p.26

p.26

p.44, line 7
p.98-103
p.105, line 7

p.107

p.139

p.153, line 1
p.179, line 10

p.181, line 2

p.245

p.245

p.252

p.252

p.256

p.266

p.291
p.294,n.4

p.294 and
p.294,n.5

p.311, line 8
p.335

p.342

Errata

after “Certainly, Empedocles fr.129 bears witness to Pythagoras’ extraordinary
memory;” add:

v 8¢ ms &v kelvorow dvip mepidora €lddg,

8¢ 67 upikioTov mpamiSwy ékTroaTo mholTov.

mavTolwy Te pdhoTa copdv Emipavos Epywv-

ommére yap mdonow opééarto mpamiSeaaiy,

peid ye TOV vTav mdvTwv Aelcceokev EkaaTov,

kal Te 8k’ avlpdmwy kal T' elkoow aldvesov.

after the above text add note “43a”; in the notes add “43a: See pp.89-91 for further
discussion of this fragment and the association of Empedocles with Pythagoras.”

for “have” read “has”
for “Annas (19822)" read “Annas (1986a)”; for “Annas (1982b)” read “Annas (1986b)”
after “dialogues” add “as my argument will demonstrate”

for “axrikoa...mpayparta” read “dkfkoa yap AvBpBY Te Kal YUVaKEY codpdv
mept T& Ocia mpdypata’

for “and in the central Asian area (close to the Black Sea)” read “and in the area around
the Black Sea”

delete “are”
for “a la” read “as in”

for “in a specific ‘place of punishment’ (SikarwTiprov)” read “in ‘places of
punishment’ (r& SwawTrpia: 249a6)”.

under Suda, s.v. ®epexidns (DK7A2) (2 Schibli): in line 4, for “ne(@” read “neld”

under Cicero, Tusculanae disputationes, 1.16.38 (DK7AS) (7 Schibli): in line 3, for
“etaim” read “etiam”

for “works of...in this regard;” read “works of the Neoplatonic allegorist Porphyry, and
Numenius, Celsius and Origen, in this regard;”

for “all of which post-date Pherecydes by at least 800 years” read “all of which
considerably post-date Pherecydes”

for “(b)...” read “But, (b)...”

for “rather, he is using ‘Orphic things’...as part of the nebulous notion of ‘Orphic
things’” read “rather, he is using *Op¢éa as a generic and pejorative term, a part of all
the odd ideas which Hippolytus follows...as part of the nebulous mass of ideas relating
to Orpheus (including, the term ‘Orphic’).”

for “dissatisfactory” read “unsatisfactory”

for “See also Keuls,E. Water-carriers in Hades 77" read “See also Keuls,E. (1974) The
Water-carriers in Hades Hakkert, Amsterdam [not seen]?”

after “The evil of pleasure” add note “5a”; in the notes add “5a: it is clear from 500d that
“the pleasant is other than the good” (elvar pév v dyaddy, elvor 8¢ T W8Y,
Erepov 8¢ TO NBU Toi dyabod). The example of medicine (art) v. cookery
(habitude) bears this out: it is these latter types of pleasures that are evils. This is far
more subtle than, for example, lamblichus VP 85: ‘Pleasure is in all circumstances bad;
for we came here to be punished and we ought to be punished’ - ¢f. p.30.”

delete “the”
under Edwards,A.T. (1985), for “GRBS 26, 215-137" read “GRBS 26, 215-237”

for “Kirk,G.S. & Raven, J.E. (1975)” read “Kirk,G.S. & Raven, J.E. (1957)”
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Abstract

This thesis investigates the appearance of reincarnation (often termed
metempsychosis or palingenesis) in early Greek thought, and traces the idea from
its first appearance in the religious and mystic movements of Greece and Magna

Graecia, to its fullest expansion and expression in Plato’s philosophical discourses.

Primarily an examination of literary sources, this thesis does not focus on
unrealizable questions such as the origins and entry of the concept of reincarnation
into Greek thought/belief. Rather, it is a chronological survey of the movements
and authors for whom there is extant evidence of reincarnation doctrine/s, and also
an attempt to elucidate whether metempsychosic thought in Greece can be

described in terms of development and continuity.

The main text of the thesis focuses on an assessment of Pythagoras and the
Pythagorean movement, Pindar (Olympian 2 and fragment 133), Empedocles, and
Plato. This final, and largest, section investigates Plato’s use of the “baggage” of
reincarnation (immortality, Seelenwanderungslehre, anamnesis etc.). By analysing
the circumstances and intentions which herald the introduction of seemingly
disreputable metaphysical speculation into the philosophical dialogues of Meno,
Phaedo, Republic, Phaedrus, Timaeus and Laws, this thesis tenders a number of

opinions as to what motivated Plato’s use of reincarnation.
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This section points to the conclusion of this thesis - that in no two sources
on reincarnation in early Greek thought can a single cohesive doctrine be found.
Reincarnation was adapted and indeed exploited to its fullest potential by all of the
religious, speculative, and, finally, philosophical movements that adopted it. Far
from being a static or orthodox belief (as in Buddhism, for example), throughout
the study of early Greek thought on reincarnation, we can trace bold, creative and

independent developments of the concept far beyond doctrinal or heretical limits.

This thesis concludes with five appendices relating to other aspects of
reincamation in the Greek world. Appendices A, B and C investigate three
sources traditionally linked with reincarnation, but for which this writer cannot find
suffucient illustration of this phenomenon: viz, Pherecydes of Syros, the “Orphic”
movement/s, and Plato’s Gorgias. Appendix D is an analysis and criticism of the
theory linking shamanism and transmigration; and Appendix E assesses macro-

/microcosmic reincarnation and eternal recurrence.

The various thinkers or movements discussed in this thesis are not
visualized as existing in a vacuum separate from one another: indeed, throughout
this work a number of recurring elements suggest common bonds, even if direct
influence cannot be assumed. The preponderance of evidential links with Magna
Graecia, for example, is one of those many threads which build up the rich, albeit

fragmentary, tapestry of reincarnation in early Greek thought.
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INTRODUCTION e 2]

Aswrtuyidov 101 ‘Apictwvog tpog Pidinrmov 10v 'Oppeoterectiv
TAVIEADG TTayov 6vta, Aéyovta & OTL ol Tap’ avTdL punOEveg
petd Ty 100 Plov tedevmiv evdarpovodot, ‘ti odv, @ dvénte’

glmev ‘o0 myv Toxtomyv dmobviiokelg, iV dvamadont
Koxodaipoviav kai teviov kAoiwv;’
Plutarch Apophthegm.Laconic. 224e

“Eternity is a terrible thought. I mean, where’s it going to end?”
T.Stoppard Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are dead

*

What is reincarnation?

As a descriptive term, “reincarnation” is deliberately vague: it is an
adequately all-embracing designation for a number of phenomena that are, in the
Greek examples, so similar as to be almost one. Thus petepyvyxwog,
petevoopdtootg, and rtailyyevecio - while strictly different in meaning - in
practice refer to the one circumstance, ! and that is the transmigration of the soul
from one body to another, with the implication that this movement occurs after the

“death” of the first body.> Reincarnation implies more than one incarnation of the

! For example, Servius A. iii,68 writes “Pythagoras non petepyidyoowv sed nairyyevesiov esse
dicit.” Rohde (1925) p.361,n.84 gives a brief history of the vocabulary: noAiyyeveoia is the
earliest attestation (Plato Phaedo 70c); petevoopdrtaotg is frequent but late, and, “The word
most commonly used among ourselves, petepydywotg, is among the Greeks precisely the least
usual.” Cf. H.S Long’s 1948 thesis “A Study of the Doctrine of Metempsychosis in Greece from
Pythagoras to Plato”. As Philip (1966) p.165,n.4 notes, “‘metempsychosis’ has only pretensions
to correctness”.

*If the movement occurs from a living body to another, or as a journey away and return to the
same body, this is an entirely different phenomenon, although one often confused with
reincamation. See Appendix D for a discussion of shamanism and related ideas. Cf. Pindar ft,
131 on the “dream soul”.



soul, generally into different bodies, often including animals, and sometimes

plants.’ As a system, reincarnation can be described as a “cycle”.

The transmigration of the soul depends on the ability of this entity to
survive the death of the body.4 In all of the examples discussed in this thesis, the
soul is “non-mortal” or “deathless” (d0dvatoc) - it has eternal or, as in
Empedocles, long-term temporal immortality. The most important aspect of the
continued existence of the soul is its potential function as a carrier of individuality,

character, and memory.’

A theory of reincarnation presupposes one of two post-mortem scenarios:
first, incarnation is random and not connected with any system of ethics or
concept of moral progression. For example, the “primitive”® idea that the soul
enters a body, carried on the winds, is more often connected with the creation and
first incarnation of human-beings in cosmogonical/anthropogonical literature.
Aristotle De anima 410b19, for example, refers this theory to the Orphics and, by

implication, to reincarnation.’

3See Chapter 3 (Empedocles).

“In the Greek context, reincarnation is incompatible with the Homeric description of the soul,
because it does not exist as a separate and separable entity.

It is simple to think of this carrier as akin to a computer “floppy disk”, which can hold
information and be transferred from computer to computer, accessible to each.

8 Nilsson (1935) p.213 refers this to an “old and popular belief”.,

" See Appendix B,



The random system is morally purposeless. Lacking systematization,
reincarnation would seem to incline the adherent to fatalism or belief in the
inevitability of events: and if this were not limited by a [post-mortem] monitoring
of behaviour (for example, a doctrine of retributive justice), it would be uscless as
a practicable religio-social system® and therefore be no stimulus to live a life of
virtue (in Platonic terms). Of course, moral dissatisfaction within this system
cannot exist if there is no retention of memory: however, this does not in any way
make for an attractive belief, and would have little to recommend it to those

promulgating soteriology.

The second form that a theory of reincarnation can take is illustrated in the
evidence of the early Greek thinkers,” and is by far the more logical conception.
That is, reincarnation is connected with an eschatology developed on ethical
principles, where justice is served by post-mortem judgement, punishment/reward,
and/or future incarnation. Thus, one’s behaviour in this world determines one’s

incarnation in the next.

This theory of reincarnation comes with heavy moral baggage: in its most

developed form, reincarnation can become the raison d’étre for the ills and

A simplistic example: to lead a life of outstanding moral rectitude, yet be incamated as a
cockroach in the next life would, if a continuity of memory is assumed, be no stimulus to live a
life of virtue (in Platonic terms). Cf. Churchill’s statement: “It is conceivable that I might well be
reborn as a Chinese coolie. In such a case I should lodge a protest” - quoted by Fisher (1993)
p-xii.

°It is also the one best known in modern times, for example, in Indian beliefs.



injustices of society, explaining the inexplicable - cripples, birth defects,
deformities, social disadvantages, and even bad luck. It can also, to a certain
extent, reduce attribution of these seemingly unjust handicaps and/or boons to the
whims of gods, and therefore shift responsibility to the actions of the individual.'®
Thus reincarnation can become a legalistic, yet personally reassuring, foundation

for a society’s moral code.

As for the other “baggage” of reincarnation, intimately connected with
moral and ethical metempsychosic thinking, one finds proscriptions intended to
limit the ways that a believer can unintentionally offend in life (and thus be
punished in the afterlife or next lifetime). Some are logical: vegetarianism, for
example, is usually grounded in a prohibition on killing, not from respect or pity
for animals, but because of the damage that killing an ensouled creature (perhaps a
relative)'' does to one’s own moral record.’* Cf. the terms of Theseus’ criticism
of Hippolytus:

1161 vOv adyet kai 81 dyvywv Bopdg

oltoig xamjAev', ‘Opdéa T dvokt Exwv

Bdxyeve TOAADY YPOUPATOV TILAV KATVOUS
(Hippolytus 952-4)

1"Beyond this, it can link with predetermination, although this is another morally ambiguous
area.

! e.g. Empedocles fr.137; cf. Laws of Manu 5.55

2 Plutarch, in his survey of abstinences, gives a number of reasons for vegetarianism: (1) based
on religion/mysticism (do not eat ensouled creatures); (2) do not eat animals because they possess
reason just as we do (i.e. extend human justice to animals); (3) animal products are not
wholesome or not hygienic (i.e. health reasons). Of these reasons, Plutarch ranks reincarnation
and religious reasons quite low: Tsekourakis (1986) provides a full discussion of this, citing De
esu carnium, etc.



Ensoulment may also include plants and vegetables, and the devotees of extreme

forms of reincarnation belief do not plough the land, or cut vegetables etc.”

An idea of great significance to the Greek thinkers is the implication that -
because of the dichotomy between the soul that survives (carrier of memory etc.),
and the body that perishes - it is the soul which is all-important. Further to this is
the judgement that the body is a burden on the soul, leading the soul astray: thus
its influence must be minimalized. Therefore reincarnation is often linked with an
ascetic lifestyle - a neglect of the bodily and material."* In many cases this implies
a rejection of traditional social mores, particularly if reincarnation is an esoteric
belief, or, as in Greece, not intimately connected with the traditional beliefs of the

community. For this reason, esoteric reincarnation teaching, generally poorly

*This is not seen in the Greek world, although Empedocles warns his followers to stay away
from beans and laurel. Adherents of Jainism, for example, also find souls in earth, water (fog,
clouds, rain, seas, dew, snow etc.) and fire, and adopt a cautious policy of prevention. Cf. the
stories associated with Mani (f. AD 220-240, founder of the Manichacans) which illustrate the
concept of the “Living Soul” or “animism”; Henrichs (1979). Stories in the Cologne Mani Codex
tell of vegetables bleeding and crying out when cut. Those who injure vegetables and trees are
destined to be reincarnated as the same, but it is the task of the highest level of Manichaeans (the
“elect”) to eat as many plant souls as possible, to free these souls without fear of harm to
themselves. The other Manichaeans reap the benefits of giving melons and cucumbers to the elect
by becoming melons and cucumbers or an e¢lect in the next life. The Indian parallels with
Manichaeanism have been detailed by West (1971) p.66,n.4 and Henrichs (1979). The idea of
rebirth according to one’s offence is present both in the Laws of Manu and in Greece (cf. Plato
Laws 870d; q.v.), although the idea of reincarnation into exactly the same form is not expressed
with such definition. There are few grounds for close comparison with the Greek examples
(despite evidence for Mani’s occasional following of the Neoplatonists) in Indian and other
systems, primarily, no doubt, because the Greek systems are always set into a background of
traditional religion.

!4 A belief in reincarnation is very hard to prove by any means other than literary records. For
example, I could suggest that an absence of grave goods might indicate a belief in the superiority
of the soul to the body - that is, a belief in reincarnation - because nothing had been provided for
the body in the traditional afterlife. Unfortunately, this is hardly a balanced argument, because a
lack of grave goods can have many other significances. But, if we look at the problem from a
literary perspective, in Laws 959a ff there is a ruling forbidding extravagant burial rites because
the body means nothing - it is merely the semblance of the soul.



understood by non-adherents, is often mocked, despised or violently opposed -

reactions which are found in the Greek examples."’

This is a brief summary of the concept of reincarnation, and also an introduction to

ideas which appear in greater detail in the following chapters.

The origins of reincarnation in Greece

Reincarnation first appears in the Greek world in the sixth century BC, and
1s rarely absent throughout the Classical period. It is found explicitly in the corpus
of material associated with Pythagoras, Empedocles, Pindar, and/ is at its fullest
development in Plato. Denied by Aristotle (De anima 407b20ff), it did not

resurface again until the time of Plutarch.'

The appearance of beliefs or theories of reincarnation could have occurred in

Greece in two ways:

(a) as an import: This is, in many ways, the simplest solution. Although the field
of contact was not very wide, the evidence is non-existent. India is usually the

first suggestion; for example, the Hindu Laws of Manu are reminiscent of

15 Cf. Xenophanes’ ridicule of Pythagoras (D.L. 8.36).
16 See Tsekourakis (1986).



statements made by Empedocles.17 Moreover, Buddhism was in its formative
stages at approximately the same time as Pythagoras was teaching; nevertheless,
evidence for cultural links with India cannot be substantiated before the Hellenistic

18

Age.

Herodotus 2.123 suggests that reincarnation had its origin in Egypt,
whence it was borrowed by the Greeks. Yet, there is no attestation of
reincarnation in Egypt, despite our extensive knowledge of Egyptian religion, and
we should always bear in mind Herodotus’ passion for attributing Greek ideas to
the Egyptians - it is proverbial, but unlikely.'” Eastern origins’® (Mesopotamia
etc.) are postulated by M.L.West,” and Northern (particularly Thracian and
shamanic) origins by Dodds and others. The former seem to be too far removed in
the area of religion per se (although one cannot doubt that mythology, cosmology
and astronomy have many comparative links), and the latter, particularly the

. 5 .. 22
shamanic connection, are far from promising.

However, I would not deny that the Greeks were great borrowers of ideas

(not only in religious fields), and were open to the introduction of new religious

" Cf. Empedocles fragments DK 31 B 139, 136, 137 (although the concept of a lex talionis is
absent) and Laws of Manu 5.55: “Me he will devour in the next (life), whose flesh I eat in this.”
Cited by West (1971) p.61 & n4.

¥ Almond (1987). For example, D.L. 9.61-3 on Pyrrho (4th century BC). The evidence for
Buddhist influence on later Alexandrian and Roman writers is far from certain, despite our
knowledge of cultural connections.

' Richardson (1987) p.61

*Even Far Eastern, for example, a Taoist origin in China: Hussey (1972) p.73.

*'West (1971)

*?See Appendix D for a full discussion of shamanism and reincarnation.



cults and deities.”> However, on this issue one can conclude little from such

limited evidence.

The other option is that, (b) reincarnation has a “home grown” origin.”*

Reincarnation could have been, for example,

(i) a “logical” step from primitive analogies between crop regeneration
(agricultural rebirth, as it were) to spiritual rebirth. That is, the notion that the
eternal ploughing-sowing-reaping cycle of nature was analogous to a human cycle
of birth-death-[rebirth]. The origin of the Eleusinian Mysteries is sometimes

thought to reflect this idt:ag'!.25

(i) a development from resurrection stories, such as that told about the phoenix.*®
The link between reincarnation and resurrection is not, however, as close as it may
seem; indeed it is based on antithetical ideas®’ - the former relates to the soul, the

latter specifically to the rebirth of the body.

2 For example, that of Cybele which does not appear to be connected with the afterlife or
soteriology: Sfameni Gasparro (1985) pp.18,89-103.

24 As Burkert notes, arising from transformation not invention: Burkert (1993) p.260; cf. Burkert
(1983) p.119

> Meyer (1986) p.7

26 Herodotus 2.73; Minor Latin Poets 11,p.648ff.

7 As Origen (De principiis) found out when he attempted to combine the two into Christian
doctrine. Reincarnation eventually becgme a heretical belief, and was affirmed as an anathema in
AD 553: Refoulé (1963); Solmsen (1982f) pp.481-486.



(i) a development from the notion of metamorphosis of gods to humans, and
humans to animals or plants:®® “survival and transmogrification add up to
metempsychosis”.” Moreover, theriomorphism is a so-called “primitive” idea,

traceable to the pre-Hellenic world.*

(iv) as an independent explanation of the appearance of evil or injustice in this

world, an idea which I have discussed/,/above.31

(v) part of a cosmic phenomenon whereby similar ideas surface in completely
different and unconnected parts of the world at the same time. This could certainly

be true of reincarnation in Greece and India; it is, nevertheless, unprovable.

More productively, one might ask what had occurred in the seventh and
sixth centuries to produce such a plethora of popular new religious phenomena -
Dionysiac/Bacchic, Eleusinian, Pythagorean, “Orphic”? A lot of very general ideas
have been postulated about this period: it has been seen as a time of upheaval, and
a time of increasing social anxiety about life and death, with perceptions of death

becoming increasingly more angst-ridden, and death itself more fearful.

2 Richardson (1987) p.61

* Bamnes (1979) 1,p.105

¥ Bacigalupo (1965) pp.267ff. Cf. Snell (1960) p.36
11 will deal with this further in the sections on Plato.
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All of these new religious phenomena have a common element - they
offered positive promises and reassurance about this life and/or the afterlife to
people as individuals, rather than as a community or polis. This common motif is,
more often than not, soteriological: that is, the post-mortem salvation of the
individual from oblivion. Linked with the awareness of individuality may be a
dissatisfaction with the traditional gods because of their perceived lack of interest
in individuals, or their hostility towards human welfare,’> or the remoteness of
Olympian religion, which engendered a desire for personal relationship with a

33

deity.” This does not imply a rejection of traditional religion - initiation into a cult

did not forbid the adoption of other beliefs, or regard this practice as heresy.”*

The Eleusinian Mysteries stand somewhat apart from the other examples in
that they remained firmly rooted in traditional eschatology, and had an aura of
respectability which other movements lacked, just as they lacked the patronage of
the state which Eleusis enjoyed.”> Other groups, particularly those linked with
reincamation beliefs, acquired neither the respectability nor the central nature of
the Eleusinian Mysteries - they tended not only to be geographically marginal, but

also attractive to the marginalized.’® The fact that most evidence for reincarnation

2 Dodds (1951) p.29-31: the “shame-culture”.

** Moore (1916) p.116

?* ¢f. Hippolytus who, at the start of the play, has just returned from the Eleusinian Mysteries, but
is also pursuing some sort of ascetic (perhaps Orphic) way of life: Euripides Hippolytus 952-954,
quoted above.

35 Contra Graf (1974), 1 doubt that Orpheus/Orphics had a large role in the Eleusinian Mysteries.
Moreover, the Mysteries do not seem to grant immortality, the power of reincarnation, or life
after death: e.g. Clay (1989) p.263.

% Women, for example. See Appendix B on the attraction of women to Bacchic/Dionysiac cults.
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beliefs comes from the boundaries of the Greek world (rather than Athens and

Attica) must be significant.”’

New (non-Homeric®®) ideas about death entered Greeck thought in the
seventh and sixth centuries. It is impossible to know whether the new movements

brought these beliefs with them,”

or whether the groups - as seems more likely -
were reacting to a need or mood within the community. The rise of the individual
is thought to be the catalyst for this desire for more than post-mortem existence as
a powerless shade in Hades. This grim view of death (cf. Achilles’ bitter tirade at

Odyssey 11.488ff.) made the Eleusinian mysteries and like cults popular because

they promised something different and reassuring after death.®

* pythagoreans in Magna Graecia; Orphic/Bacchic groups at Olbia on the Black Sea; unusual
burial prescriptions at Cumae; the Derveni papyrus found north of Thessalonike; gold plates from
Southemn Italy, Thessaly and Crete etc. See the relevant chapters.

38 For Homeric views of death and the soul see: Claus (1981); Solmsen (1982a); Warden (1971);
Sourvinou-Inwood (1981); Bremmer (1987).

*1t is often assumed that the belief in punishments in the underworld is an Orphic innovation,
despite the fact that we know so little about the Orphic movement: see Appendix B. The biggest
problem is that Greek beliefs about death were never fixed or systematized.

“Ysocrates Panegyrikos 4.28: “...those who partake of the rite have fairer hopes concerning the
end of life.”

Aristophanes Frogs 448-455: “To us alone is there a sun and joyous light after death, who have
been initiated..”

Pindar fr. 137: “Blessed is one who goes under the earth after seeing these things. That person
knows the end of life, and knows its Zeus-given beginning.”

Homeric Hymn to Demeter 480-483: “Blessed is the mortal on earth who has seen these rites, but
the uninitiate who has no share in them never has the same lot once dead in the dreary
darkness.” The Homeric Hymn to Demeter (364-369) appears to be the first example of the
different post-mortem fates of initiates and uninitiated. The idea of punishment per se in Hades,
including eternal punishment, is present in Homer (e.g. lliad 3.278f.). As a general (and
comparative) feature of afterlife descriptions, punishments, and the fate of those not initiated, are
more significant than rewards: Foley (1994) pp.55,63; cf. Pausanias 10.31.9-11 for Polygnotus’
famous painting of the Underworld and its punishments, including the retributive punishment of
the son, who mistreated his father, being throttled by the father: Nilsson (1935) p.211. This is the
lex talionis.
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Moreover, it was a promise to the ordinary person: the breaking down of
the boundaries of Elysium by mysteries and initiations which allowed the initiate to
go where only heroes formally trod, is indicative of the spirit of these

41
movements.

Of course, modern scholarship must see things in quite a different light to
the ancient perspective, and these are ideas unlikely to be clearly articulated, or
conscious in the minds of the community. But certainly the age of the mystery
cults, and the origins of this “quick-fix”” ideology seem rooted in an anxiety which
did not previously exist. Ideas such as inherited guilt, the randomness of divine
justice, and the increased possibility (and publicity) of post-mortem punishment,*
seem to lead not only to the “quick-fix” ideology of the Eleusinian Mysteries,* but

beyond this to an increasing purification anxiety and regulation of purification.*

If anything, it is indicative of a mood or spirit rather than a conscious
recognition of anxiety: as the world becomes larger, the place of the individual
becomes more insignificant, and as the world becomes larger, so too do the

influences which geographical spread (through colonization) bring to bear. One

*! Specifically, see Chapter 2 on Pindar’s Second Olympian.

“2 All aspects of what Dodds (1951) terms the “guilt culture” See also Parker (1983) p.201. It is
noticeable that episodes such as war, plague and famine can also influence these desires.

“For example, Diogenes the Cynic (D.L. 6.39) asked why an evil man should get better
treatment than an honest man after death just because he had been initiated.

“1 would not term this “Puritanism”, as Dodds (1951) and Richardson (1987) pp.50-60 do: the
term should not be used out of context, particularly since it has connotations inconsistent with the
Greek example. Cf. Appendix B, for “Orphic” “Puritanism”.
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might conclude therefore that the introduction of innovative (religious) thought is

a consequence of internal and external influences and pressures.

Deflection of guilt and anxiety also lies in purifications and sacrifices. This
makes people responsive to the services of quick-fix cults (such as Eleusis), and to
the itinerant mendicant priests, initiators and charlatans whom Plato despises and

’/;hé/ Theophrastus’ “Superstitious Man” visits.” The latter example illustrates a
paranoid (and presumably exaggerated) concern for purity which was part of the

mood in Greek religion from the sixth century.

Further connected to the changes in thinking of this period is the new
priority given to the soul. The Homeric yuy1 was equivalent to life - it vanished
into nothing on death.** A fragment of Pindar (fr. 131) reveals the first
consciousness of the soul as something other than the seat of the emotions: the
body dies, but an image of life survives; this image sleeps when the body is
conscious, but wakes when the body sleeps and has prophetic dreams.*’” This is
possible because the soul is from the gods, and its divine reality is perceived only
when isolated from the body. Further to this is the idea (suggested by the
Pythagoreans and/or “Orphics”?) that the soul survives because it is immortal: if

the soul survives death, then it also existed before birth.

* Republic 364c ff. (q.v.); Characters XV1.12 (see Appendix B).
“ Warden (1971); Claus (1981)
4 Cf. Donnay (1983); Vegleris (1982).
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It is not a great step from the concept of the perishing body and surviving
soul to a dualistic perception of body and soul®™® which is part of reincamation in
Greece; cf. Empedocles’ copkx®v dAroyvdtt mepiotédiovoa [sc. the daimon?]

yrtdwe.?

One wonders what benefits or attraction reincarnation beliefs offered that
other beliefs did not. The most obvious would relate to the desire not simply to
have a happy afterlife, but to live again - to maintain the link with the body. It
seems, in popular thought, that we only think of a person in terms of the body.*
This is illustrated by the corporeal nature of soul descriptions (as Homeric shades,

for example), and by our perception of ghosts etc., as images of the body.”

Yet reincarnation is not resurrection, nor are the two beliefs compatible,
and the majority of Greek opinions on reincarnation would imply that the incarnate

life is not the best life.

In this sense, reincarnation belief is its own worst enemy in terms of
attracting disciples, and it is not difficult to see why it was never a large and
popular belief in Greece. It certainly does seem to be that “drop of alien blood”

(Rohde). The Eleusinian mysteries, on the other hand, remained the most popular

“8 Taken up by Plato, for example, at Cratylus 400c and Phaedo 62a-e.

“DK 31B 126

0 Cf. Kahn (1971) p.9: reunion with the body as a blot on the soul’s condition.

3! Part of the problem is an inability to describe the incorporeal, which I will discuss in the main
text. On ghosts: Nilsson (1949) pp.87ff.
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initiation ceremonies in the ancient world, and survived. Movements founded and
reinforced by fear, but which offer a simple release from this fear, are more likely
to survive than movements which engender continuous anxiety amongst their
members.”> The same is true of movements which do not shun or offend against
conventional mores. We see the dangers engendered by seclusionist (or sectarian)
practices in the Greek world not only in the bloody reaction against the
Pythagorean movement (q.v.), but also in the very marginalized nature and

influence of the alternate thinkers.

Methodology

For modern scholars, the arrival of reincarnation in Greece can only be set
against an unfortunately vague and theoretical background. For the Greek
doxographers, reincarnation traced its origins to the Orphics and/or the
Pythagoreans, and this attribution has been adhered to by later scholars, because,
regardless of whether these movements did initiate reincarnation belief, they are
also our earliest sources. In this thesis I have attempted a consistent and
chronological account of the appearance of reincarnation doctrine or belief in
Greece. I have posited a number of questions, and reached fewer absolute
conclusions. It is inevitable that restoring doctrines of personal religious belief

from fragmentary, diffuse, late or second-hand sources will be nigh impossible.

52 Through, for example, a strict and anxiety-filled bios.
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In terms of defining the administrative processes of reincarnation, I have

found Walter Burkert’s questions to be a useful and adaptable measure:>’

Does every living creature have an immortal soul that migrates from
one incarnation to another? Do plants have such souls? Do they
only enter certain species of animals? Do only certain special
individuals, even among men..undergo this wondrous
experience?..Is the soul newly incarnated immediately after the
death of the old body, in which case Hades becomes unnecessary,
or is there an intermediate phase, which would have Hades there, as
a way station? Is the process of palingenesis the work of blind
natural forces..? - or is it the execution of a penalty assessed in a
judgement of the dead? Is there an endless, cyclic movement, or is
there a fall at the beginning and a salvation at the end which is
permanent - or perhaps has as its alternative an eternal damnation in
which case the concepts of Elysium and Tartarus again become
relevant?™

I have established the following foci for my investigation:

(a) can we restore a coherent doctrine of reincarnation among the early Greek
thinkers?

(b) if so, is it possible to postulate a chronological or ideological development of
this idea; and,

(c) can this be expressed as a development of thought from “belief” to
“philosophy”;”® related to this,

(d) is there any evidence for development from a common source of belief, for

example, (the traditional suggestions) “Orphism” or Pythagoreanism?

%3 Burkert (1972) pp.133-134 .

**Burkert attempted to apply these to the Pythagoreans, with limited success due to the
problematic evidence (which tends to mention few of these features!).

% For example, for many years it was taken for granted that rational thinking grew from (or as a
reaction to) irrational belief by way of theology, with Empedocles as a sort of liminal Janus
figure, illustrating both sides (the religious Katharmoi and the rational Physicq)
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(e) to what extent was reincarnation (metempsychosis/transmigration) part of
practical eschatological belief in the ancient Greek world? For example, is it
legitimate to talk of reincarnation “cults”, in the sense of metempsychosic beliefs
expressed through ritual, as in, for instance, a mystery religion or group
movement, with an established liturgy or mythic foundation?’

Or, (f) should theories of reincamation be considered esoteric and personal belief,
or expressions of hypothetical conceptions of the Presocratic and Platonic
ideologists? That is, can we differentiate between belief and use‘s.z’j?;-In this

context, are there any remnants of material culture from the sixth to fourth

centuries BC that are indicative of a realized or practised belief in reincarnation?”®

Other related questions will appear as recurring motifs throughout this
work:
(g) were Greek theories of reincarnation grounded in ethical or moral
considerations or aims?
(h) were thoughts on reincarnation particularly prominent in any specific localities
in the ancient Greek world, and what significances, if any, can be drawn from these

manifestations?

%6 Cf. Buddhism, by way of an example.

"n the sense of exploitation of an idea for reasons not connected with personal convictions
regarding reincarnation?

8 This can be connected with question (e): for example, liturgy, mortuary finds, burial practices
etc. | have commented on the problematic nature of this category of “evidence”, above.
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Thus, this thesis traces the movement of what is essentially a religious
conceit from its problematic beginnings in “belief”, to its greatest prominence (yet

also its greatest ambiguity) in ancient Western tradition in the dialogues of Plato.

Addendum: Appendices

This thesis concludes with five appendices relating to various other aspects
of reincarnation in ancient Greek thought, but which cannot be considered as part
of the chronological study of reincarnation, because they offer arguments or
discussions of five areas that are popularly or traditionally associated with
reincarnation in Greece, but which, in reality, have dubious connections to this
concept. First, the “Orphic” movement, Pherecydes of Syros, and Plato’s Gorgias
are often thought to be reincarnationist, or to provide evidence for the beginnings
of reincarnation theory. Second, Appendices D and E provide analyses and
criticisms of the scholarly, rather than (ancient) traditional, links between
shamanism and transmigration, and macro-/microcosmic reincarnation and eternal

recurrence.
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CHAPTER 1: PYTHAGORAS AND THE PYTHAGOREANS

Transmigration/reincarnation is first held with any degree of definition to
be a belief of Pythagoras of Samos, who moved to Magna Graecia in
approximately 530BC.' Pythagoras has the distinction of being one of ﬁmost

mysterious characters of antiquity, despite a rich doxography.” Lack of early (let

! The point of whether transmigration is equivalent to reincarnation has been discussed: cf. Philip
(1966) p.165,n.4. Pherecydes has been thought to be the first to introduce reincarnation to the
Greek world; I have considerable doubts about the reliability of this tradition and have discussed
the problem in Appendix A.; cf. also the Orphic tradition (Appendix B).

>Two Vita Pythagorica exist, by Porphyry and Tamblichus; the late dates and external influences
give litle hope of reliability. On Iamblichus see Clark’s (1989) clear discussion of his aims
(pp.ix-x), with the particular note that Iamblichus preserves none of his sources (p.x). Porphyry is
a Neoplatonic allegorist; on allegorizing of the Pythagorean symbola (the “tradition of exegesis™),
see Grant (1980) pp.300-302. I have discussed particular problems of Neoplatonic sources for the
Presocratics in Appendix A. Guthrie (1962) p.156 notes, for example, the Neopythagorean love
of the marvellous which resulted in such re-growth (and re-interpretation) of primitive
superstitions; this combined disastrously (for doxography) with their credulity and lack of critical
faculty. In terms of sources, they rely on a doxography traceable to Aristotle, yet even in
Aristotle’s time Pythagoras was a semi-legendary figure: Raven (1948) p.16, but particularly
Philip (1963) p.264, who traces Aristotle’s sources to the (contemporary) school at Tarentum
headed by Archytas. Dodds (1951) p.145 would see Pythagoras as the manufacturer of his own
legend, in the Empedoclean tradition. However, it is possible that Aristotle knew of several
different Pythagorean schools - cf. Guthrie (1962) pp.147,180); Philip (1963) pp.253ff. Bames
(1979) comments on the rich doxography: “Pythagoras had the wisdom to write nothing” (I,
p.100). Doxography backs this up to a certain extent, tradition has it that Pythagoras wrote
nothing, and his followers observed silence on his oral teachings: on silence/secrecy cf. Isocrates
Busiris 29; Aristoxenus apud D.L. 8.15; Porphyry VP 19 (thought to be from Dicaearchus);
Tamblichus VP 199; in comedy, Alexis fr.197 Kock. Guthrie (1962) p.152 tries to work out what
was secret - i.e. religious “arcana” or scientific thought? On the lack of writings: €.g. Plutarch
Alex. fort. 1,4,328 (= KR no. 267); Iamblichus VP 199 writes that there were no writings until the
time of Philolaus. Apart from these two problems (silence and lack of reliable contemporary
writings) there is the problem of ipse dixit, and with it the wholesale ascription of later
Pythagorean writings to the master - including poetry under the name of Orpheus (Ion of Chios -
DK 36B2); also, cf. the “speeches” of Pythagoras in Jamblichus VP 54-57 (to the women of
Croton): Clark (1989) pp.xvii-xviii; and the Pythagorean Hieros Logos (Iamblichus VP 28):
Blank (1982) p.172. There is, for example, a collection of third century pseudepigrapha and later
anonyma: Clark (1989) p.xix; Armstrong (1977) p.84ff. gives a summary of these, but
concentrates on later material. A fourth difficulty is the legendary status given to Pythagoras by
later generations, and the tradition of miracle-working which arose from this reputation: even in
Aristotle (the fragments of his lost work on the Pythagoreans, cited mainly in Aelian VH 2.26
and Apollonius Historia mirabilium 6: DK 14,7 = fragments 191, 192 Rose) such miracles exist.
Burkert (1972) pp.141-146 gives a complete list and discussion. However, the majority of
miraculous ascriptions are late. As Bolton (1962) pp.164-165 has seen, there is a succession of
mysterious figures from the seventh to the fifth centuries, all of whom are categorized as
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alone reliable or contemporary) evidence has led to comparison with every
conceivable type of religious and secular “leader” from magus3 to Rotarian,*
Newton’ to Freemason,® daimon” to monk®, social revolutionary’ to the

Neopythagorean answer to Jesus.'®

miracle-mongers - indeed they have all performed the same sort of miracles. Cf. Burkert (1985)
p.303 and Burkert (1972) pp.147-155. The similarities of these figures (Epimenides, Abaris,
Zoroaster, Aristeas and Pythagoras) in such miracles as bilocation, near-death experiences and
etc. are the primary reason for the appearance of shamanism in Greek scholarship. See my
discussion in Appendix D. Bolton (1962) pp.165,183 traces the miraculous tradition from
Heraclides of Pontus - cf. Guthrie (1962) pp.163-165 - and notes that H.P. has made all of the
figures conform to a pattern centering on Pythagoras.

?Usually with the Eastern connotations of the word: Détienne (1972) p.44; Maddalena (1964)
p.103 cites Burkert (1972).

*Morrison (1955) p.152

5 Barnes (1979) 1, p.100f.

®“Joseph Smith™: id. (p.102); von Fritz (1940) p.96. Both Freemasonry and Rotary are an
attempt to explain the fact that Pythagorean life is to Pythagorean politics as oil is to water. von
Fritz shows the flaws in this view even as be attempts to explain that it allows people with
different backgrounds and convictions to share one common belief.

"Détienne (1959) pp.28-29; this idea perhaps comes from Aristotle fr.192 Rose - cited by
Morrison (1955) p.138 - where it is claimed that there are three sorts of beings - gods, men and
beings like Pythagoras. The obvious parallel is in Empedocles fr.112 and fr.146.

¥ Bremmer (1992) p.206 on comparisons between the Biog ITvBayodperog and the vita monastica.
Also, Comford (1922) p.139; KR p.219; Burkert (1985) p.303.

° Détienne (1981) p-221 on the “deviance” (is this perhaps a bad translation of the French? cf.
Burkert (1982) p.2 on Détienne's “chemins de la deviance”) of Pythagoreanism. The
structuralists (particularly Détienne) have had a field-day with the supposed rejection of
traditional polis values inherent in abstention; not to mention the inversion of the relationship
between gods and men in denial of sacrifice, and the significance of the resurrected Golden Age.
They have singular difficulty in reconciling (1) the antithetically prominent role of Pythagoreans
in polis politics, and (2) the Pythagoreans’ acceptance in such a role, for all their lack of
conformation otherwise. For structuralist views: Détienne (1981), (1972) and (1959); Détienne &
Vemant (1989); Vemant (1991); Gordon (1981); Berthiaume (1982) offers a slightly more
practical assessment. Cf. Burkert (1979) p.11: “I do not think Lévi-Strauss has proved anything”.
Also Dowden (1992). Bremmer (1992) p.206 seems correct - contra Détienne (1981) p.217 - on
the different protest against society offered by the Cynics: viz., Pythagoreans exist within the
community system, but Cynics deny the community; Christian hermits etc.. leave the community.
On Pythagorean politics: Minar (1942); von Fritz (1963) col.210ff., and von Fritz (1940).

' Navia (1990) p.viii. And as the opposite - a Faust figure (ibid). Not to mention: Christian
Scientist (Mary Baker Eddy) - (ibid); hierophant undergoing katabatic journeys - cited by Burkert
(1985) p.299; moral reformer - there is at least some evidence of this: von Fritz (1940) p.95;
Morrison (1955) p.135; Einstein - Navia (1990) p.viii; sage - Herodotus 4.95; Vlastos (1970)
p.111; Aimee Semple Macpherson - Dunbabin (1948) p.373; religious reformer - Comford
(1922) p.138; charlatan (cf. Heraclitus fr.40 and fr.129); leader of a political club along the
Athenian lines (i.e. conservative, oligarchic) - Minar (1942) pp.25,26 and Dunbabin (1948)
p.360 who points out that most of the evidence for Pythagorean clubs dates after the two revolts;
and, of course, shaman.
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I tend to think (if anything can be made of so little evidence) that
Pythagoras/Pythagoreanism'' was the prototype for Empedocles and his beliefs;?
the parallels between the early Pythagoreans and Empedocles (about whom we
have the most complete knowledge of metempsychosic beliefs in early Greek
thought) seem to make this connection clearer.”> The dual beliefs of reincarnation
and abstinence in early Pythagoreanism are found fully realized in Empedocles,

although set in a wider cosmological picture.

It is a problematic decision: Magna Graecia was a “hot-house culture”* of
religious beliefs which may have influenced Empedocles;" the most cited source is
“Orphism” (see Appendix B) - a fairly safe option considering how little we know
about it. If the Orphic movement is based around some sort of bios™® (as seems

certain), then it does bear more resemblance to Pythagoreanism than other circles

"I do not see a semantical problem in the interchangeability of “Pythagoras” and
“Pythagoreanism™: 1 use the terms to refer only to the earliest years of the movement, from
Pythagoras’ arrival in Croton (c.530BC), until the first revolt in the early fifth century when
Pythagoras left Magna Graecia.

12 And, as such, hardly “a unique experiment that failed”: Burkert (1982) p.21.

31 am aware of the danger of this “a priori” method - as Guthrie (1962) pp.171f. calls it: viz.,
circamstantial evidence. There is a tradition for Empedocles’ being a pupil of Pythagoras
expelled from the Pythagorean school for revealing Pythagorean secrets (D.L. 8.54-56). In
Empedocles fr.129 be is an admirer of Pythagoras (see my discussion of this in the relevant
chapter). As admirer of the Pythagoreans: Theophrastus apud Simplic. in Phys. 25,19. Both
Parker (1983) p.291 and Bames (1979) I, p.323,n.17 use Empedocles to restore Pythagorean
doctrine, as does Claus (1981) p.114 - with caveat.

" Woodbury (1966) p.598; cf. Burkert (1972) p.112.

> Empedocles lived ¢.494-434; cf. the probable doctrines followed by Pindar in Oly.2 and fr.133
(q.v.).

' On the idea of the bios: Burkert (1985) pp.301f.



22

such as the Dionysiac mystery cults.'”” On a number of points one can separate

Pythagoreanism from these movements (for example, Eleusis et al):

(D Pythagoreanism is founded on the words of a human;"® Bacchic cults on a
god; Orphic cult on a mythic figure."” On this point Pythagoreanism resembles
Empedocles’ beliefs: no god appears to predominate as a figure of worship.”® The
movement appears to be based less on worship than on promulgating a way of life
(bios).” This does not imply rejection of the gods in any way; in Empedocles’
cosmic system the traditional names for the various deities are retained even
though he is moving towards a grasp of immateriality.”” To continue the
Empedoclean parallel, it was possible for a human to assume god-head, as
Empedocles does at fragment 112. Despite this, there is little evidence of

Pythagorean worship as such, apart from the leader’s obvious charismatic force.”

7 Cf. Burkert (1982) pp.125-133.

¥ The Pythagorean mythology is late. For example, I cannot agree with Koller (1971) about “Die
Jenseitreise, ein pythagoreischer Ritus” of the third century BC: Pythagorean groups do not
appear to exist after the fourth century BC - Guthrie (1962) p.180. However, Pythagoras is
connected with a katabatic joumey (in Parmenides): Burkert (1972) p.163; Burkert (1969)
pp.25,27. For Raven (1948) p.22, Parmenides is a dissident Pythagorean; cf. Blank (1982)
pp.168,174.

1 Burkert (1985) p.300.

% There is a tradition linking Pythagoras with Apollo in the contexts of (a) Hyperborean Apollo:
Aristotle fr.191 Rose; cf. Marcovitch (1976) pp.334ff.; (b) Apollo Genitor with an altar for
bloodless sacrifice: numerous references in Burkert (1972) pp.180,n.108; cf. pp.113,119-120);
also cf. Détienne (1972) p.46 on offerings - he makes Apollo Genitor into the patron of the
universal health food store; (¢) Delphic Apollo: by means of etymology - Skutsch (1968) p.151.1
would hardly call this evidence of a tendency to monotheism contra Gomperz (1901) p.139, who
bases his discussion on very late evidence. Of course, the ascetic tradition would be in keeping
with Apolline moderation: cf. Comford (1922) p.145 and Minar (1942) p.130.

2L Of course, in Christian tradition the two do come together in the monastic life.

*2This is not fully realised until Plato: cf. R.Renehan “On the Greek Origins of the Concept of
Incorporeality and Immateriality” GRBS 21 (1980) 105-138.

* Again tradition makes Pythagoras a god or a daimon; his near contemporaries seem to regard
him as all too human: cf. Heraclitus fragments 40 and 129. On Pythagoras’ charisma: Kahn
(1979) p.114.
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(2) Although there is little to suggest that Pythagoreans lived in communes
together (a “way of life” does not necessarily imply a life together),”* there seems
to have been a spirit of community involvement, founded on the tradition of
Pythagoras as a moral reformer, pulling Croton together into a strong unit® It
does seem as though these points fit well with the supposedly aristocratic position
of the Pythagoreans (viz. in political clubs and power; as reformers, but
independent).”® Burkert may be closest when he sees Pythagoreanism as a
9 27

“sect”.””  Republic 600b (where Plato makes his only reference to Pythagoras by

name) may be significant in this respect.”®

3) Nor was Pythagoreanism akin to the “quick fix” cults such as the
Eleusinian mysteries or cathartic Dionysiac revels; admittance may have been by

degrees (cf. the monastic novitiate),29 and the fact that it had a bios stresses the

2 de Vogel (1966) p.187; Burkert (1982) pp.15ff. on communal property. It is easy to picture
Pythagoreans as hippies, especially in the light of the Middle Comedy evidence: see Bremmer
(1992) p.205; Détienne (1981) pp.227ff. lists examples; a fuller listing is in DK 58 E (pp.478-
480).

2 Dunbabin (1948) p.361.

*Debate rages over the aristocratic tendencies of the Pythagoreans. Tradition holds that the
Pythagorean movement was one of the aristocracy - D.L. 8.3 - while the Orphics were from a
lower class.

7 Also Guthrie (1962) p.148. “Sect” has unfortunate connotations, but Burkert’s definition -
Burkert (1982) p.3 (quoted in Appendix B) - does fit the movement well.

BaAAG 87 el pny Snpooiar, idiar Ticlv Tiyepwv moideiag avtdg (Bv Adyetar  “Opmpog
vevéoBar, ol exelvov TMydnwv £ni cuvouciol kai Tolg voTépolg 630V Tiva Topédocav Plov
‘Opnpikiy, donep TuBaydpag avtdg 1€ Sradepdving £nL To0T® TyammOn, kol ol dotepot €11
kol viv ITv@aydpetov 1pémov Emovopdfovieg 100 Plov Siapaveic nn dokodoiv elvar £v 1toig
dAroig; Long (1948) p.28 believes that Pythagoras is being held up as a moral teacher; cf. Raven
(1948) p.1. I wonder whether this passage is not also making the point that Pythagoras left none
of the mimetic writings which Plato criticises at Republic 364b-365a (contra D.L. 8.6-8).

** Timaeus apud Iamblichus VP 72 suggests a five year silence; this implies communal life and is
no doubt a reflection of the late date of the sources. Minar (1942) p.28 gives a convenient
summary of lamblichus’ (VP 71-74) stages of induction into the Pythagorean movement.
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permanence of its followers. As Burkert has noted,”® the Pythagoreans use the
“tools” of these movements - catharsis, abstinence, ritual - but in an entirely
different and permanent context. Instead of a few days of abstinence and ritual
lustration (as at Eleusis), life becomes a permanent search for that formerly
temporary state of purity.”’ Obviously this is not a state of affairs which would be
welcome to everyone; it involves a complete change of lifestyle - a point which
may help to explain the revolts against the Pythagoreans. A blend of political
power’> and promulgation of unusual life-style might well produce an explosive
situation.” Moreover, at Eleusis there seems to have been little stress on an
initiate’s moral obligations during life (apart from the exclusion of murderers, for
example).”® Compare the Orphic movement with its burden of guilt to work
through, or the crime of the daimon in Empedocles. More differences will become

apparent as I discuss aspects of doctrine.

The majority of commentators accept that transmigration is the only
belief/doctrine that can be attributed to Pythagoras on certain grounds.”  This is

confirmed by fragment 7 of Xenophanes of Colophon (apud D.L. 8.36):°®

** Burkert (1985) p.303

*! Parker (1983) p.299; cf. Burkert (1985) p.302: “the bios has discarded cult”.

32 Especially if it was anti-democratic, oligarchic, aristocratic in a time of tyranny: Burkert
(1985) p.303 terms it “elitism”; cf. Minar (1942) p.127 on the lower class tastes of the tyrant
Micythus of Rhegium (and the Peisistratids) who favoured Orphism. Cf. Appendix B.

*Cf. the tradition that beans were forbidden because of their link with democratic voting:
Morrison (1955) p.148; Grant (1980) p.301 cites Ps.-Plutarch and (p.302) Hippolytus Ref. 6.27.5.
Also Guthrie (1962) p.185.

** Parke (1986) pp.59-72 on the routine of the Eleusinian mysteries.

*Lack of evidence denies Pythagoras a role - despite the huge tradition - in the mathematical
discoveries which bear his name: Burkert (1972) - cited by Kahn (1974) p.162; cf. p.169 - would
see no scientific side to Pythagoreanism before Hippasus, Bames (1979) I, p.101 agrees that
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0 8¢ mepi avToV POy ovtwg Exer’
Kot ToTé pv otuhpeA{oplévou oK HAAKOG TOPLOVTQ
dpaoiv Erorktipor kol t08e ¢dobor €mog
“Movoor unde paml , éxei N didov dvépog ol
yuxn, Ty Eyvav ¢deyEapévng atwv.”
This passage illustrates three important points: the idea of continuity of self -
shown by the “recognition” of the puppy by Pythagoras; the fact that the human

soul can transmigrate into dogs (and by assumption, into other animals, although

this is not shown);’’ and the popular recognition of transmigration in a period

Pythagoras was not mathematicus. Contra - cf. the review of Burkert (1972) in de Vogel (1970);
also Guthrie (1962); and Long (1948) p.15 who wavers on the opinion that Pythagoras might
have made some discoveries. As for Pythagoras’ polymathy (in Heraclitus fr.129), it does not
necessarily imply learning/knowledge specifically in mathematics or science: cf. Kahn (1979)
pp.113-114,

*The ascription is D.L.’s own; however, there is little doubt that it refers to Pythagoras.
Maddalena (1964) - in a review of Burkert (1962) Weisheit und Wissenschaft: studien zu
Pythagoras, Philolaos und Platon (Verlag Hans Carl,Niimberg = Lore and Science in Ancient
Pythagoreanism, 1972) - is one of the few who believe that the fragment does not refer to
transmigration or to Pythagoras (pp.111 & 113). This is part of an attempt (mainly successful) to
contradict Burkert’s theory of Pythagoras as mystic/shaman (p.103). For Maddalena, Pythagoras
(if it is Pythagoras) recognises “..non di un suo defunto amico, ma soltanto d’un suo amico” (cf.
p.112,n.1). He relates this to the theory that all animals and humans are composed of particles of
the same (p.115; not a contemporary view). I find this rather implausible, as did Burkert in the
English edition of Weisheit [= Burkert (1972) p.120,n.1]. For example, Maddalena - who
suggests that Plato projected metempsychosis back onto the Pythagoreans, and that it did not
really appear as a doctrine until the fifth century (p.116,n.2) - cites (p.116) Phaedo where
Socrates has to explain the Pythagorean theory of transmigration to Simmias and Cebes
(themselves Pythagoreans).

¥ Cf. KR p.224 for this point. One could, of course, restore the doctrine to include transmigration
only from humans to dogs and vice versa, or even postulate that dogs are a higher incarnation,
based on the scanty evidence, but it seems very unlikely. As Gomperz (1901) p.126 notes, the
Greeks had a reputation for cruelty to animals (confra Egypt, where some animals were
worshipped as gods). It would thus seem to be considerably worse to be incarnated as an animal
than as a human - as this fragment shows.
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contemporary with Pythagoras’ lifetime.*® For Xenophanes could not successfully

satirize beliefs which were not recognizable to his audience.”

The first of these points is very important in the history of reincarnation. It
is indeed a sine qua non of any intelligible system of reincarnation that there is
some continuity of self (usually through memory®® - cf. Platonic anamnesis). This
is especially so if reincarnation occurs within a moral framework of reward and
punishment, viz., when the soul has to remove itself from the reincarnation
cycle/ladder by living “good” lives. Without some sort of continuity, a soul is blind
to the path which it should best pursue. It is the precepts of Pythagoreanism

which should act as a necessary aide-mémoire in this case.

On the subject of memory, one of the Pythagorean rules stated that a
Pythagorean could not get out of bed in the morning until he/she had recalled to
mind all the events of the previous day, in order.* It has been assumed that such
cultivation of memory can be of assistance in recalling not only recent events, but,
if enough care is taken, previous lives.* Certainly, Empedocles fr.129 bears

witness to Pythagoras’ extraordinary memory;*

3% Long (1948) only mentions the first two points; he alludes to general knowledge of the doctrine
only in the fifth century (p.21) with reference to Herodotus 2.123.

* Claus (1981) p.115. On the intended audiences of the Presocratics, vide Thesleff (1990) p.113;
he believes that Xenophanes was one of the first of the Presocratics who intended his work to
reach a wider audience.

“°Long (1948) makes this connection with personal identity (p.26f.).

! Tamblichus VP 165; Frankel (1975) p.274.

“Vernant (1991) p.330. Barnes (1979) I, p.108 on “experiential memory”.

43 As Morrison (1955) p.136 comments, one of the few early pieces of evidence which are not
hostile or ironic. A note of caution - if it were not for Empedocles’ own claim to remember his
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To return to fr. 7, the continuity of self (personal survival)* is given
primitive expression through Pythagoras’ recognition of the soul’s “voice”
(bark).* As Frankel comments, “..the soul is reborn as a dog, not is a dog.”*
The soul’s identity (ego?)* is seen as a separate (and separable) entity, giving

personality to the body, and transferring that personality to the next body that it

48
ensouls.

As to the actual mechanics of transmigration, we have very little early
evidence. Herodotus’ overview of reincamnation (2.123) links with Aristotle’s

criticism of the Pythagorean view of the soul at De anima 407b12-26: that is, the

past lives, one could take the passage to mean simply that Pythagoras was a good historian of
past events; one can do the same with Ion fragment 4 (D.L.1.120), as I have demonstrated in
Appendix A,; cf. Parker (1983) p.291 and Maddalena (1964) p.116,n.2. Long (1948) p.21 - in
what I believe to be a mandatory and incorrect judgement - thinks that the passage shows that
Pythagoras could only remember the past 1000 years. I do agree, however, that we cannot assume
great accuracy in this passage: for example, we cannot say that Pythagoras was in his 31st
incarnation - as Long (ibid) agrees. D.L. 8.4-5 lists Pythagoras’ past incarnations, on the
doubtful authority of Heraclides Ponticus. Cf. Ovid Metamorphoses 15.158-164. Rohde (1925)
Appendix X, p.598ff., discusses the significance of the incarnations, as does Skutsch (1968)
p.151, based on etymology. There is a modern work (1925) which lists Pythagoras’
reincarnations back to 600,000BC when his heavenly soul was incarnated in the body of a
Tlavatli chief!: cited by Navia (1990).

“ Barnes (1979) 1, p.105, who contrasts this with psychic survival (p.115).

* Bremmer (1987) p.85 notes that in the underworld souls make squeaking or humming noises -
they do not speak. Gerber (1970) p.251 cites Bowra’s comment that the word used of the dog’s
voice in fr. 7 is usually used of humans, and vice-versa.

“8 Frankel (1975) p.273; cf. Vernant (1991) pp.190 & 330: “It is the soul in me and not my soul.”
As Bames expresses it (1979) I, p.106, “Metempsychosis is the doctrine of the transcorporation
of the self; and the psyche is the self.”

“’ Burkert (1985) p.300.

“ Claus (1981) p.115; cf. Long (1948) p.27. It is the primitive prototype of the Platonic soul of
Phaedo. However, it is not seen as the life-force or seat of consciousness of the body: Lesher
(1992) p.74,n.1. On the question of the immortality of the soul in Pythagorean thought there are
no statements comparable to Empedocles fragments 11 and 112: cf, Guthrie (1962) pp.181 &
196.
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idea of the random nature of the soul’s journey from body to body. Zuntz would
argue that aimless wandering from incarnation to incarnation was a feature of early
Pythagorean belief - an illustration of the lack of coherent thought on the soul in
the sixth and early fifth centuries.”” What one would look for is some sort of
reasoning behind “good” and “bad” incarnations (for example, a moral “ladder” of
“pad” — “good” incarnations).”® However, as Long has remarked, Herodotus is
merely providing a summary of what he sees to be happening but knows little
about; he is not defining a comprehensive doctrine.” There would appear to be

little ethical or moral significance in such a cycle of incarnation.

Is it relevant that the dog is being punished? That is, is life as a dog a
punishment for the once-human soul? If punishment is required (and this is
assuming more than the evidence can convey), why would Pythagoras stop the
(necessary) blows? The link of kinship may be the reason; preservation of the
beater’s own soul might also be relevant. The problem with this kind of reasoning

is that it ignores Xenophanes’ satiric intent.”® The fact that the soul in the dog was

“ Zuntz (1971) pp.264 & 264,1.5); Philip (1966) p.152 agrees. Burkert (1982) p.19 believes that
belief in transmigration took no “dogmatic form”; it is dangerous to presume this because of the
lack of evidence. Claus (1981) pp.115,118 discusses the problem of continuity of more than one
view of psyche in the same period (and the inherent contradictions); for example, the Homeric
view of psyche at death, and the view expressed in Xenophanes. Cf. Guthrie (1962) p.318.
**Long (1948) p.27 protests against a “mechanical and non-moral process”, an objection with
which I would agree.

' Long (1948) p.27, who also believes that Herodotus is referring accurately to the Pythagoreans
(e.g., p-23).

521 esher (1992) pp.79f. summarises the views of the majority of commentators who believe that
Xenophanes is satirising transmigration. Lesher believes that it is the ridiculous idea that
Pythagoras can recognise souls that is being attacked: i.e., it is an attack of much the same sort as
Heraclitus fr.129. Long (1948) p.17 accepts the passage, but asks - with good reason - whether it
may be “satirical exaggeration”.
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a friend of Pythagoras’ suggests that it once inhabited the body of a Pythagorean:
thus the fragment makes a mockery of the intent of the Pythagorean bios by
presenting a Pythagorean (who - presumably - followed Pythagoras’ dictums)

incarnated in a lower rather than higher life.”®

The other option is that there is only one incarnation and it is a punishment

life - and for this there is no Pythagorean or comparative evidence.™

One must assume that incarnation back into human form (at least) is
eventually possible.” It would be a very depressing outlook for the future if it

were not.

The next question is whether one can restore an ultimate aim to the
system.”® There is no evidence for the number of incarnations or the length of time

required to complete the cycle.”” Long believes that Herodotus 2.123 is based on

58

Pythagorean beliefs,” and that the details given are correct (viz., the length of the

31t was not being held up as an example of Pythagoras’ illustration of the consequences of not
listening to his precepts.

**But cf. Pindar fr.133.

55 As in all systems of reincarnation in this early period.

5 For example, Empedocles uses transmigration (founded on a basis of a “fall” of mankind) as
part of a wider cosmic system. Jaeger (1947) p.64 restores a Pythagorean cosmology, as does van
der Waerden (1952) pp.129f1f. also, including a doctrine of eternal recurrence - see Appendix E.
5T ¢f. Zeller (1881) p.485. There is no idea of the body as prison/tomb of soul which one sees in
Phaedo or Cratylus.

8 Rather than a lost account of metempsychosis - Long (1948) p.23. Tomin (1988) p.30 would
agree that the 3,000 years is a Pythagorean feature.
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cycle is 3000 years and this involves incarnation in all measure of creatures). The

passage seems to me to be much closer to Empedocles fragments 117 and 115 2

As for the end of the cycle (if there is an end?), there is no evidence to
assume either an Empedoclean aim for divinity (apart from the report in Aristotle
fr.192 Rose that Pythagoras was - presumably - a daimonic figure) or a Pindaric
heroification.” Likewise there is no hint of re-absorption into a common soul
mass.” Indeed it is impossible to find a likely end to the cycle if one knows
nothing about the beginnings. There is no hint of any original sin requiring
atonement (as in Orphism; cf. Pindar fr.133) through reincarnation, although
discharge of some sort of burden of guilt is a common dcnominator in Southern

Italian religion.”

Obviously, questions on post-mortem judgement, reward and punishment
and the mechanics of the next incarnation, cannot be answered with any degree of
certainty:® however, parallels will be drawn in the chapters on Empedocles and

Pindar.

%1 do not see the absence of plants or the time difference (cf. fr.115) as significant if - on Long’s
(1948) p.27 theory - Herodotus is merely making a short summary.

5 As Bolton (1962) p.129, Guthrie (1962) pp.202f. and others assume.

S KR p.224; Maddalena (1964) p.115 would see this as a possibility.

52 That is, salvation religion - Comford (1922) p.141. Parker (1983) pp.291,300: it recurs in
Empedocles and Pindar and is certainly present in the Orphic evidence. Jamblichus VP 85 fits
Pythagoras into this guilt culture: “Pleasure is in all circumstances bad; for we came bere to be
punished and we ought to be punished.” Cf. Dodds (1951) p.152; Minar (1942) p.105.

53 Philip (1966) pp.152-153, Burkert (1972) pp.133-134, and Barnes (1979) I, p.104 offer a
comprehensive list of questions which cannot be answered about the Pythagoreans without
reference to a very wide and varied field of sources, as Burkert’s responses show: “Each of these
questions is answered in more than one way in the ancient tradition, and there would be small
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The only links which do bind Pythagorean transmigration to some sort of
doctrine are the taboos and abstinences, which, I think, supply part of the ethical
background.** It is a logical step to postulate - in the presence of a large number
of rules and taboos (symbola; acousmata) placed on certain forms of behaviour
and custom within the movement - that lifestyle was relevant to Pythagoreanism

and (by the nature of the precepts) to the soul’s ethical/moral well-being.

Abstention from beans is the most famous injunction in the
Pythagorean/Orphic tradition, a result of Empedocles fr.141,” and one which is

rich, symbol-laden and contradictory.®® It seems likely that the abstinence from

prospect of success in an undertaking to crystallise out a sharply defined ‘doctrine of
Pythagoras’.” (p.135). Note that the gold leaves have no validity as examples of Pythagorean
eschatology - contra Zuntz (1972) pp.321,343,381,383,392f. who uses them to give an ethical
dimension to Pythagoreanism; cf. Seaford (1986) p.9 & n.34.

5 Transmigration can be the sine qua non of the abstinences; but this does not necessarily mean
that transmigration precedes the taboos, for it provides a plausible reason for the taboos - a very
cyclic and possibly contradictory argument. Cf. Kahn’s comment - (1974) p.165 - that
reincarnation provides for a mystical view of life and destiny, and a cult society with
vegetarianism as a form of pollution. See Douglas (1975) p.55: “Pollution rites in essence
prohibit physical contact..It seems that physiological pollutions become important as symbolic
expressions of other undesirable contacts which would have repercussions on the structure of
social or cosmological ideas.”

55 8e1dot, mdvdetdot, Kudpov dno xelpag Execat.

% Cf. Aristoxenus’ comment that in fact beans were Pythagoras’ favourite food because of their
purgative value: apud Aulus Gellius Noctes Atticae IV.11.4-6, cited by Grant (1980) p.300, who
belicves that the contradictions in the tradition led to allegorizing of the symbola, thus a
prohibition against eating heart is interpreted as “do not harm your soul by eating it with
worres” (p.301); cf. D.L. 8.18. Vlastos (1970) p.111,n.62 associates Aristoxenus’ view with his
rationalising of magical elements; Guthrie (1962) pp.169,191 with his friendship with the last of
the Pythagoreans.

Cf. Parker’s (1983) p.361 comment that Jamblichus VP 106, “..sums up the ambiguities of the
tradition when he states explicitly that Pythagoras banned such foods as were indigestible, or
alien to the gods, or on the contrary, sacred to the gods or so worthy of honour, or, finally, liable
to interfere with the purity, moderation, or mantic powers of the soul.” (!) Parker - sq.
R.S.Brumbaugh & J.Schwartz (1980) “Pythagoras and beans: a medical explanation” Classical
World 73, 421f. - interprets the taboo as resulting from an “easily observable causal connection”,
viz. from favism: fabia vicia are deadly to those Mediterranean dwellers suffering from a certain
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beans is more of a primitive taboo than a meaningful injunction.”” Other symbola
(mostly cited from Aristotle’s fragmentary work on the Pythagoreans) give

prohibitions on similarly superstitious grounds.®®

Other alimentary taboos/injunctions can be linked more specifically with
reincarnation (especially on the testimony of Empedocles).” Evidence points to
the Pythagoreans’ being vegetarian, or semi-vegetarian. That they were known for
their vegetarianism was well enough recognized for it to be parodied in Middle

Comedy at Athens in the fourth century.”

inherited enzyme deficiency (p.365). For other “meanings” of the taboo (particularly associated
with eschatology), cf. Burkert (1972) pp.183-184 and Guthrie (1962) pp.184-5: e.g. beans
resembling testicles, the gates of Hades, the universe; their appearance when buried; their lack of
nodes, and etc... Vide Parker (1983) p.365: “Ancient explanations certainly present the bean as a
bizarre, polluted, and structurally ambiguous product, associated with sex, the cycle of birth and
death, and Hades”. I have already mentioned the link with democratic voting: Minar (1942) p.64.
Bremmer (1992) p.212 associates the ban with the Pythagorean desire to control life, including
emotions and, in this case, bodily functions. This is a quite persuasive point of view; cf. the
explanation of Cicero apud Aulus Gellius Noctes Atticae IV .2, that flatulence (from beans) upset
the Pythagorean’s mental tranquillity.

57 Cf, Minar (1942) p.64; Philip (1966) pp.155f. Détienne (1972) p.40 disagrees. Guthrie (1962)
p-167 notes that although the traditions antedate the sixth century, nevertheless we only have
evidence for their appearance in Pythagorean belief in the fifth century.

8 For example: spitting on one’s nail-clippings; stirring the fire with a knife. For examples:
Burkert (1972) pp.171-173; KR pp.226f. on the list from Iamblichus Protrepticus 21 (= DK
58C6). There is no case for saying that these prohibitions first arose among the Pythagoreans,
because similar precepts are found in Hesiod Works and Days 727, 742-3, 729: cf. West (1971)
p.217; Burkert (1972) pp.173,n.57 & 178; Parker (1983) pp.292f. Moreover, there appears to be
a common root to these prescriptions, which also appear in similar forms in other societies:
Guthrie (1962) p.185,n.2; West (1971) p.66 on Upanishad parallels; Long (1948) p.26; Parker
(1983) p.292 notes that despite their prevalence in comparative anthropological discussion, there
is little Greek evidence.

5 The links could also be made on comparative evidence such as the Laws of Manu (5.48,55) -
West (1971) p.61 - or from Buddhist beliefs. However, the fact that a close Greek contemporary
exists with a similar doctrine makes the assumptions more plausible.

" For example, Détienne (1981) p.228 discusses r.219 Kock from Alexis’ Tarentines where
vegetarians fight over pieces of dog meat; I wonder whether this is an analogy with Xenophanes
fr.7; more likely it is a mark of social degradation. Détienne p.227f. gives a short list of examples
from the fragments of New Comedy. He notes - along with Guthrie (1962) (p.187) - that the
comments may also refer to the Cynics; certainly there was a traditional way of referring to
“wise” men and philosophers with unusual life-styles, viz. dirty, smelly, ragged and barefoot,
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The nature of the abstention from meat (i.e. vegetarianism) is problematic.
One side of the tradition reports that not only eating meat, but killing animals,
sacrificing animals to the gods at the altar, and - most radically - associating with
butchers and hunters were activities to be avoided.” Another opinion is that there
were degrees within the movement, and certain Pythagoreans placed firmer
restrictions on meat-eating than others.”” The less radical tradition is expressed by
Iamblichus who reports that the group ate only foods (including animals) into
which souls did not enter.” Another point of view is that animals not beneficial to
mankind could be eaten (for example, goats and pigs which interfere with
agriculture) but more domesticated animals (living close to man - for example,
sheep and cattle) could not, and the working ox was strictly forbidden.”  This
would seem to be an indication of the degree of distance of domestic relations

between humans and animals, which was expressed in terms of their ensoulment;”

eating herbs and drinking water. von Fritz (1940) p.76 makes the point that these Pythagoreans
may be the survivors from the acousmatici who fled from Magna Graecia after the second revolt
in the fifth century.

"I Budoxus apud Porphyry VP 7 (DK 14B9). Berthiaume (1982) offers a concise discussion of
butchers. His sources for the Pythagoreans are late (e.g. Philostratus: p.81-2).

2 Jamblichus VP 81, 87: the acousmatici and the mathematici. Porphyry VP 37 defines the two
groups: the former do not know all the secrets of the movement (and only partially abstain); the
latter have full, deep knowledge (and fully abstain): Guthrie (1962) pp.192ff.; Burkert (1982)
pp.20f. However, in any movement like this there will always be adherents going to further
extremes than others: cf. self-inflicted penances among Christian ascetics (scourging etc.).
”DL.8.19

™ Aristoxenus fr.25,29a Wehrli (see DK 58D; D.L. 8.20 on the ox); cf. Ovid Metamorphoses
15.110-115 and 120-145. The large section on Pythagoras at Metamorphoses 15.60-478 may
reflect the influence of Empedocles - Burkert (1972) p.180,n108; as Little (1970) pp.355,343-4
has perceived, however, for all that it purports to discuss Pythagoras’ ethics and reincarnation
beliefs, it is really concerned with the concept of renewal in terms of transformation/evolution.
Cf. van der Waerden (1965) col. 853, 854,

73 ¢f. Vernant (1991) pp.298f.



34

thus it is a matter of which animals a human soul can enter in.”® As well as this,
there were other forbidden animals which must surely fit into the “taboo” category
- the abstinences appearing to have no rational grounds.”’ A restriction on eating

the heart and womb is obvious as these are representative of life.”®

As the structuralists (Détienne, Vemnant et al) have noted, a consequence
of the Pythagorean rejection of animal sacrifice would be a position beyond the
pale of Promethean religion, and, as such, apart from the polis. It implied
destruction of the proper ordered relationship and traditional channels of
communication between men and gods and, if the aim was to return to a Golden

Age,” arejection of the Olympian gods and/or descent into chaos.®

My major objection to this point of view is the lack of evidence. Surely

such a rejection of gods and institutions, and an assumption of the divine, could

S That the psyche is seen as human regardless of whether it is ensouled in a human or animal
body is expressed in Xenophanes fr.7.

""The ban on white cocks is likewise mysterious, although Marcovitch (1976) - based on
Lucian's Gallus - gives numerous associations, including that with Apollo and prophesy (pp.332-
335), Guthrie (1962) p.190 gives comparative examples. Cf. Levy (1965) pp.55-56. Other
unusual bans are on mullet and blacktail (D.L. 8.33); the red mullet evidently ate corpses and
dead fish as well as being blood-coloured and sacred to Hecate - cf. Parker (1983) p.362, who
also (p.261-3) discusses the fish banned at Eleusis, and the reasons for the bans.

"8 A ban on eating eggs and oviparous animals is also understandable in these terms: Parker
(1983) pp.261-3; cf. Guthrie (1962) p.188 for other testimonia. To the heart and womb can be
added the loin, testicles, marrow, feet and head - Porphyry VP 43,

" Beans are the opposite of spices, and spices are the food par excellence of the Golden Age:
Détienne (1981) p.222.

*This area is treated by Détienne (1981) pp.217-222, (1972) pp.44ff., and (1959); Détienne &
Vernant (1989); Vemant (1991) p.280 on the correct place of men between beasts and gods;
Gordon (1981) in toto. Parker (1983) embraces a lesser form of these concepts, when he stresses
that taboos are expressions of partition (p.295).
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not have passed without some backlash.®” The structuralists would argue, though,

that the intentions of the Pythagoreans’ actions were secret even to themselves.®

But there does not appear to have been a conservative reaction on religious

s 84

grounds,” nor is there any evidence for Détienne’s “anti-system...counter-polis
After the revolts, the Pythagoreans were depicted in fourth century comedy as
crazy, but hardly a danger to the stability of the polis. At Croton, the Pythagoreans
were prominent in the life of the polis, and tradition makes Pythagoras moral
reformer to the beleaguered city.® Politically prominent Pythagoreans could not

exist on the margins of society.*® For example, (after the revolts) Archytas was

81 Unfortunately there is no record of the reaction to Empedocles’ claim to divinity - fr.112 - to
compare. Vide Vernant (1991) p.296 on the removal of sacrifice equating with the removal of the
boundary which prevents men from achieving divine status.

%2 Or, as Détienne (1981) p.222 argues, reforming the city from within is the milder form of this
rejection, practiced by those Pythagoreans who ate some meat. The radicals practised total
rejection,

¥ The two revolts in Croton - ¢.510 and ¢.450BC - seem to have been politically motivated: von
Fritz (1940) p.92; Minar (1942) p.64. Contra Apollonius of Tyana apud Iamblichus VP 254-64,
who states that the uprising was a result of the Pythagoreans’ irritating habits which their
opponents found insulting - cited by Morrison (1955) p.148.

¥ Détienne (1981) (p.222).

%5 Jamblichus VP 37 - late evidence, of course; Dunbabin (1948) p.361; von Fritz (1940) pp.95f.
Morrison (1955) pp.149-150 makes the comparison with the role of Epimenides at Athens.

% Cf, Bremmer (1992) pp.205-214, esp. p.212: Bremmer would see the Pythagoreans as an
aristocratic group struggling to keep their place in a nouveau riche (mercantile) society through
the aid of self-regulating props (the symbola), rather than as a marginal group shunning the
polis. However, Athenian political clubs, facing similar problems in the democratic transition do
not have religious precepts. Contra Bremmer’s concept of the rules, I would argue that (a) the
symbola existed before Pythagoras founded his group; (b) they are more likely to be peasant
beliefs - Parker (1983) p.292: it is unlikely that even land-based aristocrats would revert to such
primitive superstitions; (c) the political situation in Magna Graecia was heading towards tyrant
dynasties rather than democracy (cf. Theron of Acragas; Dion of Syracuse). The threat of rule of
an individual to this group cannot be totally rejected, of course. Cf. von Fritz (1963) col.244,
Berthiaume (1982) p.120,n.43 on Détienne and marginalization.
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democratically elected to rule in Tarentum even though he was a strong

Pythagorean follower.*’

The rationale behind vegetarianism in these movements (Orphic,
Pythagorean and Empedoclean alike) is that the soul transmigrates into animal (and
sometimes vegetal) bodies; to kill an animal is to destroy the receptacle which

holds the soul.

Bames has questioned the connection between reincarnation and the killing
of animals:

If death marks not the cessation of life but rather the transformation

to a different vital form, death will often be a boon for the victim;

and a metempsychosic killer might well reason that the slaughter of

a sheep was a deed of moral worth, in that it removed a person

from the tedium of ovine existence and accelerated his return to the

divine from which his psychic peregrinations began.®®
This point of view neglects (a) the effect that the killing has on the slayer’s own
soul when he/she becomes a murderer (for example, a worse life for the murderer
in the next incarnation); (b) the possibility that it may have been necessary for that
soul to live out its full life span before passing to the next life (in requital/penance,

for example); and (c) that - as in Empedocles fr.137 - one may be doing the il

deed to a relative.® I concede that there is no evidence in Pythagoreanism to

%7 yon Fritz (1940) p.97. If anything, there seems to have been a heightened tolerance towards
unusual religious beliefs in Magna Graecia (cf. Theron of Acragas in Chapter 2).

% Barnes (1979) 1, pp.124f. referring mainly to Empedocles.

% ¢f. Porphyry De abst. 111,26
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suggest any scenario in particular; however, (a) seems explicit in the prohibition
against Kkilling, although it implies a judgement for which there is, again, no
evidence (apart from comparative).”® I will discuss this ethical dilemma in Chapter

3 (Empedocles).

It does seem that if anything was strictly banned, it would be the actual act
of killing - rather than eating - because, after death, the soul no longer inhabits

the body,” and so it would not particularly matter what happened to the body.

However, if one sees all animals as akin - attested as a Pythagorean
belief”> - then it seems that eating an animal’s carcass can be likened to
cannibalism:” the departed soul has tainted the body with its identity. Kinship
may be implied in Xenophanes fr. 7: unfortunately this is our only early evidence.”
The fraternal nature of the Pythagorean movement (including the supposed

95

equality of women) may hint at the links of kinship.” The Pythagorean®® ban on

% Just as there is little evidence to support the notion of return to the divine in Pythagoreanism
contra Empedocles et al.

1 Not merely in Homeric death descriptions; Claus (1981) p.112 notes that the popular view of
death is still that the psyche leaves the body; this is the use of psyche even in Empedocles
(fr.138).

*2 Particularly by Porphyry De abst. II1,26. Guthrie (1962) p.200 & cf. p.186 comments that this
notion of kinship presupposes transmigration. I would hesitate to call this a sine qua non: as I
mentioned, above, one could have a doctrine of reincarnation where the fate of the body was of
NO CONCEr.

>Cf. the horrific example given in Empedocles fr.137 (and fragments 128, 139 and 136);
Détienne (1981) pp.218 & 270,n.8 would cite Hesiod Works and Days 176-9.

% And it only applies to dogs, as KR p.224 note!

°>Women: Iamblichus VP 54-57 on Pythagoras’ speech to the women of Croton; at VP 267 he
lists seventeen prominent female members of the Pythagoreans - vide Clark (1989) pp.xvii f. for a
brief discussion of this. Détienne (1972) pp.124f. sees the inclusion of women as a way of
controlling women’s disruptive influence; for example the belief that women were most sexually
aroused (and thus at their most alluring) in summer when men were at their weakest - Hesiod
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burial in wool - Herodotus 2.81 - is obscure: perhaps it too can be explained as an

example of abuse of kinship (for it is not necessary to kill a sheep for its wool).

Bans on killing, along with other taboos, are concerned with individual
purity, and it is no surprise to find testimony to other forms of asceticism among
the Pythagoreans. There is testimony to customs such as wearing simple white
clothes, avoiding contact with impurity (for example, by not washing in water used
by other people), eating and drinking in moderation, controlling reactions such as
laughter, and physical desires, observing periods of silence etc. It is an Apolline
life of moderation;”’ the connection seems to be that a life of greatest control and

moderation brings greater rewards to the soul after death.

*

Works and Days 586 - and that there was to be no sex in summer: D.L. 8.9, cf. West (1971)
p.160. Of course - apart from the admission of women - the same bonds of kinship could be
applied to the Athenian clubs: cf. Minar (1942) pp.22-26, using G.M.Calhoun Athenian clubs in
politics and litigation (Burt Franklin;N.Y ;1970 [facsimile]) to make his analogies with Athens.
Also, Burkert (1982) p.14.

% Perhaps Orphic?

7 Guthrie (1962) p.203 on Apollo as the god most closely linked with the Pythagoreans. Cf.
Comford (1991[facs.]) p.194. 1 have discussed this, above, n.19. There is another form of
purification which has been connected with Pythagoras’ own thought; this is mental catharsis:
purity achieved through philosophy - Guthrie (1962) pp.204ff.; Cornford (1922) p.143 on
theoria; cf. de Vogel (1966) p.16. KR p.228 suggest that purification is achieved by observance
of the orderliness of the universe. The link is the “partition” - Parker (1983) p.295 - and
orderliness of the Pythagoreans’ own lives which rely on the set rules: Long (1948) p.27. There
is certainly no parallel for this in Empedocles; indeed, it is a Platonic doctrine present in the
“Pythagorean” Phaedo, which may account for its appearance in carly Pythagoreanism: Parker
(1983) p.298. The stumbling block is proving that Pythagoras involved himself in philosophy:
Kahn (1974) p.169. That catharsis could be achieved through activities other than lustration is
shown in the Bacchic tradition. Purification through music has also been suggested as a
Pythagorean precept - cf. the Corybantic rites: Burnet (1952) p.97; Comford (1922) p.145 (who
calls it “psychotherapy”). It is less anachronistic than philosophical catharsis, but as Parker
(1983) p.298 suggests it may have been viewed as curative; cf. Cornford (1922) p.143.
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I have attempted to illustrate how the traditions of
transmigration/reincarnation and the Pythagorean lifestyle interconnect to form a
picture of an unfortunately opaque bios - a picture lacking any deeper meaning
because of the paucity of evidence.”® It is unfortunate that the early evidence is so
sparse and the late evidence so influenced by subsequent forms of ascetic
behaviour. Certainly it is impossible to restore to the Pythagoreans anything near a
complete doctrine of reincarnation without drawing too heavily on comparative
data. In my opinion, Empedocles’ system (minus the cosmic implications) rests on
a basic framework of Pythagorean ideas, a point which I will discuss in the relevant
chapter. What does emerge, though, is that the motivations of the Orphic
movement (vide Appendix B) and the Pythagorean movement rest on very
different foundations, and that even in early thought there is no signs of a coherent
development of a reincarnation “doctrine” from one to the other or from religion
to philosophy”’ - a feature which I find recurring throughout -early

metempsychosic thought in Greece and the western colonies.

°® As Guthrie (1962) p.166 notes, Pythagoras’ teaching must have offered something great, or he
would not have become a legend by the 5th century.

* As Gomperz (1901) p.123 - for example - would see when he makes Orphism and
Pythagoreanism the male and female sides of the same entity. Cf. Appendix B for a discussion of
this perception.
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CHAPTER 2: RECONSTRUCTING A DOCTRINE OF REINCARNATION:
PINDAR OLYMPIAN 2 AND FRAGMENT 133

Pindar Olympian Ode 2.56-80:
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£xotépwiL peivavteg dnd Taumov ddikwv €xeLy

Yoy av, £1e1dav Atog 686v tapa Kpdvou toporv: €vBa poakdpwv 70
VACOG WKEAVLOES
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BovAaic év dpbaiot PadapdvOvog, 75
Ov matip ExEL <PE>YOG ETOLHOV QVTO TAPESPOV,

ndoLg 6 mavtwv Péag vréptatov exoicag Opovov.

IInievg 1€ xoi Kddpog &v tololy dAg&yovton

Ayidiéa T Everk’, érel Znvog ftop

Atailg Ereroe, pamp. 80

Pindar Fragment 133 (Bergk): '
otot 8¢ depoedbdva ToLvay Tadalod TEvOeog
déEetan, £¢ 1OV VepBbev dAov keivav Evate €Tl
AavéL801 Yoy og TAALY:
£x 1av Paciifieg dyovol kai cOével kpoumvol codla Te LEYLOTOL
avdpeg abEovt™ £¢ 8¢ Tov Aordv xpdvov fpweg
ayvol Tpog avOpdmwv KaAeVVIOL.

' The numbering of the fragment is that of Bergk; the fragment is sometimes referred to as 137
(Turyn) or 127 (Bowra).



41

Olympian 2 is dated to 476 BC, the year that Pindar arrived in Akragas
(Sicily). At Akragas he composed two Olympian Odes for its ruler, Theron
(Olympian 2 and 3), epinicians to celebrate Theron’s victories at the Olympic
Games of that year, as well as other works which have survived in fragments, but
which give no information about Theron’s, or Pindar’s, religious beliefs. Olympian
3 is a strict epinician or victory ode, incorporating a traditional Olympian or, one
might say, Pindaric, theology. Olympian 2, on the other hand, differs radically
from the typical Pindaric formula, and although it remains laudatory, it is an
eschatological poem, dealing with reincarnation. It is also pitched at a more

personal level than the Olympian 3.

Briefly, Olympian 2 says that when a man (presumably Theron) obtains a
certain wealth of knowledge, he is able to see the future.” He sees that when he
dies his soul is judged (by a nameless judge). Those with a good record from their
stay on earth go to a place full of sunshine, a place where there is little toil or
hardship of any sort, but only a happiness with the gods; the bad undergo harsh
punishment. After a certain period in this existence (the poem does not specifically
state this, but it is the obvious conclusion to draw; one presumes - especially with

lines 68ff. as a guide - that it is a period equivalent to a life-time) the soul is

% See Robbins (1984), who suggests that Oly.2 deals with personal issues, while Oly.3 is shorter,
and was intended for a great civic occasion. He finds “intimations of immortality” in both poems,
but disguised: in Oly.3, Theron has reached the next world, as predicted in Oly.2.

*Cf. Empedocles fr.129 - an example of this knowledge acquired through many incarnations.
Rohde (1925) p.443 xii 41 would interpret this knowledge to mean that a person in the top rank
of human society would obviously think he was going to become a hero in the afterlife.
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incarnated back to an earthly existence, and the cycle begins again. If the soul
keeps itself pure for three lives on each side of the grave (i.e. six in total), it passes
(no judgement is mentioned, but there must be some means of judging whether the
lives have satisfactorily fulfilled the conditions) along the sacred way of Zeus, past
the Tower of Kronos to the Islands of the Blessed in Oceanus. This is a paradise
ruled by Rhadamanthys, Kronos and Rhea, and the home to heroes such as Peleus,
Cadmus and Achilles.* But it is also a paradise open to any soul who can fulfil the

requisite number of good lives.

Fr.133 (cited in Plato Meno 81b-c), is thought to be a fragment of a
threnos (dirge).” It has long been associated with Olympian 2 because of the
metempsychosis in both poems. It cannot be dated with any certainty, nor is it
known where, or for whom it was written. The attribution to Pindar is almost

certain, because of the preceding lines in the Meno:

*There is considerable debate about how Achilles got to this happy paradise, since we last saw
him supremely discontented in a very different place in Odyssey 11.477ff. Koniaris (1988) p.258
suggests that Pindar has given Achilles the only thing he lacked in the Odyssey - happiness, and
he points out that Olympian 2 is much concerned with happiness; he also suggests (pp.263ff.)
that Achilles is the best known hero in the ancient world, and to put him in this paradise is a way
of showing that translation it is the best that one can hope to achieve. Solmsen (1982) p.20 points
out that, in the poem, Thetis pleaded for Achilles to be removed there, and that Pindar had
invented this to explain his presence (for whatever purpose it might serve). Vernant (1981)
pp.289ff. discusses the two faces of death in ancient Greece: viz, death as glorious and death as
unbearable. He comments that the view of Achilles in the Underworld in Odyssey 11 is a radical
denial of the Iliad’s concept of heroic death. Achilles is not able to rejoice in his heroism in
Hades; he is extremely unhappy. Koniaris’ (1988) argument does not seem quite so trite in this
context.

5 The argument about whether the fr. comes from a dirge is hardly relevant here, and extremely
difficult to answer. What is a dirge? - Olympian 2 discusses death and it is not a dirge.
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1922) p.252 was the first to advise caution about considering fr.133 to
be part of a dirge; Lloyd-Jones (1984) p.266 agrees; the view is opposed by Sandys (1915) p.586;
Farnell (1930) p.333; Woodbury (1966) p.599, mainly, it seems, on the grounds of tradition.
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[= Pindar fr.133]
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Persephone is the controlling deity of fr.133: mankind pays to her the
penalty which is their punishment for her grief.” This penalty is exacted “below’:
that is, somewhere in the Underworld, and after eight years of this punishment (the

form of which we do not know) the souls are restored to earth in the ninth year

and incarnated into the bodies of kings, wise men and so on. At the end of this

The similarities with Empedocles’ frr. 8, 11, and 129 are striking; however, the concepts are
earlier (pre-Parmenidean), so the similarities may be coincidental. One presumes that Plato
includes Empedocles among his “divinely inspired” poets: he was certainly the foremost pre-
Platonic thinker on reincamation. See Rose (1936) pp.79-80 on attribution of the fragment; also
McGibbon (1964b) p.7,n.8.

"Sandys (1915) would appear to be in the minority here, in interpreting the woc/grief as
belonging to those paying the penalty; for the different viewpoints on the causes of Persephone’s
grief see: McGibbon (1964b) pp.7ff.; Rohde (1925) p.442 xii 34; Dodds (1951) p.155; Rose
(1936) p.85; Lloyd-Jones (1984) p.260. With regard to Persephone, we have two separate
religious cults - that of Eleusis (where she is Kore in the cult of Demeter) and that of the
“Orphics” (see Appendix B). There is considerable distinction made between Kore, daughter of
Demeter, and Persephone, Queen of the Dead - she is almost another person. The so-called
Eudemian theogony details the destruction of Dionysus-Zagreus by the Titans and the subsequent
revenge of Zeus which produced the human race. This Dionysus was the son of Persephone; her
grief is understandable, and also her hatred of the human race (part-Titanic) from whom she
exacts her mowva. West has reconstructed the Eudemian theogony from the Rhapsodic theogony
via what he sees as the “Cyclic theogony” and parallels with Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca. He dates
the Eudemian theogony to ¢.5S00BC, claiming that it was the poem of Orpheus known to Plato
and Aristotle. See the review of West in CPh LXXXI (1986) 154-159 for a summary and
discussion of these arguments.



single life, the souls become heroes. One can presume that these heroes go to an

Elysium/Islands of the Blessed.

At this point, I would like to address what one might call the different
“administrative processes” of reincarnation in each of the two poems, instead of
regarding them as two aspects of one doctrine. Certainly, conflating the poems
appears to make possible the restoration of a much more of a coherent doctrine of
reincarnation. This is what the majority of scholars have done.® I am very

sceptical about the value of this.” The Ode and the fragment appear, to me, to

*Conflating Olympian 2 and fr.133: Sandys (1915) p.590,n.1; von Fritz (1957) p.85; Bluck
(1958b) pp.405-406; Rohde (1925) p.445 xii 42; Farnell (1930) p.15; Lloyd-Jones (1984)
pp.259ff.; Zuntz (1971) p.85; Des Places (1949) p.175. Viewing as inconsistent: McGibbon
(1964b) p.8; Solmsen (1968) p.505; Rose (1936) pp.80 & 93. Rose (1936) even suggests that the
fragment was written for a Greek from the mainland!
1 want to point out a major anomaly in the traditional interpretation of these two passages. If I
can sum up what scholars think about these passages, it would go like this (it is almost a
syllogism): first, both passages are by Pindar. Second, both passages refer to a doctrine or belief
in reincarnation. Therefore, third, both passages refer to the same doctrine of reincarmation, and,
four, both passages combine to restore for us not only the religious beliefs of Pindar’s patron,
Theron of Akragas, but also the more general beliefs of Sicily and Southern Italy as a whole. I am
not overly exaggerating the influence of these two passages; scholars have leapt on them as
providing our only solid evidence for Akragantine religion. It is hard to blame them: a big
problem when dealing with the eschatological beliefs of Southern Italy is not the paucity of
evidence per se, but the fact that every bit of it appears to contradict the next. To find even two
vaguely similar doctrines in a “reputable” author like Pindar is equivalent to winning X-Lotto.
So, what results? - basically, an amalgam of the two passages, with any difficulties or lacunae
being filled from the corpus of eschatological evidence from Magna Graecia.
?Fr.137 is a salutary lesson to those commentators convinced that Pindar had certain religious
beliefs (viz, reincamation, Orphism, etc.). Fr.137 is quoted by Clement of Alexandria with
reference to the Eleusinian mysteries. This mystery cult is a long way removed from the
reincarnation debate, its purpose being to guarantee a happy afterlife;

SAProg 6otig Ldwv ékeiva

koidav gicty vmd yxB6var

oidev pév Protou 1elevTiy

oidev 8¢ d1écdotov dpydv.
The text per se is not relevant to my argument; merely, the point should be made that by these
examples one can see that Pindar could adapt himself to the particular religious beliefs of his
patron/subject. It is also a warning not to conflate all of the eschatological fragments into one all-
embracing doctrine. As Rohde (1925) writes, Pindar “owes nothing to the Eleusinia” (p.447 xii
48).
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refer not to a common doctrine of reincarnation, but to two doctrines.'® Tt is only
literary tradition which links the poems. My first objection is the fact that the
divine protagonists are different (radically so); this should indicate that the poems

are not to be considered as parts of a whole system.

As well as the different divine figures, the ideas behind the incarnation
process are different; in Olympian 2 there is a judgement based on the soul’s
behaviour in its previous incarnation; in fr.133, Persephone is punishing all the
souls, regardless of their behaviour; it is punishment for bringing her grief. In
Olympian 2, those judged fit go to a temporary paradise while the bad endure
terrible labours. In this poem the soul has a choice - it can act well or it can act
badly; it is self-determined. In fr.133 Persephone acts like Empedocles’ Necessity:
all the souls suffer the same fate, good or bad. Endeavouring to fit fr.133 with the
ideas expressed in Olympian 2, it has been suggested that Persephone is the
(nameless) judge in lines 59-60;'" she is, therefore, also the judge at the final
incarnation (i.e. after the three good lives in each world - 1.68-89). At this final
judgement (fr.133) she makes all the souls, regardless of their past record of good
lives, suffer a final period of punishment (termed an ennaeteris) to make up for
(unspecified) grief caused to her. This, in turn is followed by a final life on earth in

the highest human role - kings, wise men, etc.. An alternative is that Persephone

One might question the chances of two differing doctrines of reincarnation occurring in one
poet. However, all it would require would be two patrons with different beliefs - vide fr.137 by
way of example (previous note).

" Zuntz (1971) p.86.
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inflicted the eight year punishment after every incarnation, but this does not fit with

Olympian 2 and the judgement which separates good and bad.

The major stumbling blocks to this conflation were mentioned above, the
primary objection being that Persephone is not mentioned in Olympian 2. Instead,
there is simply the mysterious “One” (tig :1.59). Pindar had no objection to naming
her in fr.133 as a judge-like figure. Moreover, his use of other Homeric gods in his
Islands of the Blessed shows that he was not inventing a new theology.'> There
must have been a reason for not specifying the name of the god. Obviously, the
available judges did not fit in here (though he could use Rhadamanthys as a
controlling figure in the Islands of the Blessed; [.75). The other alternative is that
he deliberately did not wish to name the judge. This might be the case if the judge
were Hades; H.J.Rose points out that Hades has a reputation for severe
punishment of wrong-doing, and was named (even euphemistically) with the
greatest of reluctance because of his ill-omened role as ruler of the Underworld."”
Hades appears in Olympian 9 (1.33) in Hermes’ psychopompic role, leading
mortals down to the dead. He may have had a judicial role in Aeschylus’
Eumenides (1.270ff); and in Aeschylus’ Suppliants: *“it is said, another Zeus

makes final judgement on wrong-doing among the dead” (230ff.)."* However,

2 Koniaris (1988) p.247 comments that there is no reason to suppose that Pindar saw the
Underworld as a different place post Troiam captam.

3 0CD? s.v. Hades, p.484; Rohde (1925) p.238 writes that the “One” is borrowed from the
teaching of “mystic separatists”. He does, however, cite Plato on the judges of the Underworld:
Hades, Rhadamanthys and Minos (p.239). Lloyd-Jones (1984) p.254 very tentatively suggests
that the judge might be the “subterranean Zeus”: by this I presume he means Hades. He does not
believe this Zeus is the judge.

!4 References and translation from Garland (1985) pp.52,53.
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there are few references to Hades as a judge, and, to my knowledge, no scholars
have suggested Hades as the “One” in Olympian 2. The other alternative is that
Theron’s religious beliefs included a judging figure who did not appear in the
traditional religion, and Pindar wished to gloss over this. I will discuss Pindar’s

strong traditional stance, below.

To begin with Olympian 2, lines 56-83 give quite a clear description of a
reincarnation process."” It is a process involving a judgement, and “sentencing” to
temporary paradise or a life of toil. A certain amount of conjecture is needed to
realise the system fully. My fairly conservative interpretation of the system is as

follows; for the good soul, judgement brings a stay (a lifetime - whether in human

'S The debate over the meaning of £otpig £katépwb was resolved satisfactorily when the Greek
was examined. Other commentators had looked to what possible views the phrase could have
expressed, or, for example, the link of the number three with other beliefs. For example, Demand
(1975) p.355,n.38 tenuously links Pindar and Empedocles on the basis of their use of the number
three. These discussions are abstruse; cf, Long (1948) who argues that in a doctrine of
reincarmation the souls (which have “fallen”) can only pass from this world to their final dwelling
place, not from the judgement place in the Underworld (which Olympian 2 implies). This
illustrates all too well my point about conflating the fragment and the Ode: in doing so, Long has
lost sight of what the Ode actually says - vide von Fritz (1957) pp.85ff. and McGibbon (1964b)
pp.3ff. For an unsound interpretation of the Ode’s purpose see Segal (1985) p.211. Nisetich
(1988) pp.7ff. thinks that Theron saw poetry as the means to salvation and immortality. One is
reminded of Shakespeare’s Sonnet 19 and Spenser’s LXXV. As Koniaris (1988) p.246
comments, immortality achieved through poetry is a “truism”. id. (p.269) on the Ode as a “quasi-
revelation”; also Bowra (1964) pp.121-122. Sandys (1915); Gildersleeve (1907) pp.150-151 see
3 lives in total. Against this, von Fritz (1957) pp.85£f.; McGibbon (1964b) pp.5ff.; Bluck (1958b)
pp.405£f.; Rohde (1925) p.445 xii 42; Woodbury (1966) p.616; Rose (p.93) see 6 lives in total
(three in each world). Lloyd-Jones (1984) p.267,n.37 cannot decide! Three lives in each world
must be the minimum requirement to qualify for the Islands of the Blessed. There has also been
a minor scholarly skirmish over lines 62-62, about whether the lines mean that this temporary
paradise is in permanent equinox, or if it means that earthly night and day are reversed in this
paradise (as fr.129 suggests for Elysium; Rohde (1925) agrees: p.443 xii 37). It is hardly
relevant to reincarnation. For the arguments see, especially, Woodbury (1966) pp.600ff: the
equinox as a mean between mortality and immortality; the equinox as a metaphor for political
equality); Gildersleeve (1907) p.150; Lloyd-Jones (1984) p.255 suggests that days and nights may
be of equal length in the underworld, but points also to the evidence of fr.129.
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or cosmic time) in a paradise that is similar to, but not the same place as, the
Islands of the Blessed where the heroes dwell.'® Because it is necessary to live
well three times in the upper and lower worlds (1.68-69),"" at some stage the soul
must be incarnated into our world after its judgement. This creates considerable
difficulty; is incarnation in our world a punishment for the errant soul which
spoiled its paradise-lifetime? If so, the life in paradise would not be counted among
the lives lived satisfactorily. Therefore, to get three satisfactory lives on earth, a
soul would have to sacrifice deliberately three lives in paradise so that it could
actually get to earth. This would imply a minimum of nine lifetimes before
translation to the Islands of the Blessed.'® This is based on the assumption (which
the Ode implies) that the soul is capable of making moral choices about what sort
of life it will lead.” This makes the concept of deliberately sabotaging one’s lives

implausible.

The most logical way for this to happen is for the incarnations to alternate:

the soul has one lifetime in our world, then the paradise or punishment life, then a

16 Solmsen (1968) pp.503£f. on the problem of two paradises; see also note 46,

17 See, also, Nilsson (1935) pp.214ff.

18 The number nine has some interesting parallels: Guthrie (1962) pp.252-253 makes the analogy
with the nine years in fr.133; Plato’s 9000 years in the Phaedrus; Empedocles’ 9000 year cycle
(if there are three seasons to a year). Did nine perhaps fit the poem better than any other number?
Cf. Marcovich (1964) who compares the evidence for eight years.

' The conclusion of Lloyd-Jones (1984) is that after death the souls are all punished by being
made feeble-witted, his translation of dndhopvor ¢péveg (1.57). There is no indication of this in
any doctrine of reincarnation, nor would it make sense. As Koniaris (1988) pp.249ff. has rightly
argued, the removal of rational choice through feeble-wittedness makes the system irrelevant
(and amoral). Moreover, the regular translation of drndiapvog is lawless or wicked, not feeble-
minded. The argument is not even logical. Lloyd-Jones (1984) reached his conclusion on the
basis of the “ancient grief” of fr.133: making men feeble-minded is how Persephone exacts her
punishment for the murder of her son Dionysus-Zagreus.
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lifetime in our world and so on.?° This fits with other comparable Greek doctrines
of reincarnation, although it is unusual for the life of reward or punishment to be
considered as a,\assessable part of the system, because it is generally a life over
which the soul has little self-determination. One wonders how much souls learn or
remember of their punishment or reward? It is a sine qua non of any intelligible
system of reincarnation that there is some continuity of self (usually through
memory). Yet there is no mention of the souls losing their memory by drinking of

the River of Forgetfulness (Lethe), as in Plato’s Republic and Virgil’s Aeneid.

The judgement itself creates problems, primarily because Pindar glosses
over the fate of the wicked (for obvious reasons - Theron is only interested in his
own fate, and would not like the alternative that he could also go the way of the
wicked). All we learn about the wicked is that they endure labour which cannot
be looked upon (£.67). This would appear to be a sort of Hell or purgatory. Fr.129
perhaps offers a glimpse of this world: after describing an Elysium, Pindar

continues,

*9Von Fritz (1957) p.86 believes in a strict alternation of earth/Hades. He thinks that the soul is
unable to earn merit in Hades, but stays there to be purified by punishments (this is the influence
of fr.133 on his argument). He admits (p.87) that he intends to establish a closer relationship
between Pindar, Empedocles and Phaedrus. McGibbon (1964b) p.5 points out that, for Pindar,
paradise in Qlympian 2 is not the place of recompense; rather it is what the soul desires to attain.
1 would add that in fr.133 the place to which Persephone sends the souls obviously is a place of
recompense; there is no evidence that it is an Elysium, and indeed, it seems unlikely. With regard
to von Fritz’s (1957) theory about merit in Hades, McGibbon (1964b) comments that for the
souls this first paradise is, in a sense, a purgatory, because it is not their final destination. He
believes that paradise was a test of how one responded to one’s reward or punishment (i.e.
favourable or unfavourable circumstances), and denies passivity of the souls in paradise: i.e. it is
possible for the good to deteriorate and the bad to improve in paradise (ibid).
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Can the wicked also be incarnated on earth after a life of this sort? It does not
seem that Pindar is using the Empedoclean idea that our world is Hell; of course,

our world is obviously inferior to a life in paradise, however temporary.”

There is another possibility;f that although the soul can choose what sort of
life it will lead, it cannot choose the place where it will lead this life. That is, it is a
random placement (i.e. in this world or in the Underworld). This does not imply
the removal of judgement altogether. I am suggesting that one must imagine a
duality of worlds: a definite division into a “good world” and a “bad world”, both
in our world and in the Underworld; that is, the good are randomly incarnated only
on the “good side” of the two worlds, and the wicked are randomly incarnated

only on the “bad side”. This is a highly complex idea!

And what of the distinction between good and bad? It is hardly clear-cut; it
seems that only an exemplary life will be counted towards one’s quota of six lives.
Does that mean that anything less than perfection is sent, as a matter of course, to
this purgatory? If there is to be a scale of incarnations (as in other systems of
belief), this is where it would occur. What I am suggesting is that earth (because it

is inferior to paradise) is where the mediocre (rather than the truly wicked) are

*! On Pindar’s gloss of the wicked, see Bowra (1964) p.121.
22 This would indicate that the soul had not suffered a “fall”, as some commentators would like to
see.
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sent. This does not seem to create as many problems as the above suggestions. In
this system, one could live three good lives on earth, then three good lives in
paradise, in that order; or alternate good lives. It does, in fact, seem to imply a
certain randomness, but one that is really controlled by the judge. Of course, a
good life in paradise (where one does not have to do anything by the way of work)
would perhaps be easier to achieve than a good life on earth, surrounded by moral
temptations. In this sense, earthly life would be a greater test of the soul than
paradise.” This is an idea that has caused interpreters of fr.133 considerable
difficulty: is the life on earth to which Persephone sends the souls a reward or a

final test? I will discuss this, below.

The point which must be made is that there appears to be no maximum
time limit in which to achieve one’s six lives. That is, it is possible to get to the
Islands of the Blessed after six straight good lives, but, presumably, one could
waste an untold amount of time in mediocre and bad lives along the way. There is
no indication that the good lives can only occur in the top echelon of human
incarnations (as Empedocles and Plato Phaedrus 249a would have it). That would
seem to remove the necessity to work one’s way up a scale of lives, achieving a
morally perfect score in each. Moreover, Olympian 2 does not specify the

necessity for the six lives to be lived one after each other. In addition, it seems

» McGibbon (1964b) p.6 wonders what there is to do in paradise? One suggestion is that the time
i used simply for purification - an analogy might be made to Keul’s thesis on the water-carriers
in Hades: Garland (1985) p.63. Fr.129-130 describe a paradise where the dead ride horses,
wrestle, and play draughts and lyres.
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perfectly possible to live, for example, four good lives on earth and three in
paradise, as long as one fulfils the minimum requirement.”* One’s ability to
recollect past lives would affect the length of time it took to pass through the
system to the Islands of the Blessed; morally speaking, reincarnation is a way of

learning from one’s mistakes and being rewarded for this.”

There are a number of other questions which can be posed about this
Ode:*® firstly, where does the judgement occur? Lines 56-57 state that it occurs
immediately after death. The judgement either occurs in the world of the dead, or
in some sort of transitional place between our world and the underworld: a sort of
waiting-room or “way-station” for the souls. Although judgement occurs
immediately, there is no indication how long the soul must wait between

incarnations. That there is a judgement between each life seems certain.

Secondly, what happens to those who never achieve any good lives? Do
they keep getting another chance, or are they eventually made to live in eternal
damnation?”’ This is linked to the question, above, about a maximum limit on
incamations. There is no limit given in the Ode, because the fate of the wicked is

not of paramount importance to the poet or his patron. There might be a moral

**Bluck (1958b) p.408 on number of lives. He cites Phaedrus as an example of giving only the
shortest way of getting out of the cycle.

23 Although, the “time out” ought to be more important than extra lives as a time for reflection.
This is an idea found in other systems of reincarnation, but not the Greek.

%% Questions based on those posed by Burkert (1972) pp.133-134,

" Rohde (1925) gives the alternatives: p.446 xii 45.
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rather than a temporal limit.*® For example, Empedocles had a temporal limit - his

cosmic cycle was fixed at 10,000 seasons.”

And, how low is it possible to sink in
incarnations (if incarnations are linked to morality)? Are incarnations limited to
human bodies, or can one - as Empedocles believed - become xobpdg e kdpn 1€
Bapvog T olwvog te kot EEaiog EAlomog iyx60¢ (Empedocles’ fr.117)? Finally, is
it possible to by-pass the incarnations completely?’® Achilles, for example, has
obviously entered the Islands of the Blessed by the back door.”® Was this because
he was the most famous heroic figure of antiquity? One might cite the example of

Menelaus who circumvented death by immediate translation to Elysium (Odyssey

4.561-69).”> Menelaus received preferential treatment because he was the son-in-

law of Zeus.

Thirdly, how or why did the system begin? Either the system had always
occurred since the cosmos was created, or else it was the result of something the
soul did. That is, the soul “fell”, and is being punished for its fall. This is the basis
of the Empedoclean and Platonic systems of reincarnation. In both of these writers
the soul was divine, and was attempting to regain its divinity.”> In Olympian 2,

this is certainly not occurring. There is no suggestion that the soul originally

With regard to fr.133, McGibbon (1964b) notes (if I am interpreting him correctly) that if a
soul reaches the highest human position of virtue before the expiration of a time limit, then it

might be a moral impossibility for it@_ no}‘gajn immediate release. send
* Empedocles’ fr.115. o

3 McGibbon (1964b) p.8 believes that the virtuous lives are the only means of release.

*1 See note 3.

* Reference from Koniaris (1988) p.254. Pindar could have lifted his description of the Islands of
the Blessed straight from this passage in the Odyssey.

*In fr.131 the soul is “from the gods”; cf. Empedocles fr.115 - his daimons are also from the
gods,‘i.e. divine.

ixpir
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dwelled in the Islands of the Blessed and was thrown out.** Indeed, there is not
even the semi-immateriality of the soul that one finds in Empedocles (Plato has
realised immateriality with his winged souls: Phaedrus 249a). Pindar’s souls seem
to be the “images” that we see in the Underworld in the Homeric Nekyia in
Odyssey 11. Indeed, the system, as Pindar describes it, appears to have begun after

the Homeric period!

These last questions have highlighted how traditional and Homeric is the
background to Pindar’s system, despite the reincarnation. This is equally relevant
to fr.133, so I will discuss the two together, below. What is most strongly
indicated from my discussion is how little is realizable about this particular belief in
reincarnation. Ethical and moral problems which are raised and answered in other
doctrines are not even present in Pindar. Morally speaking, reincarnation is a way
of learning from one’s mistakes and being rewarded for this, but this is not tackled
here. The idea is, I think, that we are to view Theron as having passed through the
system already, and now just finishing his last life, and about to be transferred to
the final destination or the paradise. Thus there is no need to tackle the
implications of memory on future lives. But why the poem is so non-committal on

the specifics of this remains to be seen.

There seems to be two alternatives for interpreting fragment 133. Firstly, it

may be a doctrine in itself; that is, the fragment may describe the system of

** Bluck (1958b) p.409,n.2
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reincarnation in toto. This would mean that after someone dies, Persephone exacts
a penalty of eight years spent in the Underworld; in the ninth year the soul is
incarnated into the highest mortal ranks and then, is heroified. As a hero one
presumes the soul joins the other heroes in their traditional home in Elysium. This
implies a single incarnation, then translation to Elysium. The obvious question is,
what happens if Persephone is not satisfied with the soul’s performance in the eight
year punishment?”® Does the soul repeat this period, or do all souls pass on the
Elysium, regardless? That is, it is a token punishment; this makes the scheme

morally pointless.

The second alternative is that fr.133 describes the last stage in a doctrine of
reincarnation. That this is more promising can be seen by the conflation of ideas
expressed in Olympian 2 with this fragment. I have discussed the problems with
this, above. The only point on which the two even vaguely agree (and this is
conjecture) is that the final stage in both is attainment of heroic status in the
Islands of the Blessed. A point of (negative) evidence is that in both doctrines it
appears that the souls do not reach divine status - that is, they never become

gods.”®

*Rose (1936) p.91 uses this problem to argue for fr.133 as the last stage of a cycle of
reincarnations: for failing the eight year punishment, the soul is sent down the scale again.
McGibbon (1964b) pp.9-10 on Persephone’s power in this matter.

% Unlike in Empedocles’ and Plato’s systems.
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Indeed, fr.133 appears to have more in common with Empedocles’ fr.146
than with Olympian 2:
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Common sense supplies one reply to this parallel: in a scale of incarnations, kings,
and so forth are obviously the highest on the human scale.”” Moreover, it is
tempting to see Theron as one of these “leaders” (destined to become a god after
his final life, in Empedocles’ system). It is quite possible that Pindar and
Empedocles were following a common source.”® Empedocles, after all, was an
Akragantine, and would have been about twenty years old when Pindar visited.
This (presumably) rules out the possibility of Pindar’s using the work of

Empedocles, but could indicate a common source in Akragas.”

The Sicilian city,
and indeed Magna Graecia as a whole, seem to have had what L.Woodbury calls a
“hot-house culture”® of religious, semi-mystical cults, the details of which have
not survived sufficiently to aid us: the *“.flowers..from this short-lived but

9541

gorgeous garden. One only has to think of the whole Orphic-Pythagorean

problem in relation to the South of Italy, to understand the complexity of the

*’ What happens to women? No female incarnations are mentioned. But cf. Timaeus (q.v.) for
women as the second incarnation of degenerate men.

*® Griffith (1991) compares the Katharmoi and Oly.2, concluding that there are many
similarities: viz, metempsychosis; Necessity; the number three; oath-taking; good works; crowns
of wreaths; praise of Akragas. He would conclude that, “Theron and his fellow citizens,
therefore, (whatever Pindar’s view) seem to have believed in the transmigration of souls, for
which reason Pindar seems to have portrayed it in this ode.” That is, it is an Akragantine belief.
(p-54)

** On the possible common source in Akragas: Duchemin (1955) pp.326 & 327; Demand (1975)
pp.347,354,357.

““Woodbury (1966) p.598.

! ibid
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issue.** Moreover, it is ludicrous to write, as Zuntz has, that, “..I cannot visualize
Pindar, or Theron, indulging in theological abstrusities of this kind” [viz,
Persephone; Dionysus-Zagreus; the “Orphic” theogony, etc..].* We know
nothing except what Olympian 2 tells us about Theron’s beliefs. He may well have

devoted many hours to the “abstrusities” of his particular beliefs.**

To return to Empedocles’ fr.146, there is a greater anomaly with fr.133 of
Pindar (and with Olympian 2). In Empedocles’ system, the daimon becomes a god
after its final human incarnation; in Olympian 2 and fr.133, the soul does not
advance to divine status, but becomes a hero. In effect, therefore, Empedocles’
daimon is divine, and Pindar’s soul is immortal in the Homeric sense (but compare
fr.131 - note 41). This is a considerable ideological difference; it is unlikely that a

common source would vary so much in its fundamental details.

There are, however, two ways in which the emendation from god to hero
could have happened. Achieving divine status might have formed (with regard to

Olympian 2) part of Theron’s belief, and so Pindar’s elevation of him to merely

“2] think it is now possible to shed a little more light on the Orphic question. Zuntz’s (1971)
argument that Orphism cannot exist without a Dionysian cult (and therefore there was no
Orphism in Sicily) has been overruled by new evidence: see Cole (1980) pp.223-232. Lloyd-
Jones (1984), by violently swinging towards an almost pre-Wilamowitz (Glaube) acceptance of
many dubious aspects of the “Orphic” movement, has reopened a debate that has been creeping
along in the middle-ground since Linforth (1941). I will come back to my impressions of
“Orphism” later: see Appendix B. Lloyd-Jones (1984) pp.248ff.,264ff.,esp.269-277 discusses the
new discoveries (the c.465BC gold leaves from Hipponion; the bone tablets from Olbia).

® Zuntz (1971) p.86,n.3; against this see Lloyd-Jones (1984) p.263. Pindar gives no details of
any regulations of life-style etc., but this would presumably not be appropriate to the context?
“Cf. Griffith (1991): “When Theron purchased this ode, he gave to the poet various
specifications..” (p.53)
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hero status could have been a disapproving gloss on his patron’s ambition.*>  This
is not such wild speculation as it may seem, and would seem to point to something

which very few commentators have grasped: Pindar’s refusal to commit hubris.

If anything can be said about Pindar’s own religious beliefs, it is that they
are traditional.** This comes across not only in Olympian 2, but in his other
eschatological fragments.*’ At Pythian 3.61, for example, he writes i, dida

yuyd, Plov dBavartov omedde. In Olympian 2, reincamation (which is, as

“> A modemn analogy is the recently released “politically correct” (i.e. censored) editions of the
“Biggles” series.
6 McGibbon (1964b) p.5; Woodbury (1966) p.598; Duchemin (1966) p.324,116 on Hesiod. One
notes that Pindar’s nomenclature for the soul varies; at L.57 he uses ¢péveg (spirits), at [.90
dpevég (to mean “heart”); at 1.70, he uses yoyn; in fr.133 he uses yoxn: Rohde (1925) p.442 xii
35. Also, Zuntz (1971) p.85. Cf. Dodds (1951) p.138 on the ill-defined vocabulary of the 5th
century.
4 One might argue that fr.131 is an exception:
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It is, however, the traditional, Homeric view of the soul as a shade or image taken one step
further into the realm of dream-consciousness: Rohde (1925) p.7. It is the first extant description
of such: Lloyd-Jones (1984) p.268; Sandys (1915) p.589,n.2. See Dodds (1951) pp.102-134 on
dreams. Our Empedoclean and Platonic views of the soul make us search for evidence of the
soul’s divinity in Pindar, and also for a fall whereby the soul lost its divinity and was cast into the
cycle of incarnations. Pindar’s traditional view of the soul belies this. It is useless to search for
the later idea that the soul returns to the place from which it came (before a fall, for example).
Neither Olympian 2 and fr.133, nor any of the other eschatological fragments mention this. See
von Fritz (1957) pp.87ff. on the Platonic idea of the soul. He does not make clear the analogy
with Empedocles’ daimon which also returns from whence it came. Also - esp. Phaedrus and the
view of the soul as a fallen divinity - McGibbon (1964b) pp.5,7; Bluck (1958b) arguing against
von Fritz (1957): pp.407£f,407n.8.,413). Zuntz (1971) cannot find a fall, but invents one (p.86):
there must be, he postulates, an “obscure myth” to account for Persephone’s grief at the soul’s
fall. This is a dangerously Christian idea; viz, that the sinner grieves Persephone by his
behaviour, in the same way that the Christian sinner crucifies Christ once more by his
behaviour: Rose (1936) p.85. This is not a part of traditional Greek belief. As Rose (ibid) points
out, the only real grief the gods feel is when a favourite is killed. Persephone’s grief could be due
to her kidnapping by Hades (however, it is Demeter’s grief which is the focus of the myth: see
the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, moreover, she would have no reason to punish the human race
for this). The only other source of Persephone’s grief is in the myth of the slaying of her son,
Dionysus-Zagreus: Rose (1936) pp.85-86.
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F.Solmsen has pointed out, what one considers to be the most well-known belief
of Magna Graecia®) is only given two lines sandwiched between two nearly
standard (i.e. Homeric/Hesiodic) accounts of the happy fate awaiting “heroes” in
the Islands of the Blessed (see also frr.129 and 130). It seems, as Koniaris has
pointed out, that Pindar considers a happy life after death of more importance than
the achievement of immortality (Empedocles’ priority). Koniaris also notes that a
doctrine of metempsychosis should minimize the importance of the body;* I
would suggest that Olympian 2, at least, does not do so. Rather, the emphasis is
on the body keeping the soul pure (lines 69-70), and the concept of the soul as the

more permanent and important entity is not prominent. Fragment 133, on the other

hand, does deal with the soul in a less corporeal manner.

One might argue, therefore, that Pindar may have slotted Theron’s beliefs
into a traditional background. This seems quite possible.’® In the canonical
Hesiodic/Homeric scheme, only the exceptional went to Elysium after death. The
majority of the dead stayed in the Homeric house of Hades. There was no room

for reincarnation (or even promotion) in this system. When Pindar is faced with

*% Solmsen (1982) p.19

* Koniaris (1988) p.254

® Famnell (1930) pp.335 & 338 on Pindar as “double-minded” and making up an “appropriate
conglomerate” for Theron. Rohde (1925) is alone in claiming that Pindar is giving his own
beliefs in Olympian 2; see Woodbury (1966) p.598 on Pindar and patronage. Lefkowitz (1985)
p.271 on the problem of taking Pindar at his word (in the scholia). Des Places (1949) p.60 on the
impossibility of retrieving any of Pindar’s real thoughts on religion! Wilamowitz (1922)
pp.248ff. remarks that Pindar’s views are derived from sources about various beliefs, and so the
conclusions are not consistent with other views of, e.g. the Underworld.
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fitting reincarnation into the system, the Islands of the Blessed become the final

resting place for all the (heroified) souls. This is exceptional.™®

This brings me back to the point about heroes (Pindar) vs. gods
(Empedocles). One could argue that Pindar’s traditional (Apolline®) religious
beliefs would not allow him to commit hubris by making humans into gods.’
That is, Theron believed in an Akragantine metempsychosic eschatology (with
similarities to Empedocles’ doctrine of becoming a god),”* but in Olympian 2
Pindar modified Theron’s grandiose future, so that he was heroified, rather than
deified, upon death. Unfortunately for this argument, Diodorus Siculus (I1.53.2)
recounts that Theron was granted the rank of hero upon his death.” There were
no grandiloquent Empedoclean claims of divinity for Theron.’® This would belic a

powerful pseudo-Empedoclean cult operating in Akragas, and prove the Pindaric

>l yon Fritz (1957) p.88; Solmsen (1968) pp.504ft. Olympian 2 could only be described as
“syncretistic”: Solmsen (1982) p.19; Koniaris (1988) p.247. That is, it integrates beliefs which do
not usually appear in conjunction. The idea of two paradises is without parallel. Certainly it has
created problems for Pindar in differentiating between the two (i.e. making the first less attractive
than the second, but still a paradise): Solmsen (1968) pp.503ff. McGibbon (1964b) p.6 sees a
parallel to the two paradises in Aeneid 6: the Elysium where we see Anchises’ soul does not seem
to be its final resting place. McGibbon sees this as “reproducing a genuine tradition of Orphic-
Pythagorean eschatology” (ibid).

52 Woodbury (1966) p.598; Rose (1936) p.92; Duchemin (1955) p.327.

53 hubris: Rose (1936) p.92; Bowra (1964) p.189.

5*See note 34. :

55 Diodorus is, of course, notorious for confusing sources, chronologies, traditions etc,

5 Empedocles’ fr.112.
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romise of heroification.’” It is certainly an impossible situation to resolve without
p y p

knowing what Theron really believed.”

The presence of Persephone in fr.133 seems to me quite irreconcilable with

Olympian 2. It is also irreconcilable with Empedocles’ beliefs, for she is not

7 Theron as a posthumous hero: Diodorus Siculus I1.53.2 cited by Bowra (1964) p-123. Bowra
(p.189) believes that denying men translation to gods was integral to Pindar’s religious beliefs. I
would agree. Pindar is “remarkably cautious” (ibid).
%1t seems unlikely that Pindar - for literary reasons - is simply conflating various religious
elements out of the “gorgeous garden” of South Italian cults. To build on my suggestion further:
fragment 133 cannot be specifically dated or given a reliable provenance. There was never a
single doctrine of reincamation which was held unchanged by a great majority of Greeks for any
length of time. Reincamation in Greece was a hotchpotch of strange cult practices generally
looked at askance by contemporary authorities. Thus it should be no surprise to find different
beliefs in reincarnation existing in pockets throughout the Greek world. To take this even
further, we should not be surprised to find that Pindar, a widely travelled and widely employed
poet, might have written on two different religious doctrines which both featured reincamation. It
seems to be assumed that because Pindar wrote both passages, and because both are based on a
similar eschatology, that the two passages must be linked to the same doctrine.
It is well known that Pindar also produced at least one poem on the Eleusinian Mysteries - a
different cult again. It seems to me that Pindar’s genius lay more than a little in his flexibility
and eclecticism - his ability to produce what was appropriate for the context, and for his patron.
Is this too large jump on the part of poet and patron? Of course, if Theron did hold a personal
belief that he ‘would be deified after death, then his actual fate in civic religion would be
irrelevant.
If my tentative suggestion that Pindar glossed over and “Homerized” the specifics of Theron’s
belief is viable, it raises a question which I am not sure can be answered - to what extent in the
ancient world could a powerful political ruler and patron of the arts make his poet assimilate
religious views which were foreign and perhaps anathematical to his own religious beliefs? And
could a clever poet or artist get away with twisting these religious views to his own more
conservative stance, yet still continue to be employed?
Somewhere in these two passages there must be a kernel of truth, but the poet is not obliged to
give us the whole truth. As Pindar himself says, (Olympian 2.83-88):

Full many a swift arrow have I beneath mine arm, within my quiver, many an

arrow that is vocal to the wise; but for the crowd they need interpreters. The

true poet is he who knoweth much by gift of nature, but they that have only

learnt the lore of song and are turbulent and intemperate of tongue, like a pair

of crows, chatter in vain against the god-like bird of Zeus. (tr. Sandys)
Some commentators see this as a reference to a mystery religion which must remain secret. I
would suggest that it is deliberately mysterious for another reason: it refers to the many things
that Pindar knows about Theron’s belief but is not going to repeat, perhaps because it is indeed
“chatter in vain against the god-like bird of Zeus” - that is, heresy against his traditional religion.
Is this the poet’s way out? - to skim over the details of his patron’s rather odd beliefs, to hint of
what is revealed to those in the know, and thus to get neatly out of the problem of having to
reconcile his beliefs with those of his patron?
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mentioned in his fragments.” Fr.133 has traditionally been seen as the last stage
to the doctrine of reincarnation of Olympian 2. That is, after the six good lives, the
soul comes up before Persephone who condemns it to eight years of punishment,
then releases it in the ninth year to a final life on earth in the highest ranks of
mortals. The soul is heroified after this final life, and translated to the Islands of the

Blessed.

The eight years of subservience to Persephone ha/s’ been difficult for
scholars to explain. It is, in the context of Olympian 2, a second period of
atonement, if we consider the pursuit of six pure lives as the first atonement. This
is without parallel in other theories of reincarnation.”” It has been suggested that
the nine years (in total) imitate the traditional period of banishment for the gods.
This ennaeteris - the nine year period for the expiation of blood-guilt - acts as a
final period of atonement in Hades. The crime is completely paid for after this

sojourn.”!

The question, of course, is why it is necessary? If it were not for the
definite reference to punishment, one could assume - although it is without parallel

- that the eight years was simply a waiting period before the final translation. If the

¥ Rose (1936) p.92

5 McGibbon (1964b) p.9

%' Rohde (1925) pp.442 xii, 34, 444 xii 40. He cites Apollo (who slays Python) as serving Hades
for an ennaeteris, and defines it as 99 months (8 years and 3 months). Also Rose (1936) p.89:
questioning this, but at a loss for any other explanation. McGibbon (1964b) p.9 reminds us that
the punishment is paid specifically to Persephone, not to Hades.

Aawe
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fragment does describe the final stage in a cycle of reincarnations, one might
assume that there was an eight year wait between each incarnation. If fr.133 is
linked with Olympian 2, this is impossible.*” The irony is that if fr.133 is the final
stage in another doctrine of reincarnation, one has to ask the same unanswerable
question - why? As McGibbon has argued, the only viable solution is if the second
atonement covers a crime that the first atonement (i.e. the cycle of reincarnation)
did not.”* If one is to link the fragment with Olympian 2, then the second
punishment can only cover a crime committed against its exactor, Persephone; the
first punishment was, therefore, by analogy, paid to someone else. I can think of
no parallel to this; indeed, the duality seems artificial. Identifying the crime against

Persephone must, therefore, be fundamental to understanding the fragment.

In this regard, Bluck cites two of the gold plates from Thurii:**

And I have paid the penalty for deeds unrighteous...I have sunk
below the bosom of the Mistress, the Queen of the underworld.
And now I come a suppliant to holy Persephoneia, that of her grace
she send me to the seats of the hallowed.®
He associates this plate with another (yxoipe mabwv 10 wdbnuo: 10 & olmw

npocle émemovOerg: Kern OF 32f3) to illustrate that there has been a special

ennaeteris in Hades (“never suffered before”), followed by an appeal to

82 Bluck (1958b) p.407

% McGibbon (1964b) p.8; Bluck (1958b) p.411 sees the cycle of incarnations as included in an
overall punishment - the mowva of fr.133.

5 Bluck (1958b) p.411

55 This is a reconstruction of a possible archetype based on OF 32d4, e4, d6-7, e6-7. Cf. Guthrie
(1935) p.173, for a full summary.
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Persephone. On the face of it, the similarity is striking. The following line (OF

32f4) is Oedg €yévov €E avOpdrov.

OF 324d4ff. is ambiguous, though. The penalty was certainly paid to
Persephone, but the form it took is not discernible. As McGibbon suggests, the
penalty could have been a cycle .of reincarnations. Other gold plates do mention a
cycle. He further points out that OF 32d4ff. allows the possibility that Persephone
refuses the suppliant. The punishment has been in the nature of a test.® Pindar’s
fr.133 seems to imply that translation to Elysium is immediate and standard
(without further judgement), not after the ennaeteris, but after the final life on
earth. This firmly contradicts the gold leaves which are set so permanently in the

world of the dead.

Is this final life on earth a reward or a final test of the soul’s purity?’
McGibbon notes that the only reward which the soul desires is to be translated to
the Islands of the Blessed, so therefore life on earth is not a reward.®®* That the

final life on earth is a test is perhaps more plausible except - and few commentators

5 McGibbon (1964b) pp.9ff.

57 Another suggestion (by von Fritz) is that it is only possible for the soul to be translated to the
Islands of the Blessed from our world. There is no evidence for this necessity. von Fritz (1957)
pp.85 & 86; against this: McGibbon (1964b) p.5 and Bluck (1958b) p.410 citing Phaedrus where
translation occurs from the place of recompense. In Olympian 2 one would think that translation
occurred from the place of judgement.

% McGibbon (1964b) p.7 arguing against von Fritz (1957) p.86 (a test) and Bluck (1958b) p.408
(a reward); he also emphasises that the purpose of each incarnation is to purify and punish the
soul. A high human incarnation would be desirable for the soul in the cycle of incarnations. Cf.
Empedocles - all earthly lives are hell when one is striving to reach heaven. Rohde (1925) p.442
xii 35 thinks that the final earthly life is a recompense for the soul’s suffering, i.e. a reward.
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have grasped this - it is belied by the confident nature of the fragment: there is no
indication in fr.133 that men who have reached these august heights do not at once
become heroes upon their deaths.®” It is an impossible situation to resolve,
particularly because the context of the fragment is unknown.”” Commentators
merely assume its connection with Olympian 2, regardless of the fact that we
cannot make this connection, and indeed cannot even prove it was written in
Sicily.71 McGibbon, who seems to me the most rational of these commentators, is
forced to emend the traditional reading of the fragment; this, he admits, is “less
natural”, but makes the fragment correspond to Empedocles’ and Plato’s similar
views on the final incarnation. As I hope that I have demonstrated above, this is
possible, but only if one can show that Pindar deliberately adapted beliefs which
were closer to the Empedoclean/Platonic norm.”
*

There is a final issue that should be raised in regard to fragment 133 (and,
in some respects, Olympian 2): what religious beliefs are being described? Many
scholars see fr.133 as part of an Orphic doctrine of reincarnation. This is not only

because it has become almost a tradition to regard all doctrines of reincarnation as

% Because we do not known what comes next in the poem, we cannot be completely certain about
this conclusion.

" McGibbon (1964b) pp.7 & 11 asks why Plato cited this passage on reincarnation if it was
problematic? The answer is twofold: to support his view that the soul lived many times (but does
fr.133 show this?); to justify living righteously. Plato, therefore, considers this the final stage for
the righteous in a cycle involving many lives. One can only hope that it is a passage from Pindar!
"' Zuntz (1971) p.87,n.1

" There is another even less palatable solution: Pindar has poorly grasped the details of Theron’s
beliefs, and has made these mistakes through ignorance. Cf. Defradas (1971) who discusses the
poem as a conglomerate, that, as Bowra (1964) p.121 notes, must have made sense to a Sicilian
initiate,
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being linked with Orphism at some stage of their development (rather like
Herodotus ascribing Greek inventions to Egypt). Indeed it is positively easy to
make fr.133 “Orphic”. This is because of Persephone’s unexplained presence in the
fragment. Persephone can be linked to Orphism by the Eudemian Theogony, which
tells of the murder and devouring of her son Dionysus(-Zagreus) by the Titans, and
Zeus’ destruction of the Titans with his thunderbolt; the human race was formed
from the ashes of the Titans. Therefore, humans are part-Titanic, and share the
Titanic guilt. The eight year punishment (in Hades where she is Queen?) is

accounted for by this explanation.

If fr.133 was part of an impersonal poem, in purely mythic form (i.e. like a
theogony or cosmogony), the presence of Persephone could be explained. It is a
problem, however, if the fragment comes from a practical personal poem (like
Olympian 2) where the events apply to a real religious belief. It does not appear to
fit into any known feligious doctrine. The bugbear of the supporters of Orphism
has always been that it has been impossible to prove anything definite about the
movement.”” If fr.133 relates to beliefs held in Magna Graecia, the field is even
wider; according to Zuntz, Persephone was “outstandingly the goddess of

Akragas”.™

7> See Appendix B. On Orphism in Pindar see: Rose (1936) pp.80-96 (supporter); Lloyd-Jones
(1984) pp.246-282 (adamant supporter); McGibbon (1964b) pp.7ff (denying it); Bluck (1958b)
p.410,n.10; Rohde (1925) p.417 (emphatic denial based on Wilamowitz’s Glaube), Dodds (1951)
p.155; Famell (1930) pp.15;336-338; KR p.348; Des Places (1949) p.60; Duchemin (1955)
p.323; Zuntz (1971) pp.86,n.3;87;318ff. (on gold leaves; emphatic denial).

7 Zuntz (1971) p.88 also thinks that Persephone was the goddess of Theron’s cult in Olympian 2.
It seems doubtful: surely Pindar would not have hesitated to name her? Rohde (1925) is inclined
to this view also (p.447 xii 47). He cites the following: in Pythian 12.2, Pindar calls Akragas
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A similar problem exists with attributing the poems to the Pythagorean
movement. That is, reincarnation is commonly ascribed to Pythagoras simply on
the basis that he had a doctrine of reincarnation (not necessarily this one). This is
presumably what has happened in the scholia (Schol.Ol.1i.123: Drachmann I 92),
and in Clement (Strom.1.103), where one finds the comment that ‘“Pindar is here

following Pythagoras”.”

There is a third attribution of the beliefs - to some sort of mystery cult.
Olympian 2, lines 56ff (on knowledge) have been partly responsible for this, but
more so the enigmatic lines 83ff. Some commentators see a reference to secret
doctrines learned by initiation. That is, the arrows which Pindar does not shoot are
analogous to secret doctrines which will only be understood by the initiated. This
is a very tenuous association of ideas, and obviously owes not a little to Pindar

fr.137 on the Eleusinian mysteries.”®

beposdbvag £8og; Olympian 6.94ff.: ..dowvikdnelav dpdéner Adpatpa, Aevkinmov 1e
Ouyatpdg £opTdv..

>On the Pythagorean movement in Pindar; Demand (1975) pp.347-348 (denying it); Solmsen
(1968) p.505; von Fritz (1963) col.189 (on possible parallels for restoring Pythagoras’
Seelenwanderungslehre.

7S Farnell (1930) pp.15,335 (an Orphic mystery cult); Demand (1975) pp.350ff. (a Cretan mystery
cult); Nisetich (1988) p.18 (mystical doctrines of some sort). On the interpretation of lines 83ff.:
Most (1986) pp.311-315; Race (1979) pp.251-256; Koniaris (1988) pp.247ff. (emphatic denial).
Debate of this sort on Olympian 2 and fr.133 is, as we have seen, dogged by a series of
contradictions: gods/heroes; divinity of soul/immortality of soul, mystery cult/revelations;
reward/punishment, and etc. I am convinced that the only way of solving these contradictions is
by somehow finding out the extent of Pindar’s adoption of these beliefs - an impossibility.



68

CHAPTER 3: EMPEDOCIES: REINCARNATION IN THE COSMOS

Empedocles lived approximately 494-434 BC, and was a citizen of Akragas
in Sicily.! Diogenes Laertius VIII supplies most of the details about Empedocles’
life, much of it apocryphal, which has led some commentators to see Empedocles
as a “medicine man’?, a “divine magician”3 and/or a shaman. He has also been
regarded, on very doubtful evidence, as a great democrat and statesman (by
Timaeus), the inventor of rhetoric (by Aristotle), and the founder of an Italian
school of medicine (by Galen).* This confusion is, in no small way, the fault of
Empedocles himself: he was, as Dodds comments, “the creator of his own
legend”.” This is evident, for example, in fragment 111:

ddppaka § 6cca yeydor kakdv kai yiipaog dAkop

TeVOoT), EMEl LOVVY GOL £YD Kpavéw TAde TAvTa.,

navcelg 8 akapdtov Avépwv pévog ol T €nl yoiov

opvipevol Tvolaiot kotadOiviBouvsiy dpovpag

Kal mdAwy, fiv £0€Ano0a, Toriviita tvedport éndEerc

Onoeig &' €€ SuPpoto kedarvod kaipiov adyudv

avBpamolg, Ooeig 8¢ xai €€ avypoio Bepeiov

pevpata devdpedbpenta, T1d7T aibépl vorrjcovtary,
d&eig &' €€ "Aidao xortadbiuévou pévog avdpdc,

And also in fragment 112:

@ oo, ol péya dotv kdrto Eaviod "Akpdyavtog

"This is more than relevant when one considers the great tradition of reincarnation and related
beliefs in Southern Italy: Pindar and Theron at Akragas; Pythagoras at Croton; the gold leaves;
the “Orphics” etc. See the relevant chapters and appendices. Seaford (1986) pp.10-12 suggests
that Empedocles was influenced by the mystic doctrines of this area.

2Burnet (1959) p.199

* Dodds (1951) p.145; Wright (1981) p.9 on his alleged medical knowledge.

*D.L. 8.54ff; as a result of this confusion, Jaeger (1965) p.295 - for example - can see
Empedocles as a “philosophical centaur” blending Ionian physics and Orphic religion.

*Dodds (1951) p.145
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valeT av' dkpa tdieog, dyabdv pedednuoveg Epywv,

(Eeivav aidolol Mpéveg kakdTTog dRELPOL,)

Xolpet €yw & Vuiv B¢ duPpotog ovkéTL Bvmtdg

TWAEVPOL PLETA TAGL TETLUEVOG, AOTEP EOLKEV,

touviaig T mepiotentog otédesiv 1€ Baleiolg

trotowy g’ avt ixkopol €¢ dotea Acdovia

avépdoiv 1de yuvonki ocePilopor oi 8 G’ Erovrot

pupiot e€epeovreg 6mn TpoOg k€PSog drtapmdc,

Ol HEV PLOVTOOUVEWVY KEXPNLEVOL, Ol & £l voucwv

movtoilwv €nvovto kAbely etmkéa BAuv,

dnpov & xoAeniior TeETapREVOLAUY GSVVROLV>.
The tradition is too confusing to be definite about Empedocles life and beliefs, and
although it links him to Pythagoras (see below), it is impossible to tic him to any

one existing system of religious/cosmological belief.®

With regard to his philosophy, it has been argued that he was writing in
answer to the Eleatic school. He is certainly not a believer in Parmenides’ monism,
but he does take some Parmenidean concepts (the Sphere; the impossibility of
coming-into-being from nothing - fr.12), and incorporate them in a limited
pluralistic system of six elements.” As Inwood points out, no direct answer was
propounded to the Eleatic problem until Plato’s Sophist, and Empedocles does
not appear to be answering Parmenides intentionally. He does not (in the extant

fragments) state why he has chosen to start from a pluralistic basis.®

 Wright (1981) p.57

"For a discussion of Empedocles’ philosophical influences, sec: Wright (1981) pp.4,9); KR
p.324; Inwood (1992) pp.22-27.

¥ Inwood (1992) p.23



70

Debate continues to rage about the fragments of Empedocles. It has
always been presumed that the extant fragments came from the two poems Physics
(ITEPI ®YZEQY or TA ®YZIKA) and Purifications (O KAG@APMOI); and
evidence from Diogenes Laertius (8.77) and the Suda attests to this. However, the
exact structure of these poems is not known, nor their order of composition: it is
impossible to prove which poem/s the fragments come from. However, it is
generally conceded that the physical fragments (dealing with physiology,
embryology, botany etc..) make up the Physics (written first), and the more
metaphysical speculations belong to the Purifications. This is a hazy division: the
unique cosmic cycle appears to be common to both.” Concerning the relationship
of the two poems, the orthodox view is that although at first sight they secem
diametrically opposed, there are, in fact, very close links between the two, and,
indeed, the Purifications can be seen to depend in many respects upon the

cosmology and ideas of the Physics."

There are a large number of fragments, mainly from the Purifications,

dealing with the workings of Empedocles’ doctrine of reincarnation. I have also

?For this debate see: Inwood (1992) pp.8-19; Wright (1981) pp.20,77-86; Zuntz (1971) pp.239-
244, Predictably, they have all reached different conclusions: Inwood has the fragments
belonging to one poem; Wright has two; Zuntz attaches more of the fragments to a large and
idiosyncratic Purifications. Wright (p.20) calculates that 16-20% of the poems have survived in
fragments.

% There is a great deal of literature on this problem of the unity, or otherwise, of the two books.
See: A.A.Long (1966); H.S.Long (1949); but especially Kahn (1971) for a summary of the
debate.
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included fragments which clarify certain cosmic processes important to the

. 11
doctrine.

These first fragments are thought to have formed part of the Physics, and
deal with the mechanisms of creation. Their relevance to reincarnation, and the
place of reincarnation in the cosmic cycle, will be made clear, below;

Fr.8

dAho 8¢ ToL £pEw PUOLG 0VAEVOG EGTLY AMAVTWY
Oviitdv, 008 Tig oVAONEVOL BavdTolo TeAsvTY,
GALO povov pigig te SLtaAragic 1e pHiyéviov
€oTti, pvoig & £ml 1ol Ovopdletar dvBpdroLcLy.

Fr.9

ot § Ote pév kol ddrta pryevt elg albép’ i<kwvrol>
1 Katd Onpdv dypotépwv yévog 1| katd Oduvav

Ne xat olwvdyv, 1ot v 10 <y€ dpact> yevéodar,
£01e 8 amokplvidaet, 10 § ad dvcdaipova mdTHoV:
1 6€pict xadéovor, vopw & éridnut kai avtdc.

Fr.129"

MV 8¢ Tig &v keivoloy avip TepLdcLa 18,

0g &1 unkioTov Tpanidwv £KTioato TAODTOV.
TavVTolwv Te PAALoTa codpdv Emipavog Epywv:
onndte Yap macnolv Opé€arto Tpanidecouy,
PELA e TV SVIWV TAVTOV ASVCoECKEY EKAGTOV,
Kol te 8¢k’ avOpamwv kol T eikooiv atdvesouy.

Fr.110
el yap xal 69’ adivijorv Vo Tpanidecowy Epeicoag

"' The numbering of the fragments is taken from Diels-Kranz (DK). Inwood (1992), Wright
(1981), and Zuntz (1971) all provide a different order, and re-number the fragments. I have
followed the text and prose translation of Wright; Inwood’s. poetic translation is quite
meaningless in places, but one which he defends as an attempt to reflect the ambiguity of the
Greek. The order of the fragments is based on Wright also; Inwood’s order is almost identical,
but his belief in only one poem confuses the issue.

"2 See Addendum at the end of this chapter for a discussion of this fragment and its presumcd
reference to Pythagoras.
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eVUEVEWG kabapfioLv ETonTeVoELg PEAETOLY,

TaDTA 1€ 0oL LAAQ TAVTA S al@dvog TapEcovToL,
dAlo te TOAN Ao TOVOE KT<rioe>al" avTd yap avEet
1007 £ig N0og Exactov, 6nn ddoig £oTiv £kGoTW.

el 8¢ 60y dAlolwv €nopéEeon ola kat Gvdpag
popia dertda Térovtal 4 T GuPAvVOLCL pepiuvog

1 ¢ ddap éxAeiyovot tepiriopévoro ypdvolo

oV avTdV TobEovTa HiANY £rl yévvav ikécOat’
ndvta yap 100 dpdvnoty Exety kal vdpatog olcay.

The following fragments are from the Purifications:

Fr.ll

VIITLOL 0V Ydip odLv SoALYOdpOVES ELGL LEPLULVOL,
ol &1 ylyveoBat mwapog ok £0v €Anilovouy,

1l T katabvijokely 1€ kol £EGAA LGB aravT).

Fr.113"
OAAG T T0168 EMIKELL OOEL P€ya XPTILA TL TPACCWV,
£l BvnTdv Tepiell moAvPBepLéwy avOpdTLY;

Fr.15

OoVK AV AViip TOLADTO GOPOC PPESL LAVIEVSALTO,

wg 0dpa PV e PLidot, 10 81| PloTtov Kaiéovot,

Odpa pev odv elciv, kat oprv ndpo de1dd kol £6OA4,

mpiv € wayev 1€ Ppotol kol <Emel> AVBeV, 0VIEV dp’ eloiv.

Fr.l15

€oTv dvaykng xphua, Bedv ynoropo Taraidv,
atdiov, TAATEECGL KOTEGHPTYLOPEVOV OpKOLG
£01é T dumAaxinot doPw dpida yvia Tuivt

T0¢ xait eniopkov apoptnoog ETopnocot,
daipoveg olte pakpoiwvog Aeidyoot piovo,
Tpic p1v puptag dpog nd pakdpwv GAdAncan,
$pudpevov movtola 3 Xpovov eidea BvnTdv
apyoréag ProToro LeToALAcGOVTO KEAEVBOVG.
alBgprov Uev yap ode pévog Tdviovde Slidket,
nwdvrog & &g xBovog ovdog drémtuce, yaia & £¢ avydg
neiiov dpagbovrog, 0 & aibépog EuPare divarg

B nolvgBepéwv is unfortunately vague: does it mean “many dying” (referring to the number of
people), or “much-dying” (dying many times)? The latter would fit the context of reincarnation
better.



dAAog & €€ dAlov d€xetal, oTuyEouot € mAveG.
TOV Kol £Yd VOV i, duydg Be60ev kail aAnmeg,
velkel porvopuéve ticuvog.

Fr.117
1dn ydp motT £yd yevouny koVpog 1€ KOpT TE
Bduvog T oiwvog te kol E€arog EAlomog iy Bvc.

Fr.126
copK®V AALoYVOTL TEpLoTEAAOVG [sc. the daimon?] yi1tdvi

Fr.118
KAabod te Kal kdkvoa 18av acuviifea ydpov.

Fr.121

...OTEPTEDQ X DPOV...

€vBa dpovog Te KOT0G 1€ Kol FAAwY £Bvea k1pdv,
(adyunpat 1€ véoor kol oriyieg £€pya 1€ PEVOTA)
... Atng av Aeludva Kota okOTog NAGOKOUVGLY.

Fr.124
@ wémot, @ SELAOV BvnTdv Yévog, & dvcavoAfov,
olwv €€ £pidwv €x 1€ oTovaydV £YEVvechE.

Fr.128

008¢ T1g NV keivorowy “Apng Oedc 008 Kudorudg
0vd€ Zevg Baoctietg ovde Kpovog ovde Ilocelddv,
aAra Kompig Baciiera,

v ol ¥’ eVoePéecoLy AydALacLY LAACKOVTO
ypomTols 1€ LoLot pipoloi 1€ Sotdaieodpolg
opvpvng T axpntov Buciaig Apdavov 1e Buwdouc,
EavB@dv 1 orovdag peritov pintovieg &g oddag,
Tavpowv 8’ Tdakpitorort ddvorg o deveto Pwpodc,
GALQ LVC0G TOVT E€0KEV £V AVOPDMOLOL PEYLGTOV,
Buuov daroppaicaviag £€8uevaol éa yula.

Fr.139
otpot 61 o0 Tpodcbev pe Sdreoe vnAedg Nuop
Tpilv ox€TAL E€pya Popdg mepl xeldeot unticocHol.
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Fr.136
00 TavoecBe dSvoLo dvony£os; oVk £c0pate
aiAnAovg ddmrtovieg dxndeinot véoro;

Fr.145
TOLYGPTOL XOAERNOLY GAVOVIEG KOKOTOLV
obrote delhaimv dyxEwv Awdoete Ouudv.

Fr.137

Hopdv & AALGEavTa ot dLAOV VIOV deipag
odpagel ExevyoOpevog Léya viymiog tol 8¢ ropevvtart
Mooouevov Bvovteg 10 8 aviikovotogt OPOKAE®V
odpAdEag €v PLEYApPOLoL KOKTV AGAEYHVATO dalTol.

¢ 8" adTg TaTEP’ VIOG EAMV Kal UNTEPQ TALdES
Bupov amoppaicavte dpirag katd cdpkag £80Vatv.

Fr.140
dadvng [1dv] ¢vAAwv dro Tapmov Execbo

Fr.141
deldot, mavdetrot, kvuapwv dro yeipog €xecbar.

Fr.127
&v Orjpeool Adovteg dpetieyéeg yapaiebvor
yiyvovtal, 8aBvoat & £vi 8€vEpeoty TJUKOUOLOLY.

Fr.146

eig 8¢ 1élog pavielg 1€ kai LILVOToAoL Kol inTpol
Kol Tpopol dvlpwmoroly £myBoviolol TéAovtar
€vBev avapractoiol Oeol Tiufol p€proToL.

Fr.147
aBavadrolg dAloroly Opéstiol avtotpanelot
teoviect avdpelwv dyxéwv andkinpot, Atelpelc.

*
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The Cosmic Cycle

The importance of the cosmic cycle to Empedocles’ doctrine of
reincarnation should not be over-emphasized. Until the work of Wright and
Inwood it had been virtually ignored, and only tenuous connections had been made
between the scientific Physics and the metaphysical Purifications. And yet, not
only are there quite definite structural similarities between the cosmic cycle and the
series of events in which the daimon is involved, but it is possible to see, without
over-reaching the contents of the fragments, that Empedocles’ doctrine of
reincarnation forms part of his cosmic cycle. Moreover, it is the events in the

cosmic cycle that enable reincarnation to take place.

The Physics’ fragments give a picture of Empedocles’ cosmos.'* Its
creation is reasonably simple; the cosmos and everything in it, including mortals,
are composed of only four elements or “roots” - earth, water, air and fire. These
exist, at the beginning, in the Sphere.”® They take up the whole Sphere: there is no

void. Scientifically speaking, they could move themselves; however, Empedocles

' Fragment 35: “But I shall turn back to the path of song I traced before, leading off from one
argument this argument; when strife had reached the lowest depth of the whirl and love comes
into the center of the eddy, in her then all these things unite to be one only; not immediately, but
coming together from different directions at will. And, as they were being mixed, countless types
of mortal things poured forth, but many, which strife still restrained from above, stayed unmixed,
alternating with those which were combining, for it had not yet perfectly and completely stood
out as far as the furthest limits of the circle, but part remained within and part had gone out of
the frame. And, in proportion as it continually ran on ahead, a mild, immortal onrush of perfect
love was continually pursuing it. Immediately what were formerly accustomed to be immortal
became mortal, and formerly unmixed things were in a mixed state, owing to the exchanging of
their ways. And, as they were being mixed, countless types of mortal things poured forth, fitted
with all kinds of forms, a wonder to see.” (tr. Wright)

> Solmsen (1982b) provides a discussion of the “Sphairos” and its cycle, and the problem
temporal or eternal immortality.
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has chosen to have two forces - Love and Strife - to act upon the four pure
substances. Following tradition - and through inability to express incorporeality'® -
he calls Love by the Olympian name Aphrodite or, more often, Kypris. Love is the
governing principle at the beginning of the universe, and Strife has no power.
Love has unified all of the elements as one, and it is a perfect world in the Sphere.
It is a Golden Age of the gods, where the gods are the four elements as well as
Love and Strife. There is another aspect to the Sphere, and that is its identification
with “holy mind”, which is the perfection of thought achieved by the four roots

being perfectly blended in the Sphere."’

Our cosmogony starts when Strife begins to grow in power and Love
correspondingly wanes. Strife takes over at a time that has been ratified by oaths
upheld by a stronger force - Necessity. The place of Necessity in the cosmology is
not explained, but it is an important force. The growth of Strife in power brings in
separation (Love unites, Strife separates) among the elements. This causes the
Sphere to break down, the daimons are released or created, and compounds are
formed by the mixing of the elements. This is the moment when the human race,
animals, plants, and etc. are formed.'® Strife gains momentum and at a fixed time
becomes all powerful (the moment of Total Strife). There is no description of this

moment, but it is the opposite of what occurs at the moment of Total Love (the

' Sec Renehan (1980)

Y Wright (1981) pp.70-72

¥ This poses an interesting question: Love is inevitably seen as a good force, Strife as a bad,
however, it is only through the action of Strife that human beings are formed. It is a striking
paradox that has unexpected ramifications later in the cycle.
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Sphere). Now, in the cycle, Strife wanes and Love grows. This is evidently the
period when monsters grow (fr.57), for it reveals the reverse effects of Love acting
on Strife."” Love increases to the moment of Total Love and the Sphere. At this
point the cycle begins again (in the sense, however, that it does not have a formal

beginning, nor does it ever truly end*).

In human terms, the consequences of this cycle are devastating. There is
no true birth or death, because nothing comes from nothing, and something cannot
pass away into nothing - there is no void. Birth is a mingling of the elements, and
death is a separation back intol the elements. Love holds the daimons in her
perfect unified world, but these are daimons without identity. It is necessary for
Strife to release the daimons and let them mix with the elements to gain identity.
However, Strife is also a bad and dangerous force; it gives the daimon

individuality, but as it does this, it forces the daimon into the cycle of incarnations.

Fragment 115 clarifies the system; at the breakup of the Sphere, Strife acts
on the daimons. The daimons (presumably made up of the elements, as no
independent existence is possible in the cycle) must obey the dictates of Strife by
Necessity: this is a cosmic law.” However, Strife brings violence, murder, and

bloodshed - the daimon falls prey to Strife, is thrown out of its perfect world, and

' Another paradox?

2% Because there can be no “coming-into-being”.

21t also explains how a sin can be committed in a theoretically sin-free area, among the gods:
see Solmsen (1982f) p.470.
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into the newly created cosmos where Strife is growing. This is our world. The
daimon has to wander in our world, being incarnated for 30,000 seasons (a vague
term), until it has gone through the whole ladder of incarnations of plant, animal
and human. Eventually it reaches a position where, having attained the wisdom of
all its incarnations, and knowing how to avoid further sin and therefore further
incarnations, it is accepted back as a god, and lives in bliss for the rest of eternity.
But, of course, there is no eternity for the daimon, for the cycle is temporal and at
the moment of Total Love, everything reunites in the pure elements, all
individuality is lost, and the cycle begins anew. There is no eternal recurrence, for
this implies immutable combinations of elements, and the cycle does not allow this
(see Appendix E). For the same reason, the same individual is unlikely to occur
again in the next cycle (except by chance).”® This, in brief, is the cosmic cycle with

which the doctrine of reincarnation is closely associated.”

The issue of whether reincarnation requires an immortal soul can be seen in
a different way in Empedocles’ theory. The daimon is temporarily immutable in
the period of Love — Strife, but immutability is not immortality. To maintain the
limited pluralism of the cosmic cycle, immortality cannot be possible. As Inwood

has rightly commented,

> The cycle can be considered as a linear progression, as Barnes (1979) 11, p.8 has illustrated.
1t is not relevant here for me to discuss all the interpretations of the various parts of the cycle.
The best summaries are provided as follows: Wright (1981) pp.60-74; Bames (1979) II, pp.7-
8,197; Rohde (1925) p.384; KR p.324-45. T have found Inwood (1992) to have the most
comprehensive and cohesive arguments, especially with regard to reincarnation and the cosmic
cycle, and it is his ideas upon which I have based my discussion.



79

Nothing in the doctrine of reincarnation requires a strictly immortal
being; one which lasts long enough to be born in several different
incarnations will suffice.”*

The daimon

An understanding of Empedocles’ use of the term daimon is essential for
understanding his concept of reincarnation. The term daimon is thought to be
equivalent to psyche, and to equate with the soul.” Strictly speaking, if there is
no psyche then there cannot be metempsychosis.26 The term psyche is used only
once in the fragments (fr.138), where it seems to be equivalent to “life”.”  One
wonders why Empedocles did not use psyche: the majority of commentators on his
work substitute psyche.”* The most logical answer is that the word psyche could
not express what Empedocles wanted it of it,”” and therefore he turned to the
word daimon; to sce the daimon simply as the psyche may be ignoring the broader

cosmic picture.

Daimon was an unfortunate choice in many ways; it has even more shades
of meaning than psyche. It can be interchangeable with 6ed¢ (god), and in authors
from Hesiod to Plato it refers to a race of “intermediate beings” who dwell

between heaven and earth. It can also replace the term psyche, which itself could

*Inwood (1992) p.52; he is only referring to Empedocles here, and the peculiar circumstances
that his cosmic cycle allows. As he points out, our view of the soul as immortal is heavily
influenced by Plato.

?>See Claus (1981) p.118

% Barnes (1979) II, pp.199,186; see Rohde (1925) p.361,n.84 for a discussion of terminology.

7 Claus (1981) p-112

» Rohde (1925) p.404,n.81

% Or was loaded with other connotations.
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have the connotation of an entity disappearing at death.”® The daimon is usually

immortal, and divine.*!

Empedocles does not describe or adequately define what
he means by daimon. It is usually presumed that his daimon was immortal,
because immortality of the soul has always been a sine qua non of reincarnation.

The point of metempsychosis is that the soul does not die with the body, but is

transferred to another body.

What do the fragments tell us of the daimon?> Nothing about its physical
constituency. It is evident (frr. 115, 126) that the daimon functions in the same
way as the psyche in other doctrines of reincarnation - that is, it is transferred
from one body to the next. It seems merely a question of different terminology.
One presumes from the creation myth that every mortal has a daimon assigned to
him/her. Because Empedocles mentions being incamated in a bird and a fish, as
well as into other human bodies, it is apparent that animals were also carriers of

the soul.

He also mentions having been a bush. The evidence is quite clear: fr.127
gives the top of the scale for bushes/trees as the laurel. Some scholars have

wondered if vegetables and the like were included in the list of carriers. There is no

*Bremmer (1987) discusses the problems inherent in using “existing anthropological
terminology to describe the ‘psyche’..”, but also the greater difficulty of inventing new
terminology: pp.4-5

*! Guthrie (1962) pp.318ff.

*2 The following discussion attempts to reconcile dichotomies and invalidities in the arguments in
Dodds (1951) pp.153,154,166); Burnet (1952) p.249; Wright (1981) pp.59,64-65,71); Bames
(1979) 11, pp.197-200,186,188); Rohde (1925) pp.379,381ff.; KR pp.359,348; Zuntz (1971)
p.271; and Inwood (1992) pp.33£f,50-59.
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mention of this in the fragments (apart from fr.141 which is suspect and
controversial, and could have other associations).” Because of the restrictions on
eating anything that could harbour a soul, if vegetables were included there would

be very little else left to eat; even philosrphers have to be practical?

To return to the question of immortality, as discussed above, in
Empedocles’ particular cosmic cycle, nothing is truly immortal except the six
elements. All compounds are destroyed at the moment of total Strife and total

Love, and there is no mention in the fragments that anything survives.

We presume that the soul is also a compound of the elements. In this case,
the daimon must have been created in the Golden Age, have fallen as Strife took
hold (when mortals were created), and have been incarnated back to a level where
it achieved the status of the gods over 30,000 seasons (fr.115). Then, at the
moment of total Strife, all compounds are destroyed and the elements completely
separated. This system would have worked much better if the daimon had existed
eternally, throughout the cycle: that is, if the daimons all existed blissfully in the
Sphere with the gods (the elements). Fragment 115 seems to suggest that the
daimons existed before Strife broke up the Sphere. This suggests pre-existence
which does not answer the question of how the daimons could exist in the Sphere,

when one would presume that - as the cycle tries to show - only the six immortal

**For some of the significances of beans see Burkert (1972) p.183. Cf. Chapter 1 for a full
discussion of this issue.
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elements should exist. Evidently, the ideal condition of the Sphere (the unifying of
all the elements) produced these daimons, and, as I have discussed above, Strife
gave them their individuality. Thus, by saying that Strife “created” the daimons,

one could provide a satisfactory solution.

The function of the daimon as it passes from one body to the next seems
clear: it must function as a carrier of the daimon’s identity and retain the memory
of the daimon’s incarnation until the daimon has reached a position of such
wisdom (as Empedocles believed he had reached - fr. 146) that it could be
transported to a place among the “immortals”. This is what Dodds calls the
“occult self” (p.153). Daimons must have some means of perception, and it is
widely agreed that their thought functions are a result of their initial assimilation
into the “holy mind” of the Sphere. The importance of “mind” in a cosmos created

by a philosopher is obvious.

If it were not for the destruction of everything at the terminal points of the
cosmic cycle - and the completely new beginning - one could accept Kirk and
Raven’s suggestion that the daimon is a portion of pure Love which is
contaminated by Strife, but remains immutable. This does not explain what
happens to this portion in the period of total Strife, and, unfortunately,
Empedocles left no description of the consequences of total Strife, apart from the

complete separation of the elements. It is metaphysically and physically impossible
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to explain what happens to Love, but surely it cannot remain immutable except

during Total Love.

The “fall” and the punishment

The daimons were forced into the cycle of incarnations by the very force
that created them. This can be seen in terms of a fall or “primal sin” (although
these terms should not be interpreted according to Christian dogma). The sin was
bloodshed, and, as the cycle shows, there was no choice involved in the fall: it was
caused by Strife, but controlled by Necessity. It had the appearance of a voluntary

act (fr.139) but was part of the cosmic plan.

The punishment for the fall is to endure a series of incarnations into
“corporeal envelopes™* for 30,000 seasons. Presumably, this means that the
daimon has 30,000 seasons to redeem himself and bring himself up to a godlike
level on the scale of incarnations (fr.146).”> As Barnes describes it, it is a life of
woe for the “journeying homunculus, condemned to lodge in a succession of dirty

6
doss-houses”.?

** (Rohde, p.379)

**Do we restore a ladder of incarnations to be ascended to the divine? Or can a daimon literally
go from a boy to a girl to a bush, a fish etc.?

*Barnes (1979) p.197



84

The road back to final happiness

The title of Empedocles’ poem gives the vital message on how to move up
the scale of incarnations: by purifications. The fall was caused by bloodshed:
therefore the purification is by cleansing of all blood crimes. This is all the more
important in the world of incarnations because the animal you kill may contain
another daimon, which will make your crime all the worse (akin to canniba.lism).37
This is the explanation of fragments 136, 137, 140 (and 1417). They are
prohibitions designed to inform those not as wise as Empedocles how to remove

all traces of carnality from their persons and so move up the scale.”

The specific methods of purification are not known, apart from not killing
or eating flesh. This is the most important restriction in the doctrine, and
Empedocles emphasises the horror of what might happen if the warnings are not
heeded in fragment 137.%° Tt is probable that Empedocles also believed in a strict

ascetic lifestyle.*

Fragment 117, with fr.115, illustrates that the daimon must pass through a

succession of lives in all of the four elements (earth, water, air and fire).

*7 On killing and/or eating animals: Bames (1979) I, p.124f.

*% A denial of corporeality per se does not seem to be implied.

* The idea of the father eating the son is illogical, in that one might expect the father to die
before the son. However, the example must have been chosen for its horror, and the exaggeration
is very effective.

“ Possibly following the Pythagorean model - certainly his doctrine seems to be one stream of
those views which flourished in Southern Italy from the sixth century. See Chapter 1 for details
of the Pythagorean ascetic lifestyle. However, Empedocles does not seem to mention any sexual
prohibitions.
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Presumably, fire refers to living under the sun. It has been argued, quite
reasonably, that Empedocles did not really remember being xobpdg 1€ xdpn 1€
Bduvog 1T olwvdg 1€ koi €€arog EMhomog 1xOVc. Wright and Inwood, for
example, both point out that Empedocles knew that to have reached his high
position he must have passed through the four elements in a variety of forms;
therefore, he was plucking these from the air simply as illustrations for others not
so fortunate to have grasped the overall picture.* It is an interesting hypothesis,
but of little practical purpose: Empedocles would hardly admit to having made up

his evidence.

Burkert has raised some interesting questions about the mechanisms of
reincarnation in the Pythagorean system of beliefs, which are equally relevant to
Empedocles, and equally frustrating to answer, due to the fragmentary nature of
the evidence, and Empedocles’ deliberate impenetrability or uncertainty as to the
details.* If we apply the same questions to Empedocles’ theory, it appears that

every living creature is a potential receptacle for a daimon, and plants (trees,

“Tnwood (1992) p.56

“2Burkert (1972) pp.133-134. I have discussed these questions in the Introduction:
Does every living creature have an immortal soul that migrates from one
incarnation to another? Do plants have such souls? Do they only enter certain
species of animals? Do only certain special individuals, even among
men..undergo this wondrous experience?..Is the soul newly incarnated
immediately after the death of the old body, in which case Hades becomes
unnecessary, or is there an intermediate phase, which would have Hades there,
as a way station? Is the process of palingenesis the work of blind natural
forces..? - or is it the execution of a penalty assessed in a judgement of the
dead? Is there an endless, cyclic movement, or is there a fall at the beginning
and a salvation at the end which is permanent - or perhaps has as its alternative
an eternal damnation in which case the concepts of Elysium and Tartarus
again become relevant?
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bushes), but presumably not vegetables, are included in this; all individuals can be
inhabited by a daimon, but it appears that only the very wise can remember any of
their incarnations. Empedocles mentions no way-stations where the daimons wait
for incarnations. He does mention a Hades; in his theory it is life on earth that

equates to Hades: the daimon has dropped to earth for punishment.

Regarding the apparently supervised placement of the daimon in its
particular “clothing”, a tantalising fragment (fr.126) suggests that a female agent
was in charge of controlling the daimons’ incarnations. However, we know
nothing else about this, and another source gives the fragment with a masculine
agent. If it is a female agent, the only candidate is Necessity, who seems to

control the whole exercise, but about whom Empedocles is particularly vague.*

There is fairly strong evidence that the choice of incarnations is not blind-
luck. Chance would render a moral system without point. One would presume
that before rising up to the next incarnation the daimon would have to have
satisfactorily “passed” his previous incarnation, through following Empedocles’
precepts on purity. There is no evidence of how this “judgement” might have been
managed (although cf. fragment 126, above). No eternal damnation appears, and
it could not be eternal, given that “eternity” does not exist in the cosmic cycle.;
however, if the daimon did not learn from its experiences - and there would not be

much point to the system if recollection was not possible - it might spend its

* Wright (1981) p.277
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allotted portion of incarnations in lowly (and impure) lives, and never achieve

“immortality”.

And what is the final step for the redeemed daimon? After reaching the
highest mortal incarnation, he becomes a long-lived god. This is not as an
immortal, for only the elements are immortal (fr.147). It seems that Empedocles
was jumping the gun a bit in describing himself as a god:* he may have been
referring to his next incarnation? His divinity was assured at that point, so he
could confidently call himself a god.*” It could also have been, one might think, a
carrot held out to his audience to encourage them to emulate his purity and

wisdom, and thus reach divine status also.

These gods are described in fragments 133 and 134; they are not
anthropomorphic, and the problems inherent in describing anything in terms other

than purely corporeal® has resulted in their having a most odd appearance:

008 yap davdpopén kedari) kaTd yvia KEKOOTOL,

[0 pgv amd vartoro dvo kAddot dicoovot,]

00 ®ddeg, 0 Boa YoV, 0¥ uidea Aayvievia,

AAAG dp1iv Lepn| Kol GOEcdatog ETAeTO pObVOY,
dpovTict koopov dravra kotoiccovsa Bofjory. (fr.134)

“* Although tradition records that he jumped into the volcanic crater of Mt. Etna to prove his
divinity. This first appears in Heraclides Ponticus (apud D.L. 8.67-68 & ff.). D.L. 8.70ff. gives
other similar accounts. Wright (1981) p.16 casts doubts on this on the grounds of the
impossibility of Empedocles’ overcoming the geographical obstacles!

* This is suggested by Wright (1981) p.73.

“® Fragment 133: “It is not possible to bring (the divine) close within reach of our eyes or to grasp
him with the hands, by which the broadest path of persuasion for men leads to the mind.” (tr.
Wright)
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One wonders how more prosaic minds (interested in the material rewards of the
“afterlife””) would enjoy this; this may explain why, in fragment 147, Empedocles
promises that the final place of the daimon is at the “hearth and table” of the gods,
and omits the fact that his gods are borderline-incorporeal. But it does seem a
quite fitting end for a philosopher to achieve: a union with mind and blissful
thought, until that final paradoxical destruction which brings immortality through

union with the pure elements.

In sum, one could very easily put - as so many scholars have - Empedocles
into the “mad-scientist” category. This is a great pity as he is the best-preserved of
all the Presocratic philosophers, and a close examination of his fragments reveals
an original thinker fighting an uphill battle to express original concepts (such as
incorporeality) for which there existed no regular terminology, in a period when
philosophy was struggling against religious and poetic barriers to become a subject
in its own right;*’

@ dpidot, olda pev ovvek’ dAndein napo pvboig

olg £yw €€epém’ ndla & ApyaA€n ye TETVKTOL
avdpdot xoi dvotniog £mi dpéva Tiotiog opun. (fr.114)

‘T Empedocles is also our only primary source for reincarnation ideas before Plato: Claus (1981)
p.112
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Addendum: Empedocles and Pythagoras

Fragment 129 (quoted above) is thought to express Empedocles’
admiration for either Pythagoras or Parmenides.®  D.L. 8.54 summarizes the
ancient debate, which decided in favour of Pythagoras. The passage contains an

explicit reference to reincau‘natio,n,49

and the ability to recollect one’s past lives.
Empedocles is illustrating that true wisdom is achieved only by remembering
everything from the past as well as the present, and learning from it, so that
eventually one can undergo homoiosis with the “Universal Mind”. The recollection
of past lives appears as a common theme through the fragments (139, 136, 145,
146), and also appears in his advice to Pausanias (fr. 110) not to get side-tracked
by trivialities. The ability to recollect was ascribed to Pythagoras in antiquity,
based almost entircly on this fragment, and modemn scholars have tended to agree

that Empedocles was referring to Pythagoras. Certainly nothing of this nature is

ascribed to Parmenides, but Pythagoras’ wisdom was proverbial.”’

There is a tradition - based on Timaeus, the Sicilian historian - that makes

Empedocles a pupil of Pythagoras (or, as their lifetimes do not coincide, another

“8 However, cf. Zuntz (1971) p.265f. who believes that Empedocles is stating his debt to both
Pythagoras and Parmenides (i.e. sitting on the fence.)

* Contra Barnes (1979) 1,p.104, who thinks that it does not suggest transmigration or
Pythagoras. It could, however, refer to a writer of history, in the sense that an historian should
have the ability to see accurately for generations?

% Burnet (1952) pp.199-200; Rohde (1925) p.395 x 34; Wright (1981) p.256; KR p.335 note that
Empedocles’ use of proportion in the composition of bis universe is similar to the Pythagorean
use of proportion; for example, in fr.96 Empedocles believes that bone is made up of 2 parts
water, 2 parts earth and 4 parts fire. Barnes (1979) I, p.9 comments that Empedocles is “a poor
intellectual cook” who “never tested his own recipe”!
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source makes Empedocles’ teacher an unknown Pythagorean). According to this
tradition, Empedocles was expelled from the Pythagorean school for stealing

Pythagoras’ discourses and making them public.”!

A similar story has Empedocles
as a pupil of Parmenides, and yet another makes his teacher Anaxagoras (D.L.

8.54-56).

As I have noted, the philosophical links between Empedocles and
Parmenides are slight.”> Regarding Anaxagoras, there are no positive grounds for
suspecting anything other than an acquaintance with his works. It is the
Pythagorean connection which is the strongest, and this is no doubt because of the
obvious similarity between the Empedoclean and Pythagorean doctrines of
reincarnation. The ascetic lifestyle is an immediate similarity, as is the reasoning for
it. There is also the “fact” that Pythagoras was renowned for his memory of past

lives and could, according to Heraclides, list them. (D.L. 8.4).%

These are similarities obvious to any casual observer of the two doctrines.
The fact is, however, that close examination shows that the two doctrines are,
ideologically, quite different. The reincarnation doctrine of Empedocles is integral
to his cosmology: it is all part of a greater pseudo-scientific world system. The

Pythagorean doctrine is the basis, in itself, for a religious cult with no greater

I Note Minar (1971) on Empedocles and Pythagoras, viewed in terms of Empedocles “un-
Pythagoreanism” (p.50ff.).

52 See von Fritz (1963) cols.189-191 for the few similaritics.

53 Guthrie (1962) p.164
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cosmological significance.” It is Pythagoras rather than Empedocles (as Jaeger
believes) whom one would class as the “centaur” blending primitive philosophy
and religion. Empedocles, on the other hand, has moved that important step
towards pure philosophy: one might say that Empedocles has grasped - tentatively

- at the “big picture”.”

*On the question of influences, von Fritz (1963) cols.190-191 would see a common link between
Empedocles, Pindar and Phaedrus.

*1 am not entering into a debate on the scientific achievements of Pythagoras. It is unlikely that
he himself made any, and the lack of evidence confuses the issue (see Chapter 1). Empedocles,
on the other hand, stated his ideas on many physiological, botanical, and embryological matters,
although he left few explanations that one could classify as “scientific” in the modemn sense. This
is the basis of Aristotle’s famous gripe (Physics 252a22-5) that “anyone who says this should not
simply state it - he should also give the explanation of it, and lay down some unreasoned axiom
but bring either an induction or a demonstration.” For example, he does seem to have rejected
monism although he never writes why (perhaps out of common sense?). Certainly the pluralist
notion was in line with the developments that the atomists would make, and which Anaxagoras
pioneered. See Barnes (1979) 11, p.9 for a discussion of this aspect of Empedocles.
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CHAPTER 4: INTRODUCTION: PLATO, MYTH & REINCARNATION

peta 8¢ tov Bedv, £vvorjcag 6L TOv mownmyy d€ot, einep périot
mounThg elvat, molelv poboug, AL ob Adyoug, koi avtdg OVK T
nvboloyikde, S tatra 8t odg mpoxeipovg elyov kol ArLoTaunV
noBovg T0vg Alcdnov, ToUToVg £noinca, olg TPWTOLG EVETVYOV.
(Phaedo 61b3-7)

*

Reincarnation appears in two literary forms in the Platonic dialogues: (1)
myths, usually eschatological; (2) tales, primarily heard from anonymous priests
(Meno), mystic groups, subtle people (Gorgias), ancient account (moAaLog

Aoyoc: Phaedo, Gorgias, Meno), etc.!

There is considerable common ground between the two, primarily because
their origin is deliberately indefinite: Socrates/Plato is pointing out that the
myths/stories are not his own, and by this method he is thus able to put forward
ideas without committing himself to their truth.> Moreover, although we can
make reasoned guesses, we can never find out with any degree of certainty whose
myths/stories they are. 1 will discuss this elsewhere; however, Stewart raises an
interesting point: it is possible that the very anonymity of the myths masks the
subjectivity of the source. Perhaps the myths can be traced back to a common

source with which Socrates may not have wished to be associated; for example, if

! See the relevant chapters for a more detailed discussion. I have accepted Guthrie’s (1975) order
of the dialogues, viz, (early) Apology, Crito, Laches, Lysis, Charmides, Euthyphro, Hippias
Minor, Hippias Major (7), Protagoras, Gorgias, Ion (order uncertain); (middle) Meno, Phaedo,
Republic, Symposium, Phaedrus, Euthydemus, Menexenus, Cratylus; (late) Parmenides,
Theaetetus, Sophist, Politicus, Timaeus, Critias, Philebus, Laws.

* Crombie (1962) p.154. Moreover, myths are inherently flexible: as Bremmer (1994) p.65 notes,
“The plasticity, multifunctionality, and polysemy of myth always makes its analysis a hazardous
undertaking.”
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that source were “Orphic”, this would make a mockery of Socrates’ criticism of

the moral influence of the priests of that movement (Republic 364e).”

A “theory” of reincarnation is never offered as a complete and reasoned
whole in any Platonic dialogue, nor does reincarnation appear separate from myths
or stories. Moreover, the details of the reincarnation process differ from dialogue
to dialogue, and indeed from myth to myth within the same dialogue (cf. Phaedo).
It might be possible, as some commentators have attempted, to coalesce the details
of the various myths and force a doctrine. However, this is fraught with problems
because of the numerous ways that myth can be seen to function in the doctrines;"
this is particularly so since there is no one accepted explanation for the motives

behind Plato’s use of myth.

Part of the problem is that Plato deals in concepts which are inevitably

mythopoeic,” being either (a) not “sensible” (for example, the soul is invisible), or

*Stewart’s suggestion: (1960) p.96. I do not think that this attributes a mean motive to
Socrates/Plato; rather, as I will discuss in the following chapters, Plato uses myth with a great
deal of flexibility. This flexibility is (no doubt deliberately), facilitated by his preference for the
myths/stories which we term Orphic-Pythagorean. These are a mass of poorly differentiated and
generally anonymous or pseudonymous writings which do not form a coherent picture of
commonly beld or widely recognized beliefs, but which are convenient for setting the seal of
tradition and antiquity (= veracity) on to similarly vague ideas. It is not my intention to belittle
Plato’s own personal beliefs in these chapters. When I argue that these type of beliefs (i.c.
“Orphic” etc.) are convenient for Plato, I am not casting a slur on Plato’s own religious
convictions - I am, however, pointing out that we are unlikely to be able to restore his own
convictions from his deliberately ambiguous references to esoteric beliefs, used to reinforce often
equally ambiguous arguments. see Meno (q.v.), for example. I will take up this idea again, below.
*“We must not press too far the statements of a myth”, according to Bluck (1958a) p.157, who
does just that, producing an unworkable conglomerate of the Phaedrus and Phaedo; cf. Bluck
(1958b) p.414.

3 Halliwell (1988) p.18
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(b) beyond the realm of thought of the living (that is, post-mortem life).® Both of
these categories affect reincarnation, to the extent that one might ask that, if
reincarnation only appears in myth, does this show that it is not a true
doctrine/belief, but a fiction, or representation of something quite different?’
Even relatively simple opinions on the afterlife are provided with a warning: at
Apology 40a ff., after Socrates has told the Athenian judges his view that death is
one of two things, he concludes, €1 1007 €omv aAnbf. Post-mortem myths are,

thus, “inevitably elusive and opaque.”

Even before thought on the soul entered the realm of incorporeality,”’
description of wvyr} was problematic. For example, in the central myth in
Phaedrus, it is clear that the soul does not really grow feathers and take flight.
However, the myth provides the best analogy for what seems to occur (cf.
“putterflies in the stomach”).!® We know that souls exists becausec we know that
we are ensouled: that is, empirical proof is impossible, especially as the soul is
invisible. “It is both a tacit acknowledgment of, and an attempted solution to, the

problem of conceiving the ‘true nature’ of the soul, that Plato should leave rational

¢ Friedlinder (1969) p.182; cf. also the numerous variations on the topography of Hades, and the
changing details of the journey/judgement, which illustrate the difficulty of furnishing a coherent
vision of an unknown world.

"1f one views the myths literally, could one then consider the eschatological myths as handbooks
to aid one’s post-mortem survival?

¥ Halliwell (1988) p.18. In the same passage in Apology, Socrates refers to an equally vague
source: .1 katd 10 Aeydpeva petaforn) TG TuyXdveL 0boa Kai LETOIKNOLG Th Yuyil 10D T0mov
100 €vBévde eig dhhov 1émov. (40c7-9). The point about post-mortem beliefs, is that they are
only beliefs. Is it permissible to be vague and general about things - such as post-mortem
existence and the soul - which are impossible to prove?

°In the thought of Plato: for a discussion of this see Renehan (1980).

9 That is, literally false, but symbolically true?
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argument behind and turn to myth.”"

However, not even myth can solve certain
problems about the taxonomy of the soul: for example, what gender is something
which does not have a gender?'> Or, how does one relate the incorporeal ideal of

the soul if the only vocabulary available is strictly corporeal?” Thus, myth often

describes the soul in terms that openly contradict those of dialectic.

Myth seems incompatible with philosophical discourse - even primitive, by
comparison:'*
OV pavldveirg, fv § &yd, ém mpdtov Toig mondlolg pvBoug
Aéyopev; t0dt0 8¢ mov g 1O Glov einelv yeddog, évi 3¢ kol
GAn6f. (Republic 377a4-6)"
Socrates sometimes expresses a (moral) objection to myths (Euthyphro 6a;

Phaedrus 229¢-230a; Republic 376e-380c)."®  Other philosophers - Prodicus,

Anaxagoras, Antisthenes - justified myths by finding a deeper meaning or

" Halliwell (1988) p.17

121t gets its gender characteristics from the body.

3 Cf. Renchan (1980); also, Halliwell (1988) p.173 on this as an unavoidable problem.

14 plato’s myths have long been held as stories, “mythopoetic” - McCumber (1982) p.34 - and
irrelevant to philosophy. Annas (1982b) has pointed out, however, that the subjects of the three
eschatological myths of Gorgias, Phaedo, and Republic mirror the arguments preceding (and
have similar themes). See also Friedlinder (1969) p.182 on the myths as a trilogy; and Guthrie
(1975) p.338. Moreover, commentators have generally been thrown off the scent by the problems
with the genre of philosophical myth: that is, its debts to both the literary and philosophical
genres. The result is that myths are often interpreted as purely aesthetic, or, worse still, they are
seen as a lapse from rational thinking on Plato’s part (and to be despised). It is made more
confusing by Plato’s attacks on myths and allegorizing (references below). Another problem is
that Plato sometimes uses both mythos and logos almost interchangeably, particularly when the
other term would be more appropriate! Annas cites Republic (the growth of the state is termed a
mythos) as one example of this. See Annas (1982b) pp.119-121 on this. Also, cf. Annas (1982a)
p.349 on the jarring “childishness” of the Myth of Er. On mythos/logos cf. Papadis (1989) p.27.
15 Dowden (1992) pp.47ff. discusses this. As he notes, Plato does not object to myths as fiction
per se, but to the idea of wrong knowledge.

16 At Republic 414b-15d, false myth is countenanced in a good cause.
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underlying sense in them (dmévora'’), but Socrates also rejects this (Republic
378d)."®*  Subsequent philosophers, particularly the Neoplatonists and
Neopythagoreans, used allegory to find this “hidden sense”."” However, despite
his ambivalence towards myth, Socrates makes extensive use of it, even inventing

myths which Aristotle was hasty to dismiss as “sophisms”, “not worthy of serious

consideration.” (Metaphysics 1000a18).>°

Because myth is so important in the reincarnation argument, I shall discuss

the ways it can be (and has been) seen to function:

(1) as literally true; that is, what Socrates/Plato truly believed would happen in the
afterlife.”’ Considering the absence of a coherent doctrine, this is not only unlikely,
but also unprovable. Guthrie notes, however, that the second incarnation in the
Timaeus (q.v.) is referred to as the “probable story” (..kata Adyov tov eikdto..:

90e8), which he would see as a “jeu d ’esprit”.22

 For the various senses vide LS].

36 yap véog ovy olog 1 kpivelv 811 1e dmévora kai 6 pn, GAN & v miikodrog dv Adpy €v
i d0Eang dvuotkvintd 1€ kol apetdotata Ael yiyvepaBar (Republic 378d7-e1)

1 Peters (1967) p.120 on mythos.

P Reference given by Guthrie (1975) p.365

! This is not a contradiction of my previous point (that myth is used of the unknowable: cf.
Apology 40a ff.) - it is merely one expression of how myth can be interpreted.

2 Guthrie (1978) p.307. A brief search in LSJ produces a number of similar references for
“probable” stories/myths: e.g. Timaeus 48d, 59c. Rather than simply a jeu d’esprit, one might
see Socrates/Plato’s use of eikag as indicative of deliberate ambiguity. In other cases, this sort
of general statement quickly supplies an answer, and enables the dialogue to move on. In this
particular example from Timaeus 90e8, however, I would agree that there is an element of
playfulness. See Stewart (1960) pp.304-5,85), citing other authorities” views on dogma vs. myth.
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(2) allegory/fable, including re-interpretation of older myths. For example, the
Cave in Republic is a simple allegory;”> a more complex allegory (if it is intended
as such) is the tripartite soul/state (Republic and Laws).”* The invention of
writing (Phaedrus 274-5) is a fable: “..designed to express pictorially in a story
what could equaily well have been said without it” (Crombie).”  Early in
Phaedrus, Socrates says that he has no time for the fashionable pursuit of
allegorizing myths, but prefers to accept them and get on with learning to know
himself.”® Against this, however, compare the allegory at Gorgias 493b (q.v.): the
first copog [aviip] told the myth; the second kopwyog aviip made an allegory of
it.”’

If we cannot determine whether a myth is meant to be interpreted
allegorically, then we can only draw speculative conclusions. For example, the
theory of recollection in Meno has been regarded as an allegory: when
demythologized, this denies the theory any literal meaning, regarding dvduvnoig as

a metaphor.”® Compare the use of what Morgan terms eikones (among which he

2 Zaslavsky (1981) p.154 sees it as, “an attempt to give in imagistic shorthand, as it were, a
matrix for understanding types of human behaviour”. On the Cave, see Crombie (1962)
pp.114ff.; Stewart (1960) pp.14ff,245; Guthrie (1975) p.518; Annas (1982a) pp.253ff.,262. On
the Cave and analogy: Strang (1986).

24 Saunders (1962)

5 Crombie (1962) p.153

?6 Guthrie (1975) p.399

7 Blank (1991) p.28

281 have doubts about the intended function of recollection in Plato’s thought, seeing it as
intended more to prove the immortality of the soul than form a working doctrine. avdpvnoig
can be translated as “remembering”, “recalling” or “recollecting”, so in itself it is ambiguous.
The point which I am attempting to make is that if we cannot determine whether a myth is
intended as an allegory, the conclusions drawn will vary considerably.
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includes the Cave) as accurate representations of their model: “they are other than

but like what they imitate”.*’

(3) Myth as story/philosophical poetry. Linked with the concept of

allegorical/analogous creativity is the idea that Plato is playing an intellectual
game with the reader;”® the obvious case of this is the one hundred or so inventive
(“playful”) etymologies in Cratylus”' Cf. Phaedrus 276d-e. Also, for example,
Republic would seem to be on the boundary between “literally true” (that is, as a
practical plan with serious intent) and make-believe or story (as a far from ideal
utopia).*®> Yet, Socrates describes himself at Phaedo 61b5 (surely ironically?) as
adtog ok T puboroyikdg.  Beyond the literal sense of a myth one is also aware
of the metaphorical.”® A final sense is that of myth as a charm or spell (Laws

903b; Phaedo 114d7).

(4) a tool for making analogies; or for pointing the way to where truth can be
found by a process of “drawing the moral”.>* This can be combined with (2),

above.

» Morgan (1990) pp.150ff. bases this on Sophist 235d. This seems to be a fair definition of
allegory: cf. Oxford Literary Terms s.v. allegory.

* Guthrie (1975) p.555; Crombie (1962) p.154 sees some myths designed simply to be
impressive.

! Ferwerda (1985) (p.268). According to Krell (1988) p.166, Cratylus is Plato’s “opera buffa”.

%2 On utopias in general: Ferguson (1975).

* Stewart (1960) p.236

3 Crombie (1962) p.153; cf. Guthrie (1935) p.239.
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(5) Explaining things that cannot otherwise be explained in dialectic/rational

terms;*® myth is used at the point where an argument reaches its Limits:** it is a
continuation of philosophy by other means®’ - “a prolongation into the unknown

> 38

of lines established by the philosophical argument”.” Myth as the “purportedly
true picture of a religious-moral-epistemological goal that is beyond finite powers
to describe even with the use of Orphic-Pythagorean and mythic devices”
(Morgan).” The Seventh Letter makes this point: the highest subjects (viz., the
Forms) are in principle incapable of being expressed in language.”® A similar point
is made at Timaeus 29d and 68d. Abstract ideas such as free will and divine justice
can also be impossible to “describe”: we know that they exist, but cannot prove

it* The problem with this type of myth is that it is easy to interpret mere

35 This is, I believe, the use of myth most often found with reincarnation. As Dowden (1992) p.48
notes, however, the danger is that “.the approach of some modern scholars to the traditional
mythology supposes it to be nearer Plato’s heart thaf he thought.” That is, we must not assume
that Plato literally believed all that he wrote, in mythés or in logos.

36 Ophir (1991) p.13 who analyzes the Republic in structuralist terms sees that “the logic of
myth. following the general structuralists’ claim, consists of certain regularitics of oppositions
and homologues of discursive units. These regularities...create a structure for an indefinite
number of variations that exemplify the same logic, the same relations between key categories of
thought, the same way to categorize the world and to impose order on human experience.. They
provide Greek discourse with a grid that serves logos as a point of departure in its search for
truth, a map of the terrain..” I will discuss Ophir’s interpretation of the Republic myth, below.
Crombie believes that the function of eschatological myths was to explain ideas that go beyond
rational inquiry: they “..convey a principle by describing one way in which that principle might
be implemented.” He notes that the problem is that, in searching for the moral in this sort of
myth, you can never be sure which details can be discounted. For example, is reincarnation
functioning as an insignificant detail in the myth, or as an important part of the moral itself?
Crombie (1962) p.154; Halliwell (1988) p.18 makes a similar point: the temptation is to select
out the features which can be recognised as part of (other) identifiable doctrines, and to regard
the rest as decorative. If they are “quasi-poetic expressions of some of the philosopher’s deepest
convictions..”, this view hardly does them justice.

37 Cf. Dodds (1959) p.384 for another conscious adaptation of Clausewitz.

*® Dodds (1959) cited by Gallop (1975) p.224.

*® Morgan (1990) p.73; he describes the Phaedo myth as “a fabulous attempt to push thinking
where reason should not tread”: an epilogue to rational inquiry