression is incorrect. The following are the
points that may be retained from our text:

(1) Pythagoras did give a ‘rule’ to the members of his Society;

(2) According to this rule, the day’s business was regulated in a
fixed order including a gathering in the morning and a communal
meal in the evening. But they did not live together. Doubtless that
was impractical because of the large number of Society members.

In our passage Iamblichus does not speak of the daily examination
of one’s conscience known from the Xpusa érv. Porphyry? however,
has this to say:

“He strongly advised them to give particular care to two
important moments’ of the day: the moment before retiring,
and the moment of rising. For it was fitting at each of these

1 wopAyyYerhe.
? Diogenes Laertius VII 19, likewise mentions the white, clean clothes and

the white srpduata. But he adds: “of wool, for linen had not yet reached those
parts”. This sounds like an emendation of Aristoxenus. Apparently Diogenes’
source (Timaeus) differs from a tradition current at that time.

3 elg e Tpophy xal Thy Tob Blov dvaywynv.

4 V. P.40; T 45. 5 800 xatpols.
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moments to enquire what had been done and what lay ahead
of them, giving themselves an account of the past and medi-
tating on the future. Before retiring they were each for himself
to recite these lines:

“Do not admit sleep to thy soit eyes

before thrice enquiring into the works of the day:
Wherein have I transgressed? What have I accomplished?
What duty was neglected by me?”1

And before rising they were to recite the following lines:

“Having woken from sweet sleep thou shalt first
review all works to be accomplished during the day.”

The lines themselves may be of later date, but it is by no means im-
probable that the self-assessment before retiring and the individual
medj’Fation in the morning derive from a precept of the Master. The
morning sermon in communal session, the exercising, the adminis-
trative activities in the afternoon, the evening walk in small groups
and the common meal to conclude the day may well be of old standing.
The ‘spiritual reading’ and the ‘commandments’ at the end are curious.
Festugiére has called this reading ‘le trait le plus monastique de la
journée pythagoricienne’, though certainly not a primitive trait. We
shou.1<.1 remember however that selections from Homer and Hesiod
t.radltlonally belonged to Pythagorean education. When did the an-
cient Greeks start to read? Was it perhaps towards the end of the sixth

ce.ntury? In the Pythagorean circle all this most probably started
with a short recitation.

In the Rrevious pages we have not touched on Pythagoras’ methods
of selection in admitting aspiring members to the Society. This is
not to say that the selection had no pedagogical meaning. For the
methods were based on the same principles that appeared in the pages
above: reverence for older people, control of emotions and desires
trustworthiness were characteristics for which ‘postulants’ were testeci
severely2. Tamblichus adds the requirements of true thirst for learning
flnd contempt of glory. The heavy test of a five year period of silence
imposed after the first three probationary years and after which oné

! The three questions are reported in Diog. Laert. VIII 22.
? Iambl., V.P. 71 f.; T 46.
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was finally admitted to the circle of disciples in the narrower sense
(¢cwrepixol), is well known. My intention is to concentrate on ‘ne-
glected’ evidence.

A question poses itself with regard to the daily programme. Did
all members of the Society take part in the business of government?
I shall discuss this question in the next section.

5. In how far were the ancient Pythagoreans active in politics? -
The character of the Crotonian Confederation

We read in the programme of activities that the hours after breakfast
were set aside for the business of government!. Are we to suppose that
all members of the S.P. as such took part in this work? This does
not seem to have been the case. We read in Iamblichus?® that during
the five year period of silence, the candidate’s personal possessions
were transferred to the community: “They were given to the members
appointed for this purpose® who were called moliruxot. They also acted
as ‘managers and legislators®. From this text one may conclude that
not all members were woAutuxol.

In Diog. Laert. VIII 3, we read that Pythagoras after his arrival at
Croton legislated for the population® and, with his pupils, came to be
regarded very highly: “being nearly three hundred in number, they
governed the state excellently, so that its constitution was in effect a
true aristocracy”.

This text suggests that the Society in total consisted of almost
three hundred men who actually ruled the state.

Justin® who uses the same source as Diogenes speaks of a sodalictum
of 300 young men who formed a secret society bound by an oath and
lived apart from the other citizens. These ‘drew the state to themselves’
[civitatem in se converterunt], which then wanted to burn them when
they had gathered in one house.

This refers to the situation at about the middle of the fourth century
and the catastrophe that took place at that time. Iamblichus speaks
of it V.P. 254, mentioning Apollonius of Tyana as his source. Here it
is said likewise that at a certain moment young men took over the
government and formed a large political club (éropeta): there were

1 montcal olxovoptar (Iambl. V.P. 97); T 44. 2V.P.72; T 47a.
3 yvdprpot, ‘comrades’, if one wishes.
4 ol olxovouixol Tiveg xal vopodetikol vreg.

8 XX 4, 14. T 47c.

5 volg ‘Trandtong; T 47D.
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‘more than 300’1, They were only a small section of the citizenry and
lived apart with customs and occupations different from those of the
large majority of citizens.

It should therefore not be supposed that the same situation obtained
in the days of Pythagoras. We know that in that period the Crotonian
Council comprised 1000 members. Doubtless Pythagoras exercised
strong influence on the political decisions of this Council during the
conflict with Sybaris, but this is not to say that the entire Council
consisted of Pythagoreans. Iamblichus’ account in the chapters 254 ff.
in which various threads are tangled (as Von Fritz has demonstrated)?
contradicts this opinion in at least one place. In Ch. 257, it appears
that there are opposing parties in the Council, opponents of the
Pythagoreans who speak in favour of democratic institutions, and
Pythagoreans who defend the mdrpioc mohirela. As to the total number
of members of the Society, according to different sources, this was at
least 6003,

From this evidence, we should, I think, conclude as follows.

1.. The situation of the Pythagorean Society with respect to political
gctlvities was not always the same. In the days of Pythagoras himself
it differed from the situation that seems to have existed towards the
middle of the fourth century.

2. During the sixth and at the beginning of the fifth century there
was 1o ‘Pythagorean Rule’ in the sense of a government directly
adrmm.stered by the Society as such, but it is true that the Pythago-
reans indirectly exercised great influence because members of the
Society acted in the bodies of government, both in Croton and else-
where. They also acted as legislators when invited to do so.

3. The incidents of the middle of the fourth century indicate a new
devglopment. A certain section of the S.P., called the ‘Three Hundred’
having formed a political club, takes over the administration of
Croton, a situation which leads to a catastrophe.

4. La’Fer on the original form of political involvement of the Pytha-
goreans is again in evidence, e.g. in the person of Archytas of Tarentum.

The S.P. obviously had its centre in Croton. But that the Crotonian
Confederation should ever have been a unified state governed from
Croton by a Pythagorean government is more than either the literary
or the archaeological evidence can prove. It is improbable on the

1T .47d. % Pythag. Politics, p. 56 if.
3 Diog. Laert. VII 15; cf. Iambl., V.P. 29 ff. T 48.
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ground of the distance separating the several places where the so
called alliance coins were found, as we argued in a previous chapter.

Von Fritz’ interpretation in this respect is by and large correct.
He tried to construe a coherent explanation of the entire history of
ancient Pythagoreanism: “Ancient tradition does not provide the
slightest evidence for the existence of anything like a real rule of the
Pythagoreans in any of the cities of Southern Italy at any time”l.
This is saying too much. There are texts which speak of such a rule in
so many words and of historical incidents in consequence.

Von Fritz has tried to defend his thesis by arguing that the Three
Hundred were not the Society as such, but merely a political club
within the Society?. However, it can hardly be denied that this section
of the S.P. acted as Pythagoreans, and that according to the descrip-
tions which derive from Timaeus it was the very fact of organised
political activity opposed to a rising democracy, that provoked strong
resistance.

One will have to admit that apparently there was a period of a
certain ‘Pythagorean Rule’, a direct administration by the political
section of the S.P. at Croton.

The notion that these texts should be evidence for a Crotonian
Empire under Pythagorean leadership existing in those days is in-
correct, if only because there is no evidence that such an empire ever
existed at all.

1 Pythag. Politics, p. 95. 2 Ib., Appendix C.
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CHAPTER VIII

PYTHAGORAS AND PLATO

1. Similaritics and differences

The Flose relationship between Plato and the Pythagoreans has
— entirely apart from the enquiry in the previous pages — long been
clear. The following points of contact might be mentioned.

(1) The doctrine of the soul and the hereafter (4pology, Crito and
Phaedo,; eschatological myths of the Gorgias and Republic X).

(2) The arrangement of soul and cosmos in the Timaeus.

(3) The microcosm-macrocosm idea in Phaedrus 270c.
. (4) The ~dEw principle in Gorgias 506 d, the principle of geometrical
identity (in Gorgias 508 a and in the Republic) ; the double petpnrind) in
the Politicus (284e-285c). Cf., too, the definition of health in Gorg
504b1. .

(5) Number, the beginning of all philosophy, can be known through
contemplation of the heavens (Timaeus 47a-c).

(6) IMépxc and &mewpov as first principles in the Philebus (24a-25D).

(7) The identification of "Ev and ’Aya®év in the & i
A
Harm. 11, p. 30 Meib.). ! e dypapo (Aristoxenus,

A few words by way of explanation:

. (1) It is no longer necessary to show that the eschatological mytl.s
in the Phaedo, the Gorgias and Republic X2 have an Orphic-Pythago-
rean background. The doctrines of the immortality of the soul, of the
reyvz'lrds and punishments after death, and of a periodic reincarnation
originate there. Certain details, such as the description of the spindle
of Ananke in the myth of Er3, show distinct Pythagorean traits. But

! Below, Ch. X, at the end.

2

. ;haedo. 107d, 113d-114c; Gorgias 523a-526d; Republic X 614b-621b.
epublic X 616¢c4-617d. Here we find the picture of a Siren sitting on each

of the heavenly spheres and intoning one musical note,
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these images are not only present in the myths. They form now and
again a visible background in the Apology and in the Crito; the Phaedo
is full of them. Later, in the tenth book of the Laws, Plato is highly
critical of certain popular excesses in purification and initiation prac-
tices, but the foundation of his faith in the soul’s immortality and in
Divine Providence is unshaken. This is far from being a new theme in
his late work; on the contrary, the conviction that is found in the
Socratic dialogues is still present. Plato has always regarded these
notions as supremely important in human life.

(2) The second point likewise needs little argumentation after the
work of Taylor, Cornford and Guthrie. That the World-Soul is divided
according to harmonic intervals! brings us back to Pythagorean theory.
That the circles of the planets are fitted into the framework of the
circles of the Same and the Different, which are the World-Soul’s
elements, is doubtless Plato’s adaptation. But again, that the planets
are the heavenly clock, the movements of which are the measure of
time, was a Pythagorean theory. In the description of the circles
of the planets we find once more the numbers 1, 2, 3,4, and 1, 3, 9, 27
used to denote the intervals between the seven unequal rings?: the
same proportions that were used in the division of the World-Soul.
Guthrie® was able to cite this passage by way of illustration of how the
Pythagoreans ‘ordered’ the universe according to numbers.

(3) In Phaedrus 270c, we find the notion that one cannot think
properly about the soul without thinking about the nature of the
Universe: Socrates is the spokesman. Phaedrus adds that according
to Hippocrates one cannot think about the body either without knowl-
edge of the nature of the Universe. This microcosm-macrocosm idea
in fact occurs repeatedly in the Hippocratic writings. Of these the
first treatise that must be considered is Ilepi é33opddwy, partly because
in its introduction a clear parallel is drawn between nature and man,
and partly because the formula ‘Iwmoxpdrng e xal 6 dandng Aéyoc
directly points at I1.£88. 124, One may find here indirectly or implicitly
the influence of Pythagorean thought which was permeated with the
microcosm-macrocosm notion. I1.&#3. has been regarded as a Pytha-

1 Timaeus 35b-36b. 2 36d: “The double and triple intervals”.

3 History 1, p. 214.

4 The Arabic translation of Galen’s commentary on II. &838. 12, contains ac-
cording to Roscher’s edition, p. 17, the following sentence: “Wie beschaffen
diese Dinge sind, lehrt die natiirliche Vernunit, welche alles, was der Natur
gemiss ist, umfasst”.

193




PYTHAGORAS AND PLATO

gorean treatise, as we have seen’, and although Roscher has, on good
grounds, defended an early date, there remains on important points a
close parallel between the images of the treatise and ancient Pytha-
gorean notions. The importance of the number 7 is one, the very
microcosm-macrocosm notion another. The Hippocratic treatises that
contain this notion have, no doubt, been influenced not only by the
introduction of I1.£B3. — taking for granted that this part of the treatise
dates back to the middle of the 6th century - but by Pythagorean
theories as well. Socrates certainly finds himself in a Pythagorean
climate of thought when he voices this notion in Phaedrus 270c.

(4) In the Gorgias (506d) virtue is derived from 7d%ic or xéopoc.
An ‘orderly life’ is given the epithet odgpwv; ‘the desires must not be
without curb’. For a man who tries to satisfy his desires without
restraint cannot be loved either by man or by the Divine: he is lasocial,
and where xowwvia is lacking, puia cannot exist. “And the wise men
say, Callicles, that heaven and earth, and gods and men are kept
together by xowowvia and ¢uMa, by orderliness, self-restraint and
justice; and, my friend, this is why they call the Universe cosmos, not
lack of order and restraint. But it seems to me that you don’t pay
any heed to these things though you are a clever man, and that it
has escaped your notice that geometrical equality has great power
both with the Gods and with men. Yet you are of the opinion that
one ought systematically to try and gain more than the others. The
reason is that you don’t pay attention to geometry”.

It- is clear that the Wise men referred to are the Pythagoreans.
Their cosmic and universal thought is used by Socrates-Plato as the
very basis of the doctrine of man’s social existence just as they had
always done themselves. Human virtue must be an imitation of cosmic
harmogy; the principle of order implies restraint of desires and there-
fOI‘e. u.mty, justice, inward peace and happiness. Thus the Pythagorean
ethic inspires Plato’s social ethic; we find its elaboration in the Republic
finally confirmed in the Laws.

The.principle of geometric equality, which not only occurs in this
Place in the Gorgias but is a leading principle in the Republic where
democracy is branded as the greatest injustice since it wishes to
apply an arithmetic equality?, may be found in Archytas, fr. 2.

(5) In the Phaedo, Plato recommends a prompt and radical turning

1 Above, p. 170 ff.

2 R ; . ; -

X Iepulbhc VIII 558c¢: Democracy is a #3¢ia mohtrefa xod dvapyog xal mouiiy
e 7 ’

looTnTe Tiva opolng Yootg te xal dvicorg Stavépovon.
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away from visible things in order to see the things invisible by means
of ‘the soul in itself’. With the simile of the cave in the Republic, he
says that education is to cause man to make a full turn, body and
soul, from the shadows to true Reality!, and he advises a ten year
training in the mathematical sciences to accustom ‘the soul’ (as it is
called) to the light, viz. to abstract thought. In astronomy, for example,
he was not concerned with an empirical contemplation of the stars;
he was concerned with the intelligible laws that determine their
course. Therefore he warns us not to stop at ‘seeing’, as the Pytha-
goreans were in his view too much inclined to do, but to rise, here too,
from the visible to the invisible. The attentive reader of the Platonic
dialogues is therefore somewhat surprised to find, in Timaeus 47a,
an eulogy of the sense of vision.

“Sight, then, in my judgment is the cause of the highest
benefits to us in that no word of our present discourse about the
universe could ever have been spoken, had we never seen stars,
Sun and sky. But as it is, the sight of day and night, of
months and revolving years, of equinox and solstice, has
caused the invention of number and bestowed on us the notion
of time and the study of the nature of the world; whence we
have derived all philosophy, than which no greater boon has
ever come or shall come to mortal man as a gift from heaven.”

Thus, eyesight is for man the cause of the greatest benefit. This, too,
is Plato. He continues:

“Let us speak of eyesight as the cause of the greatest benefit,
for these ends: the god invented and gave us vision in order
that we might observe the circuits of intelligence in heaven
and profit by them for the revolutions of our own thought,
which are akin to them, though ours be troubled and they are
unperturbed ; and that, by learning to know them and acquiring
the power to compute them rightly according to nature, we
might reproduce the perfectly unerring revolutions of the god
and reduce to settled order the wandering motions in ourselves.”
(Transl. Cornford)

It is Plato who calls us to imitate in thought and life the regularity
of the heavenly motions, but it is Pythagorean wisdom.

! Republic VII1 518b-d.
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(6) In the Philebus, we find the principles wépac and &meipov, the
dominating opposites of the ancient Pythagorean svorotyfal. Original-
ly neither unity-plurality nor even-odd — rmépoc and &meipov were
the wltima principia. How large a part they played in the philosophy
of Plato’s later years is hardly to be guessed at from the few relevant
pages in the Philebus. But we possess Hermodorus’ description in
Simplicius? and a parallel passage in Sextus Empiricus®. They provide
us with a clear picture of the importance of this doctrinet. One may
also compare Aristotle, Metaph. A 6, 987b 18 ff.

(7) From a few passages in Aristotle and a very clear passage in
Aristoxenus® we also know that in his late years Plato identified the
determining principle, that he called The One, with The Good, the
ultimate principle of the RepublicS.

One might perhaps be inclined to add the entire program of mathe-
matical studies for philosophers-to-be in the Republic. For were not
these four mathematical disciplines — arithmetic, geometry, musicology
and astronomy — of Pythagorean origin? No doubt they were studied
in Pythagoras’ school and, what is more, had they not been introduced
by him, as they were by Plato, for a ‘cathartic’ effect? Were not
mathematics studied in the school of Pythagoras as a kind of cleansing
of the soul and a contact with a higher, a divine reality?

It is true that these matters were studied in Pythagoras’ school,
but a sharp distinction is to be made, for here we are faced with the
fundamental difference between Pythagoras and Plato. To Pythagoras
number was the principle of a divine order in the Universe. The study
of number and its laws therefore was the immediate contemplation
of the divine Law by which everything is held together and to which
the objects of nature owe their being and their essence, and to which
man in his thought and life is likewise subjected. Basically, then,
this study occupies itself with sacred secrets. It is therefore a kind of
wnitiation, to which only those may be admitted who have been in-
wardly prepared. Hence the command of secrecy which it was a serious
offense to transgress.

! Aristotle, Metaph. A 5, 986a 15-29.

* Simplicius, Phys. 247 30-248 15 (see my Greek Phil. I, nr. 371a).

# Sextus Empiricus, M. X (= Against the physicists 11) 248-282 (in Greek Phil.
I, nr. 371b).

* Cf. my Problems concerning latev Platonism, in Mnemosyne 1949, pp. 197-216;
299-318.

® These passages may be found in my Greek Phil. I nr. 364.
$ VI 509b.
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In other words, to Pythagoras the study of mathematics was not a
preparation for the contemplation of a divine Reality, i was the
contemplation itself. It presupposed rather than effected a cleansing
of the soul. The contemplation of divine Law, which was the content
of the study of mathematics, was a direct contact with a divine
Reality: Divinity immanent in the cosmos.

It was different for Plato. He adopts the Pythagorean notion that
number is the principle of order in the cosmos and in life, but number
as such to him is not yet a 9ziov. It points at a purely intelligible
Number which is a ‘Form’ (z180¢) — no immanent principle of order
within the objects, but a transcendent Example. — This is the basic
difference between the Pythagorean doctrine of number and Plato’s
Theory of Forms. Plato’s philosophy is a metaphysic of the transcen-
dent, the Pythagorean philosophy is a metaphysic of immanent order.

In Plato, therefore, the mathematical program of studies has a
function different from that of Pythagoras. In Plato it is not contact
with divine Reality itself; it is a preparation, a training of the mind,
an exercise in abstract thought which by the very act of turning away
from that which is visible prepares the mind for the contemplation
of the Transcendent which is in reality the 9<tov.

I doubt whether Plato’s rejection of the empirical method in astron-
omy as found in Republic VII' is directed against the Pythagoreans,
as is held by some modern scholars. More probably Plato had the
atomists in mind, Anaxagoras, Democritus etc.2. If in fact Plato was
thinking of the Pythagoreans, this passage would be a striking il-
lustration of the distance between them in the very field of common
interest. But the Pythagoreans were no materialists and though they
hardly distinguished the mathematical principles from the objects,
doubtless there were others who studied astronomy in a more mate-
rialistic spirit.

So much for the well known points of agreement and more or less
clear influence on Plato. As a result of the preceding discussion we
have to add something that has not so far been noticed. It is no less
than the fact that Pythagoras appeared to be Plato’s example in an
essential and classical element of his philosophy, viz. the basic thought

1 528e-529c.

? That Plato in this passage was thinking of the sophist Hippias, as Adam
suggested in his Commentary on the Republic, seems to me an unfounded as-
sumption.
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that the divine ordeyr manifesting itself in the cosmos likewise establishes
the standard for Man and the social ovder,; from which he concludes that
the philosopher who has an insight into this ovder has been called to lead
huwman society. In Plato’s view a school of philosophers fulfilling its
natural function would educate politicians. This is what he wished
to realize in his Republic and later in his Laws. His Academy was in
fact a place where lawgivers were schooled. But this was not a new
concept: something which has seemed for a long time to be Plato’s
proprium was in fact long before him the proprium of Pythagoras.

Because of the German Dicaearchus-myth, scholars have been
insufficiently aware of this. Now that this myth has been refuted
however, the reality of the social and political Pythagoras will have
to be recognized. Nor was he a political Pythagoras who quite apart
from his philosophy (supposing he had a philosophy) also took part in
politics, but a philosopher Pythagoras whose thought because of a
metaphysical insight included social order. Having recognized this one
will have to accept that Plato followed Pythagoras in the essential
tendency of his philosophy, viz. that there is no salvation for mankind
unless the philosophers become kings or the kings become philosophers.

On this essential point, where there is a bond between the two
philosophers, their difference likewise manifests itself immediately:
both find the divine order in a certain sense present in the cosmos,
both find its foundation in number, and therefore it may be called
intelligible; but in Plato the cosmic order points bevond itself to a
transcendent Reality which is ‘behind’ or ‘above’ it. For Pythagoras
reality was immediately present in the mathematical number.

Nor should one be misled by the fact that Plato in the Laws gives as
proofs of the existence of the Divine (1) the fact that the soul is
superior to all bodily objects and as cause of motion is cause of the
process of coming-into-being, and (2) the fact that the orderly element
in the courses of the heavenly bodies presupposes a Nofis!.

Scholars have wanted to deduce from this that Plato in his old age
gave up the Theory of Transcendent Forms and replaced it by a
doctrine of souls that are gods®. This is a misapprehension. People
who believe this have not understood that Plato’s metaphysic of the
Transcendent is hierarchical in structure: above the Ideas stands as an
ultimate ground the Good, later (as we have seen) called the One,

1 Laws XII 966d-967a.

* Thus first Lutoslawsky in 1897. He has found several followers in recent
years.

198

SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES

and below the Tdeas — akin to them, but not on the same level — we
find the soul. The soul is able to live on a higher and on a lower level.
It may be closely bound up with the body even to the extent that it
can no longer view the pure voyra; but it can also place itself at a
distance from the body and seek that which is above and to which
it is more akin by nature. The soul which manages to rise this high is
called divine, even ‘god’ by Plato: only through philosophy, he says,
will the soul ‘come to the race of gods’t. The same is found in the myth
in the Phaedrus, where the perfect souls are gods. It is far from true
that this doctrine appears only in the older Plato. The notion that it
has replaced the doctrine of transcendent Ideas is the strange error
of those moderns who themselves do not know what to do with a
transcendental Order of three levels. By assigning an early date to
the Timaeus which contains too obvious a treatment of the Theory
of Ideas to be denied, they seek to give this dialogue a place im-
mediately after the Republic. But in Laws XII 965 be it appears that
those who have supervision in the state as depicted in The Laws must
be able “to look away from the many and unequal to the one Idea”.
Is this passage in the late works of Plato to that extent isolated?
Passing over the Timaeus, what are we to think of a passage such as
Philebus 59 a-c, where the opposition of ‘eternal Being’ and the world
of constant change and coming -to-be is again present, as much as e.g.
in Republic V 479a-480, and Timaeus 27 d 5-28a?

Finally, those who think that in the Laws the doctrine of a transcen-
dent and intelligible world has disappeared have not realized that this
great work was written not, as the Republic, for the education of
philosophers, but for leading and educating the great mass of men. It
is for them that Plato, in order to show the way to the Transcendent,
points out that the soul is of a higher order than all corporeal being,
and that the regular arrangement of heavenly motions presupposes an
ordering Mind. His own convictions concerning a transcendent Order
have not been radically changed, far from it; but for the non-philo-
sophers whom he addresses, this is the nearest approach to the feiov.

} Phaedo 82b10: Eig 8¢ ve 9edv yvévog uh) grhocophoavtt xol mavtehde xadxpd
dmibvtt o Héuig dpeveioDal.

® This was very well understood and explained by A. Dig¢s in his introduction
to the Budé edition of the Laws, p. XC ff.: Le palier moyen. Cf. also H. Gorge-
manns, Beitrige zuv Intevpretation von Platons Nomoi, Minchen 1960 (Zetemata
25). The author takes the view that the Laws were a more or less popular work
written for a wider circle.
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But all this is more or less a parenthesis aiming at a clear stand
over and against an incorrect modern interpretation which seems to
lose sight of the fact that Plato’s philosophy was, and remained to
the end, a metaphysic of the transcendent. In Pythagoras himself
one might say that the problem of transcendence versus immanence
was hardly raised, if at all. Up to a point this is so, but only up to a
point. It must be said that in his search for the final ground of being
he has stopped too soon. The mathematical number as such already
was the 9elov. And even after many centuries one finds this incli-
nation towards an immanent metaphysic in ‘Neo’-pythagorean texts.
We are then in a period when the wltima principia of the older Plato
have long been fused with the ancient Pythagorean wépug and &rmetpov,
Yet the Pythagorean retains the characteristic of immediate identi-
fication of mathematical number with the divine. From this climate
of thought — which was never Plato’s, not even in his late years -
arise such titles as @eohoyodueva dptdunrixiic and “Yuvoe eic aptIudy,
the identification of certain numbers with certain Olympic Godsl,
and lines of verse in which number is addressed as Supreme God,
Father of gods and men2?. The Neoplatonic commentators, such as
Proclus, Simplicius and Syrian hasten to explain that ‘the eidetic
number’ is meant?, but the strange thing is that nowhere in the

! There is a passage in Stobaeus, Ecl. I, p. 21 (Wachsmuth), which says that
Pythagoras when comparing the numbers with the Gods called the One Apollo,
the Two Artemis, the Six Gamos and Aphrodite, the Sever Kairos and Athena,
Eight Poseidon and Ten Panteleia. Delatte, Litt. pyth. p. 196, has ascribed this
passage to Moderatus, the two preceding passages being fragments of Moderatus
as well (fr. 1 and 2 in Mullach II p. 48). The author’s name is mentioned with
the first of the three passages only, but quite probably the other two quotations
are his too. Wachsmuth and Diels (Doxogr. p. 96) ascribed the last passage to
Plutarch, and in fact Plutarch makes a similar remark in De Iside et Osivide
10 (p. 354 F): Aoxd 8¥ywye ol w6 THY povdda tods dvdpag dvopdlety 'Améihwva,
xal Ty Sudda Aptepy, TASnvav 8t Ty &B3oudda, Ilooeiddva 8¢ tov mpddtov wbHBov,
owévar Tolg Enl Tdv lepdv iSpupévole, xal dpwuévol vi) At xal yeapouévors. Since
however, the doctrine of [Pythagoras] in Stobaeus is given a fuller expression
and Plutarch’s use of words is not precisely parallel, Delatte is probably right.
Moderatus and Plutarch may have known the same neopythagorean source,
which the first used somewhat more fully, the latter in more abbreviated form.
* Thus ‘Orpheus” line on the number Six, quoted in Lydus, De mensibus 11 11:
Db, wdBuy’ dpidué, mdtep paxdpwy, Tdrep dvdpdv.
And the line in Simplicius, Phys. 111 p. 453, 12:
€A, w08’ ptdus, mdrep paxdpmy, ThTEp dvSpidv.

8 “The divine number arises from the Monad”, Syrian and Proclus quote from
a neo-pythagorean source. Proclus, In Remp. II p. 169 Kr., asserts in this
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Pythagorean texts is this distinction made between the transcendent
number as example and mathematical number. The immanence of
"divine number’ is repeatedly alluded to or described in clear terms.
For instance, against Valentinus’ gnosis which teaches that the world
was not created by the highest God but by a lower Demiurg who has
no contact with purely spiritual Beings, Hippolytus appeals to a
Mudaybeetog Moyog which says that 6 péyauc yewpéreng xal dowduntie
“Hawoc is the creator of all that has come into being, and that He
“has been fixed in the entire cosmos, just as the soul in the body, as
Plato says”L.

We also have from Lydus, De mensibus, the information that [Py-
thagoras] called the Monad ‘Hyperionides’ as an intelligible Sun® The
(visible) Sun is called (in good Platonic fashion) its eixav, a term
which as every reader of Plato knows, indicates both real likeness and
an ontologically lower rank. In this instance the Neo-pythagoreans
seem to have been well able to retain the transcendence.

But Justinus, De monarchia 2, quotes the following passage of
‘Pythagoras’:

el Tig dpet. “Oebe elp”, mapel Evhg, 0hTog beelher
w6opov Loov Tedte othoug einelv “Epdg obtog”.

“If someone, apart from one (who really is), says ‘I am God’, he ought
to put before us a world equal to this one and say “This is mine’. Nor
ought he merely to put it before us saying ‘This is mine’, but he should
himself inhabit the world he has made. For this world (the one
existing now) has been made by Him (who is God)"3.

A curious passage, which shows us, even in this late period that

context that ‘the cosmos is the Ten’, which number ‘has simplified all i3y
contained in the Monad and determines cosmic plurality’. One might think
that here the ‘immanence’ of the divine number is taught, but Syrian, in
Metaph. p. 915D, assures us that those ‘divine men’ when speaking of the Ten,
of course meant the eidetic number, which is a ‘cosmic paradeigma’ and fixes a
limit to everything...

1 Hippolytus, Adv. haer. VI 2.28: 3nuovpydv 8¢ elvar t@v vevopédvey mavtov
pnoly & TuSaydperog Adyog Tov péyay yempérony xal gptdunthy “Hiwov xal Eotnpiydat
ToUTov &v A TH nbope €.q.S.

? Lydus, De mensibus 11 6: TIudaydpag thv povada “Ymeptovida xaiel Sid 10 mavremy
Drepeivat 77 odoly domep xal 6 vomtdg “Hhag Hmep to Svtor Ex v to elvar “Yreprovidng
wbydntar. dvagépetar 8t fhtog elc povdda Ge sixdv dxeivng, odx adrtdg dv povdc.
The patronymic Hyperionides (for Helios) appears in Odyssey XII 176.

3 Cf. also ps.-Justinus, Cohort. 19: adrdc & ody, ¢ Tiveg Hmovoolsw, &xtds Tdg
Srooopnotog AN Ev adtd, Ghog Ev Ehe TG %vxhe.
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Pythagoreanism, as distinct from Platonism, has never thought of
the highest divine being as exclusively transcendent, but always in the
fullest sense as inhabiting the world.

2. Plato’s doctrine of Ideal Numbers and of ultimate principles

Plato had, in his later years, identified the Ideas with numbers, as
Aristotle repeatedly says or indicates!. Elsewhere I have discussed
at some length what exactly was the meaning of this identification?.
Two points must be kept in mind:

(1) The ‘numbers’ with which the Ideas are identified were no
mathematical numbers, but rather their archetypes which were thought
to exist in the realm of transcendence. Their distinction from mathe-
matical number was made clear: the latter was, as appears from the
‘division of the line’ in Republic VI3 a semi- vonréy, the Ideal number,
on the contrary, was pure voytév.

(2) The identification is probably to be interpreted in this sense
that the Ideas, which were infinite in number, were ‘reduced to’* or
subsumed under the ten ideal numbers.

The Ideal numbers were not the ultimate principles in Plato’s
thought .of the later years: they presupposed, as was very well seen
by Ross?, a final determining and a final undetermined principle.
Plato called the former "Ev and the latter &reipov or the ‘undetermined
dyad’ (déprotoc Sudg). He also used for the undetermined principle
the term ‘the Great-and-Small’. What precisely was meant by this
curious term becomes clear from the passage of Hermodorus in Sim-
plicius cited above®: Plato thinks of the d&retpov in which there is no
determining factor as continually oscillating between two extremes,
great and small, long and short, narrow and wide, etc. It never stops
(it is &oTavov), but moves eternally without determination (&v éxprota
Tt pépecdar).

It is clear that Plato with this doctrine of ultimate principles ap-
proximated very closely to the Ancient Pythagorean doctrine of

! See the evidence in my Greek Phil. 1, the nrs. 362-373.

* In Problems concerning later Platonism, Mnemosyne 1949.

8 Republic VI 509d-511e.

* Theophrastus, Metaph. 6 b 11-14 R.F., speaks of dvayew elg.

5 See the excellent chapter XII, on the Ideal Numbers, in Plato’s Theory of
Ideas, Oxford 1951,

8 Phys. 247.30-248.15 (in Greek Phil. 1 nr. 371a).
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mépag and &mewpov. One could even say that they were the same:
only the terminology was different — or at least the way in which the
Undetermined Principle was indicated differed. The term &v for that
which determines was not foreign to the Pythagoreans. It is true that
originally this term did not head the susrotyix, but there is every
reason to suppose that its importance grew through the discussions
with the Eleatic School and that it came to be used for the determining
principle as well. The expressions déptatog dudg, on the other hand,
and ‘the-Great-and-Small’ were peculiar to Plato. This is the import
of Aristotle’s remark in his brief description of Plato’s doctrine in
Metaph. A6:

He agreed with the Pythagoreans in saying that the One is
substance and not a predicate of something else; and in saying
that the Numbers are the causes of the reality of other things
he agreed with them; but positing a dyad and constructing the
infinite out of the great and small, instead of treating the
infinite as one, is peculiar to him; and so is his view that the
Numbers exist apart from sensible things, while they say that
the things themselves are Numbers, and do not place the
objects of mathematics between Forms and sensible things!.

The remark must be made here that in this passage Aristotle neglects
the distinction between Ideal Number and mathematical number
which he elsewhere clearly ascribes to Plato. This is simply the result
of the fact that he himself only recognizes one kind of number, viz.
mathematical number, and maintains that what might be an Ideal
number? cannot be understood.

Because he summarized Plato’s point of view briefly and in his own
words, he was able to say that Plato in teaching that ‘numbers’ are
the cause of the odoia (essence) of other things ‘agreed with the
Pythagoreans’, and for the rest speak only of the difference between
Plato and the Pythagoreans with regard to mathematical number.
For according to Aristotle, Plato gave mathematical numbers, too,
a certain ‘apartness’; he placed them on a level of being in between
sensible objects and the Ideas. But in fact not mathematical but Ideal
numbers were in Plato’s opinion the cause of both being and essence

! Metaph. A 6, 987b 22-29; Ross’ translation.

? See the quotation from II. @ur. in Syrian, Metaph. 159.33-160.5 (= II. qux. fr.
11 in Ross, Fragm. Sel.: édote el dhhog dpudpde al i8éar, uh podnuaTtivdg 8¢, oddepiav
mepl adTod glveoty Exotpev v Tig Y&p TEOVY Ye TAeloTwv Audy cuvinow &arov dptbudy;
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of the objects. It is the very transcendental character of this Number
that explains its causality — which therefore is incomprehensible to
Aristotle.

The Pythagoreans, however, were on the opposite side of the fence:
they, too, did not distinguish between ideal and mathematical number.
They did not reason, like Aristotle, that each number was just a
number, a means by which human intelligence determined quantity.
On the contrary, to them each number was immediately a 9ziov.
Through this ‘anticipation’ they were able to think that they were in
agreement with Plato when he taught that Number is the cause of
being and essence of the objects.

Then there was Plato’s doctrine of the two ultimate principles,
the determining and the indeterminate principle. They had no diffi-
culty in identifying themselves with this doctrine. The result was
that not very long after Plato there arose a kind of blend of Platonism
and Pythagoreanism, in this sense that we find Pythagorean doctrine
expressed in specifically Platonic terminology.

This fusion is a fact in Alexander Polyhistor’s account of Pythago-
rean doctrine in Diogenes Laertius VIII 25. The curious thing in this
report is that Pythagoreanism no longer appears as a dualist meta-
physic but as a clear-cut monism. “The principle of all things is the
Monad; arising from this Monad the indefinite dyad serves as a
material substratum to the Monad which is Cause; and from the
Monad and the indefinite dyad spring numbers”?.

This means that there are no two ultimate principles, there is only
one: The ONE. No doubt an indeterminate principle is needed to
explain the plurality of numbers — purely noetic numbers: this is the
indefinite dyad. But the latter is not an independent principle next
to or opposite the One; it is subordinated to it and derives from it.

With respect to ancient Pythagoreanism this doctrine is new: the
ovsroryta which is ancient, implies a dualistic interpretation of nature
and universe. And is not this doctrine equally new with respect to
Plato? His terminology is used, but in a subordinating context, which
seems to be absent in Sextus, Adv. math. X 275f.: in the preceding
sections (263ff.) under the name of Pythagorean doctrine the same
tripartition of being was expounded which is known to us from Her-
modorus ap. Simpl. as the doctrine taught by Plato in his later years;

! Diog. Laert. VIII 25, the beginning: transl. by R. D. Hicks (with slight
variations).
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at the end the three genera are reduced to two ultimate Principles,
the One and the indefinite Dyad!. This is dualism.

The curious thing is that at the beginning of the discussion, in 261, a
monistic interpretation was given, in which the indefinite dyad was
derived from the One. We shall deal with that passage presently?. In
the meantime, I should like to recommend the following points for
consideration.

(1) We know that Plato assumed the Good as the highest principle
beyond intelligible being (Republic VI 509b) and we have seen that
later on he also called this the One.

(2) We possess Hermodorus’ description of the édmeipov-principle?,
which caused us to qualify this principle as sub-sensible. 1 have given
it that place in earlier studiest. The following diagram results:

To “Ev = 0 "Ayaddv .
vonta: eidyn = dptduol —_
PO Lot -
alodntd

dbproTos Sudks = TO wéya nal TO Uixpdy . o

(3) We also know that Plato derived the Ideal numbers from the
One and the Indeterminate®, for a plurality cannot be explained on
the grounds of Unity alone. But does not this mean that Plato already
accepts the principle of &mewpov on the level of intelligibility? Or rather,
that he accepts it even before the level of intelligibility, since it is said
that the ideal numbers ‘derive from’ the One and the indefinite Dyad.

Thus we arrive at subordination through purely logical deduction:
the dyad is to be placed directly underneath the One, for it is not of the
same level.

Sir David Ross in re-thinking Plato’s doctrine of the ideal numbers
and the first principles has in fact drawn this conclusion which is
unavoidable if on the one hand one remembers that to Plato the
Indeterminate can never rank with the One, and on the other hand

L dvéxudav dpa dpyal TEVTOY XXTE TO AveTdTe § TE TPdOTH Lovie xal | déproTog Sudg.
See the texts of Hermodorus and of Sextus in Greek Phil. I, nr. 371.

2 In par. 3 of this chapter.

3 Above, p. 203.

* In Studia Vollgraff (1948) and in Problems concerning later Platonism, Mne-
mosyne 1949.

5 Aristotle, Metaph. A 6, 987 b 20-22: &£ éxelvov vap (sc. ToD peydiov xal pxpod)
ot pédelv Tol Evdg ta eldr elvat.
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that the plurality in the realm of intelligibility presupposes, apart
from the One, an indeterminate principle as well.

Elsewhere!, I have pointed out that the &meipov is described by
Hermodorus as absolute non-being: odx &v, since every positive de-
termining element is denied, whereas the w# &v in the Sophistes is
relative non-being: reality different from other reality. The former
was the &mewpov with respect to visible objects; the latter was the
&neipov that is presupposed by the plurality in the realm of intelli-
gibility. It appears, then, that the indeterminate Principle in Plato
must be conceived at two levels: the former was subsensible, the latter
belongs to the order of intelligibility.

It is curious that in Alexander’s version of what he calls 'Pythago-
rean doctrine’ the dnetpov principle is subordinated as deriving from the
One. Yet it is the same doctrine as the one found in Sextus M. X,
2751, The one version has the two principles in juxtaposition —dualism,
the other subordinates — monism. The two versions derive from one
source: Plato’s doctrine of fwo ultimate principles of which the second,
whatever one might say, was never the equal of the first. It was the
second principle. Alexander’s source has expressed this in its own
way. Sextus, however dualistic the end of the discussion quoted above
may have been, was also aware of the monistic interpretation, which
he even placed at the beginning of his version. ’

Thus the monistic interpretation gained the upper hand or so it
would seem, at least from the 2nd century B.C. onwards, and possibly
earlier by as much as a century?. In this sense Plato’s doctrine of the
ultimate principles was incorporated in later Pythagoreanism. This
doctrine appears in Eudorus and Moderatus, both preserved in Sim-
plicius®, and not infrequently in anonymous Pythagorean fragments?
1 In: La théovie de I'dnzipov chez Platon et dans la tradition platonicienne, Revue
philosophique, Paris 1959, p. 32 .

% See Festugiére, Hermés Trismégiste IV, pp. 43-51, on la monade &ppevédniuc.
8 Eudorus’ deriving The Dyad from The Monad (ap. Simpl, Phys. p. 181, 71f.
Diels) is treated by Festugiére, Hermés Trismégiste IV, p. 24 f. Moderatus’

passage (ap. Simpl., Phys. 230-231) may be found in my Greek Phil. 111, nr.
1285b.

* In so far as these repeatedly speak of ‘The Monad’ as the source of all being.
Ps. Archytas, Ilepi gpydv ap. Stob. Ecl. I, p. 278 ff. W. (in Gr. Phil. 111, nr. 1281)
seems to teach a dualism. But he placed one moving Principle above the two
principles (one indeterminate, one determining). This moving Principle serves
as aitixz mpd altiac, Syrian, in Mefaph. XIV, remarks. Eudorus, then, derives
the two opposite principles — one and the indefinite dyad — from an original
Unity.
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It found its most careful elaboration in Plotinus who treats the ques-
tions that have been posed in the previous pages in his doctrine of the
two Ghow (Enn. II 4) and of the &repov in the Intelligible World?.

3. The Characteristics of Post-platonic Pythagoreanism. Some examples

Two, or perhaps three, clear criteria have been found which enable
us to distinguish Post-platonic Pythagoreanism {rom older forms
with respect to the doctrine of ultimate principles.

(1) Where we find the term adgioroc duac indicating the Indeter-
minate Principle,

(2) Where the One has become the absolute First Principle from
which all else is derived,
we are faced not with early Pythagoreanism before fusion with later
philosophies — Plato first, afterwards also Aristotle as well as the
Stoa - but with a Post-platonic Pythagoreanism.

(3) The term ¥ povde undoubtedly does not belong to the earliest
Pythagoreanism either. In the cuotouyia the opposites év-moird are
found. But, as we have seen, the notion of unity did not head the list
by any means. The term povéc probably was not used before the 4th
century. We find it in Philolaus fr. 8, which says that in Philolaus’
view the Monad is &py? mavrwv. The passage is found in Tambl. I=
Nicomachum. It might be thought that here the later author has used
‘novde’, where the older Pythagoreans used &. But the author adds:
od yap & ¢mowv qpys mavtwv. We have another witness in Theo of
Smyrna? who says that Archytas and Philolaus used the terms &
and povée without distinction.

All this cannot be regarded as conclusive evidence, for Theo is a late
author and several apocrypha existed under the names of Archytas
and Philolaus. In fact we hear about Iudayopixal povadeg, but always
in later authors. Aetius® for example says that Ecphantus of Syracuse
was the first to teach that ‘the Pythagorean monads’ are corporeal;
and Aristotle? says: “they (i.e. the Pythagoreans) assumed that the
monads possess magnitude”.

Taking all this into consideration I think it probable that the 4th

! References may be found in my paper on the &neipoy, Rev. Phil. 1959, p. 33,
n. 1. I hope this paper will be available in English, together with a few other
studies collected into one volume, within a few years.

2 p. 20.19 (V.S. 47 A 20).

31 3,19 (Doxogr. 286). 4 Metaph. M. 6, 1080b 20.
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century Pythagoreans used the term povds. In discussions with the
Eleatic school, i.e. in the course of the 5th century, the notion of
unity must have grown in importance until towards the close of the
4th century a fusion with Plato’s doctrine of the ultimate principles
had become possible. Then, and only then, The One became the
dominating principle in the sense that the &reipov was derived from it.

We may then, I believe, formulate a 3rd criterion as follows:

Where The One is termed ‘The Monad’, we have to do not with the
most ancient Pythagoreanism, but at best with a Pythagoreanism of
the end of the 5th or the beginning of the 4th century.

Some examples.

I. The oldest example is to be found in Diogenes Laertius VIII 25, at
the beginning of Alexander Polyhistor’s version of the doctrine that
he found in the MuSayopixa dSmopvhpata, written, we may suppose, in
the 2nd century B.C.

II. We have found a second example of Post-platonic Pythagoreanism
in Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. X. This is a rather long passage,
248-282, which also contains other doctrines known to be platonic:
e.g. the tripartition of being which we know from Hermodorus, and
the doctrine that physical bodies presuppose stereometric figures
(oreped oyfuata), the latter presuppose planes (énimeda), planes pre-
suppose lines and lines presuppose points, all these figures presupposing
number which itself depends on the one!. This results, as we have seen,
in a reduction of the three levels of being to two ultimate principles:
The One and The Indeterminate Dyad. In this passage (276) they
remained as dpyol wavtev xetd T6 dvertéTte in juxtaposition. We had
to conclude that this was dualism.

But if we read this section which is entitled ITepi dpidupol in its
entirety, it appears that the author gives the very monistic explanation
that we know from Diogenes Laertius VIII 25, except that it has been
given a better philosophical foundation, and that he ascribes this
interpretation to Pythagoras. He starts by arguing that we have to
assume ‘incorporeal dpyat’. The atomists who assumed voyra sahpato
as foundation of the visible world did not go far enough: these voyrta
odpate must be founded in dodpate. For? bodies presuppose o
oteped oyfuarx, they again presuppose the plane forms, the plane

1 This doctrine is also present in Diogenes Laertius VIII 25. 2259 1.
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forms in their turn lines, and the lines numbers: for the line, as drawn
from a point to a point, involves the number two, and all the numbers
fall under The One. Then follows:

(261) Pythagoras, moved by these considerations, declared that
The One is the principle of existing things by participation in
which each of the existing things is called one; and this when
conceived in its self-identity is conceived as One, but when,
in its otherness, it is added to itself 4 creates the ‘Indefinite Dyad’,
so called because it is not any one of the numbered and definite
dyads but they all are conceived as dyads through their partici-
pation in it!.

This explanation of how the Indefinite Dyad derives from The One
is curious in that the author apparently accepts that, somehow, in
The One a principle étepbryg is present — from which one also may
abstract in thought. In Eudorus a further step has been made. With
him The One ‘thought in itself’ is placed ontologically beyond The One
that is placed over against The Indefinite Dyad.

In Alexander Polyhistor’s account of Pythagoreanism Stoic elements
are not lacking though they are not very numerous?. The passage in
Sextus Empiricus shows more critical reflexion: the criticism of
Anaxagoras’ and Democritus’ atomism is dressed in terms first used
by Aristotle and current among the Stoics®. Epicurus is quoted to
confirm the doctrine of the dodpara as dpyatt. Of the platonic Ideas it
is said that they do not constitute &pyat, since they presuppose number.
The line is explained in two ways: first as drawn between two points
and therefore presupposing the number two (260), later (281f.) as
‘flowing point’®. These mathematical theories were current in the

L #vbey wvndele 6 TIuBavydpag dpxlv Egnoey elvan té@v Svrov Thy povade, fg xatd
petoynv Exactov TéY Svrey By Aédyetar xol Tadtny xat’ adtdTnTa piv tavtig voouué-
vy povddu vosioSat, Emiouvtedeicay 3’ Eauth xad’ ETepbTrTa dmoTeAsly THY xaAovpévry
&bptotov Sudda Stk TO pndeplav THY dptdunTdy %ol hpiopévev Suddev elvar [Thy]
adThHY, Tdoxg 8t natd peroyiy adrtis Suddug vevoficdar.

Transl. by R. G. Bury (with a slight alteration).

2 Not only the term eipapuévn in Ch. 27, there is also the doctrine of the elements
interchanging and turning into one another (Ch. 25). This is Stoic Heracliteism.
® Aristotle speaks of dpyal dodpator (De anima 1 2, 404 b 31) and ororyein
dodpata {(Phys. IV 1, 209a 16). On the Stoic doctrine of the dedpata see E.
Bréhier, La théorie des incorporels dans I ancien stoicisme, Paris 1925.

4 257.

5 6 onuelov pudv ypapudy &roterelv (281).
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days of Aristotle and the early Academy. Sextus’ description need not
be very late: the original author had a more critical mind than is evi-
dent in Alexander’s Smopviuate, but there is no reason why he should
be dated much later.

I1I. According to our 2nd criterion the passage from Lydus, De mensi-
bus I1 6 in which it is said that Pythagoras called the monad Hyperio-
nides “since in her essence (being) she rises above everything”!, is
likewise Post-platonic.

IV. For the same reason the Pythagorean fragment in Syrian, in
Metaph. 893 a 192 is Post-platonic: it starts with the words:
mpderoL yop 6 Yelog aprduoc
nouvddog éx xeudpédvog dxmpdTou, —

V. The following lines, to be found in Stobaeus® and in Plutarch’s
Placita according to the 1st criterion are Post-platonic. Diels and
Wachsmuth think that Aetius is the source.
Of the principles Pythagoras on the one hand called the
Monad God and the Good — viz. the nature of The One and the
Nols itself —, whereas on the other hand he called the Indefinite
Dyad Daimon and Evil, — and it is with this that the plurality
of matter is linked*.

The word 3aipove is a restoration based on Plutarch. In the latter
uév is lacking in the first clause, whereas 8¢ is lacking in Stobaeus.

In content this version of Pythagoras’ doctrine shows the dualistic
interpretation of Plato characteristic of Plutarch. The curious quali-
fication of the Indefinite Dyad as daimon as well as evil, and the ad-
dition that this is the realm of plurality which here is called 6 dAuxov
TAHYog, was by no means the usual interpretation: it was Plutarch’s
view and manner of speaking. The identification of ‘the nature of
The One’ with ‘the Nots itself’ likewise fits him perfectly. We know
from the myth at the end of De facie in orbe lunae that he placed the

13wk 10 mavrov dnepeivae 1§ odota.

2 Discussed in Delatte, Litt. Pyth. p. 211.

3 Ecl. 1 p. 34.22; Diels, Doxogr. p. 302.

4 TTuBaybpag T@v dpy6v THv wiv povdda Hedv xal tdyaddy, fitig éotiv f T0b €vdg ploig
xod odtdg & vodg, Thv (8’) ddpraTov Suddu (Sutpova) xai Té xaxdv, mwepl fv ot Td
VArdY TARDoc.
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nofis above the soul and made it ascend to the high spiritual regions
of the sun. That is a deification. From that point of view the identifi-
cation of ‘the Nois itself’ with The One becomes possible. — And in
De Iside et Osiride Plutarch in fact identifies his highest god Osiris
with the "Ayadév (in the Platonic sense) and also calls him “The Word
in itself, transcendent and impassible”: Aéyog adtde wad’ davtdy, duryng
xol amadicl. But these are precisely the predicates of Notis?> which,
like the Aéyog itself, is conceived here (as it was by Philo) as the in-
telligible world.

I think it improbable that this dualist interpretation of ‘Pythagoras’
should come from Aetius’ Placita. The interpretation was not suffi-
ciently accepted. On the contrary: the Neo-pythagorean texts incline
in every case towards monism. The present interpretation, however,
belongs in Plutarch. And why should Stobaeus not have copied these
lines from him?

VI. The so-called Pythagorean acousma
Tt 2oty 7 pbotg; —"AXho.
Tt 2oty 6 Dedg; — "Ev

is also Post-platonic in accordance with the 2nd criterion mentioned
above. This acousma is not found in Diogenes Laertius, Porphyry or
Iamblichus; nor in Aelian. Delatte who treats at length of the acous-
mata is unaware of it. It was discovered by Rostagni®; not directly,
that is to say, but indirectly. It ‘had to’ be something like this ac-
cording to the forms of the Pythagorean Catechism. He refers us to
Delattet. Are the grounds for this ‘reconstruction’ sufficiently solid?
I think not. Rostagni’s acousma when we meet with it for the first
time has a Platonic look: it reminds us immediately of the Parmenides
and its last two hypotheses® where there is mention of & &\\« as the

! Plutarch, De Is. et Os. 53f. (372 E-373 B). See Gv. Phil. 111 nr. 1313 and, for
the myth of D¢ facie, nr. 1192 d. Because of the parallel in Cicero, Tusc. I, 18, 42-
19, 43, it is probable that this description of the soul’s ascent comes from Po-
sidonius. But our ‘Pythagoras’ fragment shows the ideas of the De Iside, and
that is Plutarch himself.

2 Cf. Anaxagoras, fr. 12, who says that only the Nob¢ péuertor 0d8evi xpHuartt,
dAA& pévog adtde W dwutol éotw. Cf. Aristotle on the notsin De Anima 1115,
430a17-18.

3 Il verbo di Pitagora, Torino 1924, pp. 43-44.

4 Litt. Pyth., p. 274 ff.

511 B a and b according to my division in Keerpunt and in Gr. Phil. 1 329;
Plato, Parm. 164 b ff.
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counterpart of the &v; and though, as I argued elsewhere!, in the
construction of the hypotheses of the Parmenides Plato starts merely
formally, here his wording definitely suggests the sensible world.

But let us listen to Rostagni with all the greater interest. His
reconstruction of the acousma rests on the conviction (1) that Pytha-
goras taught a doctrine of continual change in the world of matter;
(2) that he placed the Divine as absolute One over against continually
changing nature. In contradistinction to the év of the Divine he indi-
cated nature as o 0. This is the doctrine we find in Ovid, Meta-
morph. XV 1651f.

This is the thesis Rostagni tries to defend. Its character is hypo-
thetical and the reconstructed acousma is unable to support the hypo-
thesis. But Rostagni’s view is worthy of our attention, and all the
more so because in recent years the mathematician Van der Waerden
has given it his support and has adopted it for his picture of Pytha-
goras?.

Rostagni’s strongest support is to be found in Epicharmus, fr. 2
D.-K. Here in fact we find a doctrine of continual change in nature,
and one contemporary with or even preceding Heraclitus. Rostagni
thinks that this doctrine is in fact to be dated earlier than Heraclitus,
for Epicharmus who staged his plays in Syracuse before the Persian
wars® must have been considerably older than Heraclitus whose book
appeared only after 479.

This chronological argument is not very strong. Ta Ilepoud means
480, which is not very far removed from 479. We may suppose that
Epicharmus and Heraclitus were more or less contemporaries. But
even then the text remains curious. Diels assumes that Epicharmus
must have known of Heraclitus. He finds support in Epicharmus fr. 4
where it is said that man is not the only one to possess wisdom, but
that all living beings have a measure of rational insight. Only nature
knows how things are with wisdom. Does not this presuppose Hera-
clitus’ Logos-philosophy?

Theiler, who wrote an important review of Rostagni’s book in
Gnomon?, sets out on a different road. He thinks that Epicharmus’
doctrine of continual change derives from one of the early sophists
who were travelling through the Greek world of Southern Italy. The

1 Een keerpunt in Plato’s denken, Amsterdam 1936, pp. 149-174.

2 In the Dutch periodical De Gids CXII, 1949, p. 106 ff and 184 ff.
3 Suidas, in Diels V.S. 6 23, A 1.

¢ 1925, pp. 146-154.
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reason for his hypothesis is that when Plato in Theaetetus 152 discusses
the doctrine of continual change he does not even mention Pythagoras
or the Pythagoreans but only Heraclitus and Protagoras.

One might be mischievous and quote Herodotus in saying that in
those days there was no greater sophist in S. Italy than Pythagoras.
In any case there is no reason why we should doubt that the young
Epicharmus heard Pythagoras among the wider circle of auditors
(88wrepinot). This is mentioned by Diogenes Laertius as well as
Tamblichus!, and it is quite probable in itself. For Epicharmus whose
birth is dated in 530 by L. Berk? was of student age when Pythagoras
had reached the pinnacle of his fame, and nothing is more probable
than that he ~ East-Sicilian as he was — should go and audit the famous
philosopher in Croton.

Theiler’'s argument, however, remains important: neither Plato,
nor Aristotle are aware of a Pythagorean doctrine of eternal flux.
In the Theactetus, 152¢, and likewise in the Cratylus, 439d f{., the same
expressions are found as in Epicharmus. Compare, too, Cratylus 432a
where a similar example is given, with numbers. It is more likely that
this indicates Heraclitus as a source than an anonymous author about
whom nothing further is known. In fact it may be easily imagined
that a Sicilian who was, as a writer of comedies, receptive to rumores
— including pieces of intellectual news — had heard of Heraclitus and,
as usual, played a bit with his thought.

In Rostagni’s opinion, however, there was a difference between
the Pythagorean doctrine of change in Epicharmus and the doctrine
of change in Heraclitus. With the latter the constant element, the
continuity of being in becoming, was the important point, which was
not the case with the Pythagoreans. There is good reason to doubt,
however, whether in Heraclitus’ river simile the constant element is in
fact the important point. But leaving that aside, in Ovid, Metamorph.
XV 169-172 the soul is compared with wax which may accept all
manner of shapes. And does not this comparison imply an element of
continuity?

The picture of xmpomhastiny is also found in Ocellus®. He speaks of
Oroxeipevov, mavdeyés and éxuayeiov. This derives from Plato, Timaeus
50b, with a somewhat Aristotelian hue. The entire section in Ovid
(260-452), excluded by Rostagni as being ‘young’ and ‘Poseidonian’,
1 Diog. Laert. VIII 78; Iambl., V.P. 266,

2 Epicharmus, diss. Utrecht 1964, pp. 3-6.
3 II 3 acc. to the old numbering = § 20 Harder.
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shows several parallels with Ocellus which does not strengthen
Rostagni’s theory. According to Seneca, Epist. 108, 18ff., the general
doctrine of continual change was not originally connected with the
doctrine of transmigration of souls. It is true that Euripides is aware
of it, for he says?:

Yvfioner & 0ddev T@V YryvouEvay,

Sraxpuvbpevoy 8’ &Aho Tpds &Ahou

poppnVv Etépay dmédeiey.

Yet this is but an echo of the 5th century theories on coming into being
and passing away: Anaxagoras in particular should be mentioned.
It has nothing to do with Pythagoras.

In order to strengthen the ¥\ho of his acousma Rostagni also cites
the following witnesses.

1. Aristotle, fr. 207 Rose, says that Pythagoras termed matter ‘the
other’ (o & ko) “since it flows and is in a continual process of change”.
The fragment is found in Damascius, De princ. Ar. 11, p. 172 Ruelle:
*Aptorotéhne 8t &v Tolg Apyuretows toropel xal IMudaybpay &Aho Thy Ghny
*oAely ¢ peuoTiy xal del &Aho <xal dAho> yuyvéuevov, date dijAég Eoti xal
6 MAdrewv tadty t& e deoplbuevoc. (The reference is to the Parme-
nides, the hypotheses 11 B @ and b).

2. Aristotle, Metaph. N 1, 1087 b 26 mentions the term 76 &hro
as distinct from 1o &repov. He says that ‘some people’ useit to denote
the opposite of & &. According to Alexander of Aphrodisias these
‘some people’ are the Pythagoreans.

3. Porphyry (quoted by Rostagni as a Neopythagorean) makes a
clear pronouncement in V.P. 49-50: “They called One the principle of
unity, of identical and equal being, of preservation of the whole, of
that which remains identical with itself —, but the principle of diversity
and inequality, of all that can be divided (ueptorév)? and is subject to
change and continually becomes different, this principle they called
the Dyad”.

These passages call for some explanatory remarks. To start with
the last: Rostagni calls Porphyry a Neopythagorean; he was a Neo-
platonist, and there is a difference. Our text contains Plato’s doctrine
of the ultimate principles, in Plato’s terminology — our 1st and our
2nd criterion. Rostagni who is followed in this respect by Van der
Waerden does not take this into account. Both scholars accept without

1 Fr. 839 Nauck?. 2 Plato, Timaeus 35.
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reserve the confusion of those late authors who ascribe to ‘Pythagoras’
what was clearly Platonic.

But what about the so-called Aristotelian fragment, 207 R., mention-
ed sub 1? Is this not proof, one might ask, of the thesis that the identifi-
cation of the One with the principle of order (mépag) and with God,
and on the other hand of the &reipov with matter or plurality, does not
originate as late as the 1st or 2nd century but is present in Aristotle,
and, what is more, is ascribed by Aristotle to Pythagoras?

The following points must be made.

(1) Damascius, a late Neoplatonist of the 6th century, quotes a
treatise of Aristotle on Archytas. We do not know this treatise. It is
never quoted, which arouses our suspicion. It may be spurious.

(2) In this treatise Aristotle is supposed to have attributed a certain
doctrine to Pythagoras. This is not his practice anywhere in his report
on Pythagorean doctrine: in that report he does not mention Pytha-
goras at all. This strengthens our suspicion that the present passage
cannot be regarded as a fragment from Aristotle.

(3) The doctrine according to this passage attributed by Aristotle
to Pythagoras would contain the following elements: (a) Pythagoras
indicated what Aristotle himself called Oin with the term 76 &\o;
(b) he regarded this as ‘flowing’ and continually changing. — We are
obliged to ask at this point: What was it that Pythagoras according
to this passage called ‘the other’? And what may he have called ‘the
other’? To Aristotle §in is not the sensible world but its substratum
which one arrives at by logical abstraction. It is not ‘the objects’
that are subject to continual change, nor is it ‘nature’. Yet these are
what Damascius apparently has in mind, as is clear from the ad-
dition that Plato determined ‘the other’ in this sense. But it is this
very use of the term 8ay that shows that this passage cannot be at-
tributed to Aristotle.

Moreover, what could Pythagoras have called ‘the other’? As
that which is continually changing it must be conceived of as the
opposite of the & which is constant and identical with itself. But
here we have the essential traits of Plato’s thought in his later years:
the term &\o comes from the Parmenides and v was the term used by
Plato in his later development to indicate the highest principle.

We conclude that this so-called fragment of Aristotle is spurious
and that its doctrine is to be classified as belonging to the category
of later fusion of Platonism and Pythagoreanism, such as we found
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in Alexander Polyhistor, Sextus Empiricus M. X and Moderatus.

The reference to Aristotle, Metaph. N 1087 b 26 fares no better.
Aristotle is speaking about ‘some people’ who place 16 &\ho, next to
76 &repov, over against 7o &v. He is speaking of Platonists; there is no
value in the remark of Alexander of Aphrodisias that Pythagoreans
were meant. On the contrary, we are in a better position to judge.

Coming back to Rostagni’s so-called ancient Pythagorean acousma
we have to say first of all that it is not supported by other passages.
We add the following remark: the fact that the term &v is used to
denote God is the result of the development of Platonizing Pythagore-
anism after the fusion. The One has become the absolute principle
whence everything derives. It is only in that climate that the identifi-
cation with God becomes possible.

On the grounds, then, of our 2nd criterion the ancient Pythagorean
character of the acousma must be denied. It is unable to support
Rostagni’s theory. The dualism which the Italian scholar thought he
had found in Pythagoras was Plato’s dualism, and it was, if I under-
stand the situation at all, at this very point that the historical Pytha-
goras differed from Plato: the real Pythagoras did nof view nature as
an &\o over against a (transcendent) God. In his view nature was a
unity-plurality, dominated by an immanent divine Law, which, with
a slight personification, one may call ‘God’. No opposition is intended:
there is ‘harmony’: harmony within nature. And, in fact, Alexander
Polyhistor, basing his intelligence on his Pythagorean books, informs
us that ‘God is harmony’!.

That is true Pythagoreanism, with the immanence that was the
original characteristic of this philosophy. But the opposition which
Stobaeus? mentions under the name of Philolaus is Platonic: an
eternally moving cosmos placed over and against “The One who re-
mains forever identical with himself”: xol 6 pév elg del Sapéver xata 76
adTd kol GdoudTwg Exwy, Ta 3¢ xal yvbpeva xal pdeipbpeva morrd. This
passage is equally unable to support Rostagni’s thesis; the traces of
Post-platonic thought are too evident.

VII. I mention a 7th example — not just to complete the seven! -
this time from Iamblichus, V.P. 240: mapfyyehov yap Sopd dAAAroig
ut) Saomiy Tov v Exutoic Sebv.

1 Diog. Laert. VIII 33. T 60a.

2 Stob. 1, p. 172 f. W., purporting to come from Philolaus II. {uy¥s. Diels, VS
44 B 21, correctly qualifies it as ‘Gefilschtes’.
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This Pythagorean precept is likewise Post-platonic according to
our 2nd criterion: it presupposes the absolute supremacy of the One
and also the identification of the One with God. Early Pythagorean-
ism, as we saw in a previous chapter, demanded the preservation of
inner harmony, described as a @uia between the rational and the ir-
rational in man!.

Some reader might be inclined to argue that harmony can also be
called unity, and that therefore this thought is not foreign to ancient
Pythagoreanism. My answer is that one may do so, but that in fact
this was done only at a later period, when the One had begun to be
viewed as the dominating principle and therefore as an Ideal to be
persued. It is not found in Aristoxenus’ precepts, it is in Clement of
Alexandria, Strom. IV 151, where we find the ‘Pythagorean’ precept
‘that man is to become one’2. And this is the very result of the Post-
platonic development.

1 Above, Ch. VII 2, p. 150ff.

2 Mustixdg o0v &g fipdv xal 16 Tludaydperov Eréyeto’ “Eva yevéoaur xal Tov &vdpwmov
deiv”.
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PYTHAGORAS AND RHETORIC

Wisest of all who has ordered the voice of m:en and who was in general the
inventor of names. — lamblichus says this, as we have seen, in his
presentation of Pythagoras’ 4th speechl. What follows is a case in
which he in fact has shown himself an ‘inventor of names’, viz. for
woman in her four periods of life. The first three names are also
mentioned in Diogenes Laertius? who mentions Timaeus as his source.

Doubtless this was not the only case in which Pythagoras acted as a
edpeTyg dvopdtwyv. In a previous chapter we came across his four names
for man’s periods of life3. But there were several other instances in
which the introduction of a term by Pythagorasis specifically mentioned
or in which a terminology especially used by the Pythagoreans is in
question. I made a note of the following cases®.

1. Pythagoras is said to have been the first to use the term xéop.oc:
Aetius I1, 1 (Doxogr. 327,8). Cf. Plato, Gorgias 508 a 3.

2. It is said repeatedly that Pythagoras was the first to call his
wisdom guiocoptx or that he referred to himself as a guaésopoc®.

3. Tamblichus, V.P. 162 says the term éov® was also introduced by
Pythagoras. Compare Philolaus fr. 6: & 2¢otd 7&v mporypdroov.

4. The word werpaxtdc is mentioned in Iamblichus (¢bid.) among
Pythagoras’ neologisms. We know it as a Pythagorean term from other
texts as wellS.

5. We have seen? that Pythagoras, according to both of Iamblichus’
main sources®, was generally recognized as edpetiic »al vopoBértye g

1 V.P. 56, the beginning. T 9. 2 VIII 11.
41T 49,

5 ®ocogia in Actius I 3, 8 (Doxogr. 280); Iamblichus, V.P. 44, the end; also
159; Diodorus X 10 (all these passages without the maviyvpte comparison).
Likewise in Diogenes Laertius VIII 8 (from Sosicrates).

¢ Philolaus A 11; also D.-K. 46, 4 and 58 B 15.

? Chapter VII 2, p. 150ff. 8 Above, p. 151 n. 1 and Appendix C.

3 Supra, p. 168. T 23.
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ohtag. Our text suggests that it was from him that this term received
its comprehensiveness. We mentioned parallels in Diogenes Laertius!
and Diodorus?.

6. Basing the discussion on Plato, Gorgias 507 e 6-508 a 2 together
with Archytas’ fr. 3 and Iamblichus V.P. 45 is it too audacious for one
to mention: d&pupovie®, xowovia, xosutdtre and ouéveie??  Perhaps
tod1ne may also be added from Archytas fr. 3.

7. Compare the expression puiétng loétne® which in Iamblichus V. P.
162 is specifically attributed to Pythagoras.

8. We found the specifically Pythagorean equivalents of voudétnoig
and voudeteiv: meddpracig and meduprans.

9. Equally Pythagorean was the term éyeuvBia’. ‘

10. In Iamblichus, V.P. 95 the term xatdptucis is attributed to
Pythagoras. It indicates the necessary docility on the part of the
pupil.

11. Dealing with the treatment of the ma9» by means of music we
found?® the terms &aptioetg and émagat, cuvappoyh and cuvapuéleodor®
and, as a general term, xaBupoigt.

12. Tamblichus, V.P. 162 attributes the following hemistich especial-
ly to Pythagoras

doyh 3¢ Tou Aoy TavToc.
We mentioned it in connexion with the speech to the children!!. Also
the expression
gptdud 8¢ te mavt’ dméouxey
“which he often pronounced before his entire audience”!2.

13. Authentic and ancient-Pythagorean is also the well-known ex-

pression xowad t& tév @ithwy, for which Timaeus is our witness!3.

1 VII 16 and 23. 2 X 8.

3 ‘Appovie is known as an old Pythagorean principle not only from Arist,,
Metaph. A 5 but also from the fragments 6, 10 and 11 of Philolaus.

4 Kowovie and xocptétng are in Plato, Gorgias 508a; épévora in Archytas fr. 3.
5 M. von Albrecht prefers the reading guétyg lodtng, {lodtne) @urétng, which is
at least as old as Ms F. Deubner brackets the second gthétyg.

¢ Parallels have been mentioned above, p. 155 n. 3.

? Tambl. V.P. 188 and 225.

8 Tambl. V.P. 64 and 114; above, p. 164 {. % The latter in 64.

10 Tambl, V.P. 110; see Cramer, Anecd. Paris. 1 172; above, p. 164 n. 4.

11 Above, p. 126.

12 Jambl. V.P. 162: 8 3% nuwvétate mpde dravrtag drepdéyyeto.

18 Timaeus fr. 77 (= Diog. Laert. VIII 10); cf. Scholia in Plat., Phaedr. 279 (ed.
Hermann, Vol. VI, p. 275) and Phot., Lex. 129 (Texts in Iacoby, F. G. H. 111
B, 566 F 13), and in my Gv. Phil. I, 3rd ed., p. 320 1.
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14. The expression ot xpeirtoves is probably Pythagoras’.

15. A specifically Pythagorean term used according to Iamblichus,
by Pythagoras’ first followers was the word ouaxociov. The term
dudnoot is also used to indicate the Pythagoreans?.

16. The term guotoyvewpoviisar for studying a man’s face and out-
ward appearance as a onuelov of his character is probably Pythagoras’
as well. It is mentioned both by Porphyry and by Iamblichus; more-
over, it is cited by Gellius as a proprium of Pythagoras®.

17. According to Iamblichus, V.P. 89, Pythagoras used to call
geometry ictopix, a peculiar use of the term, which recalls Heraclitus,
fr. 129.

All these words and expressions illustrate what the Ancients called
“Pythagoras as the inventor of names”. They also explain what to an
Ancient Pythagorean was the meaning of the second answer to the
question of the catechism: +t ©6 copdrarov; — 16 Tolc wpdypusr T&
dvbparo tdéuevov. This is what we read in Iamblichus V.P. 82. Aelian®
also knows the acousma but quotes it in the personal form: 6...9€épevog,
which probably is a later correction®. However this may be, this
acousma doubtless is an ancient testimony to Pythagoras’ interest in
language in so far as it names things.

It is not our only indication of such an interest. We find repeated
mention of the fact that Pythagoras consciously meditated on language
as a means of communication: he consciously chose the form of cate-
chistic questions (acousmata) and symbolic indication. Iamblichus
discusses Pythagoras’ symbolic manner of expression® several times
and praises its profundity. Porphyry likewise, as we have seen,
mentions the symbola as a special category of acousmata?. Apparently
this manner of expressing oneself was very striking to contemporaries
and one may ask whether Pythagoras was inspired to adopt it by his
stay in Babylon. I regard that as not improbable.

Apart from mentioning his neologisms and his somewhat startling

! Tambl., V.P. 149: edonula mpdg Tobe xpeittovas and Huveiv todg xpsittovas.

% dpaxociov in Jambl. V.P. 30, also 185; éudxoot in 73.

3 Porph., V.P. 13, Ilambl. V.P. 71; Gellius, N.4.19, 2.

4 V.H.IV 17. Thus Delatte, Lit. Pyth. p. 280. Deubner, on the contrary, refers
to Plato, Cratylus 438c.

8 Cf. also Proclus, in Crat. p. 5, in Tim. p. 84 E; in Alcib. I p. 111 A, and Olym-
piodorus, in Alcib. 1, p. 95.

8 V.P. 103, 105, 161, 192, 227, 247. T 26. 7 V.P. 411,
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use of symbolic language the three biographies do not speak specifical-
ly about Pythagoras’ rhetorical achievements. Iamblichus who sum-
marizes the content of the four speeches briefly refers to their effect;
and right at the end! he says that Pythagoras was honoured in Croton,
and indirectly in the whole of S. Italy, because of the évredeic mention-
ed —in all probability this word means ‘speeches’ here?. Let us note
that Pythagoras is not characterized by these authors as a great orator
but by implication,; it is not said anywhere that in his school an ars
dicendi was taught either theoretically or practically. On the con-
trary: we hear of exercises in silence, never of exercises in speech.

But there is one author who explicitly describes Pythagoras as a
great orator. He is Diodorus. I have quoted the passage in a previous
chapter®. No doubt his source is the S. Italian-Sicilian tradition,
probably Timaeus himself. Trogus is very brief but he, too, implies
that Pythagoras was a great orator.

Finally, we read the following remarks in Iamblichus. He has just
spoken? about music, medicine and mantic amongst the ancient
Pythagoreans as well as the pedagogical value they accorded Homer
and Hesiod, and he has dwelt at some length upon their practice of
memory training®. Then he says (166):

Because of these studies® it happened that the whole of S. Italy
was filled with philosophers and that, though previously un-
known, it came to be called Greater Greece because of Pytha-
goras. And very many philosophers, poets and legislators were
with them. For rhetorical technique and set orations as well as
written laws were brought to Greece from them’. And those who
speak of the physicists mention first of all Empedocles and
Parmenides of Elea, and those who wish for moral wisdom in
proverbial form bring in the thoughts of Epicharmus — in fact
almost all philosophers know those by heart. With all this enough

1V.P.59. 2 See above, Ch. VI 5, the end.

3 Diodorus X 3; above, Ch. V. 4 V.P. 163.

® The detailed recalling of one’s activities of the previous day or the day before
that does not indicate an examination of one’s conscience in the present context,
but memory training (164f.; cf. 256, Diod. X 5 and Diog. Laert. VIII 23).
Probably this is a rationalistic interpretation of the examination of conscience
deriving from Aristoxenus.

¢ imitndedpata.

7 Tdg e yop Téxves T prTopinds xal Tobg Abyoug Tobg EmSeTinodg xal Todg véupoug
Tobg yeypapubvoug wap’ dxcivay elg v ‘EXAdSa cuvéBy nopieBivar.
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has been said about his wisdom and the manner in which he set
all people on the road to wisdom as far as possible and according
as they were able to participate in it, as well as about the
perfection of his teaching.

Let us note first of all that this passage does not say that Pythagoras
‘discovered’ thetoric, as he is called, for instance, the edpet#s of puhia.
It is true that Iamblichus elsewhere calls him — as we have seen —
“the discoverer of the entire moAwrnd) moudeta”!, a thesis which is
illustrated not by any reference to rhetorical studies but by the doc-
trine that ‘no material objects are pure’2, since the elements inter-
mingle, and good and evil, justice and injustice, etc. are likewise
confused. The passage demands close attention in the present context.
Our objection was? that the doctrine of intermingling elements — “earth
partakes in fire and fire in water, and mveBpo partakes in those and
those in mvebue” — reminds us of later theories (Anaxagoras), whereas
the ‘mixture’ of ethical opposites transplants us into the spiritual
climate of Sophistic. Let us read Iamblichus’ explanation in V.P.
130-131.

On the basis of this hypothesis (sc. of the mingling of opposite
elements and opposite ethical notions) reason obtains its point
of departure in either of two directions; there are two motions
both of the body and of the soul: the one irrational, the other
based on choicet.

He symbolized the constitutions in a figure of 3 lines, the ends
of which touched. They formed one rectangle; one line contain-
ed the proportion 4 : 3, the second 5, and the third in between.
When we calculate the proportion of these lines and their
squares we obtain the best picture of a constitution. Plato
usurped the fame of this discovery since he clearly speaks in
the Republic of the base line in the proportion 4 : 3 which is
connected with the 5 and which provides two harmonies®.

They say that he strove for moderation of the emotions and

1 V.P. 130. 2 undty eiiucpivig elvan THY Svtwy TRAYRATOY.

3 Above, p. 146 f. ‘
4 "By 8¢ tabte T dmodéocws hafely tov Abyov Thy elg Exdrepoy pépog dppiv. Sbo 88
elvat xvhoeig xal To6 obpatos xal ThHe duyic, THv usv dloyov, Thy 3¢ wpooupanwh\:.
5 Ayovra pavepdc &v tf) [oltelg Tov &mitpitov dxeivoy muduéva, Tév <f TepTTASL
suveleuypévoy xal &g So mapeybpevoy dpuoviag. Plato, Rep. VIII 546¢.
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for the right mean! and also that each one personally should
make his own life happy with the good he prefers?. In short he
discovered the choice of what is good for each of us personally
and of the tasks that fit us3.

Though this commentary on the molruey moudelo contains little that
regards rhetoric, it is worth the effort to look at it in its entirety:
it shows how much use has been made of later terms and theories.
Let us examine it point by point.

(1) I maintain my question mark against the mixture of opposite
elements. My reasons are: (a) that our most ancient witnesses, Plato
and Aristotle, do not mention such a doctrine of the ancient Pythago-
reans, and (b) that Anaxagoras taught that everything participates in
its opposite. With him we find the term petéyew?. Cf. also Diogenes
of Apollonia fr. 5. We have no indication that this doctrine is older
than the 5th century.

(2) The mixture of ethical opposites fits in with the spiritual climate
of Sophistic. It is true that we found the principle of xatpég in Pytha-
goras, but not in the sense of rendering ethical notions relative in the
manner of the Dissoz logot, nor in the sense of an dvridoyies, as in Protago-
ras and Gorgias. The explanation that reason obtains a 6pyu to either of
two sides from the mixture hypothesis greatly strengthens my doubt:
I do not believe this to be older than the second half of the 5th century
B.C. And in our passage this is the text that directly concerns rhetoric.

(3) The doctrine of a rational and an irrational element in the soul
is probably old-Pythagorean: that is what the emphasis on internal
@uAle, ouévoie and dpuovia referred to. There is every reason to accept
that this was the original doctrine of Pythagoras which is here translat-
ed into a more modern terminology, as appears from the words
TRoMLPETLRY %tV GLS.

(4) The rectangular triangle with sides in the proportion 3, 4, 5
indicating the molirelon is definitely old-Pythagorean and may go
back to the founder.

(5) The term perpionddera is reasonably young; it is found neither
in Plato nor in Aristotle, but is found in authors of the 1st and 2nd

1 donfiour 8¢ puoty adTodv xal Tég pevplomadelog xal Tog pesdtnTac.

% xal T oby Tl mposTYoLpéve TGV dyaddv Exactov eddalpove wotelv Tov Biov.

* xod UAMBNY mpooeupeiy Thy alpesty TéY fuetépowy dyaddv xal mpoonxdvTey Epywy.
* Fr. 6 (mdvra wavrdg petéya) and 8 (od xeydptotar dAMAov & &v 6 &vi xbope
e.q.s.). Also Sextus Emp., M. VII 90 and Anaxagoras fr. 21a.
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centuries and later (Philo, Plutarch, Alexander of Aphrodisias and
Porphyry). Mesétcand its pluralis an old-Pythagorean mathematical
term: according to Nicomachus, Hippasus knew of three types of
uecbrg, arithmetical, geometrical and harmonicl. We also hear of it
in Philolaus? and in Archytas’ circle3. But in ethics it is an Aristotelian
term. Pythagoras used different metaphors in this field, as we have
seen.

(6) That each person with the dyadév he prefers should make his
own life happy is a curious admonition, and certainly not an old one.
The alpeorg Tév fuetépwv dyaddy sounds rather peripatetic and in-
fluenced by the Middle-Stoic notion of propria natura*.

The passage as a whole does not furnish us with any reason to
accept its content as old-Pythagorean. External evidence is required
for that purpose. In some details such evidence exists, but not in
others. Using this criterion I believe that the text about the mixture of
elements and opposite ethical notions in Iambl. V.P. 130 has no
demonstrative force. :

In that case what remains of the molhtuey mawdele attributed to
Pythagoras? Once again, in a sense Pythagoras was in fact its auctor,
viz. in so far as he educated politicians and legislators in his school. In
the view of the schools of rhetoric during the second half of the 5th and
the first half of the 4th centuries such an education definitely implied
training in the art of speaking. However, it would be an anachronism
to conclude that there existed a theoretical and practical study of
rhetoric in Pythagoras’ school during its first period on the mere grounds
of its political and legislative activities. The governing and managing
activities of the Pythagoreans of the period of Pythagoras and the first
generation after him demanded some practical knowledge and insight
rather than a training in speech-making. And once again, Iamblichus
(166) does not attribute the discovery of rhetoric to Pythagoras in person.

It is important to note that. The text merely says that ‘the art of
rhetoric’ and the Aéyor émdeixtinot were imported into Greece from the
circle of the Pythagoreans (map’ éxetvwv), as the written laws. In other
words, in the course of the 5th century a beginning was made with the
study of rhetoric in the Pythagorean school, and the first names men-
tioned — Corax and Tisias — are to be seen against this background.
It did not start with Gorgias; he grew up in a period when language

1VS 18, nr. 15. 2VS 44, A 24, 3VS 47, B2
4 Panaetius in Cicero, De officiis I 30, 107-31, 114 (Greek Phil. 111, 1163).
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and modes of expression as well as the Aéyor émdewtinot had already
begun to be studied.

The next question is whether this datum of Iamblichus’ text is
supported by other evidence. Rostagni and Delatte have thought
that this is the case. Rostagni in particular defended the existence of
an early Pythagorean rhetoricl, basing his thesis mainly on the pre-
sence of the notion of xeupdc in Pythagoras with all the implications
that we used to regard as characteristic of Gorgias: viz. that there is
not just one virtue but many, varying according to age and social
group, and that therefore the orator ought to be able to express him-
self not in one manner only but in a variety of styles. In this context,
Rostagni quoted Antisthenes’ explanation of the term molitpomog
and referred to Pythagoras’ four speeches. With regard to the question
of the relationship between the two — “Are the so-called speeches of
Pythagoras a creation of Gorgias’ school or did Gorgias learn the
wotpbe-principle from the school of Pythagoras which, after all, was
situated in his neighbourhood?” — Rostagni decidedly chose the latter.
Antisthenes’ text? (sn Od. I 1) strongly favoured his thesis, for it
proved that Antisthenes, who belonged to the older Socratics and
who was deeply influenced by Gorgias, was aware of the tradition of
Pythagoras’ four speeches. This made the Dicaearchus-hypothesis
impossible — and the creation of the four Aéyor in Gorgias’ own circle
had become at least improbable.

But Rostagni was still faced with one difficulty: viz. the fact that
the Ancients who wrote the history of rhetoric make no mention
whatever of an early Pythagorean rhetoric. How could one explain
that? Rostagni thought that he had a satisfactory solution. The
reason lay, according to him, in the fact that Aristotle, a mind totally
different from Gorgias, was the first to write a history of rhetoric.
Aristotle’s view of rhetoric was onesided and rationalistic, as he
wished to build a system with syllogisms and proofs. The Pythago-
reans’ oratory, unlike the yévog Suaotinév, was essentially epideictic,
and being based on an irrational criterion was a matter of persuasion
and suggestion (Juyaywyte). This was the case with Gorgias as well.

In other words, we are to suppose that, since Aristotle’s opinions on
rhetoric differed totally from those of the Pythagoreans, he kept silent
about the rhetoric that came into being among them.

1 Un nuovo capitolo nella stovia della vetovica e della sofistica, in Studi Italiani di
Filologia Classica 1922. Repr. in Rostagni, Scritti minori 1, pp. 1-49.
% Scholia in Hom. Odyss. vol. I Dindorf, pp. 9-11. T 5.
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The very basis of Rostagni’s thesis is incorrect. The Italian scholar
did not see that with regard to rhetoric the differences between
Gorgias and Aristotle are by no means differences in principle, and
that on the contrary, the versatile genius and judge of human nature
that we know to have been Aristotle experienced the influence of
Gorgias in essential points to a degree that one might call him Gorgias’
pupil. They are the very points that are shared (as Rostagni saw)
by Gorgias and Pythagoras’ Aéyo.: the xapéc-principle, the doctrine
that the virtues are many, and everything that pedagogically speaking
is connected with these. Rostagni did not see that Gorgias’ notion
of virtue appears in full in Aristotle, Politica I 5!. Nor did he
notice that the notion of &meixerx which, in the shape of aeguitas,
found its way through Aristotle into present day law, derives from
Gorgias.

To think that Aristotle saw rhetoric as a discipline based on strict
scientific proof is a curious error. It is unthinkable that the irrational
element in human nature should have escaped this judge of human
character. It is even more unthinkable that a philosopher who
methodically distinguished between strict science on the one hand,
having only aveyxaix as its object, and téyvy on the other which deals
with &vdeydueva should have treated any field of human praxis as a
science based on strict proof. Aristotle more than anyone else makes a
sharp distinction between a reasoning that proves scientifically and a
reasoning that does not. The latter he terms ‘dialectic’. If anyone,
he knew that rhetoric entails a popular manner of reasoning which
does not as such use the methods of scientific proof.

Rostagni’s explanation of Aristotle’s silence with regard to the old
Pythagorean oratory was not a fortunate one, but do we possess one
that is more satisfactory? I know of none better than the simple
explanation that Aristotle regarded Gorgias as the great man who
consciously created rhetoric.

Is this an acceptable explanation in view of the fact that Pythagoras’
Abyor were current during the 4th century? Is it possible, for example,
that Aristotle was unaware of these Aéyo. because they remained
confined to the limited area of Southern Italy where they had been
written in the closed circle of the Pythagoreans? This was not the case:
the Adyo. must have been known at Athens shortly after the year 400,

11259 b 22 - 1260 a 34. Supra, p. 118.
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as appears in the passage from Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazousae, already
cited!, to which Rostagni directed our attention?.

Aristophanes pokes fun at something, but what is it? It was, as
has been seen, Pythagoras’ address to the women of Croton, and in
particular the passage of the Graiae. At this point I am convinced
by Rostagni’s arguments: (1) the two passages are not independent;
(2) the author of the Adyor does not borrow from Aristophanes, but
Aristophanes presupposes awareness of the Aéyot in his audience.

Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazousae were staged in the year 392. In one
sense our conclusion may reach farther than Rostagni’s but in another
sense ought not to reach as far. Our conclusion was that in the year
392 the Aéyor of Pythagoras were current daily news in Athens:
apparently they had become known only recently and were being
read and discussed.

This took us back to Von Fritz’s remark, quoted earlier, that during
this very period a large number of Pythagoreans had come to Greece
from S. Italy because of the threat of conquest at the hands of Dio-
nysius I. This explains why it was at that particular moment that
these texts became known in Athens. It does not mean that they
were composed at that time; they may have been composed earlier,
but since these pieces existed in the schoolin S. Italy the Pythagoreans
took them with them when fleeing to Greece.

The Athenians probably took them for what they were: certainly
no one thought they were authentic works of Pythagoras, and doubtless

- they were not regarded as Gorgias’ work either, for the reasons which

I gave in a previous chapter. Most probably they were accepted as
anonymous school products.

Nor were they great literature. At the time they were ‘in the news’,
a generation afterwards, they were, in all probability, forgotten. That
was the time some 30 or 40 years after the Ecclesiazousae were staged,
that Aristotle wrote his Rhetoric. He was probably unaware of the
existence of these Adyot.

Rostagni mentions a few other important texts. Apart from
Iamblichus 166 he finds a few more traces of a tradition that ascribed
the invention of rhetoric to Pythagoras rather than to Corax and
Tisias?:

(1) Scholia in Eurip. Hec. 1311., p. 26, Schwartz; 8

1Ch. VI 5, p. 1341,
2 Ch. II, the end. +T 53.

2 Un nuovo capitolo, p. 197 ff. T 10.
5 Cited in Diels VS, Heracl. B 81.
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(2) Timaeus ap. Diod. XII 53;
(3) fr. 3 of Timon!, where one of Pythagoras’ characteristics is said
to be the art of verbal seduction:

IuBaybpny te yénrog dmoxhivovt’ dml 86Euc
ey &’ avbodmwy, cepvnyoping duptaty.

Of the three passages the second contains nothing that is relevant:
Diodorus declares that Gorgias of Leontini invented the art of rhetoric:
neither Pythagoras nor the Pythagoreans are mentioned.

The scholion on Euripides mentions the title of a work ascribed to
Pythagoras that is apparently referred to in Diogenes Laertius (VIII 8)
as well. The scholion reads Komnidec, which means ‘butcher’s knives’.
The source is Timaeus. Delatte? several years before Rostagni like-
wise mentions the title Kontdec, referring to Diogenes Laertius. He
adds, quite abruptly: “C’est-a-dire traité de rhétorique”. One should
like to know what his grounds are, all the more so because Diogenes
Laertius does not have the word KoriSec but Komddac. Delatte does
not mention the Euripides scholion. Diels who, in an article of 18903,
discusses the problems connected with this title and with the opening
words as quoted by Diogenes Laertius, strongly opposes the idea that
the Konideg should have had anything to do with rhetoric. The scholion
on Euripides, however, declares that this was in fact a name for
rhetoric and that ‘apparently it was not real butcher’s knives’ that
Pythagoras was speaking of: dore xal guivesdou w) wov IuSaybpav
T edpduevov Tév dAnduwav xoridwv. There is some ground then for an
allegorical explanation: ‘butcher’s knives’ — viz. weapons for defense
or attack before the courts are orations such as the S. Italian orators
Corax and Tisias wrote for their clients.

The first line of the Koxide¢ is found in Diogenes Laertius l.c. in the
slightly corrupt form M3 Gvoaidev undevi. H. S. Long* suspects a
lacuna before dvaxtdev. Delatte and Rostagni adopt the obvious
avetdev, which makes good sense. Diels however thought it strange
that a book with so aggressive a title should start with the peaceful
admonition not to be unashamed in your dealings with anyone. He

! Acc. to Wachsmuth, Syllograph. graec. religu. In Diels, Poetarum philos. fragm.
it is fr. 57.

2 Litt. pythag. 1915, p. 284.

3 Ein gefdischtes Pythagovasbuch, in: Archiv fity Geschichte d. Phil. 111, 1890, pp.
454 ff.

* Diogenes Laertius, Oxford 1964.
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proposed the reading: My dvadtdzu pndevi — explaining that this was an

admonition not to become anybody’s counsel... This is somewhat

too blatant a conjecture 2£ Smo$écewe: the author maintains that

Pythagoras had nothing to do with rhetoric. In fact the meaning of

dvaedtdeu is not overly clear either.
M+ &veidev pndevi on the other hand was an entirely clear admonition.

We know it from Pythagoras’ speech to the young men and from his

exhortations to the children: one should always be ‘polite’, especially

in the case of the young towards the old. For them this is a rule of the

first importance, but not for them alone. Pythagoras also exhorted

fathers to heed the personality of their children through kindness in

their admonitions, husbands to respect their wives’ personality, and

masters never to admonish their subordinates or their equals in anger.

The precept, then, M3 dvatdeu pndevi was valid for everyone and at all

times with Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans. There is no problem

here. |
Did the Komntdec have anything to do with rhetoric? All things well |

considered, it appears probable. What is certain is, that Pythagoreans |

living at least a century after Pythagoras, at the end of the 5th and

the beginning of the 4th centuries, were zealously studying rhetoric.

The comic fragments quoted by Delatte! witness to this:

Alexis in the Tarentini ap. Athen. IV p. 161b:

MuSayopropol xai Adyor
A 4 4
Aemtrol deopihevpéval Te Qpovtides
7 >3 7 A A R 4 4 A .
Tpéoous’ Exelvoug, T& O xad Muépav tdde
&proc xodupdc elg Exatépe, moTpLov
U8atoc Toculta TabTA.
B. deopwmpiov
Aévelg Slartav?,

Cratinus in his Tarentini ap. Diog. Laert. VIII 37:

&doc EoTwv adroie, vty dudtyy Todty
rePooty sloeddbvra, Srameipdpevoy
TG TGV MOy WV POUNE TAPETTEWY Kol KUREY

t Litt. pythag. p. 283.

2 “Pythagorisms and subtle words and polished thoughts feed those men, and
their daily bread: one single loaf of pure wheat for each, a cup of water — that’s
all.

B. A prison’s diet you tell me.
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Tolg dvtidérols, Tole mépuot, Tolc THPLGHUAGLY,
wolg dmomAdvols, Toig peyédeow vouBusTinddel.

Jokes referring to the Pythagoreans’ lean diet, their abstinence from
meat, their poverty and dirty appearance, their piety and belief in a
life after death are well known. In addition we find the theme of
the ‘subtle words’ and carefully polished style. But all of that
belongs to the 4th century. No conclusions are warranted here with
regard to the existence of a Pre-Gorgian Pythagorean rhetoric any
more than from the phrase attributed to Pythagoras in Diogenes
Laertius VIII 32 (from Alexander Polyhistor): yéyistov 3¢ gnow eivar
8v &v dvdommotg TO THY Yuyny meiow &t T0 dyadoy H Eml 1O nondve.

Rostagni does accept the existence of an early Pythagorean rhetoric,
mainly because of the four speeches. He admits that if one goes by
their style, they might be from the school of Gorgias, but the content
causes him to prefer an early date: the xapég principle, the doctrine
of the many virtues, the scale of human values3, the use of numerous
historical and mythological examples of more or less local S. Italian
stamp — all these indicate in his opinion an earlier period, not after
Gorgias (initiative works of pupils) but before him (work finding its
origin in surroundings where Gorgias himself received his education).
The weakness of Rostagni’s view lies, of course, in the fact that the
content may be old, but that the actual writing need not necessarily
ante-date Gorgias. The staging of Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazousae, how-
ever, provided us with a terminus ante quem.

Thus, when Rostagni determines the character of early Pythagorean
oratory by basing his views on the four speeches, we are obliged to
reserve our judgment. We cannot say with certainty at what precise
date rhetoric began to be studied as a téyvy among the Pythagoreans.

! According to Hick’s translation:

“They are wont,

If haply they a foreigner do find,

To hold a cross-examination

Of doctrines’ worth, to trouble and confound him

with terms, equations, and antitheses

Brain-bunged with magnitudes and periphrases”.
2 The post-platonic date of Alexander’s ITuSayopina Smopvhputa has been
convincingly pointed out by Festugiére in the Revue des Etudes gvecques 1945,
pp. 1-65.
® Rostagni, Un nuovo capitolo p. 192f., finds Anaximenes the Younger’s scale
of values in the speeches of Pythagoras as it were in elementary form.
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Perhaps it was in the 5th century before Gorgias, perhaps even in the
first half of the 5th century, so that Empedocles may have come from
this school. He is repeatedly mentioned as the ‘inventor of rhetoric’,
a tradition that derives from Aristotle. Thus we read in Diogenes
Laertius VIII 57: “Aristotle in his Sophistes calls Empedocles the
inventor of rhetoric, as Zeno of dialectic”. And again in Sextus, M.
VII 6: 'EuncSoxiéa udv yap 6 ’Apiotoréins @nol mpddrtov $ntopueny
xenwrévar. Diogenes Laertius VIIT 58 quotes Satyrus as saying that
Empedocles was both iatpée and gfrwp &piorog. Gorgias was his pupil.

Quintilian IIT 1,8 mentions Empedocles, then Corax and Tisias, and
after them their pupil Gorgias as artium scriptores antiquissimal.

Since, however, Empedocles was traditionally regarded as a pupil
of Pythagoras, and since it was known in Magna Graecia that Pytha-
goras himself appeared as an orator before the people, it could be said
that Empedocles had learnt this from Pythagoras, and that Pythagoras
in fact makes the beginning of the history of rhetoric.

And this, in a sense, is true.

1 On the beginnings of rhetoric see L. Radermacher, Artium scriptores (Reste
der voraristotelischen Rhetorik). Osterreich. Akad. d. Wissensch., philol.-hist.
K1., Sitzungsberichte 227. Bd. Abh. 3, Wien 1951, p. 11ff. On Empedocles and
Gorgias see also E. Norden, Dic Antike Kunstprosa, Leipzig 1898, I, p. 16 {f.
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CHAPTER X

PYTHAGORAS AND MEDICINE

We are justified in paying attention to the medical ideas of the early
Pythagoreans which are closely connected and even largely identical
with the moralism that we came across in a previous chapter!. Pytha-
goras’ teachings against tpup# and morutédewn stemmed from care for
the body as well as the soul and stressed evenness in girth as much as
in state of mind. The precepts he gave in this context constituted a
dtawre which aimed primarily at that balance of physical forces that
is health, but through health at a balanced mind.

Diodorus? says:

His advice was to strive for simplicity, for excess? destroys
people’s possessions as much as their bodies. Most diseases
originate from indigestiont which in its turn originates from
excess. And he persuaded many to live on raw food and to
drink water all their lives in order to strive for the truly good.

In Iamblichus, V. P. 218, we reads:

And .he showed that the gods are not the cause of evil and that
all diseases and bodily suffering arise from dissolute behaviour.

This chapter and its context evoke a number of questions. The state-
ment &7 of Yol T6BY xaxdv elow dvaitior reminds us directly of Plato,
as.does the criticism of authors and poets on grounds of ‘what is being
said wrong in their myths’. But we also find distinctly Stoic terms
such as Adyog mpopopixée and &vdidderoc, as well as a description of
hon all earthly phenomena are dependent on heaven, which gives a
Sjc01c or late-Platonic impression. Boyancé (Revue des Etudes An-
ciennes 36 (1934)) defended the thesis that this entire passage in

1 VII 4. 2X 7. T 29a. 3 mwoAuTéreia
4 &£ dpémyrog 5T 57b.
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Iamblichus (215-219) was borrowed directly from Heraclides Ponticus’
dialogue Abaris, but he was not able to argue these later categories
and terms away. That is why his otherwise attractive theory — which
gives an elegant and convincing explanation of the unhistorical
stage-setting of the conversation between Phalaris, the tyrant, Py-
thagoras and the Thracian Abaris — cannot be accepted without some
reservations?.

However this may be, the phrase quoted above concerning the cause
of disease reminds us of Plato who was likewise of the opinion that
toue# and mourtéhew are fatal both for the body and for the mind and
that disease stems from excess. Yet it is very much in keeping with
early Pythagorean principles that this view should derive from
Pythagoras. Apart from the passage of Diodorus quoted above
(which probably stems from Timaeus) we may cite the picture of
Pythagoras the philosopher and opponent of luxuria as painted by
Pompeius Trogus, as well as numerous passages in the Biot which
originate with Aristoxenus and Timaeus.

We may suppose, then, that it was Pythagoras who preached a
regimen of sobriety based on his insight into the cosmic laws of measure
and harmony. Such a regimen he felt would be salutary for both the
body and the soul. It was equally Pythagoras who prescribed daily
exercises for the members of his sect so as to enhance their physical
strength, their fitness and agility. We discussed these things in a
previous chapter.

The three Bio. unanimously assert that Pythagoras practised
medicine2. Among the acousmata mentioned in Iambl., V.P. 82 the
question is asked: tt T copdTatov; after two answers the question is
Tt copdyTartov TEY Tap Ay, —answer: lutpuxy).

In Iambl., V.P. 208, it is said that insight into the proper substances
and quantities for nourishment is a matter of great wisdom, which is
ascribed ‘originally to Apollo and Paeon’, later to the followers of
Asclepius. These two passages doubtless indicate an early date for
Pythagorean medical theories.

1 See App. D.

2 Diog. Laert. VIIT 12: odx fluéinoe 3’ obd’ latpuefic, Porph., V.P. 33 speaks of
music as a healing method. T 58. Cf. Cramer, Anecd. Paris. 1 172; Tambl.,
V.P. 110f. and 224. Iambl., V.P. 163(= 244) speaks at some length about
therapy. T 59. Definitions of ytewx in Diog. Laert. VIII 33 and 35. T 60. Other
parallels: Aetius V 3,2 (Doxogr. 417a b); Galen XIX 321 K. and 322 K. (Doxogr.

320 b 29, 417 a 21 and 418 a 5); Stob., Ecl. I 420; Celsus, Med. I. prooem. 6,7
(CM.L.118).T61.
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Let us now read the longest passage on therapy, Tambl., V.P. 163
(= 244).

With regard to medicine they approved of dietetics most of all.
They practised it with great precision. To begin with, they
tried to obtain indications with reference to the proper pro-
portion of bodily strain!, food and rest; then again they prob-
ably were the first to undertake the study and prescription of
the preparation of the food that is taken. The Pythagoreans
also applied fomentation more often than their predecessors.
Drugs were less liked by them; they used them most of all for
boils. Surgery and cauterisation however were totally rejected.
In the case of certain diseases they also used exorcism. In
their opinion music likewise adds greatly to health if used in a
fitting manner2.

The fact that this passage except for the last sentence appears twice
in Iamblichus indicates, as we saw earlier, that he found it in both his
main sources.

Dietetics were of the greatest importance in the Hippocratic writings;
it is not a property of the Pythagoreans. The principle that health is
due to a correct proportion of food and exercise is most categorically
brought forward in Iepl Saitye I, ch. 2. I regard it as probable that
this thought was expressed in our passage in the words wewpdcSuar
TpBTOV Wév xatapavddvery ompeto cuppstplug mhvey Te xol oitwv xal
averaboews: the idea corresponds with other information on the
Pythagorean manner of life. It seems probable that the author of
II. Suxizme, a treatise which is now generally dated around 400 B.C.,
was influenced by the Pythagoreans in his theory of a supuerplo of
olra and wévor, as he was elsewhere3,

There was a general preference among Greek doctors for mon-
aggressive therapies’ as Plato had it. This is not to say that surgical
treatment was entirely rejected; on the contrary, surgery and cauter-

isation were generally accepted methods. The Pythagorean objection
Wwas an exception.

! Reading mévev with the Laurentianus (F.). Deubner reads motév, which is
found in 244.

? This last sentence does not occur in 244,

* Notably in I 8. Cf. W. H. S. Jones, Hippocr. IV, London 1953, Introd. p.
X1V, and R. Joly, Recherches sur le Traité ps. hippocr. Du végime, Paris 1960,
P. 35 and 52.
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The fact that Pythagoras used énedat in the case of some diseases
is mentioned repeatedly. Porphyry, V.P. 33, adds that he did so in
the case of bodily diseases too.

In this context we have to mention a well known passage from the
Hippocratic Corpus. The passage is not usually treated as Pythagorean,
but L. Edelstein has shown its Pythagorean character in a brief but
important publication (1943): I am referring to the so-called Hip-
pocratic oath®.

This is what the young doctor swears:

I will neither give a deadly drug to anybody if asked for it,
nor will T make a suggestion to this effect. Similarly I will not
give to a woman an abortive remedy. In purity and holiness?
I will guard my life and my art.

I will not use the knife, not even on sufferers from stone, but will
withdraw in favour of such men as are engaged in this work3.

In these promises we find a rejection (1) of euthanasia, (2) of abortion,
(3) of operative intervention, even in the case of kidney stones, which
was regarded as a treatment as frequent as it was urgent.

The first point in particular needs some explanation. Edelstein
comments well on it. When the doctor promises not to supply his
patient with poison if asked by him to do so nor to suggest that he
take it, it is the prevention of suicide that is implied, not the prevention
of murder. Was it necessary that a doctor should promise this? Indeed
it was. In a time when anaesthesia and pain-killing drugs were
virtually unknown, when people were virtually defenceless in the face
of disease and pain, it was a common occurrence for a patient to ask
his doctor for a deadly drug to ensure an easy and painless end.
“Throughout Antiquity many people preferred voluntary death to
endless agony. This form of ‘euthanasia’ was an everyday reality”. Ge-
nerally speaking the Greek medical profession acceded to such requests.
They also, and without scruple, supplied women with abortive drugs®.

! Ludwig Edelstein, The Hippocratic Oath. Text, transl. and interpretation.
Baltimore, 1943 (Supplements to the Bulletin of the History of Medicine, Nr. 1).
2 &yvide xal boiwe. 3 The translation is Edelstein’s. 1 Op. cit., p. 6-10.
5 Edelstein, op. cit. p. 10-12. “In a world in which it was held justifiable to
expose children immediately after birth, it would hardly seem objectionable
to destroy the embryo”. On the medical practice of abortion see R. Hahnel,
Die Eiinstliche Abovtus im Altevtum, in: Avchiv fiiv Geschichie dev Medizin, XXIX,
1937, pp. 2241f.
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Finally, they operated without scruple. In particular operative
treatment for kidney stones was common, since this is a very painful
disorder?.

The oath, then, contains a view which was by no means generally
accepted and it is impossible to suppose that all Greek doctors swore
it. Yet it was a professional oath, but apparently applicable to a
limited group only, which distinguished itself from the majority in its
severe views, viz. the Pythagoreans. On religious grounds they were
strictly forbidden to commit suicide: man is not allowed to dispose
of his own life; he has been ordered to a certain station and should
not leave it before being ordered to do so? Their rejection of abortion
is very much in keeping with their strict prescriptions not to kill living
beings. The texts likewise show that the Pythagoreans were thorough-
ly conscious of the responsibilities of parents-to-be with regard to the
offspring about to be begotten or born. For example, we know the
precept that parents-to-be must take great care of their future
children3.

First of all they must pay attention to their own preparation
for acquiring children by leading moderate and healthy lives
both before and during the gestation period, by not eating
immoderately and at the wrong times and by not taking food
or drink which causes the condition of the body to deteriorate,
in particular by not being drunk - this least of all. For they
thought that an inferior, inharmonious and restless disposition
produces a bad sperm. And generally speaking they were of
the fixed opinion that it is a sign of levity and carelessness if
someone who wishes to engender a living being and wishes to
bring it to birth and life should not take zealous care that the
child’s entry into life should be as lovely as possible. Dog lovers
are zealous in the care of the offspring of their dogs, and so
are bird lovers; and it is clear that all others who are concerned
for a noble offspring of their animals go to great lengths to
ensure that their reproduction is not left to chance. Human
beings, however, show little concern for their own offspring:

! Edelstein, ibid. p. 24-32.

* Plato, Phaedo 62b. 3 lIambl., V.P. 211-213.

% The first paragraph has its parallel in Stob. IV 37, 4 (W.- H. V, p. 879), where

Aristoxenus is mentioned as the author. The passage quoted above (p.179 {.),

T 32, from Ocellus Lucanus’ ITept yewdoewg (De universi natura IV 1-4, Harder
PP. 23-25) runs to 213 inclusive.
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they engender children at random, without reasonable fore-
thought, and afterwards they bring them up and rear them
in the most careless of ways. This is the strongest and clearest
cause for the badness and inferiority of the majority of men.
With most of them reproduction takes place as it does with
cattle: at random?.

These were the directions and methods practised by those
men in word and deed with respect to sober-mindedness. They
had received these precepts traditionally as oracles from
Pythagoras himself.

The promise of the medical practitioners not to supply expectant
mothers with abortive drugs no doubt fits into this moral climate.
Those who drafted the oath which makes the doctor declare that he
will preserve his life and his art dyvée xal detwe apparently regarded
the killing of the unborn foetus as a sin against the divine. This too,
as Edelstein rightly remarks, fits into the moral climate of the Py-
thagoreans.

Similarly the promise that the doctor will not misuse his profession
in personal relations “remaining free of all intentional injustice, of all
mischief and in particular of sexual relations with both female and
male persons, be they free or slaves” implies certain moral principles
which were by no means generally accepted in Ancient Greece, but which
agree with the Pythagorean way of life as we found it in Pythagoras’
speeches and other texts that served as parallels. Edelstein? writes:

Their views (sc. of the Pythagoreans) on sexual matters were
severer than those of all other ancient philosophers®. They

1 I do not think it necessary to accept the view that the interest in eugenics
was transferred from Plato to Pythagoras by later authors: this, too, may be a
case of Pythagorean influence on Plato.

2 The Hippocr. Oath, p. 341.

3 This is not entirely correct. In a preceding chapter (p. 180) I mentioned
Musonius Rufus and Plotinus. Musonius fr. XII says: Méva wév dopodicta
vouilew Sixoto T& &v ydue xal Emi yevéoer maiSwv ovvrehodpeve, &L xal véuiud
¢oTwv ta 88 ve Adoviy Snpdpeva YAy ESuex xol wapdvouw, xdv &v yduo F.

See on this passage A. C. van Geytenbeek’s comments on Musonius Rufus and
Greek Diatribe, Assen 1963, pp. 71ff. It is strange that Edelstein who has the
Pythagoreans of the 4th century B.C. in mind seems to imply that adultery
and homosexuality were condemned by no other philosophers. Plato did
condemn both most severely in the Laws VIII 841c-842a. He terms homosexual
relations like Musonius, a mapd @botv TéApnpe which more than any other is
due to unbridled lust (Laws I 636¢).
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alone judged sexual relations in terms of justice, meaning there-
by not that which is forbidden or allowed by law: for the
husband to be unfaithful to his wife was considered to be
unjust toward her!. The Pythagoreans upheld the equality
of men and women?. They alone condemned sodomy3. Besides,
in the performance of moral duties, they did not discriminate
between social ranks. In that respect free-born people and
slaves, for the Pythagoreans, were on equal footing*.

Though his rendering of Pythagorean ethics here and there needs a
slight correction or some supplement, Edelstein on the whole was
perfectly right when pointing to the fact that everything stipulated
in the Oath with regard to sexual continuence agrees with the tenets
of Pythagorean ethics. When he adds: “in fact with the ideals of these
philosophers alone”, thinking of the fourth century (as he does) it
would be more precise to say: “with the ideals of these philosophers
rather than those of any other philosophers’ school”.

The silence which the doctor promises not only with respect to
strictly medical matters but concerning anything he sees in the houses
that he visits professionally is likewise regarded as a Pythagorean

1 The moral aspect of the condemnation of adultery is obvious in the Stoa as
well. See Origenes, C. Cels. VII 63: &uxiivouot & potyedety ol t& ZAveovog grhoco-
PobvTEG L TO xoveVIRdY kol Yo Tapd platy elvar 16 Aoyind {Ho.

Cf. also Epictetus, Diss. 11 4 (the whole treatise deals with adultery). Antisthe-
nes ap. Diog. Laert. VI 94. Nor were the Pythagoreans alone in their positive
evaluation of marriage, at least not in later Antiquity; one need not, however,
wait until the time of Plutarch: some centuries earlier Antipater of Tarsus may
be quoted. (See S.V.F. 111, p. 2541f.).

2 E. here refers to the presence of women in Pythagoras’ school. As we know
this was not uncommon in Greece as early as the 4th and 3rd centuries B.C.,,
witness the early Cynics and Epicurus, as well as (theoretically) Plato and the
Stoa. We may, however, suppose that Pythagoras introduced the idea. It is
curious to note again Edelstein’s (professed) opinion that we cannot know
anything of the Pythagoreanism that existed before the 4th century.

% This is certainly incorrect. Apart from the quoted passages of the Laws one
may compare Socrates’ attitude according to Alcibiades’ speech in The Sym-
posium and Plato’s implicit condemnation. See Van Geytenbeek, Musonius
Rufus, loc. cit.

* Edelstein thinks that no specific texts can be quoted in support. One may,
however, quote the precept not to upbraid anyone in anger, be he free or slave,
equal or subordinate. Iamblichus apparently found this precept in both of
his main sources. Likewise the story of Archytas and the lazy slaves, which
derives from Spintharus, Aristoxenus’ father.
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trait by Edelstein, since they exercised silence methodically in their
school.

There is one more point in the Hippocratic Oath that is specifically
Pythagorean according to Edelstein, viz. the doctor’s promise to
regard his master as a father, to have him share in his material wealth
and to regard his children as his brothers; and again to teach the art
to his own sons as well as to those of his master if they want to learn
it, without any charge, and for the rest only to those who have signed
the contract and have sworn the oath.

Usually this item was explained in this vein, that in Greece during
the early centuries medicine like all other arts was passed on from
father to son in closed family guilds. When at a certain time these
organizations began to receive outsiders in their midst, those who
wished to be admitted had to become members of the family through
adoption. Thus the Hippocratic covenant was supposed to be an
engagement signed by newcomers joining one of the medical artisan
families.

As a matter of fact, Plato says that physicians taught their sons
and that Hippocrates taught outside pupils for a feel. Moreover,
Galen asserts that the Asclepiads were for generations the sole pos-
sessors of medicine, but later shared their knowledge with people not
belonging to the clan. Yet Edelstein thinks the evidence is not
sufficient to support such an explanation. For instance, who would
believe that the young Athenian Hippocrates of whom Plato speaks
in the Protagoras would have considered paying a fee to the great
Hippocrates for instruction, had that meant that he should enter
the family of the Coan physician? W. H. S. Jones? therefore protested
against the view that the Oath would have been the test required
by the Asclepiad Guild: he does not find a word in the text to support
that theory. “The Oath simply binds the student to his master and
his master’s family, not to a guild or corporation”.

But Edelstein’s criticism goes further: if through the covenant the
student became the adopted son of his master, the question must be
raised whether such a relationship was common among the Greeks
of any period. This is in fact maintained by some scholars: during the
period preceding that of the sophists, it is said, the teacher generally
was esteemed as his pupil’s father®. Edelstein objects that this

1 Plato, Protag. 311b; Laws IV 720Db. 2 Hippocrates, 1. p. 293.
3 Edelstein cites here E. Hoffmann, Kulturphilosophisches bei den Vorsokratikern,
in Neue Jahvbiicher f. Wissensch. u. Jugendbildung, V, 1929, pp. 191.

239



PYTHAGORAS AND MEDICINE

assertion is not supported by any evidence but that of the Hippocratic
covenant itself. But from the Oath one may certainly not deduce
that the idea of a spiritual kinship between teacher and pupil prevailed
through all schools and guilds of the pre-classical era. “There is no
reason, then, to assume that the adoption of the pupil by the teacher
was a common characteristic of archaic education. Nor is such a
practice known to have been customary in ancient scientific or
practical training at any other time.” — Edelstein thinks there is only
one exception, viz. among the Pythagoreans. With them in fact it was
customary during the 4th century to honour the teacher as a father
by adoption. Epaminondas is said to have so honoured his teacher?.
And in Epaminondas’ time Pythagoras himself was said to have
revered his teacher Pherecydes as a son reveres his father?

This has supplied us with the correct explanation of the Hippocratic
covenant: the specific way in which the pupil is bound to his teacher
is an instance of the Pythagorean way of life, as much as the rejection
of suicide, abortion and surgery were features of the Iudayopixde Bloc.
Such is Edelstein’s conclusion.

We have some reservations with regard to this part of Edelstein’s
exposition as well. Correct as he may be in saying that the Pythago-
reans regarded their teachers as fathers, his notion that they were
the only ones is erroneous. It is definitely incorrect to say that apart
from the Hippocratic Oath we possess no indications of the existence
of such an attitude. Let us remember Socrates’ and Plato’s fierce
opposition to the sophists who charged high fees for instruction. How,
then, did Socrates live? He was not a wealthy man nor had he any
income from labour. Plato and Socrates leave no doubt at all on that
point: they think it goes without saying that a pupil shared his
material goods with his master where needed, and doubtless the pupil
also took care of his master in case of illness and disaster. Plato’s
Crito furnishes us with an instance, nor is that the only one we know of.
In the school of Epicurus.the situation was no different. We also
know the example of Arcesilaus who took his mathematics teacher
into his house and nursed him until he recovered from a mental
disturbance.

1 Diod. X 11, 2; cf. Plut., De genio Socr. 13, p. 583 C. Aristox. ap. Iambl,, V.P.
250: %ol watépo Tov Aoty Exddeoev (sc. "Enapetvavias).

2 Diod. X 3,4; Iambl. V.P. 184 (from Nicomachus). Diodorus’ information
probably derives from Timaeus, and Iambl. (Nicomachus) from Aristoxenus.
Edelstein quotes the former only.
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Let us also recall the Eleatic philosopher in Plato’s Sophistes, who,
when he is about to examine critically Parmenides’ thesis that ‘only
being is’, begs his partner not to regard him as a patricide. “We shall
have to subject the thesis of our father Parmenides to a critical
examination”?.

I believe therefore that there are good reasons for supposing that in
the ancient Greek world it was not all that exceptional for a pupil
to regard his teacher as a father. The notion is found explicitly in the
community of the Pythagoreans, but there is no reason to think that
it was lacking in the Socratic circle or in the early Academy, or for
that matter among others during periods earlier or later than the 4th
century.

In this respect as in many others one is compelled to make some
reservation. Yet Edelstein is right with regard to his main thesis
that the Hippocratic Oath was not a standard acceptable to all
Greek physicians, nor did they all swear the Oath. On the contrary,
as a standard it was valid in a restricted circle and its text contains
at least some points which compel us to say that in this circle the
Pythagorean way of life was accepted.

Edelstein thinks that the Oath dates from the 4th century, no earlier
— for we cannot know anything about the Pythagoreanism of the
5th or 6th centuries —no later, for after the 4th century Pythagoreanism
fades away, at least as a movement of scholarly importance.

These arguments of Edelstein are unacceptable. It is incorrect to
depict Pythagoreanism as flourishing during the 4th century while
its pre-history is clothed in impenetrable darkness. The School
flourished during the 6th and the first half of the 5th centuries, and
if there is still a tradition of Pythagorean forms of behaviour during
the 4th century, this is due to the things that were handed down by
previous generations. The Pythagorean principles mentioned by
Edelstein — not to kill, not to dispose of one’s own or someone else’s
life, the reverence for life even if it is not yet born, the avoidance of
surgery even in cases where others commonly used it, the reverence
for the human person — all these were doubtless of ancient standing.
One will be wise to remember Guthrie’s dictum?: “It is permissible to
remark that the known character of Pythagoreanism must lead us to
expect the greatest possible continuity of doctrine”.

* %*
®

1 Soph., 241d. * History 1, p. 217.
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J. Schumacher! has recently treated the importance of Pythagoras
and the Pythagoreans for medical science. Discussing the excesses of
the criticism of the 19th century he rightly maintains that we are
by no means precluded from knowing the outlines of ancient Pytha-
goreanism or from understanding its importance for science, including
medical science. He is equally right in his view that the medical
theories of the ancient Pythagoreans must be understood against the
background of their philosophy. It is a pity that in describing that
background he works almost exclusively with old German literature.
He may not have been able to read Guthrie’s recent book, but at least
he should have read, and read with care, Aristotle’s description in
Metaph. A 5 which is basic for our knowledge of the philosophy of
nature of the ancient Pythagoreans. If he had done so his own pre-
sentation of Pythagorean philosophy would have gained a great deal.
He would have gained equally if he had read Festugiére’s important
work on Alexander Polyhistor in Revue des Ftudes Grecques (1945).
What we find now needs drastic correction, for the author simply
identifies number as determining principle with népac. Like Philolaus?,
but without referring to him, he speaks of t6 mepaivov. The Pytha-
goreans were, after the Ionians who treated matter as the essence of
things, the first to introduce a determining principle, he declares.
This principle was number, precursor of the later notion of £{8o¢ and
of the notion gioic as found in the medical writers. Number is put
over against Anaximander’s &neipov as its necessary complement. It
is that which gives form and determines as the active opposite the
passive principle which is matter. The combination of the two is
what the Pythagoreans called harmony.

The importance of the introduction of number as a determining
principle for science, including medical science, is enormous.
Only by the Pythagorean notion of harmony was a definition of
health and disease made possible. Only then could the influence of
cold and heat on the body and of foodstuffs on health be checked
systematically. Thus one could arrive at a definite Stawra (regimen).
For these reasons the author has no doubt that the Pythagoreans laid
the foundation for the most important theories of ancient medicine,
or at least decisively promoted its advance.

The picture offered here agrees most of all with Philolaus’ fr. 1 and 2

1 Joseph Schumacher, Antike Medizin, Die naturphilosophischen Grundlagen
der Medizin in der griechischen Antike. Berlin? 1963, (1st ed. 1940), pp. 34-85.
2 Fr. 1 and 2.
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which do say that the cosmos and all that it contains is combined
from determining and indeterminate factors, éx mepawvévtov Te xal
gmetpwv. One also reads! in Philolaus that all that is known comprises
number. Yet the expression “mixture of number and &neipov” does
not occur here any more than in Aristotle in Metaph. A 5. One does
find in Philolaus (fr. 6), that the dpy«i from which the objects derive,
viz. the determining and indeterminate principles, are heterogeneous
and therefore could not be combined in an orderly whole, “unless
harmony were added in some way or other”. Which are the old
Pythagorean apyxt? The answer to this question must be based on
the statement given by Aristotle, Metaph. 986 a 15ff.: doyoi were in
the last resort mépag and &metpov. From these two together derives the
one, which is both even and odd, and from the one derives the number.
The ovotouyla in which népag and &neipov appear on top is in any case
considerably older than Philolaus, and the oldest Pythagorean view
apparently does not identify number with wépag nor regards the objects
as the product of number and &neipov; on the contrary, mépec and
&mewpov in their view were the principles whence derives number, and
number was itself identified with the objects?.

With respect to the doctrine of opposites and the doctrine of har-
mony, Schumacher finds his point of departure in Alexander Poly-
histor’s exposition. He was unaware of the fact that this is a far cry
from the most ancient Pythagoreanism. Two definitions of ‘health’
are found in Alexander. The one simply says ‘dpuovia’®; the other:
Syletay )y 0D eldoug Stapoviy, véoov v tabtouv ¢Yopdvt. The modern
author starts from the basic thought that “harmony of number and
&netpov” is health, and disturbance of this harmony is disease. He
admits that there are not too many texts that provide proof(!), but
he finds welcome support in Alexander Polyhistor’s second definition:
“health is the permanency of form, disease its destruction”. ‘Form’is
the whole man; it implies totality, beauty, standard.

1 Fr. 4; cf. fr. 11.

? See Guthrie’s excellent discussion in Hisfory I, pp. 233-248, and W. Burkert’s
comments on the Philolaus fragments, Weisheit u. Wissenschaft p. 2331f., in
particular p. 237. Burkert, p. 254, finds an incongruity between the fragm. 6 and
11, in that the latter almost identifies number with harmony (t& &ptdud Qoo
xol dppovie) and opposes it to the nature of the &mewpov, while in the former
harmony was added as a third thing to the pre-existing mepaivovta and énetpo.
This is one of the reasons why B. rejects the fr. 11.

8 Diog. Laert. VIIT 33. T 60a.

4 Diog. Laert. VIII 35. T 60b.
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The only objection is that this text is definitely not early Pytha-
gorean!

A definition of health found in Plato’s Gorgias (504b) probably is
early Pythagorean: év 74 cGpatt T éx Tig Tdeds e xal 7ol xdopov
yryvéuevoy, that is to say a state effected in the body by order. Order
is ‘harmony’ or ‘concord’ of opposite forces or elements. It is the
@uMla in the body itself that is mentioned in Iambl, V.P. 229. It is
not, as Schumacher wants us to believe, “the mixture of number and
&metpov”, which as such would be of a nature totally different from
the harmony of opposites (loovopix) as mentioned by Alcmaeon!. A
passage in Galen? which says that Pythagoras explained disease as
one of the Suvdpetg gaining the upper hand is thought unreliable by
Schumacher, since it too much resembles Alcmaeon3. It escaped his
notice that other texts confirm Galen'’s statement.

Thus a reservation is necessary in the case of Schumacher’s ex-
position as well. Yet his view of the Pythagoreans’ importance for
medicine is correct ; his chapter on Alcmaeon is excellent.

t Fr. 4. ? Hist. phil. XIX 344 K. 3 Antike Med., p. 56.
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CHAPTER XI

EPILOGUE

We have come to the end of our exploration. Both in general and
in many details the results were surprising. In the course of this
study Pythagoras has appeared with traits different from those we
hitherto thought could be ascribed to him. The picture of the philo-
sopher has changed considerably. Not only a belief in metempsychosis,
a memory of previous lives, the discovery of the laws of number and
harmony, nor only the founder of a kind of religious community is
found, but it has been established on sufficiently solid grounds that
Pythagoras spoke to the people of Croton, to the people in its several
branches; that he influenced the life of this people directly and
considerably, and that he did this on the basis of the philosophic
principles that dominated his life and thought. Historical evidence
presented Pythagoras to us with more concrete and personal traits
than we previously had thought possible. Nineteenth century scholar-
ship taught us that we cannot know Pythagoras at all. His person,
it was said, had disappeared into the mists of a long forgotten past,
even before Aristotle. His belief in metempsychosis admittedly could
not be denied. But that could be referred to Pythagoras the religious
preacher and man of supernatural gifts. A Rohde was able to maintain
that he was not a philosopher at all.

It is this thesis that has recently been brought to life again and
defended with great ability by Burkert. It did not lie within the scope
of the present work to discuss at length the arguments brought forward
by him to deny the existence of any early Pythagorean form of mathe-
matical science or philosophy!. However, summarizing the main
issue of his work and admitting his position for argument’s sake, we
find ourselves faced with the question: supposing that Pythagoras

11 do hope soon to find the time to go more closely into the details of his
argument.
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was a ‘wise man’ in the ancient ‘shamanist’ style and nothing more,
supposing that his ‘way of life’ consisted of following taboo prescrip-
tions without any deeper religious and ethical views, — that is, sup-
posing that he was a merely formal ritualist and a Setowdaipwv of the
most primitive kind, — would it be possible for him to have fascinated a
whole population? Burkert is not willing to deny the political influence
of the early Pythagoreans. Indeed he could not. But can this influence
be explained on the basis of his presuppositions?

In this he fails to convince me.

Except for Burkert there might seem to be a turn of the tide: in
Van der Waerden 's work Pythagoras and early Pythagoreans are given
an important place in the history of science, and as far as philosophy
is concerned scholars feel that an outline of early Pythagorean doctrine
may be reconstructed on the basis of Aristotle’s evidence. Guthrie
goes so far as to use Pythagoras’ name. His political influence is no
longer denied since Von Fritz’ and Minar’s work. Somehow or other,
however, this aspect is kept apart from the picture of Pythagoras as a
philosopher. A level-headed interpreter imagines little more than
that politicians were educated within the Pythagorean Society and
then left for their own states where they wielded influence. But even
the implications of this interpretation for the portrait of Pythagoras
as a philosopher have scarcely been elaborated.

There is more, however. If one wishes to have a historical picture
of Pythagoras the philosopher, the neglected evidence that has been
treated in the previous pages ought not to be left aside. On the grounds
of this evidence Pythagoras in fact must be imagined as a preacher
to the people; a preacher who knew how to persuade the people
to lead sober and restrained lives. By what means? By the force of a
philosophical theory, a cosmic view intensely experienced as the
truth. Far be it from us to deny that primitive elements were mixed up
with this theory. Butif it be asked what made Pythagoras a conqueror
of men (including women), I think we have to reply that it was not
a formalistic ritualism, not a strong measure of deisidaemony; what
made him a conqueror of men was a truly reformatory spirit which
appealed to reason and moral rectitude. This is what left its trace in
the written history of Southern Italy, perhaps more tangibly than
the pursuit of mathematical science in the early Pythagorean School —
which is indeed not so intangible as Burkert would have us believe.
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CHAPTER XII

THE TEXTS

1. Events preceding Pythagoras’ settlement at Croton. The battle of
the Sagra.

a. Pompeius Trogus (Justinus), Epifome XX 2, 3.10-3.

The Metapontines, the Sybarites and the Crotonians have taken the neigh-
bouring city of Siris. The Locrians side with Siris.

(10) Itaque indignantes in oppugnatione Siris auxilium contra se a
Locrensibus latum, bellum his intulerunt (sc. Crotonienses). Quo metu
territi Locrenses ad Spartanos decurrunt; auxilium supplices de-
precantur. Illi longinqua militia gravati auxilium a Castore et Polluce
petere eos iubent. Neque legati responsum sociae urbis spreverunt
profectique in proximum templum facto sacrificio auxilium deorum
inplorant. Litatis hostiis obtentoque, ut rebantur, quod petebant,
haud secus laeti quam si deos ipsos secum avecturi essent, pulvinaria
iis in navi conponunt faustisque profecti ominibus solacia suis pro
auxiliis deportant.

His cognitis Crotonienses et ipsi legatos ad oraculum Delphos mit-
tunt, victoriae facultatem bellique prosperos eventus deprecantes.
Responsum prius votis hostes quam armis vincendos. Cum vovissent
Apollini decimas praedae, Locrenses et voto hostium et responso dei
cognito nonas voverunt tacitamque eam rem habuere, ne votis vin-
cerentur. Itaque cum in aciem processisent et Crotoniensium centum
viginti milia armatorum constitissent, Locrenses paucitatem suam
circumspicientes (nam sola XV milia militum habebant) omissa spe
victoriae in destinatam mortem conspirant, tantusque ardor ex despe-
ratione singulos cepit, ut victores se putarent, si non inulti morerentur.
Sed dum mori honeste quaerunt, feliciter vicerunt, nec alia causa
victoriae fuit, quam quod desperaverunt. Pugnantibus Locris aquila
ab acie numquam recessit eosque tam diu circumvolavit, quoad vin-
cerent. In cornibus quoque duo iuvenes diverso a ceteris armorum
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habitu, eximia magnitudine et albis equis et coccineis paludamentis
pugnare visi sunt nec ultra apparuerunt, quam pugnatum est. Hanc
admirationem auxit incredibilis famae velocitas. Nam eadem die,
qua in Italia pugnatum est, et Corintho et Athenis et Lacedaemone
nuntiata est victoria.

b. Diodorus, VIII 32:

“Ort of Aoxpol Emepdav el Zmaptny mepl cvppaylog Sedpevor. of 8¢ Aaxe-
Sorpbvior 1o péyedoc i Kporwviardyv Suvauecwg dxobovres, Gomep dpo-
crobpevor %ol péveg dv obtw cwdévrav Aoxpdv, dmexpilnoay adroic
ouppdyovs Sddvar tods Tuvdupiduc. of 8¢ mpéaPeig elte mpovoly Jeol elive
7o fmdtv olwvicauevor Tpocedéiavto Ty Bofdetay map abTdy xal xohAiepy-
auvteg Eotpwony tols Atooxdpois xhivyy &nl THc viog xal dmémisucay ént
v waTpide.

¢. Strabo VI 10 (p. 261):

Meta 8¢ Aoxpods Zaype, bv Inhords dvopalouvsty, ¢p’od Bupol Atosrod-
pov, mepl obg Aoxpol uiptor petd Pyyivev mpde dexatpeis puptddus Kpotw-
viatedv oopBordvreg dvixnouy de’ob Thv mapoplay Tpdc Tode dmicTobvrag
Exmeosiy paaty “dhndéortepa TéV Eml Tdypa”.

2. The situation at Croton after the battle of the Sagra and Pythagoras’
attitude.
Pomp. Trogus (Justinus) XX 4, 1-5:

Post haec Crotoniensibus nulla virtutis exercitatio, nulla armorum cura
fuit. Oderant enim quae infeliciter sumpserant, mutassentque vitam
luxuria, ni Pythagoras philosophus fuisset. Hic Sami de Marato, lo-
cuplete negotiatore, natus magnisque sapientiae incrementis formatus
Aegyptum primo, mox Babyloniam ad perdiscendos siderum motus
originemque mundi spectandam profectus summam scientiam con-
secutus erat. Inde regressus Cretam et Lacedaemona ad cognoscendas
Minois et Lycurgi inclitas ea tempestate leges contenderat. Quibus
omnibus instructus Crotonam venit populumque in luxuriam lapsum
auctoritate sua ad usum frugalitatis revocavit.

3. Pythagoras’ method and its result.

a. Pomp. Trogus (Just.) XX 4, 6-12:

Laudabat cotidie virtutem et vitia luxuriae casumque civitatium ea
peste perditarum enumerabat tantumque studium ad frugalitatem
multitudinis provocavit, ut aliquos ex his luxuriatos incredibile videre-
tur. Matronarum quoque separatam a viris doctrinam et puerorum a
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parentibus frequenter habuit. Docebat nunc has pudicitiam et obse-
quia in viros, nunc illos modestiam et litterarum studium. Inter haec
velut genetricem virtutum frugalitatem omnibus ingerebat consecu-
tusque disputationum adsiduvitate erat, ut matronae auratas vestes
ceteraque dignitatis suae ornamenta velut instrumenta luxuriae de-
ponerent eaque omnia delata in Tunonis aedem ipsi deae consecrarent,
prae se ferentes vera ornamenta matronarum pudicitiam, non vestes
esse.

b. Diodorus X 3, 1-3:

‘O én'dpyovrog ' AdAvner Ompuxiéous nata thv E€nxoothy mpatyy 'Ohuvp-
mado udaybpag 6 gradoogog Eyvapileto, mpoxexopme #dn év moudelo-
véyove yop toroplug &btog, el xal Tig £repog T@V mepl maudelov Srutprddvrwy.
véyove 3¢ Zdurog Td Yévos* ol 3¢ guoty &t Tuppnvés. tosadty 8" Ay év Tolg
adrol Aéyorg mertdor xel ydpls, @¢ xul ThHe Wohewg oyeddv Bhng EnadTdv
¢mioTpepodone wad fpépav @omepel Tphdg Tvog Yeol mapovsiav dmoavrag
ouvtpéyety Eml THY dxpbaoty. ob pbvov 3¢ mepl THY év TG Aéyery Slhvapy
dpatveto péyag, dMA& xol Quyiic évéawev HYog xateoTaduévoy xal Tpdg
piunow Blov odppovos Tolg véorg aupacstoy &pyéTumoy, xal Tobg évtuyydvov-
Tag gmétpemev &md TS mohutehelag wal TEuPTg, GmAvTEV Stk THY edmoplay
avédny Enxexupévov elg dveow xuxl SrepBopay dyewd) Tol cmpatos wel THG

boyiic.
4. Porphyry, V.P. 18-19 (from Dicaearchus):

gmel 8¢ g ‘TraMag &méPn xal &v Kpbrwve &yéveto, onoiv 6 Awalapyos, og
avdpde dpuxopévor TOAUTALVOL TE xal meprtTol %ol xotd THY idtay Qo
bmd T Toyme e xeyopnynupévou, Ty Te Yap i8€av elvar EheuPéprov xal péyay
Ydpw Te TActatry xal xéopov Ent 1e THe peviic xal Tod %oug xal érnl Tdv
&My drdvtov Exew, obtwg Stadeivar v Kportwviatdy méiw dot’ drel 1o
T@Y Yepbvtwy dpyciov Eduyaydynoey mworha xal xaik Staheydels, Tolc véolg
Tl BNTINdg émotoato Tapavécelg UTd THY dpydvTwy xehevodele: peTa
3¢ talra Tolg monaly #x THV diduoxsielwv ddpbois cuverdobow  elra Talg
yuvot€l xal yuveurdv GUARGYOS adTQ XATEGHELASIY. YEVOREvey 8 TOUTWLY
ueydhy mepl adrod NOEADY §6Ex, ol morhode pév EaaBev 2 adtiig tHe méhewg
OpIAnTas od wévov &vdpag dMAX xal yuvaixag, v wdc ye Osavobe wed
3teBondn tolvopa, mohholg & &md THe olveyyus BapBdeov ywpas Busctielc
TE nol SUVAoTAC.

5. Our oldest testimony on the four speeches of Pythagoras.

Antisthenes comments on the word moAdtpomnov in Odyss. I by observing
that Homer in calling Odysseus moAdtpomov did not so much praise as
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blame him: such heroes as Achilles and Ajax were not called moAdrponot,
but sincere and noble. Then he goes on:

(Dindorf, Scholia in Hom. Odyss. I, p. 9, 25): Tt odv; &pa ye movnpds 6
'O8uooeie i ToAITpoTog ExANdn; xal uhy diétt 6oQds olTwg adTéY oG-
etpmxe. phmote oy & Tpémog TO pév T onpadver T R%og, T 3¢ TL oMpaiver T
703 Abyou ypfiow; ebrpomos Yap dvnp 6 T Hidog Eywy elg 7o e TeTpapuévoy:
tpbmot 8¢ AMbywv ol moLal TAdoELS.

p- 10, 6: £l 8¢ of cogol dewol clot Srahéyeodar, xal Enioravron T adTd vénpa
%ot Tohhodg Aéyew Tpbmaug® EmioTausvol 8¢ molholg Tpémoug Abywy Tepl
T0% adTol ToAdTpoToL &v elev. el 3 of cogol xai dyadol elot, Sk Tolté ot
v 'Odusaéa “Ounpog copdy Evta mohdtporov elvar, &7t 87 Tolg avdpwmolg
frlotato moAholg Tpbémorg ouveivar. obtw xal IMuSaybpag Aéyetar mpodg
maiduc dErwdelc morfoacdur Adyoug Sradeivar Tpdg adtode Adyous mandi-
xovg, xal Tpdg yuvainag yuvauElv dppodiovs, xal Tpdg &pyovtag deyovTixols,
xal TpdG EpNBoug dprPBirolds. Tov Yap Exdarols Tebapopov TpéTOV THG coplag
gEevploney coplag Eotiv: dpading 32 6 Tpde Tobg dvopoing Eyovrag Té Tol
Abyov yefjodut povotpdme.

6. The first speech. Iambl., V.P. 37-44.

wal pet’ dhbyac fpépag elofrdey elg o yupvdotov. meptyudévrwy 3¢ TéY
veavionwv TapadéSotar Adyous Twvag StaheyHvar mpds adTode, €€ v el Y
oToudNy Tapexdiet THY mepl Tobg mpeoPutépoug, dropaivey Ev te TH *kbouw
nol 7§ Pl kol Tals whheor xal T @doEL PEAROV TLLAPREVOY TO TPONYOVUEVOY
7 76 76 ypbdve Embuevov, olov THY dvatohny THg Sboewe, Thy éw T fomépag,
™V Gpydv THe Teheutic, THV Yéveow TH @Yoplic, TapamAnctng 3 xal Tolg
adtdydovag Ty EmnAdSamy, bpotwg 88 al Tév &v Talc drowxlutg Tobs Hyewbvag
%ol ToV¢ olutaTaeg TV WoAewy, xal xaFdhou Todg pdv Feods TEY Jopdvey,
éxelvoug 8% Té&v Hudéwy, Todg Hpwag 88 Tdv dvdpdnawy, Ex TodTwy 8¢ Todg
altlovg Tig yevéoewg Tév vewtépov. (38) EmaywyTc 3t dvexa talra Eleye
npds o mepl mhelovog moleloPar Todg yovel favtdy, olg ey THAabTYY
opelhey adrodg ydpy, AAbny &v & TeteheuTynddg &modoln TH SuvnBévte
Tahw oadTdv elg 1O Pég dyyelv. Emerta Stxatov pév elvan Tode TpMTOUG %ol
Tob¢ T& péyLoTa ednpyeTHbTAG OTep AmavTag dyamay kol pdémote AuTely
povoug 82 Todg yovels mpoTepelv TTg Yevéoewe Tals edepyestutg, xal TAVTGY
T6Y xatopdovpévev md Tév Eyybvev aitioug elvan Todg mpoydvoug, obg
00devis EhatTov Eautodg edepyeteiv dmodetevivrag elg Feoldg ody ofbv Té
gomy EEapaprdvey. xal yap Tovg Yeodg elnde doTt cuyyvhuny &v Exewv Tolg
undevde Hrrov Twdior Todg Tatépac: xal yap T delov wap’ adrdv pepodn-
xopey TLpdv. (39) &%ev xal ov “Ounpov 7§ adtf) mpoonyopla Tov Pacthéa
Ty dedv ablswv, dvopdlovra matépa THV Jedv xal TGV DvnTdV,
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morolg 8% ol TEYV Aoy pudormoldv mapadedwrévar Tole Pacthebovrog
v Yeddv v peptlopévny grhooTopylay Topd TGV TExvwy TEdg THV YTdp-
yousay guluylay Tév yovéwy xad’ abrols mepirotnousdar weQLIOTETIUNUE-
voug, xol did TadTYY TNV altioy dpe THY 100 TaTeods xal tHg wnTeds Smédeoty
AaBévrag, tov udv v CAbmvay, v 8¢ tov "Hoeutotov dvavriav yewioo
pbowy Exovtug tHe i8tng Evexa Tol xal THe whelov dgeotdiong @uhing peTe-
oyelv. (40) amdvrov 8¢ Tdv mapbvtev Ty TGV dduvd v xplow toyupotdtry
elvat ouyywenodvtey, arodeifat totg Kpotwvidratg St 6 tov ‘Hpauréa tolg
roteuapévors oixelov drapyely, Sibtt det 10 mposTarTduevoy éxovclmg Tolg
yovebow Omaxodew, mapsthnpbtag adtoy Tov Jedv étépwp mpeaButépm met-
HSbuevov SraedAijoor Tods mhvoug xal TG matpl Feival TEV XATELPYAGUEVOLOV
gmwiniov 1oV dydvee tov OMdumiov.  dmegaiveto 8¢ nal Talc wpdg
dNhovg dpeMats obtwg dv ypopévous EmTuyydvety, hg uéNAouoL Tolg uv
pthotg pmdémote &xdpol xartaostiivar, Tole 8¢ éydpols d¢ tdyrota @lhol
yiveodat, xal pehetitv &v udv vf mpde Tove TpesButépous edxooula THY TRdE TolG
matépus ebvouay, &v 8¢ T} Tpbg dAhous grhavdpamie THY Tpdg Todg adehpoig
xowoviay. (41) Epekic 3¢ Eheye mepl cwPPociVNG, PAGKKLY THY TGV vEavicrwey
Mhutoy melpav THe ploemc hapBdvew, xad’ 8y xatpdy drpalodoue Eyovet Tag
gmdvpleg. elte mpocTpéneto Jewpely [&Eov], 8Ti wdvne TEY dpeTdy Tadng
woel Troudi ok TorpIévey weed yuvarl xad TR Tév TpesButépwv TdEel dvriTolelo-
Yo mpoomet, xal pdhiore Tole vewtépalg. Eti 8 pbvny adtiyv drogaively
meptethnpéven xal To Tob shpetog dyada xal Ta THe Yuyiic, Siatneodoay THv
Oyetay #ol Thy 16V Pertiotev émmndevpdtev Emdupiav. (42) avepdy 3¢
elvo xal S THe dvtieipévng dvridéceng: TV yop BapPpwv kol THY
‘EMvvov mepl mhv Tpolav dvtitaapévav éxatépoug 3t évdg dupastoy Talc
Sewordrang TepLesely cuppopais, Todg p&v &v TG Tohépe, Tovg O xatd TV
qvdmhouy, xal wévng <Tadtng> the aduiog TOV Jedv Sexneti nal yiheth TdExt
v Tipeptay, yenouedncavta v e e Tpolag &hwowy xol Thv TV Top-
Bévey dmostolny Taps TéV Aoxpdv elg T4 ThHe TAdmvig THe 'Thiddog lepdv.
mapexddet 3¢ Todg veavionoug xal wpdg v moudetay, EvBupciodur xededwv
&g &romov &v el mAvTwy piv omoudatdTatov xptvey THV Sidvoray xal TodTy
Bouledesdou mepl &Y dAAwY, sl 3t Ty doumow THY TadTng wndéva ypedvov
pnde mévov dvnhoxévar, xal Tabte THe uiv TEY cwpdtev Emueistag Tolc
Padhog TV pihwv Spotovpévne xal Tayéwg dmoietmobang, THe 3t woudetug
xoddmep of xohol xdyadol TGV dvdpdy péyper Javaton mapapevodone, dviows
3¢ xal petd Thy TedevThv &ddvatov S6Eav mepimotodarg. (43) xal ol
Erepa, T& piv € ioTopLddv, T 8¢ xal dmd Soyudrwy, xateousdusce, THV Tt~
delav Emdeucvbov xowiy oboav edputav T@Y &v Exdate T yéver mempwTEL-
6TV * T& yop Exelvov shpfpata TaiTa Toig Aot yeyovévar tardetav. 00Tw &
¢otl T ploet omouduiov Tolito, Hote TGV piv ALV TEY Emavoupévey TR
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udv ody olév te elvou wap’ Erépou perarafeiv, ofov Ty foduMY, TO %dhhog,
whv dyeloay, Ty dvdpetay, T 3¢ TV Tpouevoy odx Exew adtdy, olov Ty
mAGTTOV, TOG &PYES, ETEpa TOAAX TGV TapaAstopévamy, THy 3E Suvartdv elvar
\ s e 1t )\ ~, Y X 8/ 8\ z LY o, 44
xoh mop” Evépov peToahafelv xal Tov d6vta pndev frrov adrtov Excw. (44)
/ A A} by 3 3 \ ~ 3 2 ks U ~
ropamAotog 88 T pev odx Eml tols dvipdmorg elvan xthcactur, mondeudH-
vo 8¢ 2vdéyeodar xota Thv idlav mpoalpeouy, eld’ olrwe mposLévTa Qaviivar
npds Tog TG Tatpidog mpdkelg, odw EE dvondelug, dMN' éx maudeimg. oyedov
vap Talg dywyals Swxpépey Todg piv dvdpdmoug TdV dmplwv, Tode 8
“Exvac TV BapBlpwy, Toldg 3¢ éAeudépous T@v olxetdy, Tolc 3¢ @urocd-
poug TEY TUYSVTLY, BAwg 3E ThadTYY ExovTag HTEpoyhY, dhaTte Toldg pév
Ydrtrov TpéxovTag TOV KAV Ex wilc mohews ¢ dxelvev EmTd xaTd THY
"Odoprtay ebpedijvat, Tobe 8¢ T§ copla mpotyovtag € amdang THg olxoupévre
ST Sundnvar. &v 8¢ tolg EEFg xpbvolg, &v oig Ay adtde, & A {
gnra cuvaptdundivat. &v 3¢ vole &57ig ypdvote, &v olc Av adrds, Eva prhocopla
TpoéyEY TEY TAVTWY * ol Yop ToUTo TO Svoux vl Tol copol Eautdv Emwvé-
paoe. TabTe udv &v Té yupvaoio tols véoug Stehéydy.

7. The second speech. lambl., V.P. 45-50.

"Arayyerdévrov 8’ odv drd Tév veaviouwy Tpdg Tovg Tatépag TéV elpnué-
vov éxdhecav ol yihot Tov IMudaybpav el 76 ocuvédprov, xai mpoemarvé-
cavteg &nl Tolg mpdg Tobg viodg fndelow Exéhevoay, el v cupgpépov Eyet
Ayew ol Kpotwwidrtaig, dmopfivasdar tolto mpde Tode THe mohirelug
mpoxadnuévous. & 3¢ mpdrov piv adrolc suveBodievey i3pboasdur Movadiv
iepdv, tva Tpdior Ty Gmdpyovcay Gubvoluy ' Tadtag Yap Tag dig xodl THY
mpooyoplay Ty adTiy dricus Eyawv xal pet’ AN Ttapadeddodar val Tals
rowale Tipale paAtoTa yolpew, xal 0 aOvorov Eve xal TOV adToV del yopdv
elvae T6v Mouedv, €t 3¢ suppwviay, dppoviay, pududy, dravta meptetinpévar
Ta mapaoxsvalovre Thy dubvotay. Enedetnvue 8¢ adtdv Thy Sdvapty od wepl T
xo’c)\)\w'rocs“%swpv'mocroc évov dvixety, ARG %ol Tepl THV cuppwviay el &pro-
viev Tév vrwv. (46) Emeita Smohapfdvery adrods Eon Seiv xowi Tapuka-
‘roc%v']xnv:éxsw:‘n‘;v matpido mapa 1ol TANYoug TGV ToALTEY. delv oby TadTy
droxeiv olitwg, d¢ péhhovot Ty oty Tapadborpwov Tolc ¢85 abtdv motelv.
£oeodor 3¢ vobto Befalme, dav &macwy {ooL Tolg moAlrarg dot xol pndevi
paAhov ) 16 dixatey mpooéymor. Tode Y&p dvdphmoug eldbtag, 61t Ténog dmac
mpoodeital Sixatoclive, pudomotelv Ty xdThy TdEwy Exew Tapd te TH Al TV
Oty xal wopd 6 [ThodTwve Ty Aluny kel etk Tog moherg Tov vépoy, Iv' 6
wy) Sueodorg ¢’ & TéTaxTon TOLEY dpa QalvTal TEVTE TOV %60y SUVASIKEY.
(47) mpoonuewy 3¢ Tolg cuvedplotg undevi xatayphouodar tév Sedv elg Spxov,
dAAa torodrtoug mpoyetptleadat Abyoue, Hote xal ywels bpxwy eivar mioTole,
xal vhv 18lav olxtav obtwe olxovopely, date T dvapopdy EEeivar THe Tpoot-
péocwg elg dnelvny dveveynslv. wpbe Te Tolg € abtdv yevouévoug Suaxeiodot
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yweieg, O¢ xal tév EAwy Loy wbvoug Tadtne Tig évvotag aladnowy elhnpéd-
Tag, xol Tpds TNV yuvaixe THv ToD Blov petéyovcay dphobvrag G THV
uey Tpos Tovg &AAoug auVBk@Y Tideuévav év yoaupatetdiog xal oThHAKLG,
6V 3¢ Tpde T yuvaixag &v Toig Téwvolg. xal wewpdodul mwapdk Tolg €€
abrdv dyaricdor uh Sk thy @loy, fic odx altiol yeydvaowy, &AA: Sta Thv
npontpeoty Tabtny yop elvar Thy edepyesiav éxodolov. (48) omoudalev 3¢
nol ToUTo, 8mwg adtol Te wovag éxelvag eldfowoty, al Te yuvaineg u, vodeld-
wot TO yévog Shympla xol xexla TEHY cuvolroivtwy: Ett 88 TV yuvaina
vouilew Gmd tie Eotlag ellvpbta peta omovddv xaddmep inétiv Evavriov
@y Jedv elotydor wpde adrtdy. xal 7§ tdéel xal T} cwppocdvy mapddetypa
vevésdar Tolg te watd TV olxlay, v olxel, xal Tole xata THv oA, xal
TpOvoely Tob undéve und’ btiobv Eapaprdvery, mwg uy pofodpevol v éx
16V vopwv {nplay aduwobvreg havddvaoty, AN aloyvvbuevor thy Tol Tpdmou
xehoxoyadiov elg Thv Sweatocbvny bpudiot. (49) Sexehedero 3 natd The
mpakelg dmodoxipdley v doylav: elver yap ody Etepdv T dyaddv W) TV
&v &xdorn 1) mpdfer noupdv. Gpileto 3¢ péyrorov elvan TRV GSunpdTLV
matdug xol yovelg &’ Ay Suweray. voutlew 3¢ xpdtiotov wev elvor Todv
%od’ adrdv Suvdpevov Tpoidelv 16 cuppépov, debrtepov 3E 1oy éx TV Tolg
&Ahotg ovpfefrubdtov natavoobvta Tt Austteroly, yelptotov 32 tdv Gvepé-
vovta Sta 10D xemdde wadelv aloéoDar 16 PéhTiov. Egn 3 wal Tog QrhoTL-
uetodor Bovhopévoug odx &v Stapaptdvery pipovpévoug Tobg év Tolg dpbuotg
otepavoupévoug” xal Yap &xelvoug o) Tolg AvTaYwWVIOTAG xoxdg TOLElV,
AN adTolg THG vinmg EmBuuety Tuyelv. xal Tolg mohitevopévols dpubTTELY
0d Tolg dvmhéyouot Sucupeotely, AMA& Todg dxobovTag AEEAETY. TaperdAet
8¢ ~¥ic aAndwviig dvteybuevoy e0Soklag Exaatov elvar Totobtov olog &v Bod-
Aowro puivesdur Totg &AAoLg* 00 yap obtwg dmapyely THY supBouAry lepdy G¢
Tov Ematvoy, énedy) TVig udv % yeeta mpdg wévoug EaTl Todg dvdpdmoug, Tol
3¢ moAd pahhov mpds Todg Jeode. (50) eld’ obtwg éml miow elmev St Ty
oA adtév Guicdar cupBéBrxey, dg Méyovaty, ‘Hpaxréous, &te tag Bodsg
dux the Itabeg Ahawvev, Sd Awnwviov pdv &dwndévrog, Kpbrwva 3¢
Bondolvra Tig vuxtde mapd Th &yvolay ¢ 8vta TV Tohepiwy Srnpdetpavtog,
xal pera Tabro dmayyethapévou Tepl TO uvijua cuvdvupoy éxelve xaToukio-
IhosoPon oA, &v mep adrdg petdayy The ddavasing, Hote THY ydetv THC
anododeione edepyesiag Tpoohuew adtode Epn Suaiwg olxovoueiv.

ol 8¢ dxobouvres 16 Te¢ Movuaeiov idpbcavto xal Tag Tahhaxidug, &g Exev
Eniydptov fiv adrois, dpixav xal SxheyHivar ywple adtdv &v pév 16 ITu-
Yaley mpde Tode maidug, &v 8¢ 16 Tii¢ “Heag lepd mpds Tde yuvainag hEtwoay.

8. The third speech. Iambl., V.P. 51-53.

~ A
Tév 8¢ meroPévra Aéyovow slonyfioacdur Toic maol Towxde dHore wATE

253



THE TEXTS

goyew Aowdoplay undt dudvesder todg Aordopoupévoug, xal mepl T mandelov
v Emdwopov Tig Exelvov Nhxtag xehelour omouddlewv. € 8¢ Hmodéo-
~ 1 3 ~ 3] (YA 4 A A I3 ~ \

Sor T4 pdv Emiexel moudl pddiov Tepuxévar vt Tov Blov Tnpiiowt ThHY
xohoxayadtoy, @ 8 pih b meouxbTt %otk TolTOV TOV XaLpdY YAAETOV
xodeotdvar, udhhov dE &dlvatov, éx @udlng dgopufic éml Td Téhog €d
Spapeiv. mpog 3¢ TovTOLG Heogiheotatovg adtovg 8vtag dmogiivan, xal Stk
tolTo QRoat xota ToVg adymols HTo THY WoAewy dmooTéMeoar Tapd TGV
Yedv B8wp alrncopévons, g pddioto Exelvolg HTtaxodoavTog Tob dutpoviou xal
wévorg S Téhoug dyvebouaty Egovsiag Omapyovavg év Tolg lepoic StatplfeLy.
(52) di Tadrny 3¢ iy alriay xal Todg Quravdpwmotdtovs TGV dedv, TOV
"Anéove xal tov "Epwrta, mdvrag Lovpagelv xal moely iy tév maldwy
Eyovtag MAmtoy. cuyxeywpfiodur 88 xal TGV GTEQAVITAY dymVeLy <Tvag>
TedFvar s waidug, Tov pév Iuduidy wparnévrog 1ol 1HSwvog Hmd mar-
36¢, &nt moudi 8¢ Tov v Nepéa xal tov &v Todud, tereuticavrog "Apyeudpou
xat Mehueéprov. ywple 88 t@v elonuévav &v 16 xatotodfvar Thv TOAY

~ ~ 3 rs \ ’ ! ~ € 7 ~ 3 ~
&v Kporoviatdy Enayyeiacdor wov "Ambrhave T fyspwoéve ol oixtopol
Scroew yeveay, dav dydyy Ty elg 'Irelayv armowxlav. (53) &£ &v dmohafbvrag
3etv THic piv vevécemg adTdv mpdvorav memotfiodut tév TAméhwve, The §
e 7 o \ A S/t k3 ~ 3 I'4 ! A ~
Ahlog dmovtag Todg Heode, ablovg elvar THe éxelvev QiMag xal peretdv
dxodety, va Sbvavtat Aéyew, Eti 3¢, fiv péhhovow elg 76 yHpag Padilew,
Todtyy e0ddg Eopudvrac Tolg EAAuddoly Emaxchovdeiv xal Tolc mpeo-
Butépotg undev dvtiréyew - obto yap elxbrwg Votepov déimoety undt adtols
T00¢ Ve TEPOUS AvTLdLKELY.

i 3¢ Tac mapourvéoers Spohoyeitar Twapaoxeudcat undéva TV Exelvou

7 3 A > \ A ~ 3 p) ~

mpooyoptay dvopaley, ARG TavTas detov adtov nahelv.

9. The fourth speech. Iambl., V. P. 54-57.

Taic 88 yovarliv Smep pév 16v Juoiév dmopiivacdar Myetor TpdTov Yy,
xaddanep Etépou péhhovrog Omip adTdV moelodwt The edydc Bodhowvt &v
éxeivov elvow %ohdv wdyadov, &g Tév Hedv Todrowg TposeybvTey, obTwe
adtag epl whetoTou motelodan Ty Emelxetay, v Etolpoug Exwor Tobs Tale
ebyals dmaxovoopévovs: Eémerta Tolc deolc mpoopépey & wélhovor, Tals
AePoly adtag Tolelv xol ywplg olxeTdy Tpdg Todg Bwupods mposeveyxely,
ofov mémovar ol Porora ol wnpla xal MPaverrdy, eéve 8¢ xal davdte To
Sorpdviov pi Tipdv, und O 0d8émots WIAY Tpootolous v xatpd TOAAK
damaviiv. mepl 8¢ THe mpde Tovg &vdpug GuiMag xehelour xatavoetv, 8Tt
csupPatver xal Todg matépag Emi THg Ynhelag pdocwe TapuxeywpNREvaL
UENoV dyamdoPar Tobg yeyaunudTas 7 Todg Tewveouvtag adrds. Sib xa-
Aidg Exewv B pndt Evavtiolodar mtpdg Tode &vdpac, #) Téte voutlew vixdy, tov

254

FOURTH SPEECH

dxclvoy NrTnddot. (55) v 38 16 mepiBdnTov yevbuevov dmopdéyEacdal
*aTd Ty gOVodoy, (g &md uey Tol cuvoixalvrog dvdpds 8oty doTiv addnue-
oV Tpoctévan Toig lepols, dmd 88 Tol A mposTinovTog oddémote. mapayyETAxL
3¢ wol xate wavra Tov Blov adrtde Te ederuelv xal Tods &Ahoug Spdv dmbon
Orep adrdv edprunsoovst, xal thy d6Eav thv SwwdeSouévyy uh xateidonat
pnde Tovg pudoypdpous EEchéyEmaty, ol Bewpolvree v TEHY Yuvaxdy Sukato-
oV éx 7ol mpoleodar udv audptupoy TOV tuaTiowdy xal TOV xbopoy, Stay
Twi Ao 3én yefioat, uh yiyveoSou 88 éx Tig mlotewe Sixag und” dvrioylac,
guvdornoinoay Tpels yuvaixag évi xowd wdoue SeFahpd yeowpévag S
Thy edyepl) xowwviav: &rep &nl Tobg dppevag petateddy, d¢ 6 mpohxBov
amédwxey ednbrng, Etolpwe xal T@v Eoavtod petadidols, 0ddéva v mpos-
déEacBar Aeybpevoy, g wi olxetov adrdv 3 pboet. (56) &t 8¢ Tév copdTa-
Tov TéV AmdvTev Aeybuevoy xol cuvidEavte THY Qwviy Tdv dvdedmwy xol
76 gOvohov ebpeThy kaTaotdvre TAY dvoudTwy, elte Yedv elte Salpova eite
Sty Tiva &vdpwmoy, ounddvra Siéte Thg edoefelag olxetbtatdy ot TO yévog
TRY YOvaGY ExdoTy THY NAkiay adTév cuvavupoy Totficusdar $e6, xal
xohéoar TN wev &yopov xdpny, TV 3 mede dvdpa Sedopévryy vopgny, Thy
3¢ Téwva yevwnouuévny pntépn, v 88 maidug éx maldwv émSoloav xutd
v Awpuchy Sidhextov patav: & cbuguvov elvar 10 xal Todg ypnowpodg
év Awddvy, xal Achgoig dnrebodar S yuvaxds. Sk 8 tdv elg ™)y
eboéBelay Emalvwv mpds THY edtéetay THV %ot TOV lpaTiopdy THAadTY
mapadedoTtar xuTaorevdcut Thy wetaBory, Hote T& ToAUTEAR TEY fpatiwv
pndeuioy &vddeoBon tohudv, dAA& Yelvon mhoug elc 16 TiHe “Hpag fepdv
moANaG puptddug tpatiov. (57) Aéyetar 8 xal Totobrév Tt Sterdely, d1u epl
v xGpav 6y Kpotwviarév qvdpds piv deetd) mpds yuvaixe SuxBePéntat,
"O3uaoéawg ob dekapévou mapd tHg Kohudols ddavasiov el t6 thy TInvers-
v xatehirely, dmodeimorto 8¢ talc yuvaElv elg Tolg dvdpag dmodetExadar
THY xehoxayadiay, rwe eig toov XATACTHOWGL THY edAoyiay.

amiiic 8¢ uvnpovebetar Sk e elpmpévag vredteic mepl MuSaybpay od
petplay TipAy xal omoudiy xal xatd v wéhw T6Gv Kpotwviartéy yevéohar
nal 81 Ty Téhw Tepl Ty Trahiay.

10. A reference to Iambl. V.P. 55 (the 4th speech) in Aristoph., Ec-
clesiaz. 446-451:

XP "Ererra cupBdihew mpdg dAMAas Eon
tpdTio, ypuol’, deydplov, Eundpata
wévag pévag, od pnaptipwy dvavtiov,
xol TobT amopépety TAvTa k00K &TOGTEPEY
Ny 32 Todg Tohhobe Epacxe TobTo Spav.
BA N7y 7ov Hooetdd, poptdpwy v évavriov.
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11. Pythagoras’ influence outside Croton.

a. Porph., V.P. 21-22:

e 8'&mdnpioac 'Trona te xal ZixeMa xatéhafBe néherg dedoviwuévag O’
GIMA®Y, TOG Pt TTOAAGY TG Tdg 08 vewatt, ppoviuatog Eleudeplov AN cug
S tév &8¢’ Exdotre dxovoTdv adtol fAsudépnce, Kpbrwva xal LoBaptv xal
Kardvyy xod “Pryyrov xad Tuépay xal " Axpdyavra xal Tavpouéviov xal &Ahag
Twvde, alc wot vépoug E9eto die Xapdivda te 1ol Katavatov xatlZeredrov 1ob
Aoxpol, 3t 'év dErelNhwtol Toig Teploixotg dypt oM yeybvaoty. Ziptyog
8’ 6 Kevropuntvay thpavvog dxobcae adtod whv ©° dpyfy dmédero xol 1@y
YONLATEY T& eV 17 &3ehef Ta 3¢ Tolg mohitalg Edwxev. TpoaTiAdov & adTd,
€ \ ’ 3 A A \ A M A \ H 2 \
O¢ enoty 'AptotéEevog, xal Asuxavol xal Megoamor xal ITevxérior xal
‘Popaior. dveidev & &pdny ordoty od wévov amd TGV yvopiunwy, dAda xel

~ 3 ! 3 ~ 1A ~ ~ ‘v 4 b A ~ 2 2
T@Y dmoybvey adTdY dypt TOAGY Yeve®dv xol xodoiov and Tév év Itahia
A z 3 ~ 7 14 AY b A 3 ! Y A
Te nol Zixehio TOAewV ToGEY TPOG TE ERUTAG Xl TEOG AAANANG. TUXVOY Y&P
1 o 3 ~ \J A 2.7 7 b 4 4

fiv wpde &mavrag adTd TohhoLg xal dAlyous T6de T4 dmbpdeypa - puyndsuTéov
raoy) pnyxevy) xol mepixormrtéov mupl kol 6udNpw xal unyovaic mwoavrolalg
grd piv ochpatog voooy, dmd 3t JuyTic dpadiav, xotklag 38 molutéheray,
mhhewe dE otdaty, olxou 88 Siyoppocivry, 6uot 8¢ mavrwy duetplav.

b. Iamblichus, V.P. 33-34:

Myetaw Tolvuy Gg Emandnufone 'Tredla xal TweMy, d¢ xatéhafe mhrewg
dedovhwpdvag ST ALY, Tag pEv TOMAGY Etdv, Tag 8¢ vewori, Tadroc
ppoviuxtos hevdeplov Umomhfoas Stk TEY £’ ExdoTNG dnoveTHV adTol
dveppbouto xol EAeudépag dmoinoe, Kpdrwva nal TiBapiv xol Kardvny xal
‘Pryrov ol “Tuépav xal *Axpdyavra xal Tavpopéviov xal &ihag Tivdg, alg
xod vopoug Edeto dia Xapdwda te 10D Katavatou xal Zarebxov tob Aoxpol,
3 Gv edvopdytatar xal dErolHAwTol Talc Teptolxotg uéypt ToANOT SteTéhecay.
aveihe 8¢ &pdny otdow xal Styopuviay xal &nAdc ETepoppoctvyy od wévov
&Td TRV Yvoplpwv xal T6Y droybvey 3¢ adtév péypt ToMAGY, G¢ toTopeiTat,
yeveddy, diha xal xadbhou and T&v v 'IraMe xal Ziwela whrewv TacHY
*aoTd e EauTdg xol TPOG GAMAKG. TTUXVOY Yap Ty adTE Tedg dmavTag TovTay ]
moAAoVg %ol SAlyous (16 Tololtov) dmbedeyua, xemoud Jeob cupfovieuTing
8potoy, Emitopd Tig Momepel xal dvaxepuratwols Tig TEY adTE Sorolvrwy
[76 Totobrov dmbpPeypa] - e.q.s.

¢. Cf. Diog. Laert. VIII 14, the end:
Tolydp xol TpooexapTépouv adTd wal TEV Adywv Evexe mpocyEcay ol
Acuxavol ol ITevxérior Mesoamiot e xat ‘Popatot.
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12. Pythagorean friendship.
a. lambl., V.P. 229-230:

(229) Ouniav 32 Suepavéorato Tavtwy Tpde dravrog [Tudaybpag mapédw-
xe, Yeddv pév mpde avdpdmoug St edoefelag xal EmoTnuovinie Yepametog,
doypdtev 88 mpdg &AM xol xadéhov Yuyiic mede chpa hoyioTinod Te
b \ ~ 3 7 4 \ I3 A ~ 3 3 \ I3 3 7

Tpog T TOU GAGYou £l Sud prhocogiag wal THe xat’ adThy Fewplug, dvdpd-
Twv 3t wpde dAANAoLG, TOMTEY pév Sua voupdtntag Oytode, Etepopdimwy 82
Sz puatoroytog SpITg, Gvdpde 3¢ mpde yuvalra ¥ Téuva 7 &Sehgodg xal
3 7 A ! b 4 A by A A o
olxelovg S xowwviag ddieotpdpov, cUABAMY ¢ mhvTev Tpde dmavrag
%ol TpoGETL THV GAGYev LHov Tive S Sixnatoctvrg xal puotkiic dmimhoxniig
xod xowdtyrog, cdpatog 88 xad Eautd JvnTob TV Eynexpuppbvev adtd
gvavtiov Suvapewy elpfvevstv 1z xal oupBiBacpdv St dyelag ol T¥g elg
Tty Sabtne xol cweposdvyg xata plunew tic v Toig xoouxoig
ororyelorg edetnplag. (230) é&v méior 37 TolTolg €vdg xal Tob adTOD wATX

A ~ ~ 7 3 4 b8 € \ A 4 <
sOMdLY Tob Thg pthing dvbuatog 6vtog, edpethg kol vopodétne Suoheyou-
wévae Mudaybpug éyéveto, xal oltew Javpostiv oiiay mwapédwxe Toig
ypwpévols, Gote 1 xal Viv Tobg moAhole Aéyew €ml v opodpbrepov
edvoodvrov Exvtols 81t év [ludayopelwv elat.

= Tambl. V.P. 69-70.

b. Cp. Diog. Laert. VIII 16:
txavbg e yop Hv puitag Epydtne T vEM« xal el T wHForTo TV cupPé-
Awv adTob xexowmvnrbta, eddic te mpooTaiptleTo nal pihov rateouebaley.

¢. Diodorus X 8, 1:

“O7 ol IMTuBaybpeior peylotyy &moolvio mpbvolav THg mpdg Tovg pihoug
BeParbtntog, Thv TV @ihwv elvoav dErodhoydTatov dyaddv elvar Tév v
76 Bl Siehnedres.

13. Precepts on friendship and on castigation.

Tambl.,, V.P. 230-231:

TopereAedovto 0By of dvdpeg obtor Ex puhiag dAnYwviig EEonpety dydiva Te xad
praovewtay, pdhiote pdv &x wdane, el Suvatby, el 88 i), #x ye THe maTpLiic wal
xodohou &x Tig TEdg ToVg TpeaPuTépoug MoudTwe 3t xal Ex g mpde Todg
edepyérac. T yop Sywvileodon 3 Sunproverxelv mpdg Todg TotodToug dume-
aolome dpyTic 7 &AAov Tvdg TotodTov Tddoug ob cwThplov ThHE BrapyoVeYe
PMag. (231) Epaoav 3¢ Selv dg Ehaylortac duvyds Te xal EAxdoeig &v Tals
Priiong Eyyivesdor® <Tolto 8¢ yiveohar,> dav émicrwvron eixey xal rnpatelv
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bpyRg dppdrepor pév, pEAhov pévror 6 vewtepbs Te el TGV elpnuévev
z4Eewy Eywv Nvdnmore.
A 3 ?, A ’ a \ A 3 ! 3 ~
wag Emavopddoets Te xal voudeThoels, dg 37 meduprdoetg xdhouv éxcivor,
\ ~ 2 ? A 3 $T4 ~ 7 \ ~
perd TOAATe edpnuiac e xal edhaPelag Qovro delv yevéoar mapd TV
npeaButépev Tolg vewTépols, xal moAd Eugaivesdar év Tolg vouderolol To
wndepovindy 1e xal olxelov: olrw yap eboynuovd e yiveodar xal dpéipoy
v voudéTnouv.
= Tambl. V.P. 101.

14. Do not admonish while angry.
a. Tambl., V.P.197:

Myetar 3¢ xol vdde mepl Tév Iudayopelowy, g olite olxéryy &xdlacev

3 3 3 -~ < \ 3 ~ 3 14 M ~ 3 7 2 4 !
oddelc adrdv Omd bpyiic éxbuevog olite Tdv Eeudépwv dvouvdétnoé Tive,
3 A y 1 o M ~ ? 3 A 3 A A A
A& Gvépevey Exactog ThHY THe Stavolug dmoxatdotacty (Exdhouv 3E TH
vovdeteiv meduptav)© EmolobyTo yap THY Avaovi)v GLOTY Xp®UEVOL Kol
fovyla. Zrivdapog yobv Supyeito morhduig mepl "Apyitou (tob) Tapavrivov,
87t S1a ypbdvou Twvde glg dypdy &piedpevos, Ex STPUTIRS VEWOTL TTUPOYEYOVEG,
fiv éotpatetcato % b eic Meooumioug, d¢ €lde tév te énirpomov %ol Tols
&Ahoug olxérug odw €b ThV mepl TV yewpylay Emipedeiag memonuévous,
A& peydhy Twl xeyenuévous Ohiywplag OmepPorf), épyrodelc Te xod
dyoavantioug odtwe &g &v éxelvog, elmev, Gg Foxe, mpde Tobg olnétag, b1t
ebtuyobow 81t adroic dpyratar: el ydp pn tolto cupPePuunds Hv, odu &v
mote adrode ddGoue yevéodur Tyhuaita HraepTyudrag.

b. Cf. Diog. Laert. VIII 20:

3
opyrlopevée v olite olxnétny Exdralev olit’ Eheddepov 0d3éva.

15 a. Be faithful in friendship and fair in conflicts.
Tambl. V.P. 232:

&x Quilag pndémore atpelv mhotv phre matlovtag phre omouddlovrac® od
vap £t §ddiov elvar Srwydvar v Srdpyovoay piiay, tav draf Tapepméoy
76 Pebdog elc T TEBV pacubvrav pilwy elvar 9. @uMav pi) droyryvdoxew
aruylag vexa 3 &AM Tvdg dduvaplag Tév el Tov Plov dummTovcdy, GAAL
pévnv elvon 3bxwpov dméyvoow oihov Te xal @uhag THv ywopévny i
xanfay peyddny te xal dvemavépdwrov. Exdpav Exdvra pév undérote alpeodar
TpdE ToVg W) Tedelwg xaxode, dpdpevoy 88 wévew dyevéic v 16 Sramorepely,
8v wi) peranéoy 16 H¥og Tob Stxpepopévon xal mpooyévytal edyveposhvy.
moAspely 8¢ i Abyew, &AA& Toig Epyorgt vépipov 38 elvar xul 8oiov ToV
moAépLov, gl 6¢ dvdpumog dvdpdme molepdoetey. altiov undémwote yiveodal
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el Sdvapty Srepopic, edhafeiodar 38> Tadtng Thy dexv &g oléy te pdhoTac.

= Tambl. V.P. 102.

b. Intruefriendship as much as possible must be ordered and regulated.
Tambl. V.P. 233.

&v Th pelhobon dmdwy) Fosodar guhla d¢ mheloTo deiv Epucav elvar T&
Optopéva xal vevoulouéve, xahde 3¢ Talt elval xexpruéva xal wh elxd), —

16. Faithfulness in keeping appointments.
a. Tambl. V.P.185:

mpbg Ye whv cuvtayds wel TO adeudelv v abrals oftwg &b mapeoncdale
\ € N ! o ’ ~ ! 3 o
Tobg duhnTag Hudaybpae, dote past mote Aoy mposxuvicavta év "Hpag
tepd xal EErbvra cuvtuysiv Edpupdue Zupaxousie tév éraipwv Tl mepl
T& mpomhhote T Feol elcibvti. mpootdLavtos 3¢ ol Edpueduov mpooueivar
adtby, péyprg &v %ol adrtde mpoonuvicug EEENDY, Edpaodivar Eml Tive Mdivey
Sdxe dpupéve adtédr. A¢g 3¢ mpoonuvhicag 6 Edpboapos xal & tive S~
A b 7 3 14 A 3 4 7 ’ € 4 ~
vorpatt kol Badurépa xad’ Eautdy wvola yevbuevos 3’ €tépov TUAGVOG
Ehadbpevog dTIAdyn, T6 Te Tig Nuépag Aotredy xal Thy émtoloay vixTe xol
16 mhéov pépog ETL THe dAMng Hpépag g elyev drpéuac mpocéuevey 6 Alotg.
wal Tdyo &v Eml whetova ypdvov adtol v, el uv) mep v T4 dpoosiey Tiig €5Tj¢
frépuc yevépevos 6 Edpboapoc xal droboug Emlnrovpévon mpog T@Y ETal-
pwv 100 Adctdog dvepviiodn. xal EAdGy adtdv ETt TpocuévovTa XaTE THY
cuvdxny drhyeye, ™ alttay elrov ThHe M9g xal mposemidels i ‘TadTy
3¢ pou Yebdiv Tig dviixe, Soxiptov doopévyy THg oiig mepl ouvdxag edotadelas’.

b. Cf. Iambl., V.P. 256, the end:

TopamAnctng 8, el Tig TEY xowvwvolvtey the Sitpifiic amavticat xehedoetey
el Twva TéToY, &v Exclvey mepipévew, Eng EAdor, 81 Hiuépag xal vuxTds, THAY
év Tobte 16y IMudayopetwv ouvedlbvrov pepuviichar 7o fmdev xal wndéy
elnd) Myew: —

17. Avoid friendship with persons unworthy of it.
a. Tambl., V.P.233:

GANG piy Texpdparto &v Tic xal mepl ToD wi Tapépyme adtods Tdg dAAoTelug
&xxhbvery Quhlag, dANL %ol vy oToudaime TEpEUTTEY AdTG Rl GUALT-
Tecdar, xal wepl ToD 8¢ péypl TOAAEY Yeve®Y TO QLhukdv Tpds GAATAOUG AVEV-
dotov Sutetnpmuévar, Ex Te &v 'Apiotéievoc dv & mepl IMuSayopixod
Blov adtdg Srannuoévar ool Atovuctou Tob Zixehlog Tupdvvo, &re Exmesdv
THe povapylag yedppata &v Koplvde #3tSaoxe.

= Nicom. ap. Porph., V.P. 59.
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b. A hostile version of the same precept. Iambl., V.P. 259:
todg pihoug Gomep Tobg Yeols oeBeadar, Tovg §'dAhoug domep Ta Hvpla
yetpobodar. v adtiv TabTy yveuny ntp Iudaybpou pepvnuévoug év
péTpe Tolg LadnTag Asyety ©

Tovg pév Etatpous fyev Loov pandpscot deolat,

Toug 8'&Ahoug fyeit’ ofit’ &v Abyw ot v dptdud.

18. The story of Damon and Phintias.
Aristoxenus ap. Porph., V.P. 60-61:

(60) <Bovréuevos obv> mote Avovicrog Telpay adtdv A<aBeiv>, SxBeBatoupé-
VoV TVEY G¢ GuAAneFévtee xal pofndévreg adx dupevolot T Tpog dAMAOUG
wiatel, 108’ Emolnoev. cuvehodn wiv Ouvriog ol dviydy wpde ToOV THpavvoy.
rornyopely & adrol Awoviotoy dg émiBovicbovrog adtd® xal 3% Tolro
EEedhéyy Do xenplodor v dmodvyonety adtédyv. tov 3¢, émel olrtwe adr
3édoxnton, eimelv Jodijval ye 16 houwdv THe Auépug, Emwe olxovouneyTon
td e xod EauTdy ol T& watd Adpove * elvol yop adTd ETalpoy xal xotvwvVoY
mpeofitepoy & <adtov> Bvto woMAG TV Teplt v olxovoplav elg adrdv
averinpévar. BElov 8 doedijvar EyyunThy Tapaoy v TOV Adpwve. suyyweT-
cavrtog 8¢ 1ol Awovuolov petameppdelc 6 Adpwv xol To cupBavTa drodoug
éveyyuriouro ol Epetvey Eng &v Emavéhdy 6 Duwvriag. (61) 6 piv olv Awoviorog
gEemhnTreto &ml Tolg yiyvopévows. éxetvoug 8¢ tolg € dpyTic eloayaydvrag
v dudmetpoy Tov Adpova yrevalew &g dyrataherpdnoduevov. 8vrog 3¢
7ol falov mepl Suopds Huew tov Dwriav dmodavodpevoy, 2’ ¢ mdvrag
éxmioyTivar. Avovioiov 3¢ meptBaddvta xal @uAfjoavta Tobg dvdpag dEidoul
tpitov adtov elg iy gMay mapadéiucdur: Tobg 3¢ undevi Tpbémey xaivor
7oA Amapolvrog adrob cuyxatadeivar elg Totobrto. xal Tadta pév "ApLotéd-
Eevog 6g Top” adTod dxodoag Atovuatou dmryyeiiey.

= Tambl., V.P. 234-237, init.
Also Diodorus X 4, 3.

19. The Pythagorean who died on a journey.
Tambl.,, V.P. 237-238:

oty Hijvar yolv gact tédv ITudayopindv Twe pwexpay xol 2pAumy 630v
Badifovra elg Tt mwavdoyctov, H7d wbmov 8¢ xal &AM Tavrodamic aittug ele
véaov popdy Te xal Bapelay Zumeaely, dot’ dmhimely adtov T dmiThde.
Tov pévtor mavdoyéa, clte olutw 7ol dvdpdmov elte xal dmodoyi, whvra
Tapacyéodat, wAte Gmovpyiag TG peiodpevoy pfite Sumdavrng prdswidc.
émetdyy 3¢ xpeltrov fiv 1) véoog, ToV udv dmodviioxey ENbpevov yoddor T
abuPorov &v whvonet xal émioreliat, 8memg, dv TL Wador, xpLuvag TV SéAtov

260

MUTUAL HELP

ok TV 630 Emioxond], el Tig TOV TapOVTLVY dvaryveptel 1o cbufolov:
tolrov yap Eon adtd dmoddoey To dvedmuate, dTep elg wdTOY Ematfcuto,
xol ydow éxtioew bmtp Exutob. Tov 82 mavdoyéa petd v Tedevthy Sddout Te
xol gmpedndfvor 1od odpeatos adrtol, wh wévror ye EAmidug Eyxew Tol
xouloacSor to Samavipare, wh Ti ye xal Tpog eO Tadely mpbdg Tvog TEY
GvaryvawpLodvtoy Thy déhtov. Buwg uévrol Surmelpiodal ExmemAnyuévoy Tdg
gvtonde Eumiévar e Exdotote €lg T6 péooy TOV Tivaxo. Yedver 08 TOAAG
Botepov T8V Hudayopundv Tva mupLévra Emotivel te xal padely 1ov Févra
7o adpPBoroy, EEetdont te 7O cuwBay xal T Tavdoyel TOIAG TAEoV dpyiptov
gutioot TGV dedamavnuévey.

20. Other instances of mutual help.
a. lambl., V.P. 239:

Kaewiav ye pipy tov Tapavtivév goot Tudduevoy, dg Hoedpos 6 Kupnvaiog,
tov TuSaybpov Aoywv Lmrothe v, xwduvedor mepl mdone Ti¢ odatag,
A ’ o~ 3 A A A p] 7, AY
ouheduevoy ypnwata Theboor Emi Kupnvne xal Emavopddoucdur Ta
Mpdpou mpdypate, v pdvoy Tol perdount Ty Exutol odolay GArywpnouvTa,
GMA& unde Tov Sk Tol mhol xivduvov mepLoTdvre. ToV adtdv 8¢ TpbTov xal
Béaropa tov [Mooetdwvidtny dxofj wévov iotopolvra, &t Ouuapidng iy (6)
Mdprog tév Mudayopetwy, Hvixa cuvéneoev el amoplay adtéy natacTivor
pLog Yop )
&x oMM meprovaiag, maelout gaciv elg v ldpov, dpylplov ouyvov ouk-
Aebdpevoy, xal dvaxthoacdeur adté) To dSrapbavre.

b. Also Diodorus X 4, 1 tells the story of Clinias and adds:

%ot Mot 32 Tohdol TO TapamANGLOY TETTOLYHGTES Loy ovedovTaL.

¢. Porph., V.P. 33, the beginning:
Tobg 32 gihoug dmepnydma, xowvd piv T& TEV pihev elvar TpdTog dToEnva-
uevog, Tov 8¢ iAoy &AAov Exutdv.

For xowa t& tév phhwv cf. Diog. Laert. VIII 10 (== Timaeus fr. 77); Scholia in
Plato, Phaedr. 279 (Hermann VI, p. 275); Photius, Lex. 129. Infra, nr. 49, 72.

21. Music as a cure for the passions.
a. lambl., V.P.64:

(64) “Hyobuevog 8¢ mpdtyy elvar Toic avdpmmorg thv 8t alodvoewg Tpoo-
Ppepopdvny Empéhelay, et Tic xahd pdv Spdyn wol oyfate xal eldn, nahdv 3¢
dxodot pudpddv xal nehdv, Ty & povcukdic Taldeuoy TPMTNY XATESTHEATO
duk Te PEAGV TWwY xal fuIudY, e’ BV TpbTwy Te xal Taddy dvdpamivev
ldoeg Eytyvovro dpuoviar e &Y ThHe Yuyiic duvdpewy, dHomep elyov £§
dpyig, ouvfiyovto, cepaTikdy Te ol Puylkdy VoonudTwY xaTaoTohwl kol
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qouytaopol O’ adrol Emevoobvro. xal vi Ale w6 bndp mavre Talta Adyou
&Ewov, 61 Tols wev yvopiuows tag Aeyouévag éEupricels Te xal Emagdg
ouvétarte ol Guvnpubleto, Sotpovieg UMYAVOUEVOE HEPEOUATA TLVGV
weh@v Sratovix@y e xul ypwuatiedy xol vapuoviey, 8’ dv padlwg el Ta
gvavtio meptétpeme xal meptiye T Te Yuyflc TN véov &v adTols dAGYRG
ouvioTdpeva xal Umogubueva, Amag xal bpyag xal éréoug xal {rhoug
drbmoug xal @bBoug, Emdupling te mavtolug xal dupoie xol dpéfetg xal you-
vaeerg xol OmTbTTec xui opodpbTyrag, émavopdobusvog TROE &peThv
TobTev Exxotov Stk TOHV TWpoomudVTGLY pEABY Og Sk TWV coTnpiey
CUYKEXPAUEVDY QUPUAXDY.

b. Iambl.,, V.P.110-111:

(110) “YrmerdpBave 3 xal thy wovowdy weydha cupBarireodur mpog dyelay,
&v Tig bty yeTiTon natd Todg TeoanKovTas TpdToVE. eldet yap od Tapdoyee
T Towdty xefiodar xaddpoet: Tolto yap 8% xal mpoonybpeue THY S TG
uovetxiig turpelay. fimreto 38 mepl Thy xpiviy Gpav Thg ToladTNe UeApdtag
Exddile yop &v péog Twva Apug Epamrduevoy, xol xdxie Exadélovro ol
uehodelv Suvatot, xal olitwe éxetvou xpobovrog cuviidov Tatdvae Tweg, St
Av edppatvecdor xal Eppereic ol Evpudpor yivesdar £36xouy. (111) ypHodar
¥ adrode nal xatd TOV dAhov yedvov TH poveiny) &v latpelac Taket, kol elved
Tve wély mpde T Yuydic memomuévae wady, mpdg e aduplag xal Snyuoie,
& 8% BondnTidTata Emivevénto, xal wahy ab Ercpa Tpdg Te Tag bpydg xal
Tpdg Tovg Jupols nal Tpde wacay Tapahhayhv The TotadTyg Yuydie, elvar 3¢
rod wpog Tag Emduplag &R0 yévog peomoilag Esupnuévov. yetiodar 8¢ xal
dpynoeow. dpyave 8¢ yeTiodur Mpa ' Tobg yap adhobs drerdpBavev HBptoTi-
%6y Te %l movyyuptedy nad 008updg Eheudéprov TOV Tixov Exew. ypTiodar 8¢
xol ‘Opdpov kol “HotdSou MEeowv EEereypévarg wpog Ermavbplwaty Yuyi.
Cf. Porph., V.P. 33.

22. Examples,
a. Iambl., V.P. 112:

4 ~ ~
Aeveton 38 ol éml THv Eovwv Tubaybpac piv omovdeiand mote péler S
:
~ 3 ~ o~
7ol xdAnTol xatasBéout Tob Tavpopevitov petpaxiov peddovrog Thy Aooay,
A ~ o~
VirTwp Emxoualovros Epmpévy; Tapd dvTEpaGTOl TUAGYL, EUTLTpdvaL UEA-
hovrog® EEAmreTo yap xal dvelwmupeito Hmd 1ol Dpuylov adifuaros. & 37
!
ratemoves tayiote 6 [udaybpas. Erdyyave 8¢ adrdg dotpovopodyuevos
3 ’ ~ ~ z
dopt xal v el TOv omovdetandv petaBoriy dnédeto TH adhnth, SV Tig
3
ApEMTL xoTaoTIAEY ®oSHiwg olnade &mAAdY” TO petpaxtov, Ttpo Bpayéoc
und’ 2p’8cov olv dvacybuevoy und’ &mAdde Gmopeivay voudeotog EmiBoiny
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nop adTod, Tpdg Bt xal EumAute dmooxopoxicoy Thv Tob I[TuBayodpou
suvruyioy.
Cf. ITambl., V.P. 195 (Deubner p. 107, 15{f.). Sextus Emp., Adv. math. VI 8.

b. Tambl., V.P. 113:

"EpmeSoxifc 8¢ omaocapévou 1o Elpog 930 veaviou Twvdg énl tov adrol Eevo-
Sbyov "Ayyirov, émel Sindong uosia Tov 1ol veaviov matépa Edavatwos,
xol difavrog, G¢ elye ouyyloewe xal Yupel, Euphpovs maloar Tov Tod
Tatpdg xatadiwaoTiy, Gowvel govéw, "Ayyitov, ueSupuocduevos g elye
Ty Mpay xol TETaVTINGY TU EROG XAl XATACTUATIXOV WETUYELPLOXUEVOG
e090¢ dvexpodoato o

v mevdEg Sy ohdv Te, xaxdv Eniindov amdvrav?

*aT& TOV TOWTAY, %l Tév Te Eavtol Eevoddyov YAyyitov Savdrov éppboato
%ol TOV veaviav avdpogoving.

23. Human lifetime divided into four periods.
a. Aristox. ap. Stob., Ecl. IV 1, 49:

3 1 A A A ’ ¢ ~ 3 Al A ~ 3 A
¢mpelnréov 3¢ maomg Hhxlag fHyolvro xal Tods pev mwaidug év ypappaoct
xal Tolg &Mhowg padiuecy doxelodar: Tobg 3¢ veaviowovg Tolg THg
nérewc E9eat te xal vopolg yuuvaleadar - Todg 8t &vdpac tuls mpdfeot Te xal
dnuoctag Acttovpylatg mpooéyew' Tods 8t mpeoPitag évduunoest xal
xprrnptotg xal ouuPouriatg Seiv &vavaotpépeodor uetd mhoNg EmMOTAHEMG
SrerdpPavoy, b uhte of matdeg vymdLotey pire ol veavioxol Tatdaptedolvto
pAre of &vdpeg veaviedotvto pnte of yépovreg mapappovoiey. detv 3¢ Epaoxov
eddg Ex maldwv xal THY Tpoev TeTaypéves mpocsgépeadal, diddoxovoay
e 2 A A A ! A A ! e pl 3 4 b
O¢ N udv 1dlig xal ovppertpix oAk xal odpgpopa, N 3¢ draflx wal
dovppetplo aloypd te ol dobupopa.

b. Diod. X 9, 5:

“Om ol TTuSaybpetor Stfjpouy xab e Hhulag &V avdpdrwy clg Téoomp
uépy, Taedbg, véou, veavionov, yépovrog, xal ToVTWY Exdotyy Epacay Gpoiay
elvo Taig %tk TOV EvianuTov TEY Gp&v petaBoraic, TO uiv Exp TG mordl
dudbvreg, 6 3¢ pIwdmwpov 16 dvdpt, Tov 8t yerndva TE yépovtt, T6 8E Bépog
T véw.

¢. Diog. Laert. VIII 10:

Avapeiton 3¢ %ol OV 0T dvFpdmou Blov obrwe* “Ilalc elxoot Erea, venvionog
elxoot, vening elxoat, yépwy elxoot. ai 3¢ Hhwxlar wpdg Tae dpag He cbu-
ueTpor mals Zup, vemvionog Hpog, venving pdwbrmwpov, yépwy xeumv.”
Eom1 8T 6 piv vemvionog petpdxtov, 6 3t venving dvhp.

1 Odyss. 4, 221.
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d. Tambl., V.P. 201:

v 8¢ 18 dvdpornive Bio 7§ cdumovt elval tvag fhudag EvdeSucuévac
(oBTe> Yoo xal Ayey adTovs Qaoty), dg odx elvar Tob TuYdYTOg TPdE dAMAANG
ouveipan® éxxpodecdal yap adtde O AMRAwY, Edv Tig WY xahdg TE %ol
dpdddg dyn ToV dvdpwmoy x yevetiic.

24. Usual methods of education criticized.
Iambl., V.P. 201 (continued) - 203:

3civ odv tHg 7ol madog dywyfs wah¥c Te xol odgpovos ywopdvng xal
avdpuriic oD elva pépog TO mapadidduevoy elg THv Tol veavioxouv fhuxiay,
GoadTog 3¢ xal ThHe Tol veavioxwov Emiuedetag te xal dywyRg wahfg Te ol
Gvdptxiig nul oh@povog ywouévne mod elvar pépog <td> mapadidbpevoy eig
iy T0Y dvdpds iy, éncinep elg ye Tobg moAhobg drtomby Te ol yeholov
elva 70 ovuBaivov. (202) maidug pév yap 8vtag oleador Sciv edtantely Te 3ok
cuepovely xal dnéyeodur ThvTwy TAV QopTidV Te ol doyMubvey elval
doxodvrwy, veavioxous B¢ yevouévous agetodur mapd Ye 3% Tolg mMoAhoig
motelv 8 7L dv Podhwvron. Guppelv 88 oyeddv eig TadTyy T Huelay dupbdrepn
T® YEVN) TOV XpapTNUdTev ol yop mouduptddn molhd xal dvSpddy Tolg
veavionovg Guxprdvew. to pdv Yap @edysty dmav TO THc omouddc Te xod
TdEews yévog, g amAde elmely, Subue 88 16 THe maryving Te xul dxolaoing
xal 6Bpewg Thg madindic eldog, THe Tob muddg HAwxiue olxerérarov elvar
éx Tohtng oy elg Ty Eyoubvny Hhxiay douveiodur THy TotadTyy dikdeay.
76 38 TGV EmBupidy TéY loyupdy, HoudTme 38 xal TO TEHY ErhoTwéy Yévog,
opotwe 3% xal Tde hotwag dpudg Te xal Swdéosie, Sout TUYYAVOUGLY 0DGaL
700 yoherod Te xal opuBddoug Yévous, éx THe Tob avdpds HAuiag eig v
Tdv veavionwy douveichar. dibmep macdv deloPar THY Hhwdy TadTHy
mhelotng émipedeing. (203) — dpwtdv Te xal Suamopeiy moANdxig adTods Epasay,
Tivog &vexa Todg maidug cuveHilopev mpoopépeodar THy TooeNv TeTHYLEVEC
e xal ovppérpng, xal v pdv T xal v ouppetplay dmopaivopey
adroig ko, T& 38 Tobtwv dvavrie, Ty e dtafiav xol Thy dovupeTpiay,
aioypd, & xal €0y § e olvbpAvE xal dmAnoToc &v ueydhe dveldel uetuevoc.
el yap unddv Todrwy ot ypNorpov eig Tv Tob dvdpde Mhuxtay dotxvoupivey
Ny, pdrarov elvar o cuveSilew maiduc Jvrac ) TotadTy) TaEer* TOV adTdY
3¢ Abyov elvou wad mept TGV EAhwv EFEBv.

25. Do not heed the opinion of the masses, do not be ambitious,
avoid contact with the masses.

a. Porph., V.P. 42:

A I3 ~ ~ ~
Tag e Aewpdpoug uY Badilety, 8’ ob Taic TEV WOAAGY fmecdar yvdpaig
3 2. ~ ~
EXWAVEY, ToG 88 TdY hovimy xnal memadevpévemv peTadeiv.
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b. Porph. V.P. 32:

v 8t xad fuépav adtol Swwywyiy dgnyeduevos 6 Awovévns erolv g
dmaoy pdv  mopnyyde QuoTiwiay gedyew xal @uhodofinv, domep pahoTe
e¥bvov dpydlecar, éutpémecar 8 Tag ueTd T@AY TOAAGY Guihiog.

¢. lambl., V.P. 72:

\ o A 124 3 ! ~ 3 o~ ¢ ~ 7
xal Bvtva donipdosiey oltwg, Eotel Tl Etdv Ymepopacdol, Soxtudlwy
né¢ Eyet PePurdtnrog ol dAndwic puhouadetos, wal el mpos S6Eav ixavig
THPECHEVAOTAL (IOTE XATAPPOVELY TLUTIC.

d. Iambl., V.P. 200:

mepl 8¢ 86Eng Tdde guct Aéyew adrods. dvbmTov pév clvan xal TO TEoY xol
Tavtdg 86N mpocéyety, wal pdAoTH TO TR Topd TAY TOAMGY Ywouévy”
o Y& xahdde dmorapBdvery Te xal SoEdlew Shiyoig dmapyewy. SThov yap bt

A \ 3 7 ~ 14 ¥ 7 b 3 ! ¢ ~ o

mepl Tobg eldbrac Tobrto yivesHar' olror 8¢ elow OAlyol. daote d7rov d1u
odx &v Swxtelvor ele Todg moAhodg N Torwbry Sdvaprg. avénrov &elvar xod
naong SmoMibeddc Te xal 36Ene natappovely® cuplhceTar yap duadd e xal
avemavbpdwrov elvat Tov olTw draxeipevoy.

26. Symbolic language.
a. Porph., V.P. 41-42:

Eeye 8¢ T %ol puoTG TeéTw cupPolidc, & 87 &l mAéov TApratotéhng
avéypadey: ofov 8Tu Thy SdhatTay pév Exdher elvan Sdxpuov, Tag 8 Xpxroug
‘Péag yeipag, Thv 3¢ mherdda povsdv Adpav, todg 3E mAavitag wHVRG THS
Depoepdvng. Tov 8 Ex yohxol xpovouévou ybpevoy Ay ov pwviy elval Tivog
&Y Sxpbvev Evamenuuévon 6 yednd. (42) Ay 8¢ xal &Aho eldog TGV
oupBbérmy Totobtov. Luydy wy SmepBalvery, Tolt’ EoTu wi) mAcovexTElV. W TO
e T woyatpa oxaredewy, Emep fiv wi oV dvordobvra xal dpyilbuevoy xivelv
Aoyorg Tednyuévors. orépavéy Tz ul) Thhkew, Tolt ZoTt Todg Vopoug u)
Aopatvesdar: oréoavor yap Tbhewv obro. makv 8 ab Erepo TorabTa. p
xxpdlay Eodey, olov i) Aumely Eautdv dvtanc. pnd’ éml yolvixog xadéleodar,
olov uh dpydv v, und dmodnuobvra émiotpépecdor, uh Eyeodor Tol
Blov todTon amodvionovra Tde Te Aewedpous uh Badilew, 8t ob Taig TV
TOMGBY Emeadur yvhualg Exdhvey, Tag 8¢ TEBY Aoyiwv xal memondevpévey
petadeiv. unde yemdbévace &v olxix Séyeodur, Todr’ Eort Adhoug dvdphmoug
xal Tepl YABTTAY drpatels bpwpoplovg uh moteicdar. Qoptiov 3 cuvavaTi-
Bévor piv rolc Pauordlovowy, cuyxadupeiv 3% py, S ob mophver pxdevi
TP fAGTAVAY, EAAX TS APETNV GUULTPATTELY.

b. Iambl. V.P. 103:

"Avayxoabratos 8¢ map adTéd Tpdmog Mduoraiiug HmFpye xal 6 S TAV
oupBéhwy.
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¢. Tambl. V.P.161-162:
elddet 38 xal 8id xopdfi BoayutdTwv PuVEY puptay xal TohvoydY Enoacty
ovpPohindd TpdTe Tolg Yvwpiupows dmopoBdlely, domep ik yeLpoyPHGTWY
TwEY Abyov B winpdy tols Byxoig orepudrey 6 I109ég te wad adrh f plog
AN dvivuro el SusemivénTo Ewoldv xal dmoTehecudTev DTopaivovst.
TotobTov 31 €67 TO

dpyy 3¢ Tou Husv mavtée,
ambopdeype [Mudaydpov adrol.

27. The main precept.
a. Jambl. V.P. 204:

14 A L4 ~
xadbhov 32, dg Eouxe, Serelvovto pndémote unddv mpdrtew Mdovig oroya-
! \ A 3 ! ~
Zopévoug (nal yap doynuove xal Prafepdv 6 ért T6 wohb Tolrtov eivor TodV
7 ) ’)\7\‘ ,)\ A A by 4 z 54 7 A
O%OT6V), GMAG paALoTa UiV TTpdg TO xahby Te xal efoymuov BAérovrag mpdT-
a =
Tew & &v §) mpaxtéov, debrepov 3E mpdg TO oupgépov Te nal H@EALY,
deioPal te rabta xploswes od i Tuyobayg.

b. Cp. lambl. V.P. 77-78 (Lysis’ Letter):

moxwval Yap xol Adotar Moyuon mepl Tag Qpévag xal Tav xapdlav meplxavtt
&Y un keduapdc tolg wadnpac dpyiacdévrwv, TEv TO &uepov xul Tpdov
xal AoyioTindy i Yuyde émondlovoat kel xwhdousul TEoPaves adEndF-
pev xal mpoxdar T4 voutindv. Svopdafarpt 3¢ xa mpdtov EmeAfhy
x0TV Tae patépag, dxpactav Te xal whcoveblav: duopow Si
molbyovor wepbxavti. (78) toic pév vuv dxpactug éxBeBractdxavtt
ddeopor yhypor xal pdopal xal péur xal mapdk @bow &oval xal opodpal
Twveg EmBuplar, péypr Bapddpwv xal xpmuvév Subxovsar: #8n vip Tweg
avdyxabav Emdupioar uire patépwv whte Juyartépwy drooyéodar, xal 8%
TopEwokpevat oMy xal vépov xaddmep TOpawos, dumeprayayolont Thg
ayndvag Gomep alypdiwtov il Tov Eoyoarov hedpov petd Plag dyouowr
ratéaracay. tic 8¢ mheoveblug Exmépuray dpmayal, haoreia, TaTpoxtovial,
lepoouhiat, Qapuaxeior, xal §ow Tolrwy &dehpd. Sel dv mpdtov wiv Tig
Bhag, als Evdroutfivon Talto T& wddn, Tupl xal GLdHee xal Thowe padnudTOV
pnxovals Exxadaipovrag xal fuopévag Tov Aoyioudy EAedepov TEY ToGONTMY
*ox&y, 16 Tavindde Eupuredev TL ypNoipoy adtd xul mapadiSbpey.’

¢. Cf. Archytas ap. Cic.,Cato Mai. 39-41:

accipite enim, optimi adulescentes, veterem orationem Archytae
Tarentini, magni inprimis et praeclari viri, quae mihi (Catoni) tradita
est, cum essem adulescens Tarenti cum Q.Maximo. nullam capitalio-
rem pestem quam voluptatem corporis hominibus dicebat a natura
datam, cuius voluptatis avidae libidines temere et ecfrenate ad po-
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tiendum incitarentur. hinc patriae proditiones, hinc rerum publicarum
eversiones, hinc cum hostibus clandestina colloquia nasci; nullum
denique scelus, nullum malum facinus esse, ad quod suscipiendum non
libido voluptatis inpelleret: stupra vero et adulteria et omne tale
flagitium nullis excitari aliis inlecebris nisi voluptatis. cumque
homini sive natura sive quis deus nihil mente praestabilius dedisset,
huic divino muneri ac dono nihil tam esse inimicum quam voluptatem.
nec enim libidine dominante temperantiae locum esse neque omnino in
voluptatis regno virtutem posse consistere.

28. Systematic training in curbing desires.
Diodorus X 5, 2:

“Ort &motobvro xal THg éynpatelag yupvasiav Tévde Tov TpbTOV. TapX-
OHEVAGAUEVOL TAVTHL TE XATE TG AXULTPOTATAG EGTLAOELS mapattdHéueva
\ 3 ~ 3 ! 14 k3 A ~ 7 \ ~ A 3 7
oAby adTole EvéPBAemov ypbvov* elta Sud t¥ic Séag Tdg The phoewg Emduutag
mpde TV dmbhavowy &xxohecdpevor Thg Tpamélag Exéhevov alpewv Tolg

maiSug, xal mapay e &ycuoTol T6Y TopaTedévTwv Eywpilovro.

29. Exhortation to soberness.
a. Diod. X 7:

“Ory mopexdher v Mtétyra {qholv: whv yap mwolvtélelwy &ua Tag TE

odotae TdvV avdpdmay Suwpdelpey xal Th chpata. TEV Yhp VooWY TGV

mAelotwy &5 bubrnrog yivouévey, adtiv TadTny éx Tig Tolutedeing yivestaur.
A\l A b4 3 A ! ~ A e ’ 7 A

molhole 8¢ Emeidev dmiporg outiorg ypfiodur xal G3pomocinig mwaVTH TOV

Blov &vexey ol tayade Inpiodar ta xota dAndetay.

Cp. Diod. X 3, 3 (supra nr. 3a) and Justin X 4, 2 and 5-7 (supra, nrs. 2 and 3a.).

b. Tambl. V.P. 171:

dmel 8% xol UBpic xab TN TOMNIMi ol vépwy drepodia émaipovaty elg
&duxiay, Sua TadTa Sonuépat mapRyyere véue Bondeiy xal dvouiq molepetv.
& TabTa 8% %ol thy Torwdtny Nalpeowy Emoteito, §TL TO TEMTOY TEV KANGY
mapappeiv elwdev el te Tae olxiug xal Tae méheig N xwhovuévn TELEY,
debrepov BPpLg, Tpttov EhePpog” 8dev (maphyyehhey) &x mavtog elpyew Te %ol
rnwdcicPur v TpLENY xal cuveHleodar &md yeverfic odgpovi Te xol
avdpund Plep.

Cp. 223, in fine.

¢. Stob., Ecl. IV 1, 49:
"Ex tév ’Apiotobévou ITudayopindy dropdcewy’
Ka9érov 8¢ dovro Seiv dSmorapPdver pndtv elvan peilov xaxdv dvapytes:
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od yap mepuxévar Tov &vdporov SuspleoPar undevdg EmioTartobvrog. Tept
3¢ dpydvTev xal dpyouévmy oltme Eppdvouy * Todg pév yap dpyovTag Epacxov
o) wévov EmiaThmoveg Gl xal prhavdpdmous delv elvan xaul Todg dpyoué-
voug ob wovov medvioug dARG kol QLAkpyovTeg. EmiuehnTtéov 3& mdang MAL-
#lag fyobvro —

For the rest of this passage see above, nr. 23a, in particular the last lines, in
which it is said

O 7 pev takg xal oupuerpla xaha xol edppopa, ) 8¢ drabin xal dovuperpla
aloypd Te xol &oVILPOEA.

The Pythagoreans seem to have given a rather detailed analysis of desires.

Stobaeus, Ecl. III 10, 66 (from Aristox., IIuv8ay. dropdoerg); Iamblichus V.P.
205. Wehrli, Aristox. fr. 37 and 38.

30. Diet.
a. Porph., V.P. 34:

The 8¢ duxitng 7o pév dprarov Ay xmptov B péh, deinvov 8 &ptog Ex wéyypwv
P

7 walo xal Mdyava Epda xal dpd, omaviemg 8¢ xpéag tepeiwv Susipwy xal
70070 008 &x TavTog pépoug.

b. Cp. Diog. Laert. VIII 19:

adTov & dpuciofar wélhitt udve paot twveg 3 wnple % dpte, ofvov 8¢ wed’
Npépay uy) yedeour* 8o Te Td mOAAL haydvorg EpSoic Te xal duols, Tolg 8
Jararriowg omavine.

Cf. Tambl. V.P. 97, infra, nr. 44,

31. Preserve evenness and balance in soul and body.
a. Porph., V.P. 35:

89ev adTd %ol 16 oBuo Gomep Eml oTdIuy Ty adthy v Segdhattey, ob
mote pév Oytaivoy motd 3% voooly, 008’ ad mott piv muuvbpevov xol adfou-
vbpevov mott 8 Aemruvépevov xal loyvauvduevoy, % e duyy 6 8potov Hoc
del S T Eews mapedhtov. ofite yip O HSovic Sieysito mAéov oY b’
aviag ouvesTéhhero, 003’ &nidnhog Fiv yapd H by ndroyoc, AN 0OSE yerd-
oavta 3 xAadoavtd Tig ot Exeivoy Ededouto.

Cf. Iambl., V.P. 226 olxtev 8% xal Saxpbwv xai mdvrey TéHY TolobTmY elpyesdut

Tobg &vdpag Exeivous puot (from Aristoxenus).
Alsoin 234, the beginning. Porph., V.P. 59.

b. Diog. Laert. VIII 20 and 23:

k] 7
amelyeto xatayéhwroc xal mdone decoxeluc olov oxoupdtey xal Supynud-
TV QOPTLXEV.
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(23) ald& nal edrdfBetay elvar pte véhwTt xatéyeodar pte oxvdpwmalew.
pedyeLy couprddv TASOVAOUOY.

¢. Iambl., V.P. 196:

%ol Tabro 82 wapédwre Toig Hudayopeiog Mudayépug, Gv alriog adrde Hyv.
TposEi OV Y& 00T0L, T& COUUT ¢ &v Enl TGV adTdv (del) SunénTor, xol
M A pY e ! 4 A by A . 3 ’ \ 4 b74 S
pi ot pdv Puevd, 6tE 3¢ moAbowpxa® dvwpdiou yap Plov dovro elvan
detyua. dAha doudTwg xal xatd THy Sudvolav ody 6T pév iAapot, 678 8¢

~ 3 A4 re ~ ! 14 ! Ly A 3 !

roTNPels, GANK £ Spohol TTpdwe yaipovtes. Sienpolovro 8¢ dpyde, dduptug,
Topayagt, ol fv adrole mopdyyedun, @g oddey dei tév dvdpemivey cup-
TTORATOV &TposdbxmTov clvar Tapd Tolg volv £youcty, dAAG TEVTH TPOG-
doxdv, Gv pi Tuyydvouow adtol wbplot Gvteg. el 8¢ mote adrols cupfaiy
oY 3 A xl fot ’I)\)\ ~ 3 8\ 3 )\)\l A 3)( A
% dpyd %) Aomy A &Aho Ti Torobrov, Exmodav drmAkdTTovTo, Xol xad ExuTdy
gxactog yevbpevog Emelpiito xataméTTew e ol latpedey 16 wadoc.

32. Precepts concerning aphrodisia.
a. Diod. X. 9, 3-4:

“O1 6 adrog ITudaybpac xal mepl Tév dopodictwy Exhoyilduevog T oLugE-
pov TapryyeMe xata pdv 16 Hpog uh whnowdlew yuvauki, xata 8¢ TOV
YEWOVE Tpoctéval TETUIELREVME. #adbhou Yyap TO Yévog TGV dppodicicwy
OmehdpBavey eivar PraPepdy, Ty 3¢ cuvéyesiay adT@v TeEMws dodevelug nal
dAEXpou TorTIny Evéuite.

“O1 Hudoybpov gaotv Umé Tvog dpwtndévra méte ypnotéov dppadisiorg
3 -~ o 4 ~ 14 o 14

einely, "Orav Eautael Féhye firrwv yevéodal.

b. Stob., Ecl. IV 37,4 = Aristox. fr. 30 Wehrli.

Tambl., V.P. 209-210:

Tepl 8¢ yewwnoews Tade Adyewy adrods Egucav. xadéhov piv GHovro Jeiv
puAdTTEcdat T6 nohoduevov mpogepés (olite yap TOHV QUTEY TA TTpoPepT
obte o {hov ebrapra yiveadar), <&AA& Seiv yevéadou> Tva ypbvov Tpd
THe nopmogoping, Smwe €5 loyubvtwy T xal TeTEAslwUévmY THY COUETLY
T& onéppata %ol of xuprmol yivevrar. 3eiv odv Tole Te maidug xal The mop-
Bévoug &v wévorg Te xal yupvaoiorg xal xepteplog Talg mpoonrodourg
TPEPeLY, TPOPNY TPOGPEPOVTAC THY GPUOTTOLGAY PLAOTEVE TE %ol GWPPOVL
xol wopTepin® Bley. moAAG 8¢ TdY xatd ToV dvdpdmivov Blov Totalta slven
&v olg BéTdy oty Ty drpddern: v elvar xal Ty TaV dppodicimy ypelav.
Beiv olv Tov maida olitws dyeodwt, date ) Lrelv dvrdg TV elnoowy Etdy
TV ToladTyy csuvovstay: drav 8'els Tolto dpbinton, omaviorg elvan ypnoTéov
1 For the struggle against ¢9uplot and 8nyupet cp. Iambl. V.P. 111 (supra, nr.

21b) and Porph., V.P.42. Also Iambl., V.P. 224f. (from Aristoxenus). Cf. infra,
nr. 59, the end: cure by music.
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rotc appodiotols. Eoeader 82 Tolito, dav Tiydy Te nal xohoV elvat voptlnrar 7
edeblal, dupactay yop &ua xal edekiav od mavy yiveoBou mepl Tov adtéy. —
SmerduBavoy 3, 6¢ ouxev, éxelvor ol &vdpeg meptalpely pév delv Tdg Te
mapd oW Yevwiioeis xal Tac ped’iBpews Yryvoudvag, xatohumavery 3¢ Ta@Y
®oTd QOO TE %ol UETE TOPPGCHVAG YIVoRévay Tdg ml Texvorola, ahgpovi
7e %ol VoRte Yvouivag.
¢. A parallel to the last paragraph is found in Ocellus Lucanus, De uni-
verst natura IV 1-2 (Harder, p. 211.):
[pétov pdv Tobrto SiehafPeiy, &7t oy 73oviig &vexa TpdoLLEy dAAG TEXVOY
yevéoewg xal yop adtkg Tag Suvdueis xal T Gpyava xal Tag bpélelg Tac
7pdg v pikw o Tol Seol dedopévag Tols dvdphimolg ody Ndoviig Evexa
Se3bodat cuuPéPrrey dhha THc el ToV del ypbvov Stapovijs Tol yévous.
d.Ib. IV 4:
Ol yap xaddmel ui) S Tardomoriay cuvATTéREVOL GBLXNTOVOL T& TLLLOTATA
TH¢ nowmving CUGTARATR. —

33. Speak the truth and keep your word. Avoid swearing on oath.
a. Porph., V.P. 41:

pdhota &' dhndedety * Tobto Yae pévoy Sdvasdur Tode dvdpmmoug motely Yeé
TapamAnsious.

b. Diod. X 9,1 and 2:

"O1i 6 MuSaybpag mpde Tolg dAhotg maphyyerhe Tols wavddvoust omaviwg
udv dpvidvar, ypnoapévoug 8¢ Tote Sprotg TaVTME EpéveLy.

c. Diog. Laert. VIII 22:

und” duvdvar eodc® dounciv yop adrdy Selv dEibmioToy mapéysy.

Cp. Iambl., V.P. 47 (supra, nr. 7) and 144,

34. Precepts about offerings.

a. Diod. X9, 6:

Ot 6 adrde IMudaybpag maphyyeAhe mpdg Todg deods mposiévar Tolg
Bdovrog pi) mohutehelc, A& Aaumpis xal xadapdg Eyovrag Eodiitac,
opolwe 88 ui) wévov T chpa xadapdy Tapeyopévous ThaNs ddixou TpdEeng,
GAAG ok ThY Yuydy dyvedovaay.

Cp. Iambl,, V.P. 54 (supra, nr. 9).

b. Cp. Porph., V.P. 36:

Hwv 1e Yeolg dvemaydne Fv, dhoplrog Te xal mwomdve xal ABavertd xel
! For edetla cp. Iambl., V.P. 69 and 229 (from Aristox.), supra, nr. 12a.
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SACRIFICE AND PRAYER

wopplvy Todg deode EEthmonduevoc, Eudiyors &'fwiora, TRV el pR wote
dhextoptow xal T&Y yolpwy tolg dmadwtdrols. EBovditnoey 8¢ mote oraiti-
vov, 6¢ pact Polv of axpiPéorepot, EEcupav 1ol dpdoywviou Thv brotelvousay
{oov Suvapévny Talg Tepleyodouts.

Procl. in Euclid. I 47 tells that Pythagoras sacrificed an ox on finding his
theorem.

35. Do not kill living beings.

a. Diog. Laert. VIII 23:

uTodV Tuepov pNte @dively piite olvecdat, AN undt Ldov & wi) Brdmret
avdpdrmoug.

b. Iambl., V.P. 99 (daily exhortation):

onEcavToY 88 6 TpecPuTaTog TaphyYEME TAde * frepov QuTdy xal EyxapTov
uhite PramTewy prte @detpewy, doadtwe 88 xal {Hov, & pun mépuxe BAafepdy
6 dvdpowmive yéver, uhte BAdmtewy pryte pdelpew.

c. Cp.Iambl., V.P.186:

nai 1O Eudbywv Bt dméysodur évopodérnoe Sk e EMAx moAhd nal g
elonvoroidy 76 dmthdevpa. ERldpevor yap puoarrestur @dvov {hov dg
&vopov xal Tapd pbowy, TOAD pakAov ddepiritepov 1o dvdpmmov fyoduevol
ntetvewy 00xéT’ Emohépouy.

36. Pray for the good without specification.
a. Diod. X 9, 7-8:

“O11 6 adtog dmegaiveto Tole deole elycodon Selv T& dyada Todg ppovipous
Omp T8V dppdvmv * Tobg Yae douvétoug dyvoety, Tt moTé oty &v T4 Bl waTa
aAdeiav dyoddv.

"Ori 6 adtdc Zpaoxe delv v talc edyalc amAde elyeodur Tdyadd, xal pi)
nota pépog dvopalewv, olov Efoustav, xdAihog, mholrov, T&Ma T& TobTOLC
Suota.

b. Diog. Laert. VIII 9:
olx &3 elycodar Smip abrdv Sid o p) eldévor T cup.pépov.
Cf. [Plato], Alcib. Mai. 143a.

37. Submit to the divine Will.
a. lambl., V.P. 145:

4

&1t 8'0038v Govro Ex tadtopdton cupBalvery xal dmd Toyme, dAAE wota Helov
Tpbvotay, pditota Toig dyadoic xal edoeBéor ThvV avdpamwy, Befatol T
e ~ ~

Omd "Avdpoxddou &v T@ mepl IMuSayopwédv cuuférwv lotopobpeve wepl
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Oupaptdou 108 Tapavtivou, Mudayoptnol. dmomhéovt yap adtd xal ywet-
Coubvey Nid twa meplotaoiy mepiéotnoay ol Etaipor domalbuevol Te xal
TpomEUTTIXGG droTaaedpevor. xal Tig #8n emBavrt Tol mholov elmev ‘Gon
Bovhet, Tapa T@V eddv, & Oupapida’. xal 8¢ ‘edpnueiv'Epy, ‘dAra Bouoipny

LIS

wdMhov, 8c” &v pot Tapd TGY Sedv yévnTan'.

b. Cf. Iambl., V.P. 86-87 (= 137):
dmoavta pévrot, Sox mepl Tol mpdTTEW ¥ W) TpdTTew Sroptlovay, atbynaTat
mpdg T delov, xal dpyd) abry ott, xal 6 Plog dmeg cuvtétantar TEog TO
3 ~ ~ ~ e 7 3 by ! 3 \ ~ 4 ~
dxorovdely T4 Fe@d, nal 6 Adyog adTog TadTye Eotl THc rhosoglag. yerolov
v&p motolow &vdpwmor &Ahodév modev {nrolvreg T €0 #) mapa T@V dedv,
Ao o - 4 3 4 ’ ~ o~ AY ¢
xat potov domep &v el Tig &v Basthevouévy) xwpx T@V TOMTEY TLvd Yrapyov
Yepamedor, duehfous adrod 6D mwavTwy &pyovroes® Totelrtov yap olovrat
wotelv xal Tobg dvdpdimoug. Emel yap Eomt e Yedg wul obrog mavTwv xdprog,
Setv dpohoyeitar wopd ToU xvplou TO dyadodv alteiv: mhvreg yop, obg pdv
-~ o~ A k4 o} 7 1 r4 3 A 1 Y A !
dv eAdor xal ofg dv yalpwot, Todrols Sdbast Tdyadd, Tpdg obe 3¢ dvavriee
Eyovot, T évavric.

c. Cp.Stob.,Ecl. 117, 3b.

IMuSaybpav 3¢ mop adtdy elneiv - “Emon 9.

38. Faith in Providence necessary to keep man in check.
Iambl,, V.P. 174:

76 SravoeloPar mepl ol Jetov, g Eort e nal mpdg TO dvdpdmivov Yévog
oltwe &yet G¢ EmBhémety xal pi) dMywpeiv adtol, yprorpov elvar HTehdit-
Bavov of ITudaydpetor wap’ dnelvov paddvrec. ScloPar yap Hude émrortareiog
Totxdtne f) nate pndev avralpey dEidoopey Towdtry §'elvon Thy Omd Tob
Belov ywopévyy, elmep éotl 16 Yelov Towolrov (olov) &Eov elvar Thg Tob
oupTavtog dexfc. OPpioTixdv yap 37 @loer 1 (&Hov Epacav elvar, dpddc
Myovreg, xal Touthov xaTd Te TAG Sppdg xal xata Tae Emduptag xal xaTd
T& howmd ThvV e Sclodar odv TodTyg Gmepoy¥ic Te xal Emavatdoeng,
ap'Hi¢ ot cwppoviaude Tig xal TdELe.

39. Anarchy and lawlessness the greatest of evils for man.
a. Iambl., V.P. 175:

xadbhov 8¢ dovro Seiv GmohapBdvery undev elvan peilov xaxdv avapylog:
b1 ~
0d yap mepuxévar ToV dvdpwmov o lecPaur undevdg Emtotatolvrac.

= Aristox. ap. Stob., Ec¢l. IV 1, 49 (supra, nr. 29¢).
b. Cf. Iambl., V.P. 203:

xa¥6hov &elnelv 00Sémote ToV dvdpwmov datéov elvar moreiv § Tt dv BodAnrar,
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HONOURING THE GODS

)] ) 3 ? 3 7 e ’ ~ \ 3 A\ 14 / \

AN del Twa émiotatelay Umdpyety Oelv xal dpydyv vompdv T xod

edayfwova, Hig dmixoog Eotat Exactog TEY TOMTEAV " Tayéng Yap EhloTacul
1 ~ 3 7 AR \ 3 4 A 7

70 Loy Eadév te xal Shywpndey elg xaniay e kol pauéTyTa.

c. lambl., V.P. 223:
fv 3¢ xal dduddeimrog map advtols mapdxAncic T6 ‘véue Londelv del xal
avopta worepely’.

= Tambl., V.P. 100. Also in Diog. Laert. VIII 23.

40. Mantic.
Tambl., V.P. 137 (the end)- 138 (the beginning).

3Thov Tt TalTa mpanTéoy, olg Tuyydvel 6 Yebe yalpwv. Talte 3¢ 0d Pddiov
INZ - A ol ~ 3 4 o ~ > A bol Ay 4 I3
eldévar, dv un Tic 3 Yeod dumpodroc F Yeob dxodoy B Six TExvng delag
moptlnTar. b %ol mepl Th pavtnly orouddlovet” wévy yap abry epunvela
THe Topa TAV Jeddv Srevolog Eoti.

41. Honouring the gods.
Iambl., V.P. 149:

gxpWiTo 3¢ xal edonple mpdg Todg xpelrTovag xal &v mavil xalpd vy
éroteito xal TNy TEY Fedv, dote xal wapd O deimvov omovdig £moteito
T0ig Deolg nod mapfyyerhey €@ Nuépa Exndoty Duvelv Todg xpelrTovag.

Cf. Diog. Laert. VIII 24,

42. Gods - demons - heroes - men.
a. Diog. Laert. VIII 23, the beginning.

%ol Feolg pév Serpdvov TpoTndy, Hpwag 8 avdpdTwy, dvdsmmny 8¢ pdhoTa
Yovéag.

Cf. Porph. V.P. 38.

5. Tambl., V.P. 100, the beginning.

X \ ’ ? ~ ? N M ~ 4 A N

&1L mpdg TovTorg mept e Tob Jelov xal mepl Tol Sowpoviov wal wept 16D
< ~ 4 o’ 4 v | %3 A 3 ' 3
Tipwixol vévoug efonuéy e ol dyadny Eyetv Stdvolav, GoadTwg 3E xal
mepl yovéwy Te xat edepyetdv Sravoeicdo.

43. The precept that one should die in silence (Plato, Phaed. 117¢).
Iambl., V.P. 257:

xatd Tov Botaroy (y&p) narpdv maphyyelhe pl Pracenuciy, GAN domep év
Talg dvaywyais olovileodar petd e edpnuiag, Hvmep Emorolvro SrwSodpe-
vou tov *Adptav.
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44. The Pythagorean day.
Iambl., V.P. 96-100:

xord yap T denynow adrol e Empacaov of Or’ adrol G8nyodpevor. Tole
pév Endvole meptndToug émolobvto ol &vdpeg obTor xatd péveg Te xal elg
rotadtoug TéToug, &v olg cuvéBarvey Tipeplay e xal Hovytay elvor cdppetpoy,
gmou Te lepa xal &hov wal &7 Tig Jupmdio. Govro yap delv wi) TpdTepdy TIvL
suvtuyydvew, Tply 3 Ty dlav Yuyhy xaracTiicovot xal cuvapudsovTol TV
rdvoray: dppddiov 3¢ clvar 1} xotaotdost Tig dwavolag ThHY TotadTry
fovylav. 10 yap e0dVg avaotavtag elg Tovg dyhoug ddeiodur YopuB@deg
meifipeioay. 1o 87 mavreg ol Hudaybperor Tode lepompeneordrovs Tomoue
&el EEehéyovTo. peta 88 TV EwDvdv meplrmatov ThTe TPOG AARNAOUG EveTUY X~
vov, pahtote pév &v lepoic, sl 88 un ve, &v duolotg témois. Expdvto B¢ TG
rotpd ToOTE b Te Stduonarag xal padfoec xal mwpdg THV TéHY HIEV
Enavépdwety. (97) pera 38 Thv TodTyy Swtpifhy Enl TV TEY cwpdTov
étpémovro Jepanetav. Expdvro 3E dhelppact e xal Spépoig ol mheiortot,
EhdTToves nal mahaug v Te wnmols xal &v dhoeowy, ol Bt wal dhtynpofohia
3} xewpovoule, Tpog Tae TEV cwpdtwy toybe Ta elfeta Emitydedovreg Exéye-
oo youvdor. dplote 88 Expdivto &pter xal péltt ) xnple, olvou 3¢ ped’
Auépay od peteiyov.t TOv 3¢ peta 10 dpioTov ypdvov mepl TAG TOALTIRAG
oixovoptag xateytvovro, mepl Te The EEmTindg xal Tag Eevinde, Stk THv THY
vopwv pboTally * vt Yap &v Tals pet dpioTov Gpatg EBobhovro Stotxkeiv.?
delhng 88 yvopévyg elg Tode mepimdToug My bppdv, ody Gpotwe wat’ iBtay,
Gomep &v 16 EwIvG mepimdTey, dAAL odvduo xal olvrpelg Totelodar TOV
mepinatov,® dvopipvnoxopévous Ta padfpata xal Eyyupvalopévoug Tolg
naxhols émrndedpact. (98) pera 38 Tov meptnaTov hovtpd ypfiodat, Aovoapé-
voug T¢ &mt Ta oussiTle dmavtdy - Tabte 8elvar pi) Thetov ¥ Séxa dvSpmmoug
suvevwysioBor. ddpotodévtmv 88 Tév sucattodvtwy yiveshur omovdds te xal
duolag Junudrov e kel MPavetod. Enerta dnl 76 Seimvov ywpely, Gg wpd
lov Sboewg dmodedermvnuévan. ypTioPar 3¢ xal ofvey xal paly xal dpre
nat 8P %ol hoydvols Epdolc te xal duoig. mapatidecdar 8¢ xpéx L{dwv
Juctpwv [lepeiov], v 88 Juhaooimv 8dwv omavime [xpfiodar]d. elvar yap
Twa adTév 3 altlag Tvdg 0d ypfotpa medg T xeRiodut. (99) werd 8¢ T68e
76 elmvov &ylvovro omovdal, émeita dvdyvwatg dylvero. #9og & Hiv Tov pdv
VEDTATOY dvaytvoxety, Tov 8¢ mpeaBitatov dniotatelv & Set dvaywdonew
nal ¢ Oel. &mel 8¢ péhhowev dmévar, omovdiy adtoig dvéxer & olvoybog,
oTeloavTev 88 6 peaPitatog TapnyYEAAe Tdde* fluepov puTdv ol Eyrapmov
Also in Diog. Laert. VIII 19,
Cp. Iambl., V.P. 72. Infra, nr. 47.

1

2

3 Cp. Porph., V.P. 32, the end.

4 Cp. Porph., V.P. 34, the beginning; Diog. Laert. VIII 19. Supra, nr. 30.
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THE PYTHAGOREAN DAY

a

uhTe Pramrew phite edetpewy, dhoudtwe 3¢ xal {Hov, & pn méouxe Brafepdv
& dvdpomive véver, ufite Brdntew phre @deipewvt. (100) Eru wpds TovTolg
mept Te 10D Yelov xal wepl ToU Surpoviov xal wept Tob Hpwixol yévous eBpnudy
Te ol Gyedny Eewv Sdvolay, Goadtwg 3¢ xal mepl yovéwy Te xul edepye-
&V Suvoeiado?, vépe e Bondetv nul dvouly mohepeivd. Tolrwv 8¢ fndévrov
> 4 4 3 ¥, 3 ~ A\ ~ ~ 3 ~ ¢ A
gmibvar Exaotov el olxov. 697t 88 ypfioYar Aeund) xal wadapd, GoadTwe
3¢ %l oTphpact Acuxols Te wal xadupols. elvat 08 To oTpMUATa LdTior MVE ”
! A 3 ~ 4 A A A 3 / ’ b \
xdtotg yap 00 ypRiodut. mepl 8¢ Hpav 0d Soxwpdlew xarayivesar, 003e
xpHiodar Torobte yupvasie. T& wev oby &9’ Nuépy Exdoty TG Tl TGY
&vdpav TapadiSopeve el te TpopRy xal iy 70l Blov dvaywynv TolalTta fv.

45. Daily examination of one’s conscience.
a. Porphyry, V.P. 40.

3bo 8 wdhiota xapode maprmyyde &v gpoveidt $cdur, Tov pdv bre elg
Omvov Tpémorto, Tov §'81e &£ Umvou SravioTarro. émioxomely yap TpooTxELY
&v Exatépe TodTow Td TE Ndn Tempayuévar xal T& uEMOVTR, TGV udv yevoué-
vav e090vag Tap’ Exvtol Exactov AapBavovta, T@Y 8¢ pweAMdvTwy Tpdvolay
motobpevoy. Tpd pav odv Tob bmvou talta fautd T Eny €nddew ExacTov:
und’dmvov pohootow &n’uunot wposdébusdut
mply TGV Huepvdy Epywv Tpic Exaotov Emerdeiv-
7o mopéBuy; T 8'Epeka; i wot déov odx Erehéodr;
7po Ot e EEavasrioeng Exsive
npdta pdv 2§ Omvoro uehippovos éEumavaotig
el pd'dmumedey 66’8y fpatt Epya teréooets.
Cp. Xp. & 40ff.
b. Diog. Laert. VIII 22.

Aéyeton wopeyyvdv adTdv Endorote Tolg podnrals Tade Aéyetv eig Tov olxov
siclolor,

i) opéPBmy; Tl 8'Epefar; Tl ot Séov odx Erehécdy;

c. Explained as memory training in Diod. X 5, 1.

"Omuof Mudaydpetor xal ThHe uvijume peytotny youvasiav Emotobvro, Totobtéy
Twvoe TpdTov THe uerémc dmosTyoapevol. o mpbTepov éx TH¢ edvig Ayetpovro,
Tpiv &v Tpdg ExuTods dvimporoyhicavTo Ta xaTd Thy Tpotépay Npépay adTole
mpay Hvra, THV dpyNv ATd THe mpowing, THv 88 TerevTy Eng Eomépag TOLOY-
pevot. &b 8 dvaatpopny Exotev wal wAslove oyohiy dyotey, xol T Tpity nal

Cp. Diog. Laert. VIII 23; supra, nr. 35. Cp. Porph., V.P. 36, supra, nr. 34b.
Cp. supra, nr. 42.

Cp. supra, nr. 39c.

Also 149, the beginning; Diog. Laert. VIII 19,

I
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revdpry xal Talg Evt mpdregov Nuéparg mparyHévta TpocuverduBavoy. TobTo
7pdg EmaTAUYY xal Ppownay, €Tt 88 Tév Tdvtwy umetplay e Tol SdvacHar
TOMAX VULOVEDELY . . .

Cp. Iambl., V.P. 165 and 256.

46. Selection in admitting aspiring members to the Society.
Iambl., V.P.71-72:

4 ~ z z 7 ’ 3 3 1 7
TPoGLEVTLY TV VewTépwy xal Boviopévmy cuvdiatpifey odx edSbg ouveym-
pet, péypis &v adtdv Thy Soxipaciov xal Thy xplow mouenTo, TpdToV Uiy
muvdavbpevog wig Tole yovelor xal tolg olxefolg Tolg Aotmwole mdpetoty
opdteg, Eneita Jewpdv adrdv Tobe Te yéhwTag Todg dxalpous xal TIV

\ A \ \ A 3 / b A A 3 7 7 F I b \J
SteTy xal THY Aoy Topd T Sgov, ET 8¢ Tag mBuptag tiveg elal xal Tods
yvopipous olg Exp@vTo %ol v Tpég TobToug GpiAiay xal wpdg Tivt pdAtoTa
v Auépoy oyohalovot xal THY Yopdv kol THY ATy éml Tiot TuYYXdvVousL
motodpevol. Tpocededpet 08 nal T6 £ldog xal Ty mopetav xal THY GAny TOD
ocopatog xivnow, tolg T THg plicewg yYvwplopaot puotoyverovidy adTodg
onusio va pavepd émoeito TEHY doavdy BRIGvV &v T duxd. (72) xol Evriva
Soxtpdoeiey oltwg, &pler TpLév dtév Smepopiodar, Sowpdlov méc Eyet

7 A 3 ~ 7 A 2 1 7 ¢ ~
BeBardtnrog nat dAndwiic Quropadeiog, xal el mpdg d6Eav Ixavidg mope-
oxedooTal HoTe naTappovely TLuTs. et Ot TolTo Tolg mpoactodaot TpocéTaTTe
CLOTY TEVTAETT], ATTOTELPADPEVOG TG Eyxpateiag Exoucty, ¢ YAAETOTEPOV
TGV EAAwY EynpaTenpdTey 10570, 6 YAD GG XpaTEDY.

= Timaeus in schol. ad Plat. Phaedr. 279, p. 275 H.

47. Not all members active in governing duties.
a. Jambl., V.P. 72:

b ~

&v 3 1§ Ypdve TodTe TA piv ExdoTou YdpyovTa, TouTéaTy &b odatul, Exot-
vovro, didbueva Tolg dmodederypévorg elg Tolto yvwptpotg, olmep Exatolvto
mohuTixol, xal oixovopixol Tiveg xal vopodetixol dvree.

b. Cp. Diog. Laert. VIII 3.

elt’ émaviddev elg Zdpov, xal ebpdv v matpide Tupavvoupévny Hmo
Hohuxpdrove, dnfipev elc Kpbrava tic "Trarlag: xdxel véuovg 9elg toic
Trahidrarg &30Edodn obyv Toig padnrals, of mpdg Tode Tpraxoastoug Bvres
Grovépovy dpioTa T& TOMTIE, BoTe oyeddv dprotoxpatiov elvar THY
ToAvTelay.

¢. Justinus XX 4, 14:

Sed CCC ex iuvenibus cum sodalicii iure sacramento quodam nexi
separatam a ceteris civibus vitam exercerunt, quasi coetum clande-
stinae coniurationis haberent, civitatem in se converterunt.
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NUMBER OF THE MEMBERS OF THE S.P.

d. The blame of ‘apartness’ held against the threehundred according
to Apollonius ap. Iambl. V.P. 254.

Ererta nol TEY veavionwy Bvtwy gx &Y &v toic dEidpact nal Tals odotug
mpoeybvtwy, cuvéBatve Tpoxyebomg THe fauxlag uy pévoy adrtole &v Toic
idtotg Blotg mpwrelety, dhha 16 xowd) v oAy olxovopelv, psydhny piv
Etoupetay ouvaynoydowy (foav <yap> OmEp Tplaxociouns), wixpdvy 8¢ pépoc
TH¢ mhhews obat, THe adx &v Tolc adTels Edeoty 00’ Emitndeduacy dxelvorg
TOMTEVOULEVYS.

48. For the total number of the members cp.:

a. Diog. Laert. VIII 15:

~ re 4 3 3 A 3 A \ M 3 ! 3 ’ 3 o~
TV B EEMMOGL(»V GUX E)\O(TTOUQ ETL TTV VOKTEQLVTV AAPOKGLY AT VTV AUTOV.

b. Nicom. ap. Porph., V.P. 20:

(4 A A b 4 A 3 ! o ~ !/ 3 7 € A
obrwg O mavtag el Exutdv dméorpedev Gote pid whvov dxpodset, O¢ QUG
Nucbpayos, fiv Empag tic 'Irohiag memolnrar, mréov 3 Suoythiovg EAelv Tol

>
Aoyors, Bo pnétt olxad’ droothvar, GAN Gpob ouv monot xal yuverEiv Gpa-
%oeldv T Toppéyedeg iSpucapévone mokicut TV Tpds TAYTWY EmixAndeiony
peydhny ‘EXAdSa &v “Troie, vopoug e mop’adrolb dekupévoug nal mpootdy-
poto Goavel Jeloag Smodnag Entdc TodTev TedTTE PNdE Ev. odTol 8¢ nal

Al 3 ! A 3 A A ~ o~ 1 14 !

Tag 0dotug xowag Edevro nal peta @y Fedv tov [Tudaydpay xatypiduovy.

¢. By some confusion both numbers are mentioned in Iambl., V.P.
29-30.

(29) xai &v mpiyty Kpbrwwt émionpotdry méher mpotpeddpevog Tohhole Eoye
Inhwtdg, dorte [lotopeitar éaxaatovs adtov dvdpdmoug doymuévat, od pbvov
Or’ adrol wexuvnpévoug elc THv @hocoplay, g petedidou, AN xal T Ae-
vbuevoy xowofiovs, xadhg mpocérate, yevopévoug® xal odtor udv foav of
PpLrocopobvreg, of 3¢ Tolhol dupoatat, odg dxouspaTinolg wahoboty] &v ped
Rovov dupodoer, G¢ pacwy, Ay mpwtioTyy xal Tdvdnuov wbvog EmiPdg Tig
Trahtag 6 dvpwmog Enorhoato, Théoveg 7) Suoyihior Tolg Abyoug dveayEdnoay,
atpedévrec adrol xatd xpdTog oltwg, Hote odxétt oixade dnéornony, dAAK
608 ol xad yuvauEly Spanoetdy Tt mapuéyedeg iSpuoduevor xal Toriouvteg
adrol Thy mpds mavtey Emundeicav Meyddny ‘EMdSa, vépovg te map’
adtol defduevor xal mpoaTdypate Govel Yelug Hmodhuac, Gy Extds 00SEV
€mputrov, mapépevay Opovoolvres She TH tdv SwhnTdy &dpolopar,
edpnuoduevor xal Tapk @V Wy paxaplbuevol, Tdg Te odolug xowdc
€9evto, ig mpoeAéy ), nal petd TEV Yedv tov [Tudaybpav Aowmdv watnetd-
pouy dg dyardéy Tive Salpover xaxl priavIpmméToTov.
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49, Pythagoras as ebpetyg t@v dvopdtwv.
(Iambl., V.P. 56, supra, nr. 9).

7. The term cosmos.
a. Plato, Gorg. 507e 6-508a.4:

paat 8ol cogol, & Karhixherg, xal odpavody xal yijv xal Seods xal avdpdmoug
Ty xowaviay cuvéyew xal @uilav xal xooudTnTe xal CKPEOcHVNY %l
SueandTyra, xal 6 Shov Tolro Sk Talra xbopov xoholow, & étuipe, odx
dxooptov 003 dxorastay.

b. Aetius IT 1, 1 (Doxogr. 327, 8):
Tudaybpes TpdTog Gvdpace Thy T@Y Erey Teptoyyy xoopoy &x t7¢ &v adtd
TaEeme.

2. The term gthosoopte.

a. Aetius I 3, 8 (Doxogr. 280):

TMudaybpas Mvnodpyov Zdpiog mpddtog @rrccoplav TodTe T HApartt
TCPOGUYOPEVGUG.

b. Diod. X 10, 1:

“Om TuBaybpag prrocopiov, AN od coplav éxdher Thv idtav alpeov. xo-
Tapepoduevos yop Tobs med adrolb xexAnpévous émta copobg Eleyev, ¢
copds pév obdelc dotv &vdpwmog OV xal moAAdIxlg Sk THY doBéverav THg
Pboeme odx toydwy mavta xotopdoly, 6 8¢ LrAdv Todv 1o copod Tpdmov TE
xal Blov mpoonbévtws &v rrésogag dvopalotto.

c. Tambl., V.P. 44, the end. See supra, nr. 6. Also Iambl., VV.P. 159:
prhocogioy udv obv mwpdtog adtds Gvépace, xal SpeEwv adtiy eimev elvar
%ol otovel @uhtay gogplag.

3. The term puA\écogoc.

a. Diog. Laert. VIII 8.

Zoowparne & &v Awdoyalc grow adrdv Epwmdévta Hmd Adovrog Tod
Dhasiow Tupdvvou i eln, prhdoopog elmelv. xal Tov Blov Eowxéva mavnydest *
A6 0dv el TadTyy of pév dywviodyevor, of 8 xar’ Eumopiay, of 84 vye BértiaTol
Eoyovtar Yeatal, olitwg &v 76 Blw of pév avdpamoddders, Epw, @bovrat
36Eme xod mheovektug Smpatal, of 8¢ purdoopor THg dndetoc.

Cp. Cic., Tusc. V 3, 8-9 (from Heracl. Pont.).

b. Iambl., V.P. 58:

Aéyeron 3¢ TIuSaybpag mp@togc @uhbsopov Exutdv  Tpooayopebout, od
%ol pévov dvdpatog GmapEug, dM& xal mpdype olxelov mpoexdiddonwy
xenotuoe. 2owévon vap Epn v elg Tov Blov TéV dvdpdmwv mkpodov T4 Emi
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The moavnydpers dmavtdvrt Swike. Gc yap éxcloe mavrtodamol QoLTdVTEG
&vdpwmor &Ahog xat’ &Ahou ypelav apueveltar (6 wév ypnuatiouod Te xal
wépdovg ydpw dmeumorficul TOV @éprTev Emerybuevos, & 8 S6Eng Evexa
gmdefbuevog fuer Ty popny Tod couxtos’ ot 8¢ xal Tpltov eldog xul
76 ve EhevdeprdTaToy, cuvahllbuevoy TomeY Seag Evexa xal SnuLovpYNUETOY
xoA®Y xal dpetiic Epymy nal Aywv, Gy al émdeifeig sldbSeouv &v Talg Tavn-
yipeor yivesdmr), obtwg 3N xdv 14 Ble mavrodumolg avdpdmovg Talc
smovdaic elg TadTd ddpotleaPor: Tods piv yap yeMudTov xal TpupTc aipel
w6Foc, Todg 8¢ deyFic nal fyepovine tuepos prhoveinion te dofopavels xouté-
yovow. ethixpivéaratov 38 elvar toltov dvdpdmou Tpémov, Toy dmodeidpevoy
v 16V xoadMioTwv Jewptay, dv xal mposovoudlely uAbGogoy.

4. rerpoxtic.

Aetius, Plac. 13, 8 (Dox. 282):

3 7 14 1 A3 1 4 / ~ ;

gpdéyyovro of Mudaydpetor d¢ peytorov dpxov Bvrog Tig Tetpados:
od pé TOV dpeTépy Yuyd Tapaddvta TETPUXTHY,
Taydy geveon pocemg pilloud TE Vo

Also Tambl., V.P. 150 and 162 (infra, sub 72).

Cp. Diels, V.S. 44 A 13; Theo Smyrn. 97. 14 Hiller; Sextus, M. VII 9411,

5. puMla, see above: T 12,

6. dppovix, xowvovia, dpdvore, xosuibtye, tebdtne.

a. Philolausfr. 6:

mepl 8¢ plalog nal dppoving Gde Eyert —

T pév Gv buola xal SubouAa dppoviag oddev Emedéovro, ta 8¢ dvépotx
undt opdpuia pndt lootayd dvdyxo & TotadTa dpupovia ouyrexhelobwl,
ola pélhovtt &v wdope xatéyeodat.—

Cp. also fr. 10. Iambl., V.P. 45: above, T 7.
b. Plato, Gorg. 507¢-508a, supra, 49. 7a, followed by these lines:

ob 3¢ pot Soxeig o) Tpoaéyey TOV Volv TodTolg, nad TalTe GoQdg BV, GAAX
MAndév oe 811 7 lobtng Yewpetpu) xal &v Yeolc xai &v avdpdmorg wéya
dbvatar, ob 3t mhcovekiav oler Seiv doxelv: yewperplag Yo dpeheic.

Iambl. V.P. 40, supra, T 6.

c. Cp. Archytas, fr. 3:

Zracw pév #mavcey, Spbdvoay 8% abifnoev Aoyiopdg ebpedelc: mheovekla
Te yap odx ZoTt TovTOL Yevopévou xal lobrtag EoTwv' TolTe yop Tepl TOV
suvah oy tov Stahhacoopeda.

d. For lobtng yewperpind cp. Archytas fr. 2:

Méoau 8¢ &vti Tpic T8 povowd, ple udv dptdunmind, Seutépa 38 & yewueTpixd,
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’ 8)( ’ a )\/ < A 1 \ 4 4 f
tplta §'Omevavtio, Ay xaAEOVTL dppovindy. — & yewpetpixa 8¢, Exxa Ewvre
~ A
olog 6 mpdTog ToTl TOY devTepov, xal & dedTepog motl TOV TpiToV.

7. For {sétvs cp. also Iambl. V.P. 162, infra, T 49.72.

8. The terms neddpracic and weduptdvy.

a. Iambl., V.P. 101:

Tag émavopdaceis te xal voudethoels, &¢ 3% meduprdoeis dxddovy éxeivol.
b. Iambl., V.P. 197:

gxdhouy 8¢ TO voudetelv medupTiv.

¢. Diog. Laert. VIII 20:

gxdher 8 76 voudetelv mehapydv.

9. The term &yepvdia.

Iambl., V.P. 188, the beginning:

Er 8¢ Eyspudio Te xol TovTEANS GLOTY.
= 225. Also in Gellius I 9.5.

70. The word xartdpTucic.

a. Tambl., V.P. 95:

éneondmel yap mig Exouct plicews Tpde Nubpwaty, Exdhet 3¢ TolTo xaTde-
TUGY. -

b. Cp. Iambl., V.P. 68, the beginning:

24 A 3 A AY ~ 3 ~ -~ ~
Adtn pév olv §) Sk povoriic dmetndedeto adTd ratdpTUGL TGV YuydV.

11. xaSapoic.

a. lambl., V.P. 110:

“YredduBave 88 xod Thyv povoudy peydha oupBdihecdar modg Syelav, &v
TG 0T XpTiTaL xotak Todg TPosRoVTaS TRbToVS. elhdel Yap od Tapépyws TH
TotadTy Ypefiobal naddpoer: Tolto yap 3% xal mpoonydpeve THY Nk THC
moveuis latpetay.

b. Cramer, Anecd. Paris. 1172:

61"!, oi IMuBayopixol, dc #on ’Apioréievos, xaddpoet Eyp@dvro Tob pdv
capaTog Sua TVg latpuniic, Thg 3¢ YuyTic i THg wovowis.

¢. Names for forms of treatment by music.

Tambl., V.P. 114:

€11 Tobvuy obpmay 16 Hudayopuedy Siduoxadciov Ty Aeyouévyy EEdpTuowy xal
suvappoyay xal dmapav Emoteito, puéeot Tiow Emmdelog elg T dvavtia
mady mepLayov yenotumg Tag The Yuyiic Swdéosig.

Also in 64.
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712. Various adages and names. Iambl., V.P. 162:
Totobrtov 37 éoTt TO
&pyh 3¢ Tot Aurov mavrée,
drbpdeypa Hudaydpou adrol.
Or also
3 ~ 4 A 3 ’
GpLdu O¢ te mavt éméolxey,
a \ 4 A o 3 z ot I 3y ~ e 7 3 ! 2
8 3% munvbrata Tpdg dmaviag ATe@dEYYeTo, T, WA &V TG TPLAOTYG LOOTNG
14 W ~ e ’ ] 14 o AY 4 3 ~ e 7 DY A ~
[onbTng], ) & 16 ‘wbopos’ dvbuartt, T vi) Ao &v 78 “grhocogle | 7 xal v T¢)
€3 R bt A ~ ** o by ! 3 ~ e 2
Eotdy’, B nol &v T&**, 7 [10 SwxBodpevov] &v TG “TeTpokTUS
73. The adage xouwa ta T&Y pihav.

a. Diog. Laert. VIII 10 (= Timaeus fr. 77).

Elné 1e mpéog (sc. Pythagoras), é¢ gnot Tigawog, xowa ta othwv eivar
ol gkl tobrnra. Kad adrob of padnral xateridevro Tag odolog elg év.
revraetiav 9 Hodyalov, wévoy TEV Abymv xoatoxovovies xul 0B3ETE

Modaydpav 6pévres elg 8 Soxnipaadeiey.

b. Schol. in Plato Phaedr. 279 (ed. Hermann VI, p. 275).

enat yobv & Tigaog &v i E ofite mposibvrey §'ody adréd dy Ve Tép v
b z ’ 3 3 \ ’ 3 25 ~ A A

ol Bovhopévay ouvdlarpiBety odx eddbg cuveydproey, AN Epy delv xal Tdg

odatac xowde clvar TdV Evruyyavbvreyv. Elta petd mold gror xad 3¢

Exelvoug mpdrov Pn¥iver xatd thy Trahlay &7 xowd T TEV plrwy.

¢. Photius, Lex. 129.
Kowa 18 pihwv. Tigods oot &v mH O tabrny Aeydfjver xata iy Meyddny
‘EMdSa xad obg ypbvovg TMudaybpag dvémerdev tods Tadtyy Evoxolvrag
ABtovEpun T XEXTR DAL,

74. The gods called of xpeitroves.

Tambl. V.P. 149:

&ypTito Ot xal edonuia Tpde Tode xpeitrovag woal &v mavil xapd pvipnY
&mowcito xol Tiuy TV by, dore xal maps TO deimvov amovdag EmoteiTo
Toic Yeoig xal Taphyyerhey 2@’ Huépa ExaaTy Hvely Tovg xpelTTOVAS.

15. The terms épaxociov and éudaxoot.
a. Iambl. V.P. 30:

. mhéovee ¥ Droyihor Toig Adyorg éveoyidmoav, aipedévieg wdrol xovd
*pdToc obtwe, hote odxétt olxade dréotnouy, dAA& 6pol marsl xal yuvetEiv
Spaxociéy Tt mapudyedes idpusduevor xal ToMcavTeg adtol THY TPOG TAVTCY
¢mundeioay Meyddny ‘EXdSa, vépoug Te mop adrod Sekduevor xol
mpooTdypate houvel Yelag Hmodfxag, by éxtdg 0ddev EmpatToy, TLPELELVAY
6povoolvteg 6Ae TEH THV SuAnTdy ddpolauatt, ..

Cf. 185.
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b. Tambl. V.P. 73:
el 8 dmodonpacdeinoay, iy pév odolav EAdpfavey SimAiy, uviine 3¢ adtoic
¢ vExpols &Y VWuTO HTEO TEY GUaxbwV.

16. puoloyvepovijaut.

a. Gellius, N.A.19,1-2:

Ordo atque ratio Pythagorae ac deinceps familiae <et> successionis eius
recipiendi instituendique discipulos huiuscemodi fuisse traditur: Iam
a principio adulescentes, qui sese ad discendum obtulerant, épuctoyve-
uéver. Id verbum significat mores naturasque hominum coniectatione
quadam de oris et vultus ingenio deque totius corporis filo atque
habitu sciscitari.

b. Porph., V.P. 13:

[} 8\ )\ \ A (A A AY 7 A A) 3 4 ~ ’
5 3¢ haBov xal PuBLOYVLUOVAGHS %l The XVoELS xal Tae Tpeptag Tod od-
patog Emionedauevog Emaideuev. Tadtny yop MxpiBov mpdtog THv mepl
Gvdpdmwy ErtaTuyy, 6Totog TV @Uo Exactos el pavdavav.

Cf. Iambl. V.P. 71, the end. Supra, T 46.

77. Geometry called isropte.
Tambl. V.P. 89:

éxoelro 8¢ %) yewpetpia mpdg Iudaydpou iotopia.

50. Cf. the acousma in Iambl., V.P. 82:

7l 70 copdrTatov; dpdube: Sedrepov 3¢ T Tolg mpdypaot ta dvbuaTa TIHE-
HEVOY.

Cp. Aelianus V.H. IV 17: 6...8¢épevos.

51. Pythagoras as an orator. Rhetoric introduced into Greece by the
Pythagoreans.

a. Iambl., V.P. 166:

amd 3 tolrtev TéV Enitydeupdrav ouvéln thy Traiav mhoay Qhocbpwy
avBpdy Eumhnodfivar xal, mpbrepov dyvooupévrg adtie, atepov Sia Tluda-
Yopav Meyddny “EXaSa whnd¥jvar, xal mhelotovg map’ adrols &vdpag gtho-
obpoug xal TotTag wol vorodétag yevéodur Tde e Yo Téyvag TAG FrTOPL-
nég ol Todg Adyoug Todg EmSetnTinods xal Todg vépoug Todg yeypaupwévous
ntap” Exelvov ele Ty "EMAdSa cuvéPy xoptofivar, xal mepl T6Hv puotév Saot
Twé pvelay memolnvtan, mpdtov "EpneSoxiéa wal Mapuevidny tov "Exedryy
TPOPEPGIEVOL TUYYAVOUGLY, of Te yvwpohoyioal T TéV xatd Tov Blov Pou-
Aopevor tag "Emuiydppov Siavolag moopépovtar, xal oyeddv mdvreg adrag ol
PLAGGOPOL kaxTéYOLGL. TEPL P&V 0BV THE coplag adTod kal tég &ravrag dvipd-
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s ~ 3 CRIRY 1 s 3 o o T 3
movg &ml mhelorov elg adtiv wpoePifaocey, &g’ 8cov Exastog olbg Te Ty
petéyew adtiic, xul O¢ Tapédwxey adthy teréng, Sa TodTey Nulv clpnodw.

b. Vg. Diod. X 3, 2:

A ’r 3 b ~ b ~ 4 \ A A € A ~ !
rocadty & Ay v Tolg adTol Adyolg meldd xal ydpls, wg xai THG WOAEwG
oyeddv Ehng ' adtdv Emotpepodorg xad Hutpay Gaomepel Tpbg Tvog deol
Tpoustay &mavTog GuVTeE el &l THY GxpbasLy.

52. Pythagoras as the discoverer of mohuriey maudeto.
Tambl. V.P. 130f.:

8hwe 88 edpemiv adtdv yevéoDar guol xal tig mohTixde 6Ang mandelag,
elmbvra undiv elhxpvic elvar T6v dvtav mpaypdtov, G petéyey ol
iy mopds xol wlp Bdwtog ol mvelpo TolTwv i tabrta mvebuatoc!, €Tt
xohdv aloypol xol Sxatov &dixouv el TEMa xatd Aéyov TodTolg (x 3¢
rodtng g Ymodéaewe hafeiv Tov Mbyov Tv elg Exdrepov pépog dpuny - dbo
8¢ elvar xwhoetg xal Tod obpatog xal g Puydc, Thy udv droyov, Ty 3¢
TpoatpeTINAY)?, TOATELEY B8 Ypapuds TG TOLLodE TPEl GUOTNGRUEVOV,
Tolg &xpolg ALY ovpdavodoag, play dedy yoviav motodoug, THY pev
gmitpitoy Qi Eyovoav, THv 8¢ mévte towabra Suvapévny, THV 3¢ TobTWLY
quootéowy dva péaov. (131) hoylopévey 8 Hudv tdg Te THY Yapwdv TPog
g ovpTTdoes %ol The TEV ywplwv T@V dnd Todtwv, BehticTny
SmoTtumobadar mohitelog elwbva. opeteploncdon 8¢ thv d6Eav Irdrwva,
Myovra pavepds &v T IToltelo® tov &mlrpitov Exelvoy mudpéva tov T
neumddt oufeuyvipevoy xai o Vo mapeyduevov dpuovieg. doxijoul
3¢ paow adtdv xal Tag perpromadeluag xal tdg puecdrnrag kel TO GOV TLL
TpoNYoLEEVe TEHY dyaddy Exactov eddatuova Toelv Tov Blov, xal cUAANBINY
Tpoceupely Ty alpeoty TV HueTépwv dyaddy xol Tpoonuivrev Epymvh.

53. An early Pythagorean textbook of rhetoric?
a. Diog. Laert. VIII 8:

Adtob Aéyovor xal Todg Komddug®, of 4 dpy#h: “Mu dvaxident wndevi”.

b. Cp. Schol. in Eurip. Hec. 1311., p. 26 Schwartz.

1 For this doctrine of the mixture of opposite elements cp. Anaxagoras fr. 6:
Tdvta Tavtdg polpav petéyet, and fr. 8: od xeywptotar GAMAeV T &v TG vl xboue.
Cp. also the Pythagorean doctrine of Alexander Polyhistor in Diog. Laert.
VIII 25: petafdirewv 8¢ xal tpémecPor 8'8Awv. This is Stoic Heracliteism.
? See my comments in ch. IX, p. 223, sub (2) and (3).

3 Rep. VIII 546¢.

4 Supra, p. 223/24, sub (5) and (6).

5 Read KowiSus. ¢ Read dvaidev.
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xomidug te ThG TGV Aoywv Téyvag <Eheyov> dAhor Te xal 6 Tiuatog ot
Yodowy ' dote xul patvesdour i tov Mudaybpuy Tedpdpevovt Tév dhndviy
xomidwy.
¢. Cp.also Timon, fr. 3:

MuSaybpny 7e yénrag dmoxiivovt’ émi 86Euc

Sen én’ dvdpamay, sepuvnyoping dupLoThv.

54. Comedy fragments referring to Pythagorean activity in the field
of rhetoric.

a. Alexis in the Tarentini ap. Athen. IV p. 161b:
mudayoptopol xal Adyor
Aemrol Sieopthevpévon e ppovtides
Teépons’ éxelvoug, T 8¢ xad Huépayv Tdde
&prog nadapde el Exatépy, ToTHpLov
88atog* TocabTa TabTo.
B. Seopwpiov Aéyeg Stavtay.

b. Cratinus in the Tarentini ap. Diog. Laert. VIII 37:
€%0¢ Eotiv adrols, &v T’ ISty modey
AMBoway eloehdbvta, Siametpdyevoy
ThG TAY Aoywy fAUNG THPETTEWY Kol HUREY
Tols avTidéTols, Tolg Tépuat, Tolg TapLGMUAGLY,
Tolg AmOTAGVOLS, Tolg peyédeaty vouBusTikdic.

55. Cp. Diog. Laert. VIII 32 (from Alex. Polyhistor):
uéytotov 8¢ pyow tév &v dvdpdmolg elvon Th Yuyhy metoan 2rl T dyady )
£l T nondv.

56. Various testimonies about the beginnings of rhetoric.

a. Diog. Laert. VIII 57:

‘Aptototéhng §'dv 16 Togieti evior mpdtov 'Epmedoniéa pnroptuny edpely,
Zivove 8¢ Srakentichy.

b. Sextus Emp., Adv. math. VII 6:

"Epnedoxiéo piv yap & "Apiororélng enel mpdTov pnTopiy HERLVNHEVLLL.
¢. Diog. Laert. VIII 58:

¢not 3¢ Tdtupog év tois Blowg &7 xad latpds Fiv xal phrwp dprotoc (SC.
6 "Epmedoxiic). Topylav yolv tév Acovrivoy adtob yevéodar podnrhy,
&vdpa Gmepéyovra dv pyropurfi xal Téyvny dmorerotmérar.
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d. Quintilianus IIT 1, 8:

nam primus post eos quos poetae tradiderunt movisse aliqua circa
rhetoricen Empedocles dicitur. artium autem scriptores antiquissimi
Corax et Tisias Siculi, quos insecutus est vir eiusdem insulae Gorgias
Leontinus, Empedoclis, ut traditur, discipulus.

57. Pythagoras’ medical theories and practice. The background.
a. Diod. X7, supra, T 29a.
b. Iambl. V.P. 218:

éméderlev 671 ol Yeol TGV xaxdv elow dvalrior, xul 11 véoor xal Sou wady
sopatos dxohactas Eotl onéppate.—

58. Hisinterest in medicine.

a. Diog. Laert. VIII 12:

Odx Nuéhnoe 3008 tatpniis.

b. Porph., V.P. 33:

®ol Oytatvovor pév adroic (SC. Toig ethotg) del cuvdiérpifev, xdpvovrag 8¢
T swpata Edepdmevey, nal Tag Yuyag 3 vosolvrag wapspudeito, kaddrep
Epopey, Tobg pév émeduls ol poyetong Tobg 82 povexil. fv yap adTd
uéAY xol TPoS V660V CEPATWY Tatevia, & Enddav Gvicty Tobg XAUVOVTHCE.
Fv <3'>& nat Mmmg Mdny elpyalero wal Spyag émpdive xal mduping dré-
Toug € ppet.

59. Methods of treatment.
Tambl., V.P. 163-164 (= 244).

Th¢ 8¢ lutpixfic wdhtota udv dmodéyeodar O SrurnTindv eldog wal elvat
dxptBeotdrong v TodTw, xal TElpdodal mpdTov wiv xaTapavddvely onueln
ovppetplag whvevl 1 xal oltrev xel dvarnadoewns, Ererta mepl adTic TG
XUTEOUEVT TEV TIpoCcPepopévev oYeddy TpmToug Emiystpiioal Te Tpaypo-
tebecdur xal Sroptlewy. ddacdar 88 [ypn] xal xatamiacudtoy ént Thsto Tobds
MuBayopetovg Tév Eumpoadey, T 8¢ mept Tag puppaxeing Hrrov Soxtudley,
wdtdv 3¢ TodTwv Tolg TPdg TG EAndaelg pdAoTe YpTioat, <ta &> mepl Tag
Touds Te xal xadoelg HxtoTa mAVTev Gmodéyeodur. yeFodur ¢ wal Talc
Enpdaic mpdg Evia TV dppwoTnudTwy. SmehdpBavoy 3% xal THY uovouxhy

1 mévwv is the reading of the Laurentianus (F.). The parallel passage 244 has

motév. For mévewv cp. Hippocr. I Swdtne I 2: Smevavtioag pwiv yap darfhoiow Exet
Tag Suvdpag oita xal wévor, cupeépovtar 8t mpdg EAANAX Tpdg Gyelav: mbvor wiv Yap
TeQUXAGLY dvaddicat T HdpyovTa ® oita 88 xal Totd ExmAnpdout T xevadivra.
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peydho cuuBdihecdor mpdg byelav, &v Tig adti) xpiiTon xaTd Todg TPOGT OV

Tag Tpdmovgh.

60. Definitions of health.
a. Diog. Laert. VIII 33:

Thy T dpeTiy dppoviay elvar xal Ty Oylelay xal 76 dyadov dmav xal Tov Heby.
Besides the definition of health as harmony this second century Pythagorean
text contains a curious testimony of Pythagorean immanentistic metaphysics:
‘God’ is identified with the world-order, symbolized in harmony.

b. Diog. Laert. VIII 35:

A4 I3 M ~ Y A 7 A A A
Oytetay thv ol eldoug Stapoviy, véaov Thv TovTou @Sopav.

61. Celsus, Med. I, Prooem. 6,7 (C.M.L.118):

Primoque medendi scientia sapientiae pars habebatur, ut et morborum
curatio et rerum naturae contemplatio sub isdem auctoribus nata sit:
scilicet is hanc maxime requirentibus, qui corporum suorum robora
quieta cogitatione nocturnaque uigilia minuerant. Ideoque multos e
sapientiae professoribus peritos eius fuisse accipimus, clarissimos uero
ex is Pythagoran et Empedoclen et Democritum.

62. The Hippocratic oath; Heiberg, Hippocr. opera, CM.G. 1 1, 1927,
pp. 4-5:
"Ouvdw "AméMhawve iytedy xal "Acxhnmiov xal Yyelay xol TTavaxetav xol
Yeolds mavtag te xal mwhous toTopuc Toledpevog EmiTEN TOLYGEWY KOTX
dbvarpty kol xptowy Euiv Spxov T6v8e wal Euyypaeny tHvde* fyhoacdatl te ToV
SuddEavtd ue Ty Téyvny Tty Toa yevéryow Zuolow xal Plov xowdousdor
nal ypedv xpnilovrt perddooty mohonodul xal yévos T € adTol adehgeoic
toov émupwvéewy dppeat xal SddEewv iy téywyy Talbtyy, Tiv xenileot pav-
davew, &vev oD xal Euyypagic, mapayyehing Te xal dxpofiolog xal THi¢
Aown¥jg amdong padvotog petddoow mofousdar violol e dpolol xal tolot
700 &pe SuddEavrog xal padntaior cuyyeypappévols Te xal GEXLOPEVOLS
vope InTpind, dAhe 82 0ddevi (7).

Srantuact 1e yphoopar &’ dpehely) xauvévtoy xatd Sdvapy xal xplow
Eudy * &mil SnAfioe 88 ot d8uxily slpew.

ob dbow 3 0Bt pdpuaxoy 0ddevi altndeic Savactpov 008 beyyicopal
cupBovhiny Towvde Suotwg Ot od8% yuvawd meoody @Pbpov ddow.

Gyvéss 88 xal dotwe Statnpriow Blov pdy xal téxvny Euy. (3)

1 On treatment by music cp. Porph., V.P. 33 (supra); lambl., V.P. 110ff.

(supra, nr. 21) and 224.
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od tepéo 8¢ 0088 wiy Mbbvrac (5), Exywphion 8¢ dpydtnow avdpdaoty
mpHELoc THoBE.

3 37 PS4 I 4 - 3 ’ 3 A 3 L) 7 / 3 1 A

g¢ olxlog 3¢ onbaoog dv Eoin, Eoehehoopat &n’ dpehely xapvévtwy éxtdg by

! 3 ’ € '3 A z ~ b 3 3 ! P4
naong &duxing Exovoing xal pdoping e Te dAAng xal dppodictwv Epywv
2 I 4 A A ! 3 7 A !
ént te yuvaxelowv cwpatwy xal dvdpelov Erevdpmy e xal Sodhwv (6).

& dav év Jepamely % Bw ) dxodow ¥ xol &vev Sepamning xata Blov
3 ? & M IA 3 s b ’ bl € A
avdpdmwy, & un xph mote éxharéeodar ELw, owyficopar dppnTa Hyebuevog
elvoe Ta TotabTa. Gpxov uév odv pot Tévde Emiteréa mordovt xal w Euyyéovrt
3 3 1 A 4 A 14 I3 N ~ 3 ’ 3
eln ErnadpacPar xai Biov xal téyvng Sofalopéve mops miow avipdmolg &
Tov gel ypbvov, TapaPBaivovtt 3¢ xal Emioprobvtt Tdvavtia TouTéwy.

The cursive numbers refer to the notes under 63.

63. Notes to the Hippocratic oath. 7. Cp. Pyth.” piety towards his
master Pherecydes.

a. Diod. X 3,4:

"Om Hudaydpug muddpevos Pepenidny tov Emotdtyy adtol yeyevnuévov &y
AN vooely xal Tehéwg doydtwg Eyew, #mdevgev éx 1ic Irahlac glg v
Afhov. éxel 8¢ ypbvov ixavdv Tov &vdpa ynpoTpoprons, mEcay elonvéynato
omoudly dote Tov wpeoBityy éx ThHe véoou Swxcdout. xaTioyudévrog S¢
700 Depexddou Sia T yHpag xal S 6 péyedog Tig vdoou, mepiéoTethey
adTdv undepovindg, ol TdY vouLopévwy didiong dGoavel Tig vldg TaTépa
mahw Emaviiidey elg v "Irahiav.

Alsoin Iambl., V.P. 184 (from Nicomachus).

b. Cp. Diod. X 11, 2:

‘Ot Abotg 6 ITudaydpetog elg ONBac i Borwtiag yevéuevos diddoxahog
"Eraypwvdovdov, Toltov pev téhetov &vdpa mpdg dpemhv xatéotnoe, nal TaTHp
od7ol Yetde dvéveto Si'elivotav.

¢. See also Aristox. ap. Iambl., V.P. 250:

nal matépo Tov Aoy Exdhesev (sc. 'Enapevavdag).

2. The relation pupil-master in other schools.
a. Plato, Soph. 241d:

EE. ©68¢ votvuv #1u pdlhov mapartodual o,

OEAIL To wolov;

EE. M# pe olov matpaolay SmordfByg yiyveodai tive.

OEAIL Tt &%;

EE. Tév 7ol marpog Moppevidou Adyov dvaryxaiov fuiv duvvopévois Eotar
Baoavilewy, xal Bralesdar 76 e un By d¢ €07t xxTd TL %ol TO B ad AW ¢
odx EotL Ty,
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b. Cp. Arcesilaus’ behaviour towards Hipponicus, his master in ma-
thematics. Diog. Laert. IV 32:
rovtov wod Tapaxbdavra dvehaBov olxot &g Tocoltov édepdmevey, & Boov

FTORATAGTTGOLL.

3. For the strict prohibition of killing, supra, T 35. Cp. also Plato,
Phaed. 62b:

& piv odv &v gmopphois Aeybuevog Tepl adT@v Abyos, &g & T PpoLPY
Zopev of dvdpwmot xai 0d del 37 foxutdv éx Talrng Mew 008" dmodidpdoxey,
uéyog té Tie por patveton xai od p¢drog dudelv: 0d pévror G 168 v£ pot
Soxet, & KéPre, eb Myeodor vd deodg elvar Hudv Tods émtpehovpévoug xal
Hudic Tovg Gvdpdmons &v T&Y xTUdTOV Tols Yeolg lva.

4. Cp. also Tambl., V.P. 211-213 (on responsibilities of parents-to-be).
(211) SmerdpPavov 82 Seiv modhiy mpbvotay woelodar Todg TexvoToLoLpEVOLS
T3y doopbvay Exybvev. TedTy pdv ol elvar xal peylomyy mpévoay TO
Tpoodyew adTdv Tede TV Texvootlay cweedves Te xal dytewds BefuwndTa
e wod {&vTo xod whte TAnpdoel YphUevoy Tpopiis draipws YT TPOGPERG-
uevov Totdta &’ Gy yelpoug al Tév cwpdtwy &g yivovrar, phtt 37 pedbov-
td ye, SN Hxiora TavTeY: $ovro Yap &% @ublng T %ol doLUPMVOL Hal
rapayhdoue xpdosws woxdnes yiveodm o oméppata. (212) xadbérov 3¢
TovTehde Govro adduou Tvde elvar xal dmpoouénTou ToV péAhovTa [eo-
motely ol dyew Tvd elg yéveoly te xad odotav, Toltov wi petd wdang omoudijc
Tpoopdy, Smwe EoTar B¢ YaplEsTaTy TéV Yywoptvey 7 elg T elval Te i
Giv &b, dMA& Todg pdv guabnuvag petd maong omoudils Emipehelodot
g onvhaxetuc, Emwe € Gv Set xal éte Sl xal 6¢ Jel Sraxetpévev mpoonvY
yivnTan T8 oxvhdxie, Goudtre 8¢ xal Tovg prbpwiduc (213) (3%rov & &t xal
Todg Aotmodg Tév Eomoudandtwy Tepl T& yewala T6v {@wy nioay Totetodat
omoLdiy Tepl Tob ui elxd) yiveoSur Tag yewwioelg adTdv), Tovg &8'dvdpmmous
wndéva Abyov molsioYoun Tév IStwy Exybvey, AN &ua yewdv elxd te xal 66
Eruye oyedralovrog mdvta TpbTov 1al ueTd TadTo Tpépety T %ol TToLSeveLY HETO
mdong Shywplag. Tadty yap elvar v loyupotdTny TE Xl GAPECTATNY
altioy THe TEY TOMGY dvdpdTwy xaxlug Te xol QauAdTyTOS ! Boonnuartrdy
vop %ol elxatay Tva yiveodar Thv Texvomottay Tapa Tolg ToAOLG.

5. See above, nr. 59, in Iambl. V.P. 163:

<Ta 88> mepl Tog Topdg Te xal xadaEL HrloTH TAVTEY dTodéyecut.

6. About aphrodisia, supra, T 32. Also Iambl., V.P. 48, supra, T 7.
On the equality of free men and slaves, cp. Iambl., V.P. 197: supra,
T 14. Adultery and homosexuality condemned in other philosophers’
schools.
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a. Plato, Laws VIII 841c-e:

wayo 8'dv, el Bedg Edéhor, xdv Suoiyv Ydrepr Brasaiueda mepl dpwTindy,
undéva Tohudy pndevdg dmreadar TV yewalwy dpo ol Ehevdépwy TAYY
vopetic auTol yuvouxde, &Bute 88 Tahhandv céppata xol védo wh omet-
pewv, undt dyove Gppévev Tapd QUG ¥ TO eV TV dppévev TauTay doe-
Notued’ &v, T6 88 yuvauxdyv, el Tig ouyylyvorts T TRy Talc peta Yeddv ol
tepdy yapov Edodouis elc v olxiov, dvnrals elre g dteody Tpbme
wrnTals, wi havdavay &vdpas e xal yuvaixag maoug, toy &v dtigov adTdv
T&v &v T} woher Emoaivev vopoderolvreg dpddg dv S6Epev vouoderely,
o¢ vtog dvta Eeviudy,

b. Laws1636c:
dppévev 8¢ Tpdg dppevag B Inherddv Tpdg IMhelug mapd @Uoy xal THV
TedTwY TO TOAPNL elva S’ dxpdTetay A3ovic.

¢. About the Stoa cp. Orig.,C.Cels. VII 63:
"Exxdtvovst 16 potyedew ol e Zijvevos @rhocogolvreg Sid 1O xovmvindy*
nol Y& mopd pUGLY elvart T6) Aoyt L.

d. Musonius Rufus, fr. XII:

Méve piv dppodiota voullew Sbxato 7o &v yape xal &rml yevéoet maldwv
A o A 4 A . A ’ e \ 7 \ 3

ouvtehobpeve, 6Tl xal vopipd oty T 8¢ ye NSeviv Snpdipevar Yrhny ddina

nol Topavo e, név &V yaue J.

e. Plotinus, Enn. 1115, 1. 50ff.:

Ot dav &v mapavbue xal Tapk THy Qo édéhwot vewdy, éx THe xatd
pbowy mopelag ToLnoapEvoL TG &pYds Yevduevol Topdpopot Ex Tadtng olov
6805 dModNouvreg xeivron mecbvreg ofite Fpwrta yvévreg &g’ & Fyev
adrods ofte Epeocwv yewwnoewg obte yefiow ndhhoug elnbvog ofite 8 T dotl
wEAoC adTh.

64. Tambl. V.P. 215-219:

(215) molha& piv oBv tobTwy Exot Tig Ay Myew Texuhole xul TOMEKLG dTE
xatopdwdévra, péylota 8¢ vty &0t Ta wpdg Ddrapwy adTd perd
Tappnaiag aWWTosTdTov dndévra Te xal mpaydévra. dte yap Hmd Dardpidog
Tol buotdtou TGV Tupdvev xatelyeto, xal cuvéuifey adtd copdg dvihp,
“YrepBbpetog o vévog, "ABapte Tolvopa, adtol TolTou &vexa dpiwbuevog
700 ovuPaielv adtd, Adyous e HpdTroe nal pdha tepode, wepl dycApdTov
xal e borwtdTng Yepumetac nol THe TEY Jedv mpovolag, THY Te kT odpavdy
Bvrwv xol TAV Tepl THY YHv EmioTeepopévav, A Te ToAX TolalTa ETideTo,
(216) 6 3¢ ITuduybpus, ofoc Hv, Evhéwe opbdpa xal wet’dindeluc mhovne
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grexplvaro xal medolg, dote mpocayayéodar Tove dxodovrac, TéTe 6
Ddraprg avephéy S pev Hitd dpyTis mpog Tov Emanvolvra [Tudaybpoay "ABwpry,
, oy , - . . Ly

fyvptarve 8¢ xal mpog adrov Tudaybpay, EréAua 8¢ mpds Tovg Feods adrole
Bracpnuing dewdg mpopépey xal Towxdtag olmg &v éxcivog elmev. 6 &
“APaprc Tpodg Talta dpordyer ey ydpw MuSayboa, ueta 8¢ tolito Epdvdave
mop adTol mept Tol odpavédev NpTiiour xal oixovouciohaul wavTa &’ dAAWY
7z mAetbvaev ol dmd THe dvepyelug TéY lepdy, TohoD Te E8eL yéura vopuilewy
Mudaybpav Tov Tabre mondedovra, b¢ yve adtdv xoal Edadualey dg dv Jeov
Smeppuidg. Tpode Talta Pddapic avyjpet udv pavtelae, dvyjpet 8¢ xal T& &v Toig
iepoic Spmpeve meptpavie. (217) 6 8" “ABwprg uetiiye T6v AMoyov dmd Tobrwv
gml Td Aol pawbpeva Evapyac, xul &Td TRV v qumydvols, ol Torépolg
dTATOLG ) voooLg avidTols §) xapTdv @dopalc % howpdv gopaic 7 dAhotg Tiol
TotodroLg oy ahéTols kol dvréoTole TapayLyvouévey dutpoviny TEY xal
Petwv edepyemmuitov érnapdto cuumeldew, Gg ot Yela mpbvon, miouy
Eido avdpommiviy xal Sdvapwy Sepalpovon. 6 3¢ Odhapte xal wpde TadTa
Tvaroydvrel 1€ not &redpocivero. abdc oby 6 MuSaydpas, Smonrebwy piv
81 Odropls adtd pamror Fovatov, Suwe 3 eldbg wg odx ety Dardpid:
pépoipog, EEovoiaotixdds neyetper Aéyew. amddv yap mpdg Tov TABapiy
€py, 6t odpavédev % dukBucig ele Te T dépre xal Ta dmiyelx Qépecdon
mépuxe, (218) xal & mepl tHg wpdg TOV odpavév dxohoudtag mdvTwV
dekfiMe yvopiudtata Tolg mior, mept te THg v TH Yuyf adreovstou
duvdpens avaupLofntitws dmédeile, ol mpoidy mepl THe Tob Adyou xal
70l vol Tedelag évepyelug EmeEiAdey ixavdic, %Y olrw perd mappnotag mepl
Tupawidog Te xal TGV xatd TOYMY TAOVERTNUATGDY TAvTwv, &duxiag TE
xal Tig dvdpwnivye mAcovekiag EAng, otepeds avedidatey, &t 0ddevég ot
Tabto &Eux. perd 8¢ Tabra Yelav mapaivestv imojoato mepl ToU dploTou
Blov xal mpdg TOV xdxtoTOY dvTimapaBoly adtol mpoSbpwe dvrimapéetve,
mepl Yuyiig Te ol TGV Suvducwv adtiig xal TéY Taddy, drwg Eyst TabTa,
capéotata drexdiude, kol 10 xdAMGTOV TEVTWY, Emédefey §TL of Seol THY
xor@dv elow dvaitior, xal &1t véoor xal o Tddn chpatog dxorastag doti
omépuata: Tepl Te TEV xaxdg Aeyoubvwv &v Tolg wiSoig SthAeyEe Tode
Aoyomototg Te xal mounTds. Tév Te Ddhapty pet’ ENéyywv dvoudéter, xal TV
70D odpavel! Sdvapwy, dmote Tie dott xal 8am, S Fpywv Emedelnvue, mept
TE Thg %ATA VooV XoAdGEWS, (¢ elndTmg Yivetar, Texunpia ToAAE TapédeTo,
nepl Te THg Sraupopdc dvdpdmav Tpde T& &Mk (Ha mapédefe TepLpavidc,
nepl e Tol évdradéTon Abyou xal ol EEw mpoibvrog EmiaTpovinéic SieEiAde,
mept 72 vol %ol Tig &7’ adTol xaTiovong Yvdoewe dnédeke tehelwg, (219)
Mued te EAA ToMAX Eydpeva TobTwY Sbypata wepl TGV v 16 Ble yenoTéHY

1 7ob tupdvvov Deubner,
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opehpoTtarte Enaldeuse, Tapavésels TE GLUEGVOLS TOUTOLS GUVPLOGEY

émetxéorate, dmayopedoels Te GV 0d yph Twoely mupédeto” xal To uéyratoy,

TGV et TEmPOEEVY xal> xod eluapuévny xal xatd volv Spwuévey THY

dudxpow éraouto [xal T@V xatk Tempwpévyy xal wad siuapuévnyv], Tepl
/ N b N 4 \ ~

dapbvey e oM xal Gopa Steréydn nal wepl YuyFic dSavastac.
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APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A

On the Babylonian origin of the pentagram

Tt is certain that the pentagram comes from Babylon. It is the Sumeric
sign UB, first found in the Uruk IV period which, roughly speaking,
can be dated at c. 3000; next in Uruk III, the Jemdet Nasr period,
c. 2800-2700. See A. Falkenstein, Archaische Texte aus Uruk, Leipzig
1936, p. 118, under 453. Miss Beatrice L. Goff, Symbols of Prehistoric
Mesopotamia, Yale 1963, p. 76ff., deals with the earliest writing of
Mesopotamia which precedes the cuneiform texts and is commonly
called pictographic. She points firstly to the fact that no precise
translations are possible, since too little is known about the meaning
of the signs; next, she points out that in the term ‘pictographic’ it is
not implied that the signs could always, or even could usually, more
or less directly be traced back to representational forms. There is a
large group of signs which are supposed to be degenerate forms of some-
thing which was originally pictographic. In this last group miss Goff
mentions ‘a five-pointed star’ (fig. 316). In fact this is clearly a penta-
gram, not quite regular, but formed by five lines. Miss Goff records
it also as being found on monochrome vases at Jemdet Nasr (fig. 339)
and once as being incised in a spindle whorl from the same provenance
(fig. 464)1. These are regular pentagrams.

Miss Goff wisely warns us against tempting to simplify knowledge
by assuming that the earliest signs used in writing represented a single
meaning. “There was no simple, unvarying meaning of each symbol.
The symbols were complex, ambivalent”. — “By the time of the Early
Dynastic Period” (that is, in the cuneiform texts of Fara, which are a
little later than the Jemdet Nasr texts) “the ideograms were clearly
used with a variety of meanings. Less is known about the Jemdet
Nasr period. At this time to some signs already determinatives were

1 See my plate VI.
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vVia.

Fara Sargon Assyrian

d1. d 2. d 3.

The pentagram in the earliest writing of Mesopotamia (Uruk 1v}, ¢. 3000
or 2800 B.c.

. The pentagram on a monochrome painted jar from Jemdet Nasr, c. 2700

B.C.

. The pentagram on a spindle whorl from Jemdet Nasr, c. 2700 B.cC.
. 1-2. The pentagram in the earliest cuneiform inscriptions (the sign UB):

(1) from Fara, c. 2600, (2) of Sargon, 2350-2300 B.C.
3. The sign UB in later Assyrian inscriptions.

BABYL. ORIGIN OF THE PENTAGRAM

added” (sc. when the sign had a number of possible meanings)!. - “The
star too has a number of uses. That this symbol always has a specific
unambiguous meaning continues to be an unsupported hypothesis”2.
Though it must be said that the term ‘star’ for the pentagram is some-
what misleading, the above statements should be kept in mind when
dealing with the significance of the Sumeric sign UB.

In cuneiform texts this sign is usually rendered by ‘regions’, heaven-
ly ‘quarters’ or ‘directions’. It is often found with the number four.
There are four cosmic regions, four quarters of the heavens, and there
are four directions: forward, backward, left and right. A. Jeremias,
Handbuch der altorientalischen Geisteskultur, 21929, p. 189f., suggests,
since the early Babylonians imagined the universe as being ruled from
above by a divine Power, that from four divisions they arrived at five.
Thus, to the four directions mentioned above the upward direction
could be added. This is illustrated by the Jewish Prayer of the Night:
here four of the five directions are connected with the four archangles
(Michael, Gabriel, Uriel and Raphael), while the fifth is connected
with the Schekina, the emanation of the supreme Divinity. In Babylon
the four directions were connected with the planets Jupiter, Mercury,
Mars and Saturn. To these four Venus as the ‘queen of the heavens’
representing the upper world could be added as the fifth.

Thus the sign of the pentagram seems to acquire a cosmic signifi-
cance. It should be noticed, however, that the number frequently
mentioned with UB is four, not five; moreover, that the cosmic
meaning of the sign UB cannot be proved for the earliest period, which
is that of Uruk IV and III. Now, in this period the geometrical form
of the pentagram is clearest.

Was the Uruk pentagram oviginally a geometrical figure? It is quite
possible. Professor Jan van Dijk, Assyriologist in the University of
Copenhagen, who as an epigraphist took part in the Uruk-Warka
expedition, writes to me that he feels inclined to this interpretation.
He mentions that the pentagram as a clearly geometrical figure was
found on a corner-stone from the Uruk III period. “Here it certainly
is the builder’s mark. It does not have any apotropeic meaning. It
simply means angle”.

Of course one feels reminded here of the Roman Republican coins
of Lucius Papius as explained by Sydenham. It would be simplistic,
no doubt, to draw a straight line from Uruk III (say 2700) to the
first century B.C. But some connecting link might be found.

1 p. 78ff. 2 p. 119,
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I am willing, of course, to accept that in that early period the figure
of the pentagram did not have any apotropeic significance. But had it
perhaps in a much later period of Babylonian civilization, say after c.
1000 B.C.? No doubt that would explain quite a few things in the
later history of this symbol. However, it has not been confirmed to
me by any clear evidence. What is frequently found on amulets of the
period after 1000 is the division into four quarters by two intersecting
lines (a cross), while something is incised in each of the four angles.
But as far as I know the pentagram is not found on Babylonian
amulets.

Three explanations have been suggested in order to explain a sup-
posed apotropeic meaning of the sign UB. One of them was first put
forward by Hugo Winckler, viz. that for the Babylonians the penta-
gram symbolized the planets, the number five being obtained by
omitting the two evil ones (Mars and Saturn). This explanation,
which was adopted by Jeremias and still figures in the second edition
of his handbook (1929), p. 196, was on good grounds rejected by Robert
Eisler, Weltenmantel und Himmelszelt, Miinchen 1910, vol. I, p. 305, n. 2:
not a single text exists in which a series of five planets is mentioned
including sun and moon but omitting Mars and Saturn; on the other
hand, there are many texts, from about 700 down to at least 523, in
which the five so-called ‘smaller planets’ (without sun and moon) are
mentioned together. Nor is there any indication that among the
Babylonians the planets Mars and Saturn were considered as evil signs.

Another suggestion was made by Fr. Rock in Globus XCV (1909), p.
7ff. He posits that the Babylonian priests identified the goddess
Ishtar with the five-point star, and that she was represented by the
geometrical pentagram. What are his grounds for this somewhat
startling assertion? For everybody knows that since early times the
goddess Ishtar was represented by an eight rays star (Elam), and
this is also found in Sumeric inscriptions; but we never heard of an
identification of Ishtar with the pentagram. Rock starts from the
fact that in cuneiform inscriptions Ishtar is indicated by the number 15.
This much is true. But it is not altogether convincing that ‘because of
its 15 angles’ the pentagram would have been symbolized by this
number, nor that the fact that 15 x 15 was the revolving time of
the planet Venus points to a connection of Ishtar with the pentagram.
Doubtless this connection was made by the author in order to explain
the fact that later (in the Greek-Hellenistic world) the pentagram is
tound as a symbol of good luck and health. For if in Babylon this
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symbol was identified with the goddess of light, of course that would
explain certain things which could otherwise not be sufficiently ac-
counted for. This theory, however, does not seem to have found any
adherents.

A third explanation was proposed by Allotte de la Fuije in Babylonia-
ca XIV (Paris 1934), in an article which bears the significant title Le
Pentagramme pythagorvicien, sa diffusion, son emploi dans le syllabaire
cunéiforme. 1t is worth mentioning, because the author (a colonel
Assyriologist) approaches the matter from the wrong side: starting
from much later symbols and ideas he too projects them into
the Babylonian world and by doing so arrives at purely phantastic
constructions. He knows about the Greek and Hellenistic coins with
the pentagram, from the Melian stater, from those at Pitane and in
Cyrene on to those in Italy and Gaul. He has well seen that for
instance the pentagram on the Melian stater cannot be explained by
attributing it to Pythagoreans, nor does he feel tempted to explain
it in that way e.g. in Pitane or Gaul. But he does start from the text
in Lucian Pro lapsu 5, and hence concludes that no doubt in Pitane
there was an important cult of Asclepios and Hygieia, the latter being
symbolized by the pentagram. For this hypothesis — for nothing is
known about such a cult at Pitane — he can find some support in
Head, Hestoria Nummorum, which for the rest does not make the guess
any more certain or even probable. Against it is the fact that classical
Antiquity does not know the kind of symbolism which substitutes an
attribute or symbol for the god himself. This is found in Renaissance
and post-Renaissance times. Now one might think that this alone is
a sufficient ground to reject the proposed explanation of the penta-
gram coins of Pitane as a failure.

But De Fuije goes further. Since he wishes to consolidate his hypo-
thesis of the identification of the pentagram with Hygieia as existing
before the Pythagoreans and independent of them, he explains the
pentagram as a ‘symbole anthropomorphique’, a schematical re-
presentation of the goddess herself. Thus, the pentagram on Greek
coins would be a ‘pictographic’ symbol. And does not this point to
the earliest Babylonian writing, to the ‘pictographic’ signs of Uruk and
of Jemdet Nasr?

Indeed, De Fuije finds his hypothesis most strikingly confirmed by a
Jemdet Nasr tablet (nr. 46): here a human figure is represented,
probably a woman, with the left hand holding a serpent’s tail,
while the right hand holds the serpent under its head. Now this
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representation, our author thinks, is exactly the same as that on those
Roman coins of the first century that bear the inscription SALUS
AUG, ‘la santé d’Auguste’ (!). The Roman Salus = Gr. “Yyiewx, with
the symbol of the serpent. And here it is: in Jemdet Nasr, c¢. 2700
B.C., ‘réunie au pentagramme’. ..

Striking indeed. But utterly uncertain. First, it is ‘réunie au pen-
tagramme’ only to our author’s mind: he ‘unites’ the woman-with-
the-serpent with the pentagram which also occurs in Jemdet Nasr
texts, but not on this tablet. Second, is it certain that the serpent on
the Jemdet Nasr tablet symbolizes health? Why not prosperity in
general? Cp. the Cretan snake-goddess and Nilsson’s comments on it
in Greek Religion p. 13; cp. also the serpent as protector of the house
among the negroes in West-Africa. Third, is the Salus Augusta =
Sytew? No doubt, it does not mean the physical health of Augustus,
but probably the prosperity effected by him. Fourth, whether in
Uruk or Jemdet Nasr the pentagram was originally an anthropomor-
phic symbol, remains entirely uncertain. It is not before the 16th
century A.D. that in Western Europe a human figure is inscribed in it.
From this kind of post-Renaissance symbolism no conclusion can be
drawn as to the original meaning of the symbol in Mesopotamia.

Allin all, it is De Fuije who gives the most direct reply to the question
of “How did Pythagoras or the Pythagoreans come to calling the
pentagram health?” In itself the hypothesis is intelligent. Only, it is
too much construed with the purpose of explaining a few data of
some three millennia later. And this is of course an extremely haz-
ardous undertaking.

The following three facts should be kept in mind.

1. There is an enormous space of time between Jemdet Nasr and
Pythagoras’ possible stay in Babylon (more than two millennia).

2. The pentagram, perhaps originally a geometrical figure, acquired
a cosmic significance as early as in the third millennium B.C. (the
connotation of heavenly region or quarter, already in the Fara texts,
say c. 2600), while somewhat later it was connected with the planets.
These ideas had already a long tradition at the time Pythagoras came
to Babylon.

3. The use of the five-pointed star on a shield (in 5th century
Athens) does not point in the direction of a geometrical figure sym-
bolizing or implying certain proportions of the human body. It
definitely points to an apotropeic or protecting significance. This
either may be due to cosmological-astrological views in Babylonia
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itself, or the Babylonian symbol may have acquired its apotropeic
significance only in Greece. A third possibility was mentioned in
my ch. III, namely, that the figure of the pentagram as being endless
acquired the character of a sacred emblem and hence was considered
as giving protection against evil. This idea might be early Babylonian.
We found it in the 14th century English poem Sir Gawain and the
Green Knight.

However this may be, the meaning of physical health connected
with the pentagram by the Pythagoreans, will be not primary but
derived.

APPENDIX B

The pentagram on flags and in arms

Here are a few present-day instances of the use of the five-point star
or pentagram on flags and in arms.

1. It is on the national flag of the state Morocco; 2. it is to be found
in the centre of the arms of Indonesia; 3. it is used with the crescent
in the flag of Algeria; 4. an enormous pentagram is placed above the
triumphal arch in Accra (Ghana). The interesting thing is, that even
in these few cases one single explanation will not suffice.

In all those cases where the five-point star appears in modern flags
together with the crescent there is no room for doubt: this is a Moslem
symbol. The Algerian flag is not an isolated case: there are also
Turkey and Pakistan, Tunesia and Egypt!. The symbol is an ancient
one: we know it from the Hellenistic world as denoting the heavens
and God?. It is probably originating from the Middle East.

Morocco offers the only instance of a constructed and explicit
pentagram: it is in the centre of a red field. This, too, may be a
Moslem symbol, since the Islam took it over from the Jews together
with the hexagram. Both are still used as holy symbols in the Moslem
world3.

As to the five-point star in the heart of the arms of Indonesia, I

1 The flag of Egypt has three small five-pointed stars with the crescent. It
should be noticed that in all the above-mentioned cases the star(s) with the
crescent are slightly inclined, while in all other cases where the five-point star
is found alone it is in an upright position.

2 Cp. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols, cited above, p. 43.

3 Goodenough, Jew. Symbels VII p. 200.
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think it is a Moslem sign as well!, denoting the religion which is of such
great interest to a large number of people in that young state.

1 feel less certain about the meaning of the five-point star of Ghana.
This much is sure, that it must mean something to the leaders of that
country. Isit a Moslem symbol? Hardly. Is it the five-point star of
the Soviet-flag, which signifies the five parts of the world?2 I do not
think so. What in the world can it mean? - Before answering this
question it must be observed that Belgian Congo, before becoming an
independent state, had a five-point star in the centre of its flag: a
yellow-star in a sky-blue field. What does it mean?

The Cambridge Encyclopedia of History s.v. ‘flag’ gives a short
explanation of the meaning of the five-point star on flags. About
Congo it says that the star symbolizes sope. It does not add how the
figure of the five-point star came to have this meaning. Yet that
question should be asked. I think we can give a plausible reply. While
the symbol of star(s) and crescent comes from the Moslem world and
there, just as the geometrical pentagram, was taken over from the
Jews, the five-point star as a symbol of good luck — which is very near
to hope — will derive from the Western Medieval and later use of the
pentagram as an apotropeic sign. Since this Medieval and later use of
the symbol was very widely spread and survives in modern times,
we may suppose that the leaders of certain African countries knew
it and took it over as a symbol of good luck and hope. No doubt this
is the meaning of the black five-point star in the centre of the three-
striped flag of Ghana. And perhaps the Moroccan pentagram has a
similar meaning to the leaders of that country.

However this may be, the five-point stars of Congo and of Ghana
have a fair chance of being far descendents — unconsciously and very
far — from the Babylonian pentagram, from which the Pythagorean
symbol of health derives as well. In many other cases they mean just
nothing in themselves.

Such is the case of the stars of the U.S.A.-flag: that they are five-

! I regret that the Embassy of Indonesia at the Hague was not able to give
me any precise information on this point. For the rest, my experience in Morocco
was similar: asking for information about the meaning of the pentagram
on their flag seemed just an absurd question to the people in that country.
% The five-point star of the Soviet-flag is also found in the flags of the people’s
republics of China and Mongolia, possibly also in that of Albania (this star is
drawn in white lines on a red field, just as in the Soviet Russian flag). I hesitate
about Yugoslavia, where the five-point star appears without any other symbol:
ared star with a white outline. Probably it is the Soviet star.
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LIBERIA CHILE PORYO RICO

cusa PANAMA

Panama, the flag of which has two five-point stars, possibly chose this symbol
because the country is divided into two parts by the canal

point stars will not have any particular meaning; the point is that they
are many. l.e.:their multiplicity symbolizes the plurality of the North
American states.

Taken by itself, the five-point star is not a symbol of unity. But it
came to mean this because certain states placed one great five-pointed
star on a blue field instead of the many U.S. stars. This is what happen-
ed in Liberia, and next in Chile. Cuba and Porto-Rico followed with a
slight variation, placing their star on a triangular field, — one red,
and the other blue —, and making their ‘stripes’ less numerous.

APPENDIX C

On the problem of the sources of Tamblichus, V. P.

It is beyond the scope of this work to deal with the problem of the
sources of Iamblichus’ VV.P. into every detail. Yet, since I am touching
on this problem again and again, it will be useful to make a few
remarks on it.

First, I should like to observe that in Iamblichus’ V.P. as a whole
there are a very limited number of passages that are obviously late,
so as to betray the hand of the compiler himself. They are as scarce
as they are easy to distinguish from the bulk of the work. The book
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consists of passages from different sources, linked rather loosely by
some sober sentences which, at least for the attentive reader, mark
the transition from one passage to the other. Undoubtably Neo-
platonic are: the ch. 59, 157-160, and 240. The first two passages
contain a description of the 9ewpla of the guidsogog, made in clearly
Neoplatonic terms; the third concludes a section on friendship by
passing on to mokd davpacidrepn, viz. the taking part in divine ayadd,
“the concord of the Spirit (volc), and what was established amongst
them on the divine Soul”. It speaks of p3 Swxondv Tov &v Exvtols dedy,
of 9eoxpasta and of Evwoig wpog Tov Hebv.

To these few passages two others must be added. The first is in ch.
70, following immediately after the passage on g@uAia mavrwv mpdg
gravrac, of which Pythagoras was said to have been unanimously
recognized as edpetig ol vopodérne. Here the author passes on to the
skl Ttpde Yeode, both in a waking state and sleeping: he says that
more than anybody else Pythagoras knew how to lead people to this
communion, viz. by healing them from all kind of perturbations of
the soul and from ignorance. He healed and purified their soul like a
superhuman being! and kindled the divine in it, saved it and led ‘the
divine eye’ on to the vision of the intelligible World2. For only by
this eye the Truth about all things® is seen. Raising the intellect
towards this level he was always at work on purifying it%.

The other passage is 228, at the end of the section that deals with
avdpete and precedes the quMa section, 229-230. 228 deals with the
protecting and liberating Nofis from all the numerous impediments
and bonds by which it was held fast from early childhood. “For Nofis
sees all things and hears all things, and all the rest is dumb and blind”,
the author explains with a well-known quotation from Epicharmus,
and he goes on speaking once more of xddapoig which is effected 8ua
6y padnpatindy dpytacuéy — an indubitable Iamblichus idiom.

The presence of such explanations, additions or digressions obviously
does not disparage the immediately preceding or following passage
which does not bear such characteristics and even is, be it explicitly
or on the ground of some external evidence, traced back to some author
of the fourth century B.C. As a matter of fact, all we can learn from

1 Soupovieag tdto xol dmexddatpe Ty Yuyhyv.

? xal dvelwniper To Setov v adT] xal drécmle xal meptiiyev éxni T vonTdv T Yelov
Sppo.

3§ nepl THV Svtwv amdvtov dAndeta.

4 &noteito Ty T Siavolag xddupoiv.
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the presence of those five late Neoplatonic style passages is: that
sometimes, though rather seldom, Iamblichus felt the need of ex-
plaining some very central idea (such as ‘philosophy’ where the term
is said to have been applied by Pythagoras to his own wisdom) in his
own words, or of adding something which he thought of the utmost
importance (such as the Yavpacidrepe in 240 or the training of the
vole in 228).

Second, there are a number of other passages — more frequent, though
not very frequent either — in which obvious Platonic, Aristotelian or
Stoic terms are used. I am thinking of 106 and 168 (oixetworg), 130
(mpoougeTind) xivnaig, probably also the interpenetration of the elements
and of moral opposites), 131 (uetpronaderar xal pesdmree and alpeoig
v Nuetépov ayaddv), 190 (Emiothun Tdv geuntéwy xal dmopevetéwmv),
218 (adreEoborog ddvapig 2v ) Yuyfl, H 7ol Adyou xal Tod vob wehelu
dvépyere, Feol avaitior Tév wandy ete.), 219 (rd xad elpopuévry — v& xatd
volv), 233 (ta dpropéva), 246 (L and 9 Liv).

To these I add such passages as 145ff. on Orpheus as the source of
Pythagorean ‘theology of number’, 150 where the distinction is made
between Sewpnmivot and on the other hand dxovoparixol kel wohitixol,
157 on the SmopvApare, 201 the expression of swdnsdypevor, 241 in which
the preference for the Doric dialect is expressed, and lastly 245 in
which those who are selling padquare are violently attacked.

Certainly all this was not written by Iamblichus, but he will have
found it in his primary sources.

Third. According to Rohde Iamblichus’ primary sources were es-
sentially two: Nicomachus and Apollonius of Tyana. We cannot
prove this. On the whole, Iamblichus seldom mentions his sources.
He mentions Aristoxenus only twice: as his source of the Damon and
Phintias story (in 233, 234 and 237) and of his first account of the
catastrophe (251). Apollonius is mentioned just once, viz. at the
beginning of the other version about the catastrophe (254). Between
the two versions there is Nicomachus’ variant on the first account.
That ITamblichus took not only his first version of the catastrophe
from Nicomachus, but the Damon and Phintias story as well, is
corroborated by the fact that the ¢ua stories in Iamblichus 234 ff.
are the same as those in Porphyry, V.P. 59-61, at the beginning of
which Nicomachus is mentioned.

No doubt Tamblichus has some more passages from Aristoxenus,
as can be seen e.g. in 209 ff., a passage which occurs in Iamblichus
V.P. anonymously, but is found in Stobaeus under the name of Aristo-
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xenus. Is it too hazardous to assume that Iamblichus borrowed all
his Aristoxenus passages from Nicomachus? Certainly, we cannot
prove it. Yet, all things considered it is a probable assumption, not
only because it is probable that Nicomachus drew mainly upon Aristo-
xenus, but also because Iamblichus’ V.P. has several doublures, the
same passages on certain subjects occurring twice in the work in almost
the same wording, a fact which, I think, can be best explained by
assuming that the compiler used two main sources, one of which was,
no doubt, Nicomachus, while the other must have been Apollonius.
Certainly the latter was used by Iamblichus much more than only in
the second version of the catastrophe (ch.254-264), a passage which,
for the rest, contains some very interesting information and is not so
much without all historical basis as was supposed by Rohde. But
that is another subject!.

Generally speaking it may be expected that Nicomachus (Aristo-
xenus) is the source where mathematical philosophy, musicology and
medicine are touched upon, while Apollonius is behind the passages
of a more specifically biographical character.

Fourth. Iamblichus mentions a few other names: Aristotle’s work
On Pythagorean philosophy (31), Androcydes I1. HuSayopixdv cuppé-
rov (145), Hippobotus and Neanthes (189), Spintharus (197). He
neither mentions Timaeus nor Heraclides Ponticus.

As to Aristotle, the quotation found in Iamblichus 31 in which
Pythagoras is characterised as some kind of superhuman being, has
been enlisted by Ross as fr. 2 in the fragments of II. tév ITuBoayopsiwv?.
No doubt Iamblichus found it in Apollonius of Tyana’s Life of Py-
thagoras which he used in this part of his work. Also the case of
Spintharus is clear: since he was Aristoxenus’ father, Iamblichus may
have found his name in Nicomachus, from whom he drew that passage.

As to Androcydes, it is interesting to find that Rohde is rather
inclined to eliminate him as ‘probably a mere fictitious person’. About
forty years later P. Corssen3 saved him as a historical character, and

1T am thinking in particular of the question of the division of the land after
the conquest of Sybaris: obviously this was not invented by Apollonius; on
the contrary, it points to a historical source, and to a historian who had some
idea about the actual causes of political changes and party movements. It is
curious that Rohde even rejected the whole story of the Cylonian movement
and its connection with the fall of Sybaris as a mere fiction by Apollonius!
Nowadays nobody who has but the slightest feeling for historical problems
would still defend such a theory.

? Ross, Fragm. selecta p. 132. 3 Rhein. Mus. 67 (1912).
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Bertermann even went so far as to attribute to Androcydes all those
passages in Iamblichus’ VV.P. where mention is made of Pythagoras’
teaching in the form of ’Axodouara xel cdpBors; moreover, a number
of other passages — e.g. on regimen — where Androcydes as a physician
might be the author, or where the topic of providence is involved, as
it was in 145. Of course all this remains somewhat conjectural, though
it cannot be said to be without any foundation. Whether or not
Androcydes was amply cited in Nicomachus, we do not know. But of
course it is possible that Iamblichus read him there.

Lastly there are Hippobotus and Neanthes, both from the 3rd
century B.C., the first a doxographer much used by Diogenes Laertius,
the other a biographer, certainly used by Apollonius of Tyana, perhaps
also by Nicomachus. No doubt Iamblichus may have found them
cited in one of or in both his main sources.

Fifth. The fact that Aristoxenus, Timaeus and, say, Heraclides
Ponticus were not Iamblichus’ primary sources, does not disparage
his testimony in such a sense that it would be altogether worthless.
The only thing it does mean is: that we need some other evidence to
enable us to see by comparison whether a certain passage does or does
not come from this or that fourth century B.C. source. Now fortunate-
ly such additional evidence is not altogether lacking. E.g. certain
passages in Iamblichus may be accepted as going back to Timaeus,
because Iamblichus’ text agrees with what we read in Diodorus X or
in Pompeius Trogus or in this or that chapter of Diogenes Laertius,
just as certain other passages are accepted as going back to Aristo-
xenus because in some other source (say, Stobaeus) his name is
mentioned as the author of the same passage.

This, then, is what can be said on the problem of Iamblichus’
sources, taken as a whole. Neither is everything uncertain, nor is it
possible to attribute every particular passage of lamblichus’ V.P.
definitely to some particular comparatively early source. Several
things in Jamblichus V.P. do go back to fourth century B.C. sources,
nor is this their ultimate origin. It must be kept in mind that both
Aristoxenus and Timaeus (to mention only these two) found a tra-
dition existing, the one in the Pythagorean School of his age, the
other in the cities of Southern Italy and Sicily, where Pythagoreans
lived and worked. And lastly, it should be borne in mind that this
tradition must have had a particular vigour, a tough and vital strength,
rooted in the life of several generations of those men and women who
fed on the spiritual force of that one mighty character: Pythagoras.
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On Iamblichus, V.P. 215-219. (T 64)

In these chapters a curious conversation is recorded, which is sup-
posed to have been held by Pythagoras, Phalaris the tyrant of Akragas,
and the Thracian Abaris who is said to have come for a visit to Py-
thagoras. Questioned both by the tyrant and his visitor, the philo-
sopher gives rather an extensive exposé of ‘metaphysics’, of the
connection between heaven and earth, on offerings, on the providence
of the Gods and heavenly phenomena. Because of the obvious ana-
chronism of the supposed talk, Phalaris having ruled Akragas some
25 years before Pythagoras’ arrival at Croton, the passage was re-
jected as absurd by some 19th century criticists, such as Erwin Rohde.
Krische in his thesis De societatis a Pythagora conditae scopo politico,
Gottingen 1830, was the first to recognize that the mise en scéne is
due to Heraclides Ponticus in his dialogue Abaris, an hypothesis which
was adopted both by Bertermann, De Tamblichi V.P. fontibus, Konigs-
berg 1913, and by P. Corssen in Rhein. Mus. 1912. None of them,
however, supposed that the whole conversation as we read it in Iam-
blichus -was directly borrowed from Heraclides. Indeed, there seem
to be several later terms and views, both Stoic and Neoplatonic, in
Iamblichus’ text. Nonetheless, in an article in the Revue des Etudes
Anciennes 36 (1934), entitled Sur I’Abaris d’Héraclide le Pontique, P.
Boyancé argues for a direct dependence of the whole section in Iam-
blichus on the author of the 4th century B.C.

His main argument is that Heraclides Ponticus was interested
exactly in the kind of problems raised in our passage. As a point of
particular interest he cites ch. 216 where Pythagoras, in teaching
Abaris that ‘all things depend on Heaven’, supports this doctrine by
the évépyeia Té&v fepév. Boyancé understands these words as referring
to the miraculous power which, according to an ancient religious
tradition, dwells in sacred objects, such as images or statues of the
gods. For this view he points to the title of a work of the late second
century rhetor Claudius Aelianus, cited in Suidas, Ilept Selwy &vepyetév.
In fact, in that work mention was made of miraculous statues. And
this is exactly, according to Boyancé, what we find in Heraclides
Ponticus, fr. 46 W., the story of the catastrophe of Helice, told by
Strabo VIII 384. The Ionian exiles from Helice had requested that the
old Poseidon statue of the town either would be delivered to them or
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placed in the sanctuary. Neither had been granted. The next winter
the town was damaged by the flood. —

It must be observed, however, that the title of Aelianus’ book was
not Ilepl Helwv évepyerdv but Ilepl Yeiwv évapyerdv. This might be
rendered by Divine manifestations, or: The clearness of divine Presence.
Anyhow, this is no parallel to Iamblichus, V.P. 216. Next, we have
no reason to suppose that by évépyeir t&v iepdv in Tamblichus the
miraculous power of statues in particular was referred to. That by
Heraclides the catastrophe of Helice would have been directly ascribed
to the power of the statue of Poseidon, appears rather improbable,
since according to this author it was the wrath of the God that was
raised by the citizens of Helice.

It is much more likely that by Iamblichus’ expression &vépyein tév
lepév the working of sacrifices was meant. Indeed, this effective
energy presupposes the interference of the gods in human affairs, and
this by the influence of sacrifices. Now, this is exactly what we find
in the fragments of Heraclides Ponticus’ Hepi edozBelng. Thus, the
thesis of Iamblichus’ dependence on this author is confirmed, though
not along the lines of Boyancé’s argument.

A few lines further on Pythagoras, enlarging on the theme that
everything on earth depends on heaven, declares that “from the
heavens by nature there is a passage to the regions of the air and what
is on the earth” (é1. odpavédev 7 Sidfaoig elg te T& dépro xal T Embyeia
pépeodar mépuxe). Boyancé tries to convince us that this too goes
back to Heraclides Ponticus. Unjustly so, for the air as an inter-
mediate zéne between the heavens and the earth is of Stoic, not of
Platonic origin. We find it in Cicero, Tusc. I 42-43, and in Plutarch,
De facie in orbe lunae, 28-30, both passages inspired by Posidonius and
his platonizing Stoicism (cp. my Greek Phil. 111, nr. 1192).

In the same passage the dependence of earthly things on heaven is
expressed in the words gxorovdia mpde Tdv odpavév. This wording is no
classical Greek. dxorouda with mpéc is found in Galen!, not in Plato.

According to Iamblichus Pythagoras subsequently proved that
there is an adrefobotog Sdvautg in the soul, and spoke on the perfect
action of Aéyog and of volc. These terms are obviously Stoic or post-
Stoic.

Next, the life of tyrants and its mhcovekix is opposed to the best
form of life, a few words are said about the Suvduetc and the wd8y of

! Nat. fac. 1 16: duolovdio mpdg t6 xevodpevov (filling up a vacuum).
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the soul, and, as the crown on all this, it is stated that the Gods are
dvaitior Tév xoxév. This, evidently, points to Plato, — with the ex-
ception of the Suvduei el mddy, which rather is proper to Stoic psy-
chology.

A word is also said about the criticism of poets and prosewriters.
Next, Phalaris having been admonished petr’ &éyywv, the power of
Heaven is once more emphasized and illustrated 3." Zpywv; the justice
of Law and its punishments are mentioned, next the difference
between man and animals. The latter topic again points rather to the
Stoa than to Pythagoreanism or later Platonism.

Follows the distinction between the Aéyog &vdiddetoc and the Abyog
which ‘goes out’. Boyancé quotes Theo Smyrnaeus, p. 72f. as a proof
that the terms Adyog 2vdidderos and mpogopixés are not exclusively
Stoic. A closer inspection of the text of Theon, however, shows that
this is an error: these terms are as certainly Stoic as that of Adyog
omeppatindég, mentioned among many other non-Stoic varieties of
Aéyoc summed up by Theon in the above-cited passage?!.

Then, Pythagoras is said to have spoken mept e vob xal Tig &m’
adtol xatiobang yvdhoews. This betrays a clearly Neoplatonic view of
knowledge: all knowledge, indicated by the general term vyvdaoug,
springs from voli¢, descending gradually from the purely theoretical
level until that of sense-perception. No doubt this is in line with
Plato’s thought, but it is not his language.

Pythagoras is said to have gone on with many other moral principles
and prescriptions, and finally he is said to have made the distinction
between that which happens xatd wempwpévny xal xad’ elpapuévny? and
that which is done by vobs. Though the words are ancient and the
distinction itself goes back to Plato, it is not his way of expressing
himself: in the Timaeus we hear about physical avéyxn which is opposed
to vobg. What we read in Iamblichus is the terminology of the Stoa and
of later Platonism.

Thus, our conclusion must be that, though essentially the conver-
sation reported by Iamblichus goes back to Heraclides’ Abaris, it is
not a mere transcription of his text. Possibly Iamblichus found the
passage in one of his two main sources, most probably in the more
biographical one, which was Apollonius of Tyana. Certain late terms
and ideas may be attributed to Iamblichus himself.

1 I dealt with the passage in Theon more extensively in Mnemosyne 1965, fasc.
1v.

2 According to Deubner’s corrected text.
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APPENDIX E

On yewfoeig napa gdow (to VI 3, p. 111 n. 3)

Edelstein, The Hippocratic Oath, n. 109 (p. 35), cites Aristotle, N.E.
VII 15, 1148 b 29 ff,, for ‘the usual Greek point of view’ concerning
yevvfioels Tapd @Uoy. What Aristotle is speaking about in this chapter
is: unnatural pleasures. He says that they are partly instances of
bestiality (due to an inferior kind of nature), partly due to disease or
habit. Thus, sexual perversion may either result from natural dis-
position or from habit, as in the case of those who have been abused
from childhood. In neither of these cases does it fall within the limits
of vice.

7 T&v dppodislwv Toic &ppeoiv is mentioned under the category of
voonuatders (Eewc) &5 €9oug, instanced by plucking out the hair,
biting the nails, eating cinders and earth. toig pév yap @doet tolc 3 &€
£Youc ovpBatvovsty, olov Tolg HBptlopévorg Ex watdwy. Bootg pév olv giotg
abtio, Tobroug pév oddele dv elmetey dupateic: — Gowdtwe 3¢ xal Gool
voonuatwdig €yovat 8t EJog.

The passage can be hardly cited to support the assertion that
“generally speaking, in this matter the Greeks took a much ‘laxer’
point of view than the Pythagoreans”. It is paralleled by Plato’s more
or less medical approach in Témaeus 86 ¢ d:

70 88 dAndég M mwepl T& dppodicla duolacto xatd TO TORD pépog St TV
&vog yévoug EEw Ymd povdtyTos SoTdV &v chpatt puddy nal Oypatvoucav
véoog YuyFic véyovev.

“The truth is that the intemperance of love is a disease of the soul
due chiefly to the moisture and fluidity which is produced in one of
the elements by the loose consistency of the bones” (transl. Jowett).
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Abaris 233, 304

Abraxas (= Abrasax) 441.

Aelianus 86, 87, 220, 304f.

Aeneas Tacticus 86
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Aetius 104, 210f., 218, 233

Aiax 84-87, 106

Albrecht, von, 112, 219

Alcibiades 50

Alcmaeon 12, 154, 166, 244

Alexander of Aphrodisias 115, 224

Alexander Polyhistor 204 £f., 208, 216,
230, 243

Alexis 229, 284

Alfsldi, A., 37

Allah 43

Allotte de la Fuije 2951.

Anaxagoras 211, 214, 222, 223

Anaximander 20, 72, 1711f., 242

Anaximander, the Younger, 161

Anaximenes 171 ff.

Androcydes 168, 1821., 302f.

Antigonus (I) 86f.

Antiphon 1081,

Antisthenes 79, 82, 92, 140f., 225

Antonius Diogenes 175

Apollo 124, 1271f., 233

Apollonius Rhodius 128

Apollonius (of Tyana) 5, 7, 8, 221., 99,
142,151, 154, 157, 189, 3011., 306

Arcesilaus 240

Archemorus 128f.

Archippus 24, 26, 35

Archytas 5, 12, 26f., 28ff. (the Doric

of -), 301., 51, 104, 108, 141, 154,
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1611, 163, 176, 194, 207, 224, 266,
279

Aristophanes 92, 1341, 143, 227, 230

Aristotle 1-2, 4, 9, 17, 65, 67, 68, 74,
75, 77, 85, 100, 103f., 107, 111,
115, 117, 118, 1211, 126, 130,
132, 151, 152, 160, 163, 166, 196,
202, 203, 209, 211, (fr. 207)
214ff., (ethics) 223, (view of
rhetoric) 225f., A. and Gorgias
118, 226, 302, 307

Aristoxenus 7, 8, 17, 22, 25, 27, 28,
141, 142, 149, 151, 153, 161, 167,
168, 170, 173, 174, 179, 183f,
185, 192, 221, 233, 236, 240, 303

Asclepius 185, 233

Athena 76 ff.
A. at Ilion 84 ff.
A. Nikephoros 127

Athenaeus 85

Babelon 32, 33, 37, 55

Bastet, F.L., 36

Bergk 120

Berk, L., 213

Bertermann, G., 303, 304

Bias 115

Boethius 183

Boll, Fr., 97

Boyancé, P., 79, 107, 232, 304 {f.
Breglia, Laura, 55, 57

Bréhier, E., 209

Briickner, A., 85

Burkert, W. J., 15, 16, 1001f., 168, 243,
Burnet, J., 10f,, 14, 160 [2451.
Bury, R. G., 209
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Callimachus 88

Calypso 137

Cambyses 20, 79

Capparelli 14

Carcopino, J., 36, 50

Cardini see Timpanaro

Carneades 121

Cassandra 85, 86

Cato 30, 491., 176

Celsus 233

Censorinus 169, 181

Charondas 148

Chilon 115

Chrysippus 182

Cicero 30, 491., 100, 116, 119, 141,159,
166, 176, 224, 305

Clemens Alexandrinus 141, 168, 183,
217

Clinias of Tarentum 157

Cobet 135, 162

Coornhert 46

Corax 224, 2271.

Cornford 14, 195

Cornutus 78f.

Corssen, P., 168, 183, 3021., 304

Cramer, J. A,, 233, 280

Cratinus 229f1., 284

Critias 1081.

Croesus, son of C. 131

Croton 1231.

Cylon 22, 23, 26, 107

Cypselos 85

Cyrus 82

Damon (and Phintias) 7, 156, 260

Damascius 214 {f.

Deino 111

Delatte, A., 111., 15, 17, 27, 74, 93, 98,
101, 107, 109, 126, 154, 163, 181,
182, 200, 210, 211, 220, 2281f.

Demetrius of Scepsis 85

Demosthenes 75, 82

Detienne, M., 791., 109

Deubner, L., 76, 106, 133, 136, 162,234

Dicaearchus 7, 8, 9f., 15, 17, 221, 25,
26, 64ff., 68f., 1341, 1411.

Diels, H., 9f., 146, 168, 171£f., 210, 228

Diégs, A., 199

Dieterich, A., 45

Dijk, J. van, 293

Dike 711f., 1081., 138

Dindorf 66, 140

Diocles of Carystus 169

Diodorus (Siculus) 2, 7, 8, 17, 37, 54,
58, 621., 66, 68, 81, 99, 101, 102,
111, 131, 137, 151, 154, 157, 168,
177,179, 1811, 218, 221, 228, 233,
240

Diogenes of Apollonia 223
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28, 35, 80, 81, 107, 110, 111, 129,
135, 137, 142, 149, 151, 154, 159,
161, 168, 177,178, 1811., 184, 186,
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histor), 208, 213, 218, 228, 233

Dionysius I, tyrant of Syracuse, 27

Dionysius II, tyrant of Syracuse, 7

Dionysius Halicarnascensis 138

Diringer, D., 41

Dirlmeier, F., 126

Doérpfeld, W., 85

Dunbabin, T. J., 26, 54, 59

Echecrates 27

Ecphantus 51

Edelstein, L., 111, 2351f., 307
Eisler, Rudolf, 47, 294
Empedocles 3, 22, 221, 231
England, E. B, 71

Ennius 49

Epaminondas 240, 287
Epicharmus 2121, 221
Epictetus 238

Epicurus 121, 238, 240
Ermerins, F. Z., 170{.
Eros 127f.

Eudorus 206

Euphorion 88

Euripides 971., 128, 228
Euryphamus 155, 157, 259
Evans, J., 34, 37
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Falkenstein, A., 292

Faust 35
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Festugiere, A. J., 45, 97{., 188, 206,
230

Filliozat, J., 174

Frey, J. B., 42

Fritz, K. von, 6, 12, 13, 19, 21, 27,
55f., 101, 1901., 227, 246

Galenus 126, 152, 173, 193, 233, 244,
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Gawain, Sir G., 471., 297

Gellius 36, 50, 220, 282

Geytenbeek, A. C. van, 237

Gigon, O., 14, 75

Goff, B. L., 2921.

Gomperz, Th,, 8

Goodenough, R. E., 40-44, 297

Gorgemanns, H., 199

Gorgias 13, 15, 99, 100, 107, 109, 113-
123, 132, 143-147, 223-230

Graiae 1341., 227

Grueber, H. A., 371.
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Guthrie, W. K. C., 4, 5, 16-18, 49, 54,
64, 66, 104, 109, 121, 163, 193,
241, 243, 246

Hackforth, R., 185
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Harder, Chr., 173

Head, B. V., 55

Hehn, J., 174

Heiler, Fr., 174
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Hera 124
See also Zeus and H.

Heracles 76, 81, 105, 1231, 138

Heraclides Ponticus 3, 15, 97, 100, 166,
233, 303, 3041f.

Heraclitus 3, 71f., 79, 98, 160, 161,
2121., 220
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Hermodorus 158, 196, 204 {f., 208

Herodotus 3, 35, 100, 131, 213

Hesiod 78ff., 114, 115, 134, 188, 221,

Hieronymus of Rhodes 80 (262

Hicks, R. D., 204, 230

Hippasus 224
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Hippo of Metapontum 169

Hippobotus 302{.

Hippocrates, Hippocratea 115, 1681f.,
174, 1931., 234;
the Oath 2351f., 2861f.

Hippolytus 34f., 172, 201

Hoistad, R., 79, 105

Homer 66, 71, 781f., 85, 109, 122, 130,
188, 221, 262

Holk, C., 183

Hyperionides 201, 210
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(V.P. 218) 2321,
(medicine) 234,
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Isaeus 135 n. 1

Ishtar 2041,

Isocrates 3, 17, 82f., 93-96, 105, 106,
113

Jacoby 8

Jaeger, W, 14, 65, 92, 93, 95, 97, 141

Jahweh 41, 43
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Jones, W. H. S., 234, 239
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Justinus Martyr 201f.
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Kranz, W., 91, 146
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Orpheus 301

Osiris 211
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Pherecydes 20, 22, 240, 287
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Philo 224
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Xenophanes 3, 79, 172
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Abortion 235f., 240, 286, 288
Academy of Plato 67, 182
Acousmata

see gxodopoto
adultery 238
advice 1121f,, 123

see also Boury
aliens

see dardTpLat (@uAtot).
allegoresis 78{f., 105, 107, 109
amulets 43
ancestors 711.
anger

righteous a. 75

never rebuke in a. 159, 161f,,

178f., 258
angry

not to taunt a. people 159f.
animals 150, 152, 181, 186, 271
apophthegm (adage) 1491., 266
apotropeic force

attributed to the pentagram 47f.,

appointments [294 ff.
strictness in keeping a. 135, 155,
1571., 259

arithmetic equality 194, 279

astronomy 197

atomists 197

authoritarianism
disapproved 158

Babylon

origin of the pentagram from B.

471., 292ff.
the number seven in B. 174
symbolic language 220

Basilica

at the Porta Maggiore (Rome) 36
Basilidians 44 f.
battle

of the Sagra 581f., 2471.
beginning

importance of the b. 70, 126, 266
bedclothes 187, 275
benefactors 70, 184, 187
birth

of children 236f., 288
body 150, 152, 185, 2321f., 268
boy 1251f., 1791., 181, 2531.

Charity 159
see also love and qunia
charms 44
children
attitude of parents towards c.
110, 2521.
not to be separated from parents
112, 122, 253
adhortation to the ch. 125-130,
2531.
c. dear to the gods 1261f., 138, 254
care of future c. 2361., 288
clothing 187, 257
coins
alliance c., 6, 52-57
with pentagram 28ff., 321ff., 371,
49
coin-alliance 6, 52-57
communities, Pythagorean, 27
concord 107, 244
see also dpdvoia
conscience
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examination of one’s c. 187f., 275
constitutions
symbolized by lines 220f., 283
continuation of Pythagoreanism,
see survival
contrat social 121
cosmic philosophy
see philosophy, cosmos, harmony
and order
cosmic principles applied to hu-
man conduct 1541., 159, 194, 198
cosmology
in TT1.£B3. 1701f.
€osSmos
the c. in Pyth.’ teaching 67, 194
in the 1st speech 70, 74, 103{f,,
in the 2nd speech 107
Croton
history of C. 581f.
why Pyth. settled there 60
Pyth.” activities in C. 601f.
cult 139
see also ritual precepts
Cynics 82, 238

Day
the Pythag. d. 185ff., 2741.
death, dying 185, 273
democracy
see deposit,
Defined by Plato 194
democratic reaction
against Pythagoreanism 26
demons 70, 184, 187, 273
deposit 107£., 252
Diadochi 39
diet 177, 186, 232, 268
difference
between Plato and the Pythag.
181, 196-202
disease 232ff.
defined 243, 286
Dissoi logoi 120£f., 1451,
divine
Pyth. regarded as d. 68, 130, 136
d. laws in the cosmos 67, 70ff.
Doric 291., 120
Drudenfus 35
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Drude 35
Druids 341f.
dualism 204 ff., 2081., 2101,

Education
of the people, see people
see also Archytas s.v. Cato
direct and indirect e. 67 ff.
(roudelo) 89-96, 105;
Pyth.” principles of e. 159-191
elements 1461,
mingling of opposite e. 2201., 283
empire (Crotonian) 6, 52-57, 189-191
equanimity 178, 268
equilibrium
of body and soul 178, 232, 268
ethics
metaphysical background of e.
121f.
see further education and moral
philosophy (under phil.)
Also cosmic phil. and humanita-
rian phil.
euthanasia 235, 286, 288
exhortation
see oy YEMLOUTY

Father 71
the master regarded as a f. 2391f.,
286f.
fidelity
in keeping appointments 135, 155,
1571, 259
flags
the pentagram on f., 297{.
Forms
Plato’s theory of — 197 ff.
friendship
see love and gua
frieze
in the Synagoge of Capharnaum
40f1.
at Chorazin 41
fusion
of Pyth. and Platonism 204-216

Geometric equality 104, 194, 280
g. mean 224
geometry 194, 282
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Gipsies 45

girl 127, 180

gods 701f.
following the Gods 72, 183, 272f.
children dear to the g. 126ff.
how to honour the g. 1301., 1811f.
providence of the g. 183f., 2711.
g. — demons etc. 70, 184, 187
identified with numbers 200
god is harmony 216, 286
god = the One 211-217

grafiti
in a Hellenistic tomb 40f.

Hades
descent into H. 80

harmonic intervals 193

harmony 4, 83, 103ff,, 107, 112, 1381,
150, 152, 154, 178, 194, 216f{.
two h. ies 222ff.
defined by Schumacher 242f.;
in Alcmaeon 244

health
the pentagram a symbol of h. 461,
156
defined as harmony 150, 152, Cp.
2321f., 2431., 286
other definitions 243f., 286

heroes 70, 184, 187, 273

hexagram 40f{., 42, 43

honour 1121f., 1221,

humanity, humane 158, 159

hunting 187, 275

idleness 112, 253

immanent
Pythag. phil. a metaph. of i. order
197, 2001f.

Immortality
of the soul 1921.
imperfect (tense) 140
inscription
on a tombstone in Tortosa 39,42
on the Locrian sacrifice 87f.
Islam 43

Jar-handles (Jewish) 41
joy 30

justice 1081f., 116-122, 132ff., 145f.,
152

Killing 181, 271, 288
king

phil. ~ K. 198
knot

the endless k. 48

Laughing 178, 268
liberator
Pyth. 1. of S. Italy 148ff., 256
life
respect for 1. 181, 271
1. and death 185
birth and 1. 2361., 288
living beings
see animal
Locrian
the 1. maidens sent to Ilion
84-89, 106
love
of one’s fellow-men
see puavdporie and @uile
of wife and children 110£f., 252f.
of children for parents 110, 253
luxury 611f.
see also sobriety and tpuef

Magic
the pentagram as a m. symbol
45-48; cp. 2941f.
man
needing stern guidance 1831., 272
is to become one 217
marital relationships 110ff.; cp. 133,
137
masses
not to heed the opinion of the m.
160, 1741., 2641.
mathematical, mathematics
the four m. disciplines 196f.
m. principles 107
measure 178
medical symbol
the pentagram as a m.s. 45ff.
men
priority to be given to m. 131, 139
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the character of m. as opposed to
women 133
equality of m. and women 238
menorah 39, 42
medicine
Pyth. and m. 232-244, 285-288
metempsychosis 16, 155
microcosm - macrocosm 192ff.
mixture
of opposites 146f., 2221., 283
moderation
of emotions 2221f., 268
Monad (# povég) 204ff., 2071
monism 206 ff.
murder 121
Muses 1061., 124, 138, 252
music 159, 162-166, 261 {f.
mysteries 35
myth 761f., 108f., 1321., 134;
eschatological m. 1921,

Name
to avoid uttering one’s n. 130
Pyth. the inventor of n.s. 1351,
2181f.
n.s given to woman in different
periods of life 1361.

nature
Pyth.” view of n. 216

number
cosmic significance of, 150
the beginning of all phil,, 192, 195
its meaning to Pyth. and to
Plato 1961f.
ideal N. 202ff.
identified with mépag 2421.

Oath 110, 121, 135, 138, 181, 252;
the Hippocratic o. 235ff., 2861f.
obedience 130, 138
Old Testament 173f.
one
see &v and povdg
opposites (table of) 4
see also cusTouyia
the identity of o. 1461.
mixture of o. 2221., 283
order
rhythmic o. 107
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cosmic 0. 109, 112, 115, 138, 150

see also harmony and concord

in friendship 156

cosmic o. the basic principle of

education 162

o. in the life of man 184

o. of the day 1851f.

cosmic o. the standard for social o.

198

o. in the human body 244
Orphism 12, 185, 1921,

Parents 701ff., 184, 187, 273
peacemaker
Pyth. as p. 150, 256
pentagram 28-49, 156;
Babylonian origin 292-297;
on flags and in arms 297 ff.
pentalpha
see pentagram
pentangle
(= pentagram) 47f.
people
Pyth. addressing the p. 2, 611f,,
67-69, 245f.
periods of life
129, 136, 159, 166-174, 263
personal, personality
choice and example 110£f., 139
p.-ethical views of religion 131,
139
p. respect for other people 158,
159, 229
Pharmacopea 46
philosophy, philosopher 67£f., 110, 112
cosmic phil. see cosmic
humanitarian phil. 159; cp. 2371.
moral phil. 159-191
see also education.
Pyth.” phil. as opposed to Plato
196-202
the terms puiocopia and gtAdoogog,
see there
piety 136
planets 193
pleasure
disapproved as a motive 176ff.
unnatural p.s 307

INDEX OF SUBJECTS

poets 80, 1321.

politics, Pythagorean, 6, 12{., 54-57,
68, 189f1f.
rules for p. 110, 112

praise 113, 114, 123

prayer 1301, 182, 271

principles
ultimate p. see wépag and &netpov
ultimate p. acc. to Plato 202ff.
fusion with the Pythag. p. 2041f.
this fusion characteristic of later
Pythag. 207 {f.

Priscillians 45

procreation 179f., 2361., 269, 288
see also yévwnoig

providence
divine p. 183f., 2711.

purification 127
see also xadapoig

purity, cultic, 127, 1321,

Rain-making 127
reading
spiritual r. 188
“Reform’’ movement
of Pyth. 126, 133, 139
respect for the individual 158, 159
revival, Pythagorean, 27
rhetoric
Pyth. the founder of the art of r.,
13, 136, 218-231, 282-285
cp. also 63
ritual precepts
how handled by Pyth. 133
rule
of life in the S.P. 1871,
Pyth. “rule’” (in politics) 189ff.

Sacrifice
the Locrian 84-89
how to perform s.s 130{f., 139,
181f., 1861., 2701.
Sages
the seven s. 101
see also p. 115
Sauroktonos (Apollo) 129
scholia
on Homer 66, 79, 92, 140, 225, 250

on Lycophron 85f., 87
on Lucian 156
on Eurip. 227, 228, 2831.
on Plato 219, 281
selection
of members of the S.P. 1881.
self-control 1051, 111
see also cwopocivy
Septerion 128
seven
the number s. 168-174, 194
sexual relations 110ff., 127, 132{.,
179, 2371., 2691.
shield
the pentagram on a warrior’s s.
471.
s. of David 47
silence 64, 185, 1881., 238f., 280
Sirens 109
situationism 1201{f.

slave
story of the lazy s.s 1611.; cp.
2371.

sobriety 61ff., 136, 152, 176ff., 181,
2671.

Society, the Pythagorean, 2, 6, 7, 10
date 20-27, 62ff., 67ff.,, 175,
187-191

sodomy 238; cp. 289, 307

Sophistic 120£f., 144 {f., 2221.

soul
and body 1501., 181, 185, 232
rational and irrational 150f.

s. related to the heavenly bodies
166

s. and the hereafter 192f.

s. and cosmos 192f1.

sources
of Tambl. V.P. 151 n. 1, 153ff,
299-303, 304 f1f.

speeches, of Pythagoras, 12, 15, 67-69,
70-140
when written and by whom 140ff.
why unknown to Arist. 226f.
text 250-255

star
5-point and 6-point, see penta-
gram and hexagram.
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regular motion of the —s 195

star and crescent 43

starfish 43

Stoa, Stoic 82
Stoic elements in later Pythag.
writings 51
Stoic terms in Iambl. V.P. 101,
152, 2321., 301
Stoic allegoresis 109
— ethics 1201.
— terms for virtue 132
— humanitarian phil. 159, 238
— Heracliteism 209, 283

suicide 2351., 240, 288

surgery 234ff., 240, 287

survival
of Pythagoreanism 28-51

symbol
the pentagram as a medical s.,
see medical
id. as a magic s., see magic
Pythagorean ““Symbola’ see
Axobopate
Use of symbolic language by P.
1601., 175, 220f., 264 1.
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Taboo-precepts 160f.
tendency

main t. of Pythag. phil. 1761{f.
tests

for selection of members 1881,
threehundred

the t. 1891, 2761.
tombstone

of Tortosa 39, 42

Vegetarianism 186
see also animals

virtue
see dpety), émeixete and xoakoxd-
yodio
imitation of cosmic harmony 194
v.and v.s 118, 226

vision
praised by Plato 195

Wife and husband 110£f., 127, 132f.,
138, 150, 152, 253

woman 110f,, 130-137, 2541.
equality of men and w. 238

GREEK AND LATIN TERMS

JAvyaddy

and xoaxév 1451

identified with the & 192, 196

in Plutarch 210f.

afpeste Tév Huetépwy &. 224, 301

Ta ayadd 270, 271
&ypopo 192
&ursTpogpos 150, 152
adixnpua 253
&St 121
aequitas

(= émeixea) 132, 226
ddopla 178, 269
alpeoig T@Y Npetépwy dyaddv 224, 301
&xarpog 116
dxohovdeiv T Hep 72, 183, 272
dxohovdHa

wpds T. odpavdy 290, 305
dxodopato x. sopBora 9, 109, 1601,

1821., 2201., 303
dxovopatieol 301
xpacia 84, 177, 266, 270
dandedev 181, 270
e 211 f1.

76 &2o in Ar. fr. 207, 214 ff.
drrbrprar gritoan 156, 259
darotptwaoig 101
&royov 1501., 257

see also animals
avayveois 274
dvapytoe 184, 272
dvipe 170, 264
&vdog

motdetog &. 125
&vdpwmos HPpLoTindy Ldov 272
dvriroyixn 223

dbproTog Suag 202 ff.
called daimon and evil 210

&mepov 4
mépag and &. 158, 192, 196, 200,
2021ff., 2421,
the 4. directly derived from the
one 205ff.

andpdeypa 256, 266
ropdéyEacdor 255
deyta 113, 253
dpeth 118, 1211, 1311., 137
pLoude
16 sopmTatov 282
“Yuvog gig d&.v 200
TIepi - 0B (in Sextus Emp.) 2081f.
— & wavt’ éméoxev 219, 281
see also number
appovie 138, 139, 219, 243, 250, 252,
279
see also harmony
doyh 4, 126, 219, 281
—at 207, 208, 243
see also beginning, rule and prin-
ciple
&onnoig
THe Swavolag 91, 251
dedpato 209
adreodeotog
Sdvaprg 290, 301, 305
dppodiowe 127, 1791., 2371., 2691,
2871., 307

Q.

Q

Baptg 45

Bilog Bewpmrinds 15, 65, 971,
Bilog ITudayopixds 3

Blog mpoxTindg 651, 141
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BouAn
the B. of Croton 108
advice 114
see also cupBoury
Bpégog 128, 170

Tewfouwg 111, 180, 269, 2881.
v.elg moapa o 270, 307
vépwv 168, 170, 263
Yewpérens
("Hxog) 201
yewpetpla 279, 282
yvapoas 101
yvoptpot 189
voveig 251, 253, 273, 275

Acsioidaipwv 246
SuaPasctc
elg te Ta dépra %. Ta Emiyera 290, 305
Stotta 232, 268
Sdvorx 91, 93, 94, 251
dixaov 1201, 145
see also justice
ducaroadvy 104, 253, 255
see also justice
Sinn 711f., 252
Soxrpacia 276
Sude
see &bptoTog
dvape (of the soul) 290, 301, 305
—etg of the body 257

‘EBSouddeq 115, 1681f., 193f,
éynpdreia 177, 267, 276
eldog 197, 242, 243, 256
elhuxpivég 146, 222, 283
slpopuévy 209
¢xelvog
said of Pyth. 130
Eumpa 87
&
the &. 192, 196f., 202ff.
the € as absolute principle 205 ff.
see also povag
identified with God 211ff.
évépyeta
Tév lepdv 290, 3041,
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évtedkeg 1371., 221, 255
fvwolg
wpodg Tov Jebv 300
EEapTioelg 219, 261, 280
gnaywyn 75
énaoat 219, 261, 280
gmetneia, dmencng 118 n. 6, 1251, 1311,
139, 226, 254
é¢myuélela
of the Pythagoreans 24{.
TdY cwpdtey 91, 251
special ¢. needed for young men
264
énineda 208
¢motately, émotateia 2671., 2721.
émiotnpovinég 151
Epitaphios
the E. of Gorgias 113, 118, 123
¢mtndedpara 185, 186, 221, 274, 282
&mov 9edd 183, 272
émepdat 235, 285
equilibrium 103, 268
¢c9Née
T é. 182
éovle 110f£f,, 253
¢oted (= dota) 51, 218, 281
écwreptxot 189
sranpeta 21, 1891f., 277
eddofia 114, 123, 138, 139, 253
edekio 1801., 270
edepyérng, edepyereiv 250, 273, 275
edetnpla 152, 257
efnatpog, eduaptx 116
edueta 1221,
eb mpdTTEwy 46

ebpeThe
THg mohitindig mondetog 1461, 2221,
283
TéHv bvopdtwv 1361, 218ff., 255,
278

of puata 1501f., 218f., 222, 257
edpowa Blov 51
edtabia 116
edonuely, edpnuia 1321, 1841., 255, 273
edouta 89, 96, 251
Exepodia 219, 280

Frugalitas 61f.

INDEX OF GREEK AND LATIN TERMS

YAV
pn SrepBalvey 160

‘H3ovf 177, 266

see also voluptas
HAxlot

(periods of life) 167, 255, 263{.
“H\tog

6 péyog yeouérong 201

Octog
Pyth. called §. 130, 136, 254
the $.v 199, 200, 250, 272
6 9. dptdudg 210
6 9 &v 7 Juyf) 300
Ocoroyobypeve dptdunTindc 200
Debe
the soul becoming 9. 199
9. ety 201
év éauToic 300
Yewpnrinol 301
Hewpin 106, 181, 257, 279, 300
see also Blog HewpnTindg
Inpla
non-Pythag. treated like 8. 158,
259

‘Tepa
mwpootévon voig L. 132, 255
‘Iepdg Adyog 111., 14, 126, 182
fxétig 111, 253
t
(Alcmaeon) 154, 244
tobtne 194, 219
i. yeopetpixn 279
pthdtne t. 281
iotopla 220, 251, 282

KoaSapedew 111 n. 3

xdBaporg 90, 219, 262, 280, 300

xodeotdvor 125

xoupbe 113-122, 126, 131, 138, 139,
1431, 223, 2251., 253
%o x. of the day 187f., 275

xahoxdyadto, xohowmdyadol 111, 1251,
131, 139, 251, 253, 254

xatdptuolg 219, 280

xatopdoly 75

xnpomAasTh 213

xowva T& TV elhwy 7, 101, 219, 261, 281

xowwvie 81, 83, 104, 105, 139, 150
(%. &drdoTpogog) 1f., 194, 219, 251,
257, 278

xomideg 228, 2831.

xooutétye 83, 104, 219, 278, 279

xbéopoc 3, 104, 194, 218, 244, 250;
cp. 252 (dpuovia T. dvrav); cp. 257
(xata plumowy 1. év 1. xoopixoig
ctotyetowg edetnplag); 278

xobpog 1281,

npeltTLY
ol x. eg 184, 220;
Suvelv . xpetrrovag 273, 281

Aedopot 175, 264, 265
2oyieTindy 150
Abyog 100 n. 3
A émdesuetinot 221, 2241,
Dissoi 1. see there
Pyth.’ four Aéyor, see speeches
A mpogopindg and évdiaderog 232,
306
Aoy Téyvon 284
luxuria 611., 177, 233, 248

Madnpata 274, 301
naptbpwy évavriov 1341., 255
uéye x. wepédv
70, 205
ped’ fuépav 177, 186, 274
uetpaxiov 1281, 170, 263
wéin 178, 2511f., 261 1f.
see also music
uecodTng 2231., 301
petéyew 146 n. 2, 283
uérpa 115
pevptomaderor 2231, 301
plunow
xoatd @y T. v Tolg xoouLxolg
stoyetotg edetnplag 257
pvihpn 275
wovorpyfor
(Alcmaeon) 154
wovdg 2071, 210
see also monad.
Movoetov 253
wudomotol, pudormoreiy 78, 251, 252, 255
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Néage xat péuvac’ dmiotely 78
veaviag (venving) 128, 168, 170, 263
veavioxog (vemvioxog) 168, 170, 263f.
voyév 202, 205, 300
vovdétyowg, voudeteiv 155, 160, 219,
2571., 280
vop.oérng
1. pulag 1501, 2181, (v. grilug)
257
vopoderinoi 189, 276
vépog 138
v. Bondeiv 184, 267, 275
vépe - pioet 121
volg
in Plutarch 210f.,
in Iambl. V.P. 290, 300, 301,
305f1.
Eévot
joining the School of P. 149f.

Olxetworg 101, 301
otxovopla, olxovopixot 186, 189, 274, 276
olxtog 178, 268
Bredpoc 177, 267
Shyowpla
Tdv THhewy 25
Gpaxoeiov, dudxaoor 220, 259, 277, 281
St
7tpde Heotg 300
Sppa
16 Heiov 8. 300
Guotobodar 89, 251
6ubvor 83, 103, 104, 105, 121, 138,
148, 151, 154, 219, 252, 279
dvopdlew, dvéuata 130, 136f1.,255, 278
opportunitas 116
dpuog 252, 270, 279
bpun 223, 272
odela 177, 267, 277
petMpaTo
uéyrota 75; cp. 250 (dopelrerv)
8oy 186, 268, 274

MauSela 89-96, 102, 106, 125, 138, 144,
251, 252, 254 J—
Tohttich . 1481, 222 i 283.,

maic 1281, 168, 1768531, 263%,:268
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roadomoria 270

moalhaxideg 253

rmovfyvprg 101, 218, 279

ropayyéApata 181, 187, 274
(rapiyyyerre Tade)

rapatvéoelg 126

nopaxatadhxn 252

nedapracts, weduptdv 155, 160, 219, 258,
280

Ilevrdypappo
name of a city in India 48
mevtaypopuov 47

TEPAIVOY
70 7. 242

mépog 4
and é&mewpov 158, 192, 196, 200,
2421.

Thpote 182

wf] mopéfny 275

mAeovebin 177, 266, 279

mvebpe 51, 222

TOALTINGG
n. woudeto 1461, 22211, 283
w. oixovouta 186, 189ff., 274
w.ot 1891f., 276, 301

morvpadio 98

moivtéderw 177, 2321., 267

moAdTpOTOg, MoAuTpomix 66, 140f., 225,
249, 250

mévor
and oita 234, 285

meadtne 125

rpesPiTng 263

rpoatpetiny xivnowg 223, 283, 301

Hv8ayoprotai 27

Sapientia 61
onuetov 7

G. puév 209
sty 64, 276
oraAedEY

nhp payalpa wh 6. 160
copia, copds 101, 104
omwoudaiog 132
oteped oyfhuoate 208
6TéQavog

&. wn tikew 160
otphpata 187, 275

INDEX OF GREEK AND LATIN TERMS

obuforoy
the pentagram used as a ¢. 47, 156
see also gxodouaTe
cupBoury 114, 253
cvppetpla 264
cuvappoyT, cuvapréleadal 219, 262, 280
olveats
Athena ) tob Atdg 6. 79 n. 1
cuoaitia 274
cuotoryin 72, 158, 196
see also opposites
chpa
1. 6.170v depaneioa 274
¢mpélera— 91, 251
cwppostvy, sogpwy 72, 81, 83ff,, 102,
104, 112, 194, 251, 253, 278

Tdkw 3, 112, 118, 119, 192, 194, 244,
253, 262, 264, 268
see also order
répata 87
tevpaxtlg 279
Teyvohoyta, Teyvohoyeiv 117, 144
teTpantic 218, 279
TrprdTepov 1o wpesBitepoy 74;
cp. 250  (pd@drov Tippevov  TO
TTPOYYOLKLEVOY)
Tovolv 51
TPLAKOGLOL
ol T. 2761.
Tpuen 177, 2321., 267
see also voluptas and luxuria

‘YRpiotindy
b, Leyov &vdpmmog 272

Syabvery 46

Uy 215

OAuxdy mARHDog 210

Suvetv Toug xpelrrovag 184, 220, 273,
281

Omép 130

onédeoig 771., 144, 251

7

broxetpevov 51

e ’

Smopvhpara 301

Voluptas 30, 176, 266

Davdponia, pravdporog 81 ff., 102,
128, 251, 254, 277
euie 81, 83, 84, 103, 104, 110, 121,
148, 150-159, 257-261
in education 162, 181
supposes tafic 194
the term ¢. 218f., 278
¢. in the body 244, 257
pthodofia 123 n. 2, 175
@LhOxarog, pLaoxaieiv 100
gprhopadia 276
prrocopla, pridsogog 4, 15, 90, 96-102,
218, 252, 2781., 300
pLrocTopYEW, PriccTopyte 76, 251
QLhoTyg 219, 281
poTipelcdur 76, 114, 123, 253
see also honour
euotipta 123, 175; cp. 276
(el mpdg 86Eav inavérc mapeoxedas-
Toet).
ppéveg 171, 266
ppévnorg 95, 122
[puyadevtéoy x. mepixomtéov] 149, 256
pustoyvopoviicat 220, 276, 282
puotoroyie 150, 152, 257
pdoLg
called &ino? 211ff.
véue — pdoet see vopw

Xatpey 46

Yopd 268

ypfotuov 184, 272
Xouvod énm 182, 275, 279

Yuyeywyle, uyayoyeiv 225, 249

‘Qpropévov 158, 259
éc gowxe 162, 176, 180, 258, 266, 270
ool 51
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