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Preface

The first version of this book, the result of my research into early
Pythagoreanism, was written in 1990-2, when I spent two years at the
University of Konstanz as a Fellow of the Alexander von Humboldt
Foundation. The Russian version was published in St Petersburg in
1994, and a German translation, made on the initiative of Wolfgang
Schuller (Konstanz), appeared in Betlin in 1997. For some time
I felt that I could hardly add anything substantially new to what
I had already written about Pythagoras and the early Pythagoreans.
My work on a book about the Peripatetic Eudemus of Rhodes, the
author of the first works on the history of science, led me to look at
the discoveries of Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans in the exact
sciences from a slightly different point of view and alter my percep-
tions. The direct cause of my return to work on Pythagorean material
was a kind suggestion from Helmut Flashar (Munich) that I should
write the chapters on Pythagoras and the most important Pythagor-
eans for a new edition of the Ueberweg-Praechter Grundriss der
Geschichte der Philosophie. When one considers each representative
of the Pythagorean school individually, one is reminded how unique
they all were and how different their views are from the number
philosophy which Aristotle attributed to the Pythagoreans in general
and to no single individual. This is one of the many reasons why we
ought to be very cautious about the Pythagoreans as a collective
identity, for this is the very area of classical tradition where we can
expect to encounter the grossest distortions.

I am much indebted to Hilary O’Shea at Oxford University Press
for her support of my project and patience in waiting for it to reach
completion. When I began reworking my book in 2006 I little thought
that it would take almost five years, or that the revision would be so
extensive. While the basic structure is unchanged, the text has been
rewritten and several new sections and whole chapters added. In
particular, I have achieved substantial progress on the question of
why the number philosophy that Aristotle ascribes to the Pythagor-
eans is so similar to Plato’s unwritten doctrine. This required a special
chapter. I have now resolved in different ways many of the particular
questions which 1 considered in the first edition, partly thanks to new



Preface vii

publications which have appeared in the interval. The first and most
complex part of the work was done while I was a Fellow at the
Netherlands Institute for Advanced Study in Wassenaar (NIAS)
(2006-07). To live and work in Wassenaar was a great pleasure, and
I'would like to express my most sincere gratitude to the NIAS for that
very fruitful year. I owe the same debt of gratitude to the Maison des
Sciences de 'Homme (Paris), and especially the Alexander von
Humboldt Foundation, whose support I enjoyed during the conclud-
ing stage of the project, in spring 2009 and summer 2010, For this
I would like to thank André Laks (Sorbonne) and Gereon Wolters
(University of Konstanz), who unfailingly supported my scholarly
endeavours.

Andrew Barker (Birmingham}, Paul Keyser (New York), and Jens
Hgyrup (Roskilde, Denmark) read individual chapters of this book,
and Constantin Macris (Paris) and Bruno Centrone (Pisa) read it in
its entirety. Their numerous corrections and valuable comments have
greatly improved it. They have my sincere gratitude. [ am particularly
grateful to the English translators of my book, Kevin Windle and
Rosh Ireland (Canberra). My collaboration with them has been very
close and friendly, in spite of the distance separating us.

Leonid Zhmud
St Petersburg, June 2011
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Introduction

The Pythagorean Question: Problems,
- Methods, and Sources

The modern history of the study of Pythagoreanism, which began
with August Béckh’s book on Philolaus,' now reaches back almost
two centuries. In that time hundreds if not thousands of bocks and
articles have been written about Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans,”
yet the body of facts on which all scholars would agree is far from
large, and widely differing and often mutually exclusive interpreta-
tions are legion. The Pythagorean question remains one of the most
intricate in the history of early Greek science, philosophy and religion
and has every chance of being consigned to the category of insoluble
problems,

This is not because every generation takes a new view of the
personality and teaching of Pythagoras: this is commeon to all Greek
thinkers who, like Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, retain their intellec-
tual appeal in the modern world. It is not even because of the
existence of almost insurmountabie differences of opinion within
each generation of scholars, all divided into their own disciplines
(philology, the histories of science, of medicine, philosophy, religion,
etc.) and national schools of thought, each resting primarily on its
own tradition. The problem as I see it lies in the fact that within the
scholarly community no consensus has vet been reached on the most

' A. Bockh, Philolaos des Pythagoreers Lehren nebst den Bruchstiicken seines
Werkes {Berlin, 1819).

% See the general and specialized hibliographies: 1. Paquet et al., Les Présocratigues:
Bibliographie analytique (1879-1980), 2 vols, (Paris, 1988-9); L. E. Navia, Pyihiagoras:
An Annotated Bibliography (New York, 1990); id., The Presocratic Philosophers: An
Annotated Bibliography (New York, 1993); B, Sijakovit, Bibliagraphia Praesocraticn
(Paris, 2001).
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fundamental facts and the separation on the basis of these of soluble
problems from fundamentally insolubie. Although no ‘definitive’
interpretation of Plato’s philosophy is possible, there is general agree-
ment that Plato was a pupil of Socrates, the teacher of Aristotle, and
the author of philosophical dialogues. But as to whether Pythagoras
was taught by Egyptian priests or by Pherecydes of Syros, whether he
studied philosophy and science, whether there were any texts that he
himself wrote, whether his students included mathematicians and
philosophers ~ all this remains the subject of debate,

To hope for a solution to the Pythagorean question in these
circumstances would be an unforgivable illusion. Having spent
many years in the study of Pythagoreanism, I have no such illusions.
If I am returning to this problem it is only because I remain convinced
that, like any other complex scientific problem, it can be broken down
into a number of smaller, particular ones, which may prove amenable
to solution. There are many facts on which agreement may be
reached; there is also an undoubted hierarchy of interpretations,
ranging from those admittedly impossible or unverifiable to those
which are more probable and internally consistent. The fact that the
situation is not hopeless, given - naturally - a willingness to accept
the facts and take account of the achievements and errors of our
predecessors, is indicated by the resolution of one particular question
of great importance, that of the authenticity of the fragments of the
Pythagorean Philolaus {c.470--¢.400).>

It is hardly a matter of chance that Bockh was the one who posed
this question, given that he understood classical philology as Alter-
tumswissenschaft, whose task was to investigate the ancient world
in its entirety. Pythagoreanism sets before us precisely the kind of
problem in which politics and religion, philosophy and science are
closely intertwined. Before all else it was necessary to demarcate
the range of most reliable sources, and Bockh’s choice proved to
be completely correct: the fragments of Philolaus are ‘ein lichter
Punkt’ in the ‘labyrinthischen Gewirre der Uberlieferungen iiber die
Pythagoreische Weisheit und Pythagoreische Gesellschaft, welche
grofientheils durch spate und urtheilslose Schriftsteller . . . zu uns her-
iibergekommen sind’.* If these fragments are spurious it is extremely
difficult to assert that a scientific and philosophical schoo! existed

* This and all other ancient dates are 5c unless otherwise indicated.
* Backh, Philolaos, 3.



The Pythagorean Question: Problems, Methods, and Sources 3

within the framework of early Pythagoreanism, that is, from Pytha-
goras to Philolaus. The question posed but not resolved by Bockh
was discussed for almost a century and a half, during which time
some scholars leaned towards accepting the authenticity of all the
fragments of Philclaus and others doggedly rejected them. A solution
was found by Walter Burkert in his epoch-making book Burkert was
the first to divide the fragments of Philolaus inte two unequal parts
and demonstrate convincingly that the smaller part (B 1-7, 13, 16-17)
was authentic, while the others bore the stamp of later ideas and
terminology that was alien to the Presocratics.”

Burkert, who did much to revolutionize the study of Pythagorean-
ism, demonstrated yet again that success in this field, even partial
success, can be achieved only by examining the sources thoroughly
and sifting out those which can provide a basis for our reconstruc-
tions. Most of the inforination from the classicai period about Pytha-
goras and early Pythagoreanism has been preserved in the work of
later writers; separating it from the accretions of the Hellenistic and
Imperial eras is extraordinarily difficult. The results of nineteenth-
century research in this field were summed up by Eduard Zeller, who
noted that the further we get from the time of Pythagoras, the greater
the quantity of sources, while the reliability of these declines.® Zeller’s
attempt to rely on sources from the fifth and fourth centuries and that
part of the later tradition which concurs with them on important
details appears fully justified to this day. Burkert made important
corrections to Zeller's approach, showing that it is a necessary but not
a sufficient condition, since the early sources are aiso problematic and
contradictory. In part this is due to their fragmentary nature, but the
main difficulty is that they not only relate to various aspects of ancient
Pythagoreanism in its almost 200-year history — from the rise of the
Pythagorean community in Croton in ¢.530 to the disappearance of
the school after 350 - but they also give varving interpretations of
those aspects. Burkert distinguished two basic lines of interpretation,
the Platonic and the Aristotelian, giving clear preference to the latter.”
One of the aims of the present study is to show that the Aristotelan
interpretation of Pythagoreanism, which most scholars are inclined to

® Burkert, 218ff. One of his predecessors was R. Mondolfo, Sui frammenti di
Filolao’, RFIC 15 (1937), 225-45. See alsc Zeller i. 371 n. 3.

5 Zeller i 364. For a review of sources, see Zeller and Mondolfo i. 313-85.

7 Burkert, 53 [f,, esp. 79 1.
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accept, does not really deserve credit, whereas the very existence of
the Platonic interpretation, as defined by Burkert, is open to question.
Burkert’s conclusion on the authenticity of some of Philolaus’

fragments was accepted surprisingly quickly by the great majority of .

students of Presocratic philosophy. However, as usually happens in
science, the solution of one particular problem immediately gives rise
to new ones. Burkert ‘rescued’ some of the fragments of Philolaus, but
not Philolaus as a philosopher and scientist himself. Burkert regarded
Philolaus as a figure representing the transition from the religious-
mythological lore and number symbolism of the time of Pythagoras
to Pythagorean science represented by the generation of Archytas.
Carl Huffman, who relied heavily on Burkert's analysis, tried to move
further forward and reconstruct as fully as possiblé the philosophical
and scientific teaching of Philolaus, which survived in the authentic
fragments and testimonia.® In the attempt to ‘rescue’ Philolaus, as a
philosopher and scientist, Huffman considered it possible to sacrifice
both Pythagoras and practically all Pythagoreans before Philolaus.
None of them, in his view, were scientists or philosophers, or if they
were, they failed to set down their ideas in writing, Naturally, Huff-
man came up against a serious problem in making Philolaus a bearer
of the Pythagorean tradition. He resolved it by presenting a Philolaus
who, while never completely ceasing to be a Pythagorean, becomes
increasingly ‘Presocratic’.”

The same approach may be seen in Huffman’s fundamental
new work on Archytas, based on a detailed analysis of all available
sources.”” Huffman is the first scholar to present such a full picture
of this outstanding Pythagorean scientist, philosopher and politician,
who exerted considerable influence on Plato. However, the Pythago-
reanism of Archytas explains hardly anything in his science
and philosophy; moreover, he himself needs to be explained, since it
emerges that he did less to continue Pythagoras’ line than to break with
it. Why did the contemporaries of Philolaus and Archytas consider
them Pythagoreans, and what did it mean to be a Pythagorean in the

§ C. A. Huffman, Philolaus of Croton: Pythagorean and Presocratic (Cambridge,
1993), According to Huffman’s analysis, testimonia A 7a, 9-10, 16-24, 27-9 are
authentic.

® Cf. L. Zhmud, ‘Some Notes on Philolaus and the Pythagoreans’, Hyperboreus 4
(1998), 243-70.

' C. A. Huffman, Archytas of Tarentum: Pythagorean, Philosopher and Mathema-
tician King (Cambridge, 2005).
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fifth century? Is Pythagoreanism possible without Pythagoras, like
Orphism without Orpheus, of whose personality we have absolutely
no need; or is Pythagoreanism possible in spite of Pythagoras, like
some intellectual and spiritual movements which have evolved in
directions opposite to the designs of their founders? T do not believe
that much can be achieved by taking this path. While acknowledging
that Pythagoras is the most complex component of the Pythagorean
question, we should aim not to cast him aside, but to try and find the
links connecting him with the Pythagoreans of the sixth to fourth
centuries, and through them with the larger phenomenon of ancient
Greek Pythagoreanism. To divide the larger problem into a number of
smaller ones — Pythagoras, the Pythagorean school, the Pythagoreans,
Pythagoreanism — seemns to me if not a guarantee of success at least a
step in the right direction.

What are the connections between these related but not fully
overlapping concepts? The Pythagorean school includes only those
Pythagoreans who left their mark in philosophy, science, and medi-
cine. ‘The Pythagoreans’ is a more general term, which also embraces
those who were members of the Pythagorean political societies (hetair-
ini) and/or representatives of the Pythagorean way of life. Both these
groups ceased to exist in the middle of the fourth century, and with
them went ancient Pythagoreanism. But Pythagoreanism as a whole,
as the totality of what was conveyed in antiquity (and often later) by
the name of Pythagoras, lived on after that, and with time assumed
new forms. Among its filiations were ‘Pythagorizing’ philosophers, for
example, Diodorus of Aspendus (second half of the fourth century),
who had nothing to do with the politics, philosophy, or science of
the Pythagoreans but merely led an ascetic way of life which had
become popular. Their reflection in Middle Comedy, the so-called
Pythagorists, often appeared on the Athenian stage after the mid-
fourth century as indigent preachers of metempsychosis and vegetari-
anism (DK 58 E).

Even clearer evidence of the end of ancient Pythagoreanism is
provided by the pseudo-Pythagorean writings which appeared at
the turn of the third century, signed with the names of Pythagoras
and historical or invented Pythagoreans.'' These texts, whose authors

<

"' For discussion of the date and place of the creation of the pseudo-Pythagorean
literature, see W. Burkert, ‘Hellenistische Pseudopythagorica’, Philologus 105 (1961),
16-43, 226-46; id,, ‘Zur geistesgeschichtlichen Einordnung einiger Pseudopythagorica’,
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are still unknown, were fabricated throughout the Hellenistic period
and the early Roman Empire without any discernible link with the
original writings of the Pythagoreans of the fifth and fourth centu-
ries.'"” The ‘Pythagoreanism’ of pseudo-Pythagorean writing comes s
down to a small number of very general notions which had a well-
known connection with Pythagoras and his school: arithmology,
cosmic and musical harmony, etc. As a rule the authors of these
works relied on Academic and Peripatetic interpretations of Pytha-
goreanism, or directly on the theories of Plato and Aristotle.
Published under the name of Pythagoras and his disciples, these
writings were evidently intended to demonstrate precisely whom
Greek philosophy had to thank for all that was best in it. The
abundance of this material stands in contrast to its almost complete
uselessness for any historical reconstruction of the teachings of
Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans.

The growing body of pseudo-Pythagorean literature, the revival of
dogmatic Platonism, and the undying fame of Pythagoras laid the
ground in the first century for the birth of Neo-Pythagoreanism.
Along with the pseudonymous tracts appeared the writings of those
who saw themselves as followers of the Platonized Pythagoras, but
wrote in their own names. With few exceptions, all known neo-
Pythagoreans of whom written works or fragments are preserved
were Platonists: Eudorus of Alexandria {second half of the first .
century), Moderatus of Gades and Apollonius of Tyana (second half
of the first century ap), Nicomachus of Gerasa and Numenius
of Apameia (second century an), and others."* The final synthesis of
Neoplatonism and neo-Pythagoreanism was achieved by such

in K. von Fritz (ed.), Pseudepigrapha I (Geneva, 1971}, 25-55; H. Thesleff, An Introduc-
tion to the Pythagorean Writings of the Hellenisiic Period {Abo, 1961); id., “On the
problem of the Doric pseudo-Pythagorica’, Pseudepigrapha 1, 57-102; A. Stidele, Die
Briefe des Pythagoras und der Pythagoreer {Meisenheim am Glan, 1980); B. Centrone, La
letteratura pseudopitagorica: crigine, diffusione e finalita’, in G. Cerri {ed.), La letteraiura
pseudepigrafa nella cultura greca e romana (Naples, 2000), 429-52.

'2 H. Dérrie, ‘Der nachklassische Pythagoreismus’, RE 24 (1963), 271.

'* See ]. Dillon, The Middle Platonists, 2nd edn. (London, 1996). ‘To propound
Pythagorean views, or adopt Pythagorean practices, was not an alternative to being
Platomist: depending on one’s position in a long-running debate, Pythagoreanisin was
Platonisin properly interpreted or Platonism with optional extras’, G. Clark, ‘Philo-
sophic Lives and the Philosophic Life: Porphyry and lamblichus’, in T. Higg and
P. Rousseau {eds.), Greek Biography and Panegyric in Late Antiquity (Berkeley,
20003, 36.
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important figures for the Pythagorean tradition as Porphyry of Tyre
(c. 4D 235-¢.305), the pupil of Plotinus, and especially Tamblichus
of Chalcis in Syria {¢. Ap 245~¢.325), the pupil of Anatolius and later
Porphyry. Porphyry’s Life of Pythagoras and lamblichus’ On the
Pythagorean Life, with Nicomachus’ popular introductions to mathe-
matics, became canonical texts which defined the picture of Pytha-
goras and his school right down to the nineteenth century.

Thanks to the collective efforts of many generations of admirers
and interpreters, Pythagoreanism was the only strain of Presocratic
thought to survive, albeit in much-modified form, until the end of
antiquity, and Pythagoras vied with Socrates and Plato (far outstrip-
ping their predecessors) in influence on thinkers of later eras.'* Here,
however, it would be more fitting to speak of ‘Pythagoras’, the author
of the pseudepigrapha, the hero of aretalogical biographies and fan-
tastic novels, than of the real historical figure of interest to us. These
two hypostases of Pythagoras bear roughly the same relationship to
each other as Alexander the Great and the protagonist of A Novel
about Alexander, except that Pythagoras did not have any Ptolemy or
even any Callisthenes of his own. This being so, any interpretation of
him as a person, of his teaching and his work, is far more problematic
than is the case with Philolaus, Archytas, and many other Pythagore-
ans. Although the central figure in pseudo-Pythagorean literature is
not Pythagoras but Archytas, and for every authentic fragment of
Philolaus and Archytas there are several (sometimes several dozen)
that are spurious, it remains possible to set against these late forgeries
some quite tangible evidence. In the case of Pythagoras’ teaching, the
basis of our reconstructions is much less sure. For this reason, even if
we confine ourselves to establishing the vast but elusive influence of
Pythagoras on Archaic and Classical culture, historians inevitably
draw on something which lies outside the limits of the sources:
their own general views on the rise of Greek philosophy and science,
and on the influence exerted on these by Greek religion and Oriental
knowledge. By superimposing on this historical background what is
known of Pythagorean religion, philosophy, and science in the sixth
to fourth centuries, they then try to determine the contribution of

" On Pythagoreanism in the Middle Ages and the modemn age, see Kahn, 157 ff;
Ch. Riedweg, Pythagoras: His Life, Teaching and Influence (Ithaca and London,
2005), 169 £.; Ch, Celenza, Piety and Fythagoras in Renaissance Fiorence: The Symbo-
lum Nesianum (Leiden, 2001).
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Pythagoras himself. Given the varied nature of the initial premises, it
is clear that the results will rarely be conclusive.

If we turn to the sources, the difficulties are not limited to the usual
ones faced in studying the Presocratics, like interpreting philosophi- «
cal and scientific views which are to be reconstructed on the basis of a
small number of fragments and indirect evidence. From Pythagoras
himself not so much as one line has reached us. Apparently he really
did not write anything.*> All that remains is the deep mark he left in
the ancient tradition, a mark which is very difficult to interpret. In the
literature of the fifth and fourth centuries Pythagoras already emerges
as an outstanding thinker and mathematician, a religious and ethical
reformer, a wise teacher, an influential politician, a demigod to his
disciples and a charlatan to some of his contemporaries, and the
founder of a scientific school that was at the same time a religious
brotherhood. These contradictory views, both ancient and modern,
may largely be attributable to his unique personality. In him, it seems,
are found almost all those departures from the ‘normal’ Presocratic as
an author of a philosophical work, which characterized other thinkers
of his era - Thales, Empedocles, Archytas.

Thales, an older contemporary of Pythagoras, also wrote nothing,
but here we are dealing with a problem of a quite different order. The
philosophy of Thales remains his alone, provided, of course, that we
overlook the fact that it was the first in Greece. No arguments
developed about him in the schools of Plato and Aristotle; we know
of no “Thalesians’ or ‘neo-Thalesians’, whereas the Pythagoreans and
neo-Pythagoreans are well known. Pythagoras had more followers
and disciples than any of the Presocratics even in his lifetime (and
many more after his death). By analysing various aspects of ancient
Pythagoreanism, we can establish the areas in which the influence of -
Pythagoras was most enduring. At the same time, the wide variety of
individuals and forms which we see in Pythagoreanism inevitably
raises the question: do all elements of ancient Pythagoreanism owe
their existence to its founder? Some general considerations and his-
torical parallels suggest they do not, and there are still fewer grounds

12 ﬂithuugh the established view that Pythagoras wrote nothing developed only in
the age of Hellenism, it does not follow from this that he actually did set anything
down, Cf. Ch. Riedweg, *“Pythagoras hintertiess keine einzige Schrift” - ein Irrtuin?,
Mus, Helv. 54 (1997), 65-92.
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to argue for direct continuity with regard to Pythagoreanism after the
mid-fourth century.

As often happens, the decline of the Pythagorean school after
350 coincides with a veritable boom in philosophical and historical
literature about Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans, first in the Acad-
emy and the Lyceum, and later outside these. Even the Stoic Zeno
wrote his Hvfayoepucd (DL, VII, 4). In the last third of the fourth
century at least four biographies of Pythagoras were written, and
with each century that passed their number increased, while
pseudo-Pythagorean writings multiplied at an even greater rate.'®
The neo-Pythagorean biographers Nicomachus and Apollonius
selected from this large body of literature the material that best suited
their tastes and views, and combined it with Platonism and the
popular religious notions of their time. This trend was continued by
their Neoplatonic successors Porphyry and Tamblichus, who created
the image of Pythagoras the ‘divine sage’ at a time when the influence
of Christianity was already rapidly increasing, The biography found
in the collection of Diogenes Laertius is more sober, but like all the
other biographies of Pythagoras which have come down to us it is the
product of literary invention and of use only on those rare occasions
when it relies directly or indirectly on the scant trustworthy evidence
to be found in the fourth-century writers — Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus,
Neanthes of Cyzicus, Timaeus of Tauromenium, and others.

The critical investigations into the late tradition begun by Zeller
were carried further by Erwin Rohde, Armand Delatte, Isidore Lévy,
André-Jean Festugiére, Kurt von Fritz, Walter Burkert, and others,"”
Their research showed that material on ancient Pythagoreanism
dating back to fourth-century authors survived in texts from the
Hellenistic and Roman periods only in the form of occasional
brief passages. Unlike the search for secondary sources, attempts to

'8 In all, six biographies of Pythagoras have come down to us. They range from a
few pages in the Suda to a whole treatise by Iamblichus. In this Pythagoras outstripped
even Plato and Aristotle.

7 Rohde, 102 ff; J. Mewaldt, De Aristoxeni Pythagoricis sententiis et Vita Pytha-
gorica {diss. Berlin, 1904); W. Bertermann, De Iamblichi vitae Pythagericae fontibus
{diss. K6nigsberg, 1913); Delatte, Lit; id., Pol; id., Vie; H. Jager, Die Quellen des
Porphyrioes in seiner Pythagoras-Biographie (diss.; Zurich, 1919); Lévy; A.-]. Festu-
giere, “Sur la “Vita Pythagorica” de Jamblique’ (1937}, in his Etudes de philosophie
grecque (Paris, 1971), 437-62; von Fritz, Pol; id., ‘Pythagoras’, RE 47 (1963), 171-203;
Burkert.
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reconstruct authentic Pythagorean texts from the fifth and fourth
centurics brought no result. The idea that the Pythagorean Memoirs
transmitted by Alexander Polyhistor are a fourth-century source was
rebutted by Willy Theiler, and later by Festugiére.'® Theiler showed :
that the greater part of the Pythagorean texts examined by Delatte
(including the famous Tepds Adyos) were late forgerie:;.19 The inter-
pretation of Pythagoras’ speeches, found in Iamblichus, as a fifth-
century source has also been rejected,”” as has Corssen’s theory that
Androcydes’ book On Pythagorean Symbols was written by a fourth-
century doctor,” Perhaps because of the absence of palpable success
in this area of Quellenforschung, in recent decades very few scholars
have ventured far into it. Most such attempts have proved to be only
one more rehearsal of previously rejected ideas,? or an unwarranted
revision of well-established opinions.”> A tendency now widespread
in classical philology to suppose that many late authors who were
previously regarded as compilers were in fact not compilers® has also

¥ See M. Wellmann, ‘Eine pythagareische Urkunde des 4. th. v.Chr.’, Hermes 54
{1919), 225-45; Delatte, Vie, 197 ff.; W. Wiersma, ‘Das Referat des Alexandros Poly-
histor itber die Pythagoreische Philosophie’, Mnemosyne 10 {1941), 97-112. CL
W. Theiler, Review, Gnomon 2 (1926), 147-56; Lévy, 74 f; A.-]. Festugiére, ‘Les
“Mémoires pythagoriques™ cités par Alexandre Polyhistor’, REG 58 (1945), 1-65.
Zeller, iii. 2, 103 £, 108, dated the Memoirs in the late 2nd — early st cents.

% See aiso K, von Fritz, ‘Pythagoreer’, RE 47 {1963}, 239 f,

% See A. Rostagmi, ‘Pitagora e i Pitagorici in Timed” (1%14), in his Scrifti minori,
ii/1 (Turin, 1956), 3-50; id., ‘Un nuovo capitolo nella storia della retorica e della
sofistica’ (1922}, in Seritti minori, i (Tarin, 1953), 3-59; Delatte, Lit., 85 id, Pol., 39 £;
of. Burkert, 104 n. 37.

' See P, Corssen, ‘Die Schrift des Arztes Androkydes [Teai muflayopucin cupfé-
Aav’, RhM 67 (1912), 240-62. Cf. Burkert, 167 n. 9. On Androcydes see below,
171, 192.

** De Vogel, 70£f, argued that the speeches of Pythagoras reported by Tamblichus
are an early source. Cf. Burkert, 104 n. 37; id,, Review, Gymnasium 74 (1967), 458~60;
M, Zucceni, ‘La tradizione dei discorsi di Pitagora in Giamblico’, Vita Pythagorica,
37-57, RFIC 98 (1970}, 491-501. The suggestion of |. C. Thom, The Pythagorcan
Golden Verses (Leiden, 1995), that the pseudo-Pythagorean Golden Verses date from
the 4th century, is even less convincing.

2 . Philip, “The Biographical Tradition - Pythagoras’, TAPA 90 (1959), 185 and
P. Gorman, “The “Apollonios” of the Neoplatonic Bicgraphies of Pythagoras’, Mne-
mosyne 38 (19385), 13044, rejected the idea that Nicomachus and Apollonius
wrote biographies of Pythagoras.

* This tendency has shown itself e.g. in many recent works on Tambiichus:
D. O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived: Mathematics and Philosophy in Late Antiguity
(Oxford,1989); G. Staab, Pythagoras in der Spdtantike: Studien zu De Vita Pythage-
rica des famblichos ven Chalkis {(Munich, 2002); M. Lurje, ‘Die Vita Pythagorica als
Manifest der neuplatonischen Paideia’, in M. von Albrecht et al. {eds.}, Jamblich.
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done nothing to foster the development of Quellenforschung, which is
increasingly associated with something hopelessly outmoded.”
Nevertheless, whatever the extent of originality of the late antique
writers and of our faith in nineteenth-century philology, it seems
obvious that we have not yet exhausted our chances of finding in
the ancient tradition evidence of the classical period on the Pythago-
reans, even if our searches are not always successful *®

An uncritical adherence to the late tradition - still quite often met
with — poses-artificial barriers along the path of research. Is it possible
to reconstruct the philosophy and science of the early Pythagoreans if
their community was dominated by the absolute authority of the
Master and all doubts were swept aside with “Ipse dixit’, if the teach-
ing before the time of Philolaus was oral and secret, and all achieve-
ments were attributed to Pythagoras?®” But even if we cast aside these
and similar late legends, it is possible to come to a dead end by placing
excessive faith in the authorities of the classical era. By restricting our
research into early Pythagoreanism to the evidence of writers before
300, we are taking only the first step in our search for reliable sources.
The legendary tradition about Pythagoras, which reaches back to his
lifetime, evolved in accordance with the laws of this genre of folklore,
constantly incorporating similar elements (miracles, prophecies and
the like), and sometimes losing any tangible connection with the
person who gave birth to it. In any case, there are no grounds
whatever for giving the legendary tradition privileged status because
of its supposed ‘archaic’ character: virtually every source of a legend
about Pythagoras has introduced something new. In a similar way
a legendary tradition developed about the Pythagoreans, which is
reflected in a book by the Milesian Sophist Anaximander the
Younger, the Interpretation of Pythagorean Symbols, as well as in
Aristotle, and later in a long series of new interpretations of ‘Pytha-
gorean symbols’ (58 C 1-6).

Pythagoras: Legende — Lehre - Lebensgestaliung (Darmstadt, 2002), 221-52. Tt is
revealing that neither O’Meara nor Staab (Pythagoras, 222) analyse lamblichus’
sources.

2y, Mansfeld, $tudies in the Historiography of Greek Philosophy (Assen, 1990), 345,

# Burker(, who had asserted earlier that the story of the mathematici and acusmatici,
found in Iamblichus, derives from Aristotle (152 ff.), was forced to admit that this cannot
be proved: id., ‘Pythagoreische Retraktationen’, in W. Burkert et al. {eds.), Fragment-
sammiungen philosophischer Texte der Antike (Gottingen, 1998), 314 £

¥ DL, VIIL, 15, 42, 46; Porph. VP 57-8; lamb. VP 158, 198, 199, 226-7, 246-7.
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Like no one else among the Presocratics, Pythagoras very soon
became the subject of constant disputes. Beginning with Xenophanes
and Heraclitus, almost all of the early tradition is polemical, That is

why it has far more to say about Pythagoras than about any other :

thinker of his day. The first book about the Greek philosopher was
Democritus’ Pythagoras (A 33,1). When in the Academy the earliest
genre of philosophical historiography arose — a monograph devoted
to an individual thinker or school of thought - among the very first
specimens were ITvlayépeia by Xenocrates (fr. 2) and On the Pytha-
goreans by Heraclides of Pontus (fr. 22, 40-1). In addition, Pytha-
goras became the hero of Heraclides™ fantastic dialogues Abaris (fr.
73-5, cf. fr. 90) and On the Woman who Stopped Breathing (fr. 87-9),
which drew on the legends and elaborated on them. Speusippus wrote
a book which was to become highly influential, On Pythagorean
Numbers (fr. 28). It is commonly accepted now that the Platonists
presented Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans as the precursors of Plato
and ascribed Academic notions to them. Whether this is the case will
be examined later (§12.1). At any rate, the Platonists were sympa-
thetic towards Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans. In contrast to
them Isocrates, the rival of the Academy, was rather ironic about
Pythagoras’ ¢urooogia (Bus. 28), and his student, the historian Theo-
pompus, expressed great hostility to Pythagoras’ philosophy (FGrHist
115 F 72),

Discussing the theories of the Presocratics in De caelo, Aristotle
makes an interesting psychological remark: ‘It is what we are all
inclined to do, to direct our enquiry not to the matter itself, but to
the views of our opponents’ (294b5). Besides his works on individual
Pythagoreans or against them (On Archytas’ Philosophy, Against
Alemaeon), Aristotle wrote two special monographs: On the Pytha-
goreans {fr. 191-6}, containing a collection of mostly legendary
material, and Against the Pythagoreans (fr. 198-205), in which he
criticized their philosophical and scientific theories.?® He took issue
with the Pythagoreans in his Physics, De caelo, Metaphysics, and other

* In the catalogue of Aristotle’s writings (D.L. ¥, 22-7), datlng back to the 3rd
cent., both works are listed (nos. 97, 101), each one being the size of a book. In about
the 2nd cent. the two books were combined into a single book, which later writers
cited using different titles, See P'. Moraux, Les Listes anciennes des ouvrages d'Aristote
(Louvain, 1951), 107; J. Philip, ‘Aristotle’s Monograph on the Pythagoreans’, TAPA 94
(1963}, 185 ff; Burkert, 29; O. Gigon (ed.), Aristotelis opera, iil. Librorum deperdi-
torum fragmenta (Berlin, 1987), 403 L
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works, but quite often his true opponents were not so much the actual
representatives of that school as his colieagues at the Academy. This
factor left a deep imprint on his interpretation of Pythagoreanism and
doomed to failure any attemnpt to view Aristotle uncritically as the
most reliable source on Pythagorean views.”® The famous ‘number
doctrine’,”” passed on by Aristotle, still considered to be the quintes-
sence of Pythagorean philosophy, cannot be found in the early
Pythagoreans or in Philolaus, and it has proved impossible to trace
it back to Pythagoras. Aristotle’s interpretation of Pythagorean num-
ber philosophy can be understood only in the context of Plato’s
unwritten doctrine and the theories of the Academics that were
built on it. And while Charles Kahn, the author of a recent mono-
graph on Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans, believes that ‘Aristotle
was the last author to draw a clear distinction between the two
schools’,”! there are good grounds to wonder whether Aristotle really
made a strict distinction between Pythagoreanism and Platonism,
and whether he did not ascribe to the Pythagoreans ideas which
were alien to them.

In the next generation, Theophrastus at least once (Met.
11a27-b10) linked ‘the Pythagoreans’ with the principles of Plato’s
unwritten doctrine (in late Hellenism, this became a defining char-
acteristic of a pseudo- and neo-Pythagorean tradition). Fortunately
this tendency does not affect the individual Pythagoreans who figure
in his doxographical compendium the Opinions of the Physicists.
Pythagoras and anonymous Pythagoreans, the bearers of the number
doctrine, are not included there. The writings about Pythagoras and
his followers by the Peripatetic Aristoxenus, who in his youth studied
under the last of the Pythagoreans, paint an idealized portrait of
philosophers, scientists, and politicians living in harmony with their
ethical principles. This picture differs from the one found in his
biographies of Socrates and Plato, which abound in the most varied
and scandalous accusations. In spite of the unconcealed personal
sympathies and antipathies of Aristoxenus, the teachings which he

¥ (One such attempt was by Philip, 5f. Cherniss’s criticism of Aristotle is generally
excessive, but mostly accurate with regard to the Pythagorean material (Cherniss,
Criticism); <f. below, §§11.2, 12,2,

% Hereafter I will apply the name ‘number doctrine’ {number philosophy) to that
form of the philosophy of number according to which the world arose out of numbers
and consists of numbers, i.e,, number is an ontological principle.

*1 Kahn, §5. Cf. Zhmud, “Some Notes’, 259 ff.
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passed on in his Pythagorean Precepts are suspiciously like those
of the Academy. Dicaearchus, his less biased colleague from the
Lyceum, also makes Pythagoras, Plato, and Socrates the heroes of
his philosophical biographies. In the works of the Peripatetic Eude-
mus on the history of mathematics and astronomy we find a picture
which is rather different from Dicaearchus’, although it does not
contradict it.

Thus, if we confine ourselves to sources from before 300, we find in
them the same basic hypostases of Pythagoras as are discussed in
contemporary scholarship: a rehigious teacher, a politician, a philoso-
pher, and a scientist. Although the proportions of these different
aspects vary in the works of modern scholars, and depend on their
personal tastes, as a rough approximation the differing views may be
reduced to two main trends (within which, however, there are sub-
stantial variations). The first accepts in essence the ancient tradition
of the philosophical and scientific work of Pythagoras and his im-
mediate students.”* The second trend, much more critical of Pytha-
goras, emerges in the early twentieth century,” and is most inarked in
Burkert, whose book gave it broad currency.* In that view, the early
(pre-Platomic) tradition contains no evidence of the scientific or
philosophical work of Pythagoras and his closest followers, and the
evidence which appeared later is merely a projection of the work of
the later Pythagoreans — Philolaus, Archytas, and their students - into
the past. Thus Pythagoras appears principally as a religious teacher
(a ‘shaman’ to Burkert, a ‘guru’ to Riedweg), preaching a doctrine
close to Orphism, on the transmigration of souls, and founding
a secret sect in which his followers led a life ruled by stringent and
absurd taboos.

*2 Guthrie, i. 146~359; K. von Fritz, ‘Pythagoras’, RE 47 (1963), 171-203; id,
‘Pythagoreer’; de Vogel; van der Waerden; Kahn.

¥ See eg. H. Vogt, ‘Die Geometrie des Pythagoras’, Bibl, Mathematica 9 (1909),
15-54; K. Reinhardt, Parmenides und die Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie
(Bonn, 1916), 2311£; E. Sachs, Die fiinf platonischen Korper (Betlin, 1917); Frank;
Lévy, 6, W. Rathmann, Quaestiones Pythagoreae Orphicae Empedocleae {diss; Halle,
1933), 234f; W. A, Heidel, ‘The Pythagoreans and Greek Mathematics’, AJP 61
(1940}, 1-33; Q. Gigon, Der Ursprung der griechischen Philosophie (Basel, 1945),
142 ff,

* See e.g. Knorr, 5 ff; ]. Barnes, The Presocratic Philosophers, 2nd edn. (New York,
1982), 781f; Huffinan, Philolaus; P. Kingsley. Ancient Philosophy, Mpystery, and
Magic: Empedocles and Pythagorean Tradition (Oxford, 1995); M. Giangiulio, Pita-
gora: le opere e le testimonianze, i-i {Milan, 2000); Riedwep, Pythagoras.
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It is hardly possible to unite harmoniously all versions of the
classical sources, because the reality was no less contradictory than
the tradition. Should we therefore sacrifice one of the aspects of early
Pythagoreanism - the scientific, the philosophical, the political, or the
religious - as the price of greater inner umnity in our reconstruction?
‘A minimalism that eliminates every aspect of tradition which seems
in any respect questionable cannot help giving a false picture.”
Burkert in his book twice demonstrated the justice of this assertion:
first, by rehabilitating a somewhat questionable tradition about Phi-
lolaus, and then by trying to eliminate all evidence of scientific and
philosophical work by Pythagoras, as well as his closeness to the
Jonian fa‘ropfa.

It is quite natural that science should usually be the first casualty of
a selective approach, especially when we consider how eagerly many
twentieth-century scholars tried to cast aside the heritage of ‘positi-
vism' (variously understood) and the ‘modernization’ of Archaic
Greece.”® Unfortunately, what took the place of ‘modernization’ was
frequently not an unbiased approach, but artificial archaizing of the
Presocratics: contrary to Aristotle’s judgement, they were brought
together with the theologians and wonder-workers of the Archaic
period;” the sources of their thinking were sought in Oriental
mythology and theogony, or even in the religion of hunting tribes
(shamanism} and the like. Paradoxical though it may seem, this
archaizing tendency is to a large extent linked with the fact that
attempts were made to judge the Presocratics by the standards of
the age of positivism and, if the material did not match the accepted
image of a rationalist and scientist, the scientific component of the
Archaic culture was rejected outright. In the meantime, what in the
sixth and fifth centuries was corming to be science was not yet science
. in full measure, and the image of a scientist as we know it was only
beginning to take shape from the variety of human material. Not only
do Thales the politician, Xenophanes the poet, Pythagoras the

% Burkert, 10.

¢ While Rohde (103 f.) regarded Pythagoras not as a philosopher but as a religious
reformer and a scientist, in Frank’s view (67) ‘old Pythagoras’ could in a cettain sense
- be termed a philosopher, but he had very little to do with science. Philip (24 ff., 200 f£.)
likewise allows that the early Pythagoreans were philosophers, while rejecting their
claim to science.

> On Aristotle’s distinctions between ‘physicists’ and ‘theologians’, see L. Zhmud,
The Origin of the Histary of Science in Classical Antiguity (Berlin, 2006), 130 f,
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religious teacher, and Archytas the army commander not resemble
university professors, they do not resemble specialized Hellenistic
scientists either. However, the variety of human individuality, formed
in a particular cultural situation, and the uniqueness of the very
period of the ‘Greek miracle’,”® should not discourage those who
see that the methods by which Thales, Pythaporas, and Archytas
solved scientific problems are the same as those of mature science.

The real alternative to modernization and archaization lies in
acknowledging that each sphere of activity of Pythagoras and the
Pythagoreans — politics, religion, philosophy, and science - has its
own internal logic and independent history, and each must therefore
receive its own specific expianation. Each explanation must be com-
patible with all the others, but not reducible to a single unified all-
embracing construction, such as that offered by F.M. Cornford and
J. Burnet - Pythagorean science as ‘purification of the soul’.’® The
Platonic origin of this notion prevented it from taking hold as a
convincing explanation for Pythagoreanism. Another construction,
which arose in late Antiguity, proved to be far more enduring. To
resolve the contradictions in the tradition surrounding Pythagoras
and his disciples, two different trends, or degrees of initiation, which
supposedly existed among the early Pythagoreans, were invented: the
scientific mathematici, and the religious acusratici, who engaged in
political life. The dispute between them, described by Iamblichus
(Comm. Math. 76.16 ff.), in some ways recalls the dispute between
modern scholars about science and religion in the Pythagorean
school. While the acusmatici refused to recognize the mathematici
as fellow Pythagoreans, the mathematici did not deny the Pythagore-
anism of the acusmatici, but claimed to be following Pythagoras even
more closely.

Many modern studies add to this construction the thesis of a
gradual rationalization of Pythagoreanism, which would explain the
development of myth and number symbolism into philosophy and

*® For the first attempt at a Systematic study of the ‘Greek miracle’, applying
soctological and socio-psychological methods, see Zaicev, Unfortunately, responses
to this book have been few, partly because the ‘Greek miracle’ itself is losing its
erstwhile appeal

* E. M. Cornford, ‘Mysticism and Science in the Pythagorean Tradition’, CQ 16
(19223, 137-30; 17 (1923}, 1-12: Bumet, 97 £; cf. the critique by Burkert, 211 f.

N
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science. Leaving aside the fact that this development is itself extreme-
ly questionable, the thesis of rationalization as a form of linear
evolutionary progression ‘from myth to reason™ runs counter both
to the steady increase in mythical elements in the tradition about
Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans, and to the real history of the
Pythagorean society. Rationalization does nothing to explain Pytha-
goras himself, or such figures in his entourage as the athlete and army
commander Milon, the mathematician Hippasus, the doctor Demo-
cedes, and the natural philosopher Alcmaeon. Since the political
dominance of the Pythagoreans, first in Croton, then in other cities,
is an indisputable fact of the history of Magna Graecia in the years
¢.510-450, the Pythagorean society should be regarded above all
within the context of that history.* Those who suppose that it was
originally a sect of superstitious ritualists*? need to explain how this
sect came to lead the southern Italian aristocracy and hold on to
power for more than half a century, making Croton famous for its
unprecedented number of victors at the Olyvmpic Games and other
sporting competitions.**

It is revealing that the rationalization of Pythagereanism is dated in
widely varying periods. To Erich Frank, Aristotle’s ‘so-called Pytha-
goreans’, whom he identified with Archytas and his pupils, were
responsible for all the achievements attributed to the early school.*!
Burkert, who accepted Frank’s idea that early Pythagorean science
and philosophy were a retrospective Academic projection, took him
to task for exaggeration and dated the beginning of the Pythagoreans’
philosophical and scientific work to the mid-fifth century. The well-
known historian of science B, L. van der Waerden was prepared to go

* R. Buxton (ed.), From Myth to Reason? Studics in the Development of Gresk
Thought (Oxford, 2001).

*! See the classical studies of Pythagorean politics: Delatte, Pol.; von Fritz, Pol.; Minar;
Dunbabin, and the following more recent works: M. Giangiulio, Ricerche su Crotone
arcaica (Pisa, 1989); M. Bugno, Da Sibari a Thurii: La fine di un impero (Naples, 1999).

“ W, Burkert, ‘Craft Versus Sect: The Problem of Orp}ucs and Pythagereans’, in
B. E. Meyer (ed.), Jewish and Christian Self-Definition, iii (London, 1983), 1-22.

** On the Pythagorean athletes, see Giangiulio, Ricerche 102 £, 251 £; C. Mann,
Athlet und Polis im archaischen und friihkiassischen Griechenland (Gottingen, 2001),
164 ff.

H Relying on Aristotle’s phrase of wadoduevo Huﬂayépam, Frank, 69, argued that
these Pythagoreans were not true followers of Pythagoras. Cf. Cherniss, Criticism, 348;
Guthrie, i. 155; 7. Philip, “Aristotle’s sources for Pythagorean docirine’, Phoenix 17
(1963), 252 f; Burkert, 29 ff.; Huffman, Philolaus, 31 £
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even further in the rehabilitation of the early school. He recognized its
great successes in mathematics, astronomy, and physics, but refused
to attribute them to Pythagoras himself, whom he depicted as merely
an apt pupil of the Egyptians and Babylonians, who related to his
followers the essence of the knowledge he had received.” Finally
Riedweg, who generally shared Burkert’s approach, acknowledges
such an important element of the tradition as the coining by Pythagoras
of the word ¢:déoodos,” and even Pythagorean science: though ‘a
speculative theory of numbers with certain mythical traits’, it is never-
theless a science, at least in the sense of Lévi-Strauss’s pensée sauvage.*’

Unlike pensée sauvage and other twentieth-century anthropologi-
cal constructs, such as ‘Greek shamanism’ or ‘mythical thinking’,**
the science and philosophy of the sixth century, represented by the
likes of Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, and Xenophanes, are
absolutely real. Our task is to determine to what extent Pythagoras
and his earlier followers were mediators between the sixth-century
Ionians, on the one hand, and the science and philosophy of the
second half of the {ifth century (Pythagorean or not), on the other. On
the whole we have to admit that Pythagoras’ contribution to philo-
sophy and science may be reconstructed with varying degrees of
accuracy, His students did not set down his views, unlike those
of Socrates, for example. The Pythagorean sources make no mention
of Pythagoras at all. The early tradition presents him as a ‘wise mar’,
but how his wisdom showed itself we learn principally from the
evidence of the post-Platonic time. As a result, we have no direct,
reliable access to his philosophical teachings. In order to achieve even
a relative degree of reliability, it is necessary to compare the ideas of
the early Pythagoreans, from whom we have some fragments and
testimonia, with those fifth- and fourth-century sources on Pytha-
goras which have withstood a preliminary historico-philological scru-
tiny. The ideas, which do not fundamentally contradict attested early
Pythagorean views, define the limits of the possible. In order to

** Van der Waerden, 141,

“¢ Ch. Riedweg, ‘Zum Ursprung des Wortes “Philosophie”’, in A. Bierl et al. (eds.},
Antike Literatur in neuerer Deutung {Munich, 2004), 147-81. Cf. W. Burkert, ‘Platon
cder Pythagoras? Zum Ursprung des Wortes “Philosophie™’, Hernes 88 (1960),
159-77.

7 Riedweg, Pythagoras, 90. Cf. L. Zhmud, Review, AncPhil 23 (2003), 416-20.

18 L. Zhmud, ‘On the Notion of “Mythical Thinking”’, Hyperboreus 1 (1994/5),
155-69.
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establish what within those limits is most reliable, we need to apply
additional criteria, for example, the fact that Pythagoras’ philosophy
should be post-Milesian and pre-Eleatic.

The path proposed here is far from straightforward. The teachings
of the early Pythagoreans which have come down to us — of Alc-
maeon, Hippasus, Menestor, Hippon, and others - are too highly
individual to be seen as a reflection of Pythagoras’ own system. In
fact, there is no certainty at all that such a system actually existed.
Furthermore; the search for traces of influence of Pythagoras” philo-
sophy on his younger coutemporaries Parmenides and Heraclitus,
and later on Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and Zeno has so far yielded
few decisive results. Yet it is difficult to see any serious alternative to
this approach. Any reconstruction of the philosophical views of
Pythagoras must be founded primarily on the views of his students
and followers, and use the teachings of the philosophers of the sixth
century and early fifth century for purposes of verification.

The most important premise for such an approach is continuity in
the evolution of Pythagorean theories. Since continuity is most
plainly visible in the exact sciences, by virtue of their cumulative
development, the reconstruction of Pythagoras® achievements here,
or at least of the range of problems he dealt with, will be most reliable.
Here it is possible to.establish the individual links in the chain of
scientific discoveries Hnking Pythagoras with Ionian geometry and
astronomy (Thales, Anaximander) on the one hand, and on the other
with Pythagorean mathematics (Hippasus, Theodorus, Archytas). We
may note that such a reconstruction is not only possible, but essential.
While the Eleatics, Heraclitus and Empedocles may be described - if
with some reservations - as thinkers who owe little or nothing to the
influence of Pythagoras the philosopher, or, in the case of Empedo-
cles, owe only part of their religious teaching to him, the geometry,
astronomy, and especially arithmetic and harmonics of the mid-fifth
century are left hanging in the air if we exclude Pythagoras and the
early Pythagoreans from the ranks of those who contributed to their
development. The question of their mathematical work is thus in-
separable from another question of equal importance: who created
the Greek geometry and astronomy which was taken up and devel-
oped by Oenopides and Hippocrates of Chios? A comprehensive
picture of the development of mathémata will never be achieved,
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but even a partial reconstruction is unquestionably preferable to
simply renouncing this line of investigation.*

Strange as it may seein, the thesis of the continuity of Pythagore-
anism from the sixth to the fifth and fourth centuries applies least in
the area of re:h'gion.50 The tradition contains no evidence of any
religious teaching or practice by the Pythagoreans known to us. We
simply know next to nothing about what Milon, Brontinus, Demo-
cedes, Alcmaeon, Hippasus, Iccus, Menestor, Hippon, Theodorus,
Philolaus, Lysis, Eurytus, Echecrates, Xenophilus, Archytas, Hicetas,
Ecphantus, and other historically attested Pythagoreans believed in,
what they worshipped, or how. In particular, we do not know whether
any of them shared even Pythagoras’ best-known and reliably attested
religious doctrine, metempsychosis, or practised the vegetarianism
which was associated with #.”" Tlie dearth of information here is
largely due to the fragmentary and selective nature of our sources. By
itself, however, this cannot account for the fact that in the area of
religion we are compelled to rely almost exclusively on sources out-
side the Pythagorean school which deal with either Pythagoras or
anonymous Pythagoreans, of ITvfaydpeioe. It must be admitted that,
with regard to religious matters, neither the writings of the Pythagor-
eans known to us by name nor their way of life offered anything of
interest to the ancient doxographical and biographical traditions.

The dual nature of the figure of Pythagoras himself was noted
by his contemporaries (see Heraclitus’ {gropia and xaxoreyvia, B
129) and attested by Aristotle: ‘Pythagoras, the son of Mnesarchus,
first dedicated himself to the study of mathematical sciences, espe-
cially numbers, but later could not refrain from the wonder-working
of Pherecydes’ (fr. 191). This combination of the rational and the

4 Cf “In the absence of earlier documentation, the history of Pythagoreanism
before Philolaus, like the history of Greek mathematics before Hippocrates of Chios,
must remain an area for informed speculation’ (Kahm, p. ix).

*! Continuity of the Pythagoreans’ cligarchic policies in Magna Graecia was
interrupted by the anti-Pythagorean uprising in the mid-5th century, when, according
to Polybius (I1,39,1; from Timaeus), ‘the best men in every polis’ perished. Later the
Pythagoreans managed not only to adapt to democracy, but to produce a political
leader-as-outstanding as Archytas.

*! Huffman’s point of departure is the premise that metempsychosts was ‘tacitly’
shared by all Pythagorean philosophers: C. A, Huffman, “The Pythagorean Concep-
tion of the Soul from Pythageras to Philolaus’, in D. Frede and B. Reis {eds.), Body
and Soul in Ancient Philosophy (Berlin, 2009), 21-44. There is, however, no evidence
for this.
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religious is not unique among the Presocratics: the natural philoso-
pher Empedocles pretended to be a wonder-worker and was a pro-
ponent of metempsychosis. The modern age affords numerous
examples of successful combinations of scientific thought and an
interest in astrology, alcheiny, hermetism, magic, Cabbalism, and
other occult and mystic trends.”® Pythagoras claimed to possess
supernatural powers and was the kind of personality who attracted
legends, even legends which had originally referred to other, less
famous wonder-workers. But, unlike Pythagoras, none of the ancient
Pythagoreans known to us is linked - in the reliable part of the
tradition - with anything remotely supernatural or miraculous. This
is one of our most serious problems. The difference between the
Pythagoreans and Pythagoras is striking, and gives rise to some
obvious questions: were they really his disciples and followers, and
why do we not find among them a single religious figure with even a
distant resemblance to Pythagoras? If these peopie were Pythagoreans
and no others can be found, this should tell us much about Pytha-
goras himself and the society he founded. In this case, Pythagoras, by
combining too much variety within himself, may turn out to be an
exception among the Pythagoreans, who adopted enly that part of his
legacy which corresponded to their own inclinations and interests.
Later this happened with Aristotle and the Peripatetics.

Not even the names of the individuals who followed Pythagoras’
religious teaching and the prescriptions and taboos associated with it
are known to us. The superstitious ritualists who avoided walking
along main roads, bathing in public baths, talking in the dark, step-
ping over yokes, and using knives to stoke fires, always turn out to be
anonymous figures from the legendary, not the historical tradition
unlike the Pythagorean politicians, athletes, doctors, philosophers,
and mathematicians. Whatever the case, that anonymity, which is
also a feature of Orphism, does not give cause to doubt that Pytha-
goras had followers who valued his religious teaching above all. The
aim here is not to reduce the religious aspect of Pythagoreanism to
a minimum, but rather to establish its real dimensions, with a his-
torically viable way of life and a belief system for its followers.

%2 C. Webster, From Paracelsus to Newion: Magic and the Making of Modern
Science (Cambridge, 1982); B. Vickers (ed.), Occult and Scientific Mentalities in the
Renaissance (Cambridge, 1986); ].-F. Bergier (ed.), Zwischen Wahn, Glaube und
Wissenschaft: Magie, Astrologie, Alchemnie und Wissenschaftsgeschichte (Zurich, 1988).
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In appealing to the legendary tradition, we must recognize clearly that
we are dealing with religious folklore, not with the realities of the
Pythagorean way of life which Plato mentioned with such respect
{Res. 600a-b).

The intention here, then, is to build up an individual portrait
of Pythagoras against the background of a collective portrait of the
Pythagoreans, allowing the two portraits to complement and correct
each other. The collective portrait itself should consist of individual

portraits of particular historical figures, and not be a collage of

assorted features allegedly conmon to the Pythagoreans ‘as a whole’,
This approach has its problems, not least because scholarship has not
yet established who is to be deemed a Pythagorean or by what criteria.
In spite of some disagreements though, the individual Pythagoreans
known to us by name constitute a fully tangible group, as distinct from
the anonymous Pythagoreans seen as standardized bearers of a gen-
eralized ‘school doctrine’. The collective portrait of the anonymous
Pythagoreans, such as is found, for example, in Aristotle’s writings,
or in modern works on the history of philosophy,® is inevitably
anachronistic. Unlike the Academy, Garden, and Stoa, which were
institutionalized philosophical schools with a range of well-defined
doctrines, varied though these were at different times, the Pythagorean

school arose not as a philosophical school, but as a political society, a\

hetairia. The teachings of its founder were not set down in writing, and
the school itself, widely scattered in many cities, evolved in the course
of almost two centuries, It is no surprise that in reliable sources we can
find nothing resembling a Pythagorean orthodoxy. All Pythagoreans
were different, aithough all shared common features with other Pytha-
goreans. Orthodoxy appears only in the late pseudo-Pythagorean
literature, but this is founded not on the authentic Pythagorean tradi-
tion, but on Platonism and/or Aristotelism.

In the modern worid, as in antiquity, the stories which are passed
down of certain social, ethnic or religious mmorities often differ from
those told about the individuals who make up those minorities. While
the former are by no means bound to be unreliable, or the latter
truthful, the two should be carefully distinguished. If we were to
collect all the information on individual Pythagoreans and compare
it with what the fifth- to fourth-century writers tell us about the

** See e Guthrie i, 146,
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ITuPaydpeia: as a kind of collective entity, these portraits would be
substantially different. Sometimes they differ even within the work of
a single author: the teachings of individual Pythagoreans, conveyed
by Aristotle, do not remotely resemble the number doctrine which he
attributes to the Pythagoreans as a group. Of course, Jlvflaydpeios is
often no more than a fagon de parler, concealing real and identifiable
people, like Archytas, for example, who is present behind the Pytha-
goreans in Plato’s Republic (530a—531c), or Philoslaus, whose astro-
nomical theory Aristotle ascribes to some anonymous Pythagoreans
(Cael. 293al8ff). But frequently it is impossible to identify the
collective Pythagoreans with any of the historical figures or groups
of Pythagoreans that we know. If the doctrines or actions attributed to
the collective Pythagoreans are not confirmed at the level of indivi-
duals, and especially if they run directly counter to that part of the
tradition, such evidence needs to be regarded with a high degree of
scepticism.

Notwithstanding the indisputable service rendered by Aristotle in
creating the history of philosophy,”® it must be admitted that the
history of Pythagorean philosophy proved to be beyond his capabil-
ities. If we follow in his footsteps and deduce the philosophy of the
Pythagoreans from their work in mathematics,” we risk overlooking
clear evidence that the source of the philosophical views of the early
Pythagoreans lay not so much in mathematics as in natural sciences
and medicine, which were closely interconnected. The first Pythagor-
ean whose philosophy shows traces of the influence of mnathematics is
Philolaus. Before him, the influence of Pythagorean mathematics was
visible in the teachings of the Eleatics and Heraclitus,”® although this
fact is the subject of constant dispute, like almost everything else that
may serve to confirm Pythagoras® role as a mediator between Ionian
and Italian science and philosophy. :

Here we cannot fail to perceive one of the paradoxes of Pythagore-
an studies: those who deny that Pythagoras was one of the mediators
between the thought of the Greek Fast and West are apt to see him

** L. Zhmud, ‘Doxographische Tradition’, in H. Flashar and G, Rechenauer (eds.),
Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie. Philosophie der Antike, i Vorsokratiker
(Basel, 2012), 150-74.

** “The Pythagoreans, as they are called, devoted themselves to mathematics; they
were the first to advance this study, and having been brought up in it they thought its
principles were the principles of all things’ (Arist. Met. 985b23 £).

% (On Parmenides see below, 251 ff.; on Heraclitus, see below, 35 n, 29,
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rather as a mediator between Orient and Occident as a whole, as a
cultural hero who united Egyptian and Babylonian mathematics with
Indian metempsychosis and Scythian shamanistic rites.”” The ancient
image of him as the interlocutor of Zarathustra and pupil of the
Chaldeans, Brahmans and Druids seems to be self-reproducing and
therefore ineradicable. Remaining a riddle in his own right, Pytha-
goras has served for two and half millennia as the key to everything
that those who write about him would like to resolve and explain.
If this study can do anything to supplant this image with the real
historical (and therefore contradictory) figure, it may be deemed to
have succeeded.

" W, Burkert, Greek Religion {Cambridge, Mass., 1985), 445,



The Early Tradition on Pythagoras
and Its Development

1.1 FEATURES OF THE PRE-PLATONIC TRADITION

Some fifteen references to Pythagoras between the end of the sixth
and the beginning of the fourth century have been preserved, together
with several references to Pythagoreans. This is much more than of
any other thinker contemporary with him; Anaximander and Parme-
nides, for example, are not mentioned in any fifth-century text which
has come down to us. It would appear that, in the sixth to fourth
centuries, the author of a significant philosophical or scientific work
could be confident of consistent attention on the part of some edu-
cated Greeks, but certainly not of general recognition. If Pythagoras,
who left no writings, proves to be a better known figure than any
other Presocratic, the question arises: did he really achieve fame as a
philosopher and scientist? Before, however, we seck in the evidence of
the early tradition what it was that brought fame to Pythagoras, we
should elucidate what we expect to and what we can discover there.
Since we lack Pythagoras’ works and references to him in the
Pythagorean writings, the testimonies of the early tradition are parti-
cularly valuable. An analysis of what his contemporaries and several
succeeding generations knew and thought about Pythagoras became
long ago the most important tool in a critical examination of the
fourth-century tradition and the sources dependent on it." That such

' E. Zeller, “Uber die iltesten Zeugnisse zur Geschichte des Pythagoras” (1889), in
Kleine Schriften (Berlin, 1910), 458-72; for a comprehensive survey of eatly sources,
see Zeller and Mondoelfo i. 313 ff. Rathmann, Quaestiones, 37 ff. is hypercritical. See
also Burkert, 208 ff.,, 277 ff.
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an examination is necessary is self-evident; it takes on even greater
importance as we recognize the obvious tendentiousness of many
Academic and Peripatetic interpretations of Pythagoreanism. A reac-
tion to it is the tendency, reinforced in recent decades, to deny any
contribution to the development of philosophy and science by Pytha-
goras and his immediate followers. Yet is the image of Pythagoras as a
philosopher and scientist an invention of the Academy?* There are
many grounds for thinking that the Academy and the Lyceum based
their interpretations, not on a blank space, but on a tradition which
preceded them, and which did contain reliable facts. Proceeding from
this assumption, we have first to establish what degree of coincidence
between pre- and post-Platonic tradition would be sufficient to dis-
card the theory of the purely religious nature of early Pythagorean-
ism. Should one expect a detailed congruence of these stages of
tradition (for example, to find in early testimonies specific facts
about Pythagoras’ scientific discoveries, etc.), or would a similarity
of their general outlines be sufficient?

There is much to indicate that this last suggestion is much more
realistic. If one looks at early evidence concerning Thales, it becomes
obvious how similar are the traditions about these two sages, neither
of whom left behind any written works. Thales was widely known as
one of the Seven Sages, as a politician and even as an engineer (Hdt.
I, 75, 170). The legendary tradition connected him with events
in which he could not have participated and with sayings which
could not have been his.®> The first specific evidence about Thales’
philosophical views and geometrical discoveries we find in Aristotle,
Theophrastus, and Eudemus. Apart from two short remarks in Aris-
tophanes’ comedies which link Thales’ name with the study of
geometry (Nub. 180; Av. 1009), the only evidence of his philosophical
and scientific activity to appear before the middle of the fourth
century was his prediction of a solar eclipse,* of which many scholars

® See e.g. Trank, 356 n. 156; Rathmann, Quaestiones, 37 ff.; Burkert, 208 ff, 277 ff.

* For analysis of the tradition of the Sever. Sages, see B. Snell, Leben und Meinun-
gen der Sieben Weisen, 4th edn. (Munich, 1971). An attempt to cast doubt on its
antiquity by D. Fehling, Die sieben Weisen und die frithgriechische Chronologie (Bern,
1985), was unsuccessful: J. Bollansée, ‘Fact and Fiction, Falsehood and Truth:
D. Fehling and Ancient Legendry about the Seven Sages’, Mus. Helv. 56 (1999), 65-75.

* 1t is mentioned by Xenophanes, Heraclitus, Herodotus, and Democritus {D.L. I,
23). The anecdote reported by Plato (Tht. 174a) that Thales, observing the stars, fell
down a well is connected with it.
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are doubtful’ This does not mean that Thales as a progenitor of
natural philosophy and science is a Peripatetic construction which
there is no reason to trust. In the case of Thales, as with Pythagoras,
Aristotle and his pupils made use of (and interpreted} sources un-
available to us which, through intermediaries, go back to the Archaic
period.® That Aristotle and Theophrastus trace the history of ‘physics’
from Thales, and Eudemus also traces the history of geometry and
astronomy from him, was the result of their deliberate and generally
correct choice.”

Just how wrong a pedantic application of argumentum ex silentio
to the early tradition is can be seen in effectively total silence regard-
ing the political activity of Pythagoras and his followers. Amongst all
the evidence of the time, only the words of Antisthenes imply Pytha-
goras’ participation in political life, and only indirectly. Three refer-
ences to the Pythagoreans (Hdt. II, 81; DK 90, 6; 58 C 6) contain not a
single word about it. Nevertheless, no one now doubts the significant
role of Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans in the turbuient events at
Croton in the last third of the sixth century, reported by Aristoxenus,
Dicaearchus, and Timaeus (below §2.4). Tendentious as Aristoxenus’
story may seem to us, there is no reason to suppose that all the facts
he reports are his own invention or that of someone before him. Their
substance derives from the oral tradition of the sixth century, and,
possibly, from some works of the fifth and the first half of the fourth
century which have not survived.

Praise, ridicule, criticism, admiration, echoes of legend, and indi-
vidual guesses are what we find in the early tradition as it responds in
the first place to the personality of Pythagoras and to that part of his
teaching which was best known. The authors of surviving accounts

® Neugebauer, ES, 148f; D. R. Dicks, ‘Thales’, CQ 53 (1959), 294-309; A. C.
Bowen, ‘Eudemus’ History of Early Greek Astronomy: Two Hypotheses” in 1. Bodndr
and W, W, Fortenbaugh (eds.), Eudetnus of Rhodes (New Brunswick, 2002}, 307-22.

¢ Aristotle’s information about Thales’ philosophy derives from Hippias™ of Elis
Synagogé: B. Smell, ‘Die Nachrichten iiber Lehre des Thales und die Anfinge der
griechischen Philosophie- und Literaturgeschichte’, Philologus 96 (1544), 170-82; C. ].
Classen, ‘Bemerkungen zu zwel griechischen “Philosophiehistorikern™’, Philologus
109 (1965), 175-8; A. Patzer, Der Sophist Hippias als Philosophiehistoriker (Freiburg,
1986); 1. Mansfeld, ‘Aristotle, Plato, and the Preplatonic Doxography and Chrono-
graphy’, in his Studies, 22-83. Note that Aristotle (Met. 983b22-26) dealt with Thales’
first principle, water, in the spirit of the natural philosophy of the 5th cent. and
attributed Hippon’s arguments to him (KRS, 81 n. 1),

7 Zhmud, Origin, 131, 191 £, 2381.



28 Pythagoras and the Early Pythagoreans

very rarely report historical details. None of them aimed to provide
anything like a full portrait of Pythagoras, except, perhaps, Democri-
tus, of whose book, sadly, we know nothing beyond that it was full of
admiration for Pythagoras (68 A 1.38). The selectivity and partiality
of the early tradition are evident; if we do not recognize that, we shall
not be able to interpret it correctly.

It is no less important to realize the selectivity, not only of Pre-
platonic tradition, but of Plato as well. What would the Presocratics’
world look like on his evidence alone? Thales is one of the Seven
Sages; the tale of his gazing at the stars is not the most reliable
evidence of his discoveries in astronomy. Anaximander and Anaxi-
menes do not exist. Xenophanes is named once, as the first of the
‘Eleatic tribe’ (Soph. 242d), but remains just a name. Pythagoras is
also mentioned once, as educator and as the founder of the ‘Pytha-
gorean way of life’ (Res. 600a-b). The Pythagoreans Hippasus, Alc-
maeon, Menestor, and Hippon do not exist. Philolaus figures in the
Phaedo only as the mentor of the tyros at philosophy Simmias, Cebes,
and Echecrates;? his sole doctrine is a rejection of suicide. Archytas is
mentioned in the Seventh Letter as a politician who helped Plato
return from Syracuse, where he had been detained by the tyrant
Dionysius the Younger (47 A 5). No one would recognize in him
the original thinker and brilliant mathematician. Central figures like
Parmenides, his pupils Zeno and Melissus, with Heraclitus, Anaxa-
goras, and Empedocles, are represented to different degrees in Plato’s
dialogues, but Ion of Chios, Archelaus, Leucippus, Democritus,
and Diogenes of Apollonia are absent.” Of the mathematicians and
astronomers, only Theodorus and Theaetetus appear in Plato, while
Oenopides and Hippocrates of Chios and even the Athenians Meton
and Euctemon are not mentioned.

In Aristotle we find not simply many more names of philosophers
and scientists, but more detailed information about them, more direct
quotations, a more accurate and consistent chronology, etc. In regard
to the Presocratics, of whom Aristotle saw himself as a direct succes-
sor, the differences between him and Plato are qualitative; they
are even more substantial between the Academy and the Lyceum.

8D, Sediey, “The Dramatis Personae of Plato’s Phaedo’, in T. Smiley (ed.), Philo-
sophical Dialogues (Oxford, 1995), 3-26.

* Metrodorus of Lampsacus (DK 61) is mentioned once as interpreter of Homer
{Ion 530c), the Pythagorean Iccus as athlete and trainer (Bret. 316d, Leg. 839e-840a),
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Speusippus, Xenocrates, and Heraclides wrote on a number of famous
plilosophers (those, as a rule, in whom Plato was interested)'® but
virtually nothing has remnained of these works. Aristotle and the
Lyceum are the basis of our knowledge of the Presocratics. Almost
all the figures represented in the collection of Diels-Kranz are also
mentioned in the works and fragments of the head of the Lyceum and
his pupils - Theophrastus, Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, Eudernus, and
Menon. And the reverse applies: those not named by them were
consigned to oblivion or survive only as names, like the Pythagorean
Ameinias, the teacher of Parmenides.'" It is quite natural that most
information about Pythagoras, both historical and legendary, has
come to us through Aristotle and the Peripatetics, the founders of
such historiographical genres as biography, doxography, and the
history of science and medicine. The question is merely whether
confirmation can be found for a radical shift during the Academic
stage of the tradition preceding Aristotle, which changed Pythagoras
from a religious teacher and wonder-worker into a philosopher and
scientist unknown to the authors of the fifth century.

If one considers the evidence of the pre-Platonic tradition, it is
clear that its development does not fit the familiar pattern ‘from myth
to logos’. The testimonies of the fifth century are notable for an
almost total absence of the supernatural element which abounds
both in many fourth-century writers and in Pythagoras’ later biogra-
phers. The stuff of legend, fantasy, and fable so beloved of the neo-
Pythagoreans stems largely from the works of Anaximander the
Younger, Andron of Ephesus, Aristotle, Heraclides, and Neanthes."
Of course, when Aristotle related the legends about Pythagoras, un-
like Tamblichus and Porphyry he disbelieved them and made
no attempt to persuade his readers. The same, however, cannot be
said of all of his contemporaties. The authors of the fourth century
had access to both the historical and legendary tradition about

19 Xenocrates: On the Teachings of Parmenides (fr. 2), Heraclides: Against Zeno,
Against Democritus, Interpretation of Heraclitus (fr. 22, 39). See also [Tvfaydpeia by
Xenocrates {fr. 2}, On the Pythagoreans by Heraclides of Pontus {fr. 22), and On
Pythagorean Numbers by Speusippus {fr. 28).

1 First mentioned by the Hellenistic biographer Sotion {D.L. IX, 21 = 28 A 1), see
below, 71.

2 Anaximander the Younger (58 C 6), Andron of Ephesus (FGrHist 1005 F 3-4),
Aristotle (fr. 1916}, Heraclides {fr. 40-1, 89-90); Neanthes (FGrHist 84 T 29, 31, 33).
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Pythagoras, which they set down in proportion to their interests and
the nature of their works.

Certainly, the writers of the fifth century could not but be familiar
with the oral tradition about Pythagoras, which contained legends of
his wonders and reincarnations, fantastic inventions, etc. If all these
stories are not in fact represented in the early tradition, this is not
because there were many more of them current in the fourth century
than before, although the constant growth of the legendary tradition
is undoubted. From some stage onwards the oral legendary tradition
lived and developed independently of the personality of Pythagoras
himself, largely independently even of Pythagorean circles. Its literary
systematization begins, to all appearances, in the fourth century,
when it finds its way into biographical, historical, and other works.
Those who in the fifth century made mention of Pythagoras seem to
have found his personality and teachings more interesting than the
legends. The lively interest of his contemporaries can be ciearly felt in
the critical comments of Xenophanes and Heraclitus, but also those
who sang Pythagoras’ praises did so not by reason of his wonders.

1.2 EVIDENCE

The first mention of Pythagoras, which belongs to his contemporary
Xenophanes, is a satire on the core of his religious doctrine - his
teaching of the transmigration of souls. A sarcastic Xenophanes
projects this religious idea onto a comic situation:

Once they say that he was passing by when a puppy was being whipped,
And he took pity and said:

“Stop! Do not beat it! For it is the soul of a friend

That I recognized when T heard it giving tongue.””

This can hardly be taken simply as the enlightened Ionian making fun
of Pythagorean superstitions.'* Like Pythagoras, Xenophanes was
concerned by religious problems, but his search led him in a quite

2 B 7, tr. KRS. Although Pythagoras is not named, it is now commonly accepted
that it was he whom Xencphanes had in mind, as Diogenes Laertius says (VIII, 36).
See J. H. Lesher, Xenophanes of Colophon: Fragments {(Toronto, 2002}, 79.

' As Philip, 9, supposes.
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different direction, which explains his rejection both of traditional
Greek religion and of metempsychosis. At the same tiine, it is quite
possible that Xenophanes could have taken a critical view, not so
much of the transmigration of souls as such, as to Pythagoras’ claim
to recognize the soul of a friend in the squeal of a puppy.'” This
interpretation shifts the centre of gravity from doctrinal distinctions
to disagreements in the cognitive sphere: with Heraclitus (B 81, 129),
and unlike Empedocles (B 129}, Xenophanes was not prepared to
recognize Pythagoras’ claims to special wisdom. As was demonstrated
by the subsequent development of the Greek philosophers’ religion,
Xenophanes and Pythagoras moved in different directions, but in the
same plane: Xenophanes’ belief in a deity without anthropomorphic
features turned out to be perfectly compatible with belief in metem-
psychosis.'® In their attempts at reform they shared in bringing
religion out of the sphere of pure tradition and making it an object
of conscious choice.

It is clear from Xenophanes’ words that metempsychosis was
already widely known at the turn of the sixth and fifth centuries in
Magna Graecia and was associated with the name of Pythagoras.
Was this the only one of Pythagoras’ teachings known to Xeno-
phanes? In his words that the god sees and hears, but does not breathe
(A 1, 26), and that the earth is not surrounded by air (A 32-3), it is
customary to perceive a polemic with Pythagorean cosmogony, ac-
cording to which the cosmos is formed by inhaling the ‘pneuma’ from
the infinite void which surrounds it.'” The mention that Xenophanes

" Lesher, Xenophanes, 80. CE Ch. Schifer, ‘Das Pythagorasfragment des Xeno-
phanes und die Frage nach der Kritik der Metempsychosenlehre’, in Frede and Reis
(eds.); Body and Soul, 45-70.

*® See H. Long, A Study of the Doctrine of Metempsychosis in Greece from Pytha-
goras to Plato (Princeton, 1948), 63 (L.

"7 Burnet, 108; Zeller and Mondolfo, . 314 Guthrie, i. 200 n. 2, 277 £; D. Babut,
‘Sur la “théotogie” de Xénophane’, RPhilos 164 (1974), 433 ff. Traces of this archaic-
looking cosmogony are preserved in Aristotle. “The Pythagoreans place the infinite
ameng the objects of sense. . ., and assert that what is outside the heaven is infinite’
{Phys. 203a6-8}. ‘The Pythagoreans held that void exists and that it enters the heaven
itself, which as it were inhales it, from the infinite air. Further it is the void which
distinguishes the natures of things, as if it were like what separates and distinguishes
the terms of a series” (213b22-7, ROT). ‘In the first book of his work on the
philosophy of Pythagoras Aristotle writes that the heaven is one, and that time and
breath and the void, which divides for ever the regions of different things, are drawn
in from the infinite’ {fr. 201, ROT). See also Met. 1091a13-20; A&t I1,9,1; Philop. In
Phys., 61526 f; Simpl, In Phys., 651.26f. The identification of air and veid was still
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dvridoédoar ITvBaydpa (D.L. IX, 18) could be connected, not only
with the verse quoted, but also with a philosophical polemic. Xeno-
phanes’ criticism of Pythagoras could have more than simply a
theoretical basis. Both emigrated from Ionia and landed alone in
Magna Graecia, away from the support of their home polis, but,
where Xenophanes had to make a living by reciting the Homeric
poems, Pythagoras was able to achieve wide recognition and set up in
Croton an influential political society. Also Pythagoras’ religious
teaching had much greater resonance than Xenophanes ideas. Evi-
dently Xenophanes™ attitude to Pythagoras developed partly out of
envy of a successful rival, To be sure, the words of Heraclitus, attack-
ing both Xenophanes and Pythagoras (B 40), indicate that there were
more than sufficient grounds for mutual criticism among the early
Greek philosophers.

Judging by Heraclitus® reaction, the reputation of Pythagoras had
extended well beyond the boundaries of Magna Graecia by the first
quarter of the fifth century. While Heraclitus could have used infor-
mation preserved in the Ionic tradition (Samos and Ephesus are close
neighbours), it is clear from his invective that he knew of Pythagoras’
activity after his emigration to Croton."® Heraclitus’ attitude to Pytha-
goras was even more antagonistic than that of Xenophanes. This is
not surprising: Heraclitus seems to have clearly approved omnly of the
Ephesian aristocrat Hermodorus {B 121). Almost all the others
named by him —~ Homer, Hesiod and Archilochus, Xenophanes and
Hecataeus — attract their share of opprobrium.'” The force of his
attacks on Pythagoras deinonstrates that he possibly saw in him his
chief rival, which 1nakes Heraclitus one of our inost valuable wit-
nesses. One of his fragments (B 129) contains a direct reference to
Pythagoras’ research:

held by Alcmaeon (A 5); later it was refuted by Anaxagoras (A 68-9) and Empedocles
(B 100). As a good example of 6th-cent. natural philosophy, having distinct parallels
in the cosmological theories of Anaximander (4 11, 14) and Anaximenes (A 5-7, B 2),
the idea of the breathing universe cleatly antedates Philolaus, whose principles,
rd dmeipa and ra wepadvovra (B 1-2, ), look much more abstract (cf. Huffman,
Philolaus, 210 £, 289 £; Zhmud, ‘Some Notes’, 250 ff.}. The originator of this cosmog-
ony could have been Pythaporas. It cannot in any case, be associated with the
teachings of the early Pythagoreans known to us,

8 Cf 1. 8. Morrison, ‘Pythagoras of Samos’, CQ 50 (1956}, 141; Philip, 140.
'® Br. B 39 on Bias is too brief and ambiguous to speak with confidence of a positive
assessment {cf. B 56). Thales seemed to appear in a neutral context (B 38).
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Ivayépns Mynodpyov {oropiny floxpoer avlpdmar udhiora mdvray
xal éxAefduervos TadTas Tds ovyypadas émofoaTo éavtol godiny, moAv-
pafiny, karoreyviny.

Pythagoras, the son of Mnesarchus, practised inguiry beyond all other
men and selecting of these writings made for himself a wisdom (or
made a wisdom of his own): a polymathy, an imposture.

Diogenes Laertius quotes these words to prove that Pythagoras left
writings (VIIL, 6), and this has more than once aroused doubt as to
the genuinenéss of the fragment. In reality Heraclitus is speaking of
the use of someone else’s books, not of writing his own, though this
too for long gave rise to doubt.”® What works could Heraclitus have
meant? Zvyypagal indicates that prose writings are meant,”' not
Orphic poems.”” Here Anaximander and Anaximenes should be
named first, their teaching having found direct reflection in Pytha-
gorean philosophy and science, and then Pherecydes of Syros. Only
scant information has come down to us about the prose of the sixth
and the beginning of the fifth centuries, yet, since we know of the
works of the architects Chersiphron and Metagenes of Crete and
Theodorus of Samos, the musician Lasus of Hermione, the interpre-
tation of the Homeric poems by Theagenes of Rhegium, the writings
of Hecataeus, the voyages of Scylax of Caryanda and Euthymenes of
Massalia,” it is a simple step to assume the existence of analogous
works in other spheres of knowledge. On the other hand, there is no
reason to suppose that Heraclitus had in mind Egyptian and Babylo-
nian texts,”* being clearly familiar with the ovyypagal, from which
Pythagoras allegedly borrowed his wisdom.

The central notion of this fragment, as of many others (B 32, 41, 50,
83,108, 112, 118) is wisdom, goein. Heraclitus evidently laid claim to

* Many perceived here interpolation: Zeller, ‘Alteste Zeugnisse’, 459 ff; DK,
comm. ad loc,, recently KRS, 217, Cf. however: Guthrie i, 157 n. L; Burkert, 130f;
M. Marcovich, Heraclitus, 2nd edn. (Sankt Augustin, 2001}, 61 ff; ]. Mansfeld, ‘Fid-
dling the Books (Heraclitus B 129, in his Studies, 443 ff.

21 Marcovich, Heradlitus, 69; Ch. H. Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus
{Cambridge, 1979), 114; M. Conche, Héraclite: Fragments (Paris, 1986), 106.

22 As Rathmann, Quaestiones, 93; Burkert, 131, 210; B. Centrone, Introduzione a
i pitagorici (Rome, 1996), 99; Glangiulio, Pifagora i. 70 n. 4.

2 Technical treatises {Vitr, VII, praef. 12); Lasus (18 A 3; Aristox. Harm., 7.191);
Theagenes (8 A 2); Scylax (FGrHist 709); Euthymenes (FHG IV, 408).

 This was suggested by W. Kranz, ‘Vorsokratisches I’, Hermes 69 (1934}, 116, and
supported by Zeller and Mendolfo i 317; M. Marcevich, ‘Pythagorica’, Philelogus 108
(1964}, 42; id., Heraclitus, 69; Philip, 178; van der Waerden, 421,
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the role of the unique possessor of wisdom, consistently denying it to
everyone in general and to poets, philosophers, and scientists in
particular.®® What then is the wisdom of Pythagoras? At first Hera-
clitus tells how Pythagoras came to it: by research and the accumula-
tion of knowledge from the books of others. Then, he tells what it is in
reality: ﬂo)\vpaeffn and xaxoreyvin. The meaning of this last expres-
sion has been frequently discussed, yet it is still not clearly under-
stood. The usual meaning of kaxorexviz is deception, falsification; the
legal sense is falsified evidence, so something connected with fraud.*®
Interpretations connecting the word with Pythagoras’ religious activ-
ity do not appear convincing: by itself xaxorexyin nowhere implies
religious imposture. Besides, such an interpretation scarcely fits the
general sense of the fragment. Pythagoras’ claims of immortality and
an ability to do wonders could not have been to Heraclitus’ liking, but
how can that be connected with wisdom based on reading other
people’s books and the accumulation of knowledge? Heraclitus
could hardly think that Pythagoras had picked this up from books!*”

If énofoaro éavrod means ‘claimed’ or ‘passed off as lLis own’,*®
then xaxorexrin can be understood as an accusation of appropriating
the thoughts of others. Pythagoras’ coir is indeed false: first, because
it is not wisdom, but polymathy; second, because it is not his own, but
borrowed. While Heraclitus could indeed have been struck by the
similarity between Pythagoras® ideas and some written work, these
charges shiould be assessed against the background of his determina-
tion to prove his independence of any tradition (cf. B 101). To be sure,
Heraclitus could not be thoroughly consistent, and, despite his antag-
onism to Pythagoras, he made use of his ideas too. H. Fraenkel
has shown how smoothly Heraclitus’ system absorbed ideas of pro-
portion and musical harmony, the results of Pythagoras’ studies in

* Ffos ydp dvipdimeior udv odx dxe yrdpuas, deiov 5¢ dxer (B 78). See D. Babut,
‘Heraclite critique des poétes et des savants’, ACI 45 (1976), 464--96.

26 Marcovich, Heraclitus, 70, connecis xaxorexvin with evbopaprupées (B 28} and
understands xaxdreyros as ‘bearer of falsified evidence’.

¥ Marcovich, Pythagorica, 42; id., Heraclitus, 70, points out that Heraclitus” criti-
cism is theoretical; see also Philip, 177 f; Conche, Héraclite, 106 1.

2 Zeller, i 393 n. 5; Burnet, 134 n. 2; H. Cherniss, Review, AJP 60 (1939), 250; KRS,
217; of. Marcovich, Heraclitys, 69. For the accusation of plagiarism made against
Pythagoras, see also Guthrie, 1. 158; Mansfeld, ‘Fiddling the Books’, 443 1.
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mathematics and harmonics.*” This emphasizes once again that the
words ‘practised inquiry {{oTop{n) beyond all other men’ should be
understood as an indication of Pythagoras’ research, not simply as
some kind of ‘questioning’.*® In fr. B 35, dealing with woMav foropas,
they seen1 to appear in a positive context. In this fragment {oropin is
side by side with an accusation of deception and plagiarism, yet,
whatever extra ineaning Heraclitus may have attempted to insert
into the word, and however he may have sought to emphasize the
distinction between Pythagoras’ work and his own, the reality under-
lying {cropiy in both cases remains cognitive activity of a rational
kind.”*

When seen against the background of the entire early tradition,
Pythagoras’ cogi'a becomes more clearly defined. Apart from Heracli-
tus, it is noted by the historian Herodotus (IV, 95) and the philosopher
Empedocles (B 129), the philosophizing poet Ion of Chios (B 4),
Socrates’ pupil Antisthenes (fr. 51), and Gorgias’ pupil Alcidamas (14
A 5). Were we to relate this concept only to the area of religious
doctrines and cult practice, taking away its rational content, we
would have to revise radically our notions of what cogie meant to
the intellectuals of that era. Meanwhile, the context of most testimonies
is quite obvious: they point to the outstanding intellectual abilities of
Pythagoras and his vast knowledge. It makes no sense to argue against
this knowledge being connected with the sphere of religion; what is
important to us is that it was not restricted to that sphere. Neither the
miracles of Pythagoras nor his preaching of metempsychosis could
alone establish his reputation as a wise ruan, the less so among people
who did not believe in them. Fromn the fifth century we have
no evidence that the wonder-workers par excellence, Epimenides,
Abaris, or Aristeas of Proconnesus, were called gogof, or that wisdom
was associated with Orpheus and the Orphics.

* H. Fraenkel, ‘Thought Pattern in Heraclitus’, A/P 59 {(1938), 309-38; H.
Cherniss, “The Characteristics and Effects of Presocratic Philosophy, in D, . Furley
and R, E. Allen {eds.), Studies in Presocratic Philosophy, i (London, 1970), 17; Kahn,
Heraclitus, 203 fL )

¥ 50 eg Zeller, ‘Alteste Zeugnisse’, 459 n. 4: ‘Erkundigung, Nachfragen bei
andern’; Riedweg, Pythagoras, 50: ‘the desire to see, hear, and learn from others’. CL
Burnet, 134: ‘scientific inquiry’, Guthrie, i. 417: ‘inquiry {or research)’; Marcovich,
Heraclitus, 68 ‘sclentific inquiry {or research)’; J. Mansfeld, Die Versokratiker, i
(Stuttgart 1987}, 41: ‘Forschung’; T. M. Robinson, Heraclitus: Fragments (Toronto,
1987), 73: ‘[art of ] investigation’,

3t Marcovich, Heraclitus, 25 f; Conche, Héraclite, 98 1.
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Another fragment of Heraclitus takes us in the same direction:
‘Polymathy does not teach understanding (véo1); otherwise it would
have taught Hesiod and Pythagoras, and again Xenophanes and
Hecatacus’ (B 40). IToAvuaBin, found here once more, and the
names, among which Pythagoras is mentioned, prove even more
definitively that the claims of Heraclitus are of a philosophical or,
more accurately, an epistemological nature, as in B 129.3* 1t is from
this standpoint that he juxtaposes the author of the Theogony and
Pythagoras, Xenophanes, who ridiculed both traditional religion and
metempsychosis, and finally Hecataeus, also well known for his cri-
tique of common sense (FGrHist 1 F 1). Digressing from the distinc-
tions between them, Heraclitus concentrates on what concerned him
most of all: contrasting their method of cognition with his own. Since
true insight was available only to Heraclitus, the others were left with
polymathy alone. We can, however, be quite content with Pythagoras’
moAvuafin. Against the background of Xenophanes and Hecataeus
this very accusation is a clear pointer to the nature of his work.

The suggestion that Pythagoras, with Hesiod, be treated as repre-
senting religious thought, unlike Xenophanes and Hecataeus,” is
clearly far-fetched. When Heraclitus was writing his book, Hesiod
and Pythagoras were no longer alive; hence their names are juxta-
posed.** As for Hesiod’s polymathy, it is only at first glance that there
is little correlation with the work of Xenophanes and Hecataeus.
Heraclitus could have no doubt that Hesiod was the author of the
extensive genealogical poem the Catalogue of Women, a typical ex-
ample of polymathy, linking him with the Genealogies of Hecataeus
and through him with Xenophanes.”

One more fragment of Heraclitus, this time desperately short, calls
Pythagoras kom{Swy dpynyds (B 81).%° This is often rendered as “chief
of swindlers’>” Who are these swindlers and what is the nature of

3 Marcovich, Heraclitus, 59 f, 641; J. Lallot, ‘Une invective philosophique (Héra-
clite, fr. 129 et 35 D.-K.)", REA 73 {1971}, 15{f, 22; Conche, Héraclite, 91 L

** Rathmann, Quaestiones, 38; Burkert, 210; Centrone, Introduzione, 99; Giangiu-
lio, Pitagora, 1. 70 n. 2.

34 Lévy, 2 n, 8 Marcovich, ‘Pythagorica’, 40f; id.,, Heraclitus, 641{; Conche,
Héraclite, 92.

33 Zaicev, 168,

3 Marcovich, ‘Pythagorica’, 42; id., Heraclitus, 711; Conche, Héraclite, 211.

% Burkert, 161; Kahn, Heraclitus, 41: ‘prince of imnpostors’; Marcovich, Heraclitus,
72: ‘chief captain of cheaters’.
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their swindles? K'émis denoted a speaker who could sway an audience
with artful, but deceitful words.>® If xoméSwr refers to people, then
Heraclitus would liave had in mind both Pythagoras, as an arch-
cheater, and the Pythagoreans, who also deceived people with their
mendacious speeches. This is possible,” though a reference to Pytha-
goras coupled with Pythagoreans would be unique in the fifth century.
Besides, there is no evidence that the Pythagoreans were renowned
as powerful speakers, although Pythagoras certainly was, On the other
hand, the word xow{8es (pl.), a cognate of «émes, normally refers not
to liars themselves, but to their deceitful speeches, This is how Timaeus
understood Heraclitus” words, since, defending Pythagoras, he says:
not Pythagoras was the originator of the lies, but his accuser Heraclitus
was the liar* This imparts more plausibility to the interpretation
which makes Pythagoras the sole target of Heraclitus: ‘originator,
ancestor of swindles’.* As Pythagoras’ relations with his fellow

* gomilew: eibestar (Hesych). See Buripides on Odysseus: ¢ mouiddgpwy xdms

HéuAdyos dnuoyapiorns Aaepriddns (Hee 1311). Cf. xémis: & Aadds, & grirwp (Suda);
xémis: olvTopos, 6&ds T Adyw, d8ev xai ¢ Snuoxdmos xal kdBatos {Etym. Gudian.);
“versutus et callidus rhetor’ (TLG).

% 8o Marcovich, Heraclitus, 71: *“teachers of lies” (e.g. pelitical malpractice or
artifice ...)".

% His fragment is preserved in the scholium to Euripides’ Hec. 131 (where xdms
Odysseus is mentioned): xomiSas Tds Adyav répvas Edeyor dMar e wal ¢ Tiuatos
ovrws ypddaw ‘dere wml daiveolar un Tov Hvfaydpar efperipy Gvra (edperin
yevépevov: Jacoby, Marcovich) rdv dAgfudr xomi8wy undé tov 3¢ rov ‘Hpaxdeirou
xareyepotperor, dAX adrov rov ‘HpdrAaror elvar ov dAalovevuevoy’ (FGrHist 566 F
132 = B 81). See H. Diels, ‘Ein gefilschtes Pythagorasbuch’, AGPh 3 (1890), 4541, =
Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte der antiken Philosophie, ed. W, Burkert (Darmstadt,
1969), 266-87; K. Reinhardt, ‘KOJTIAQN APXHTIGE’, Hermes 63 (1928), 107-10;
Rathmann, Quaestiones, 41; Diels’s emendation 7@y ¢¢" ‘HparAeirov xarnyopovpévan
(sc. komiBan) seems very likely, see Rathmann, Quaestiones, 41, Timpanaro Cardin, i,
15; see also Marcovich, Heraclitus, 72. Timaeus obviously read Heraclitus’ original
text, for he was a great bibliophile, eager to find references to Pythagoras m the early
literature; cf. his quotation from Empedocles (below, 39 n. 48). Later pseudo-Pytha-
gorean tradition reacted to this debate by producing Pythagoras” own book KomiSes
(DX VIII, 8); Diels, ‘Pythagorasbucly’, 455 £; Thesleff, 1681,

# DK: ‘Annherr der Schwindeleien (Schwindler)’; LS/, s.v. dpynyds 11,3: ‘first cause,
originator kom{8uw’; ]. Bollack and H. Wismann, Héraclite ou la séparation (Paris,
1972), 41, 246: ‘source des fourberies’; C. Diano and G. Serra (eds.), Eraclito: I
Jfrommenti e le testimonignze (Milan, 1980), 41: ‘inventore prime di raggiri’. Glangiu-
lio, Pitagora, 1. 70, translates ‘inventore di raggiri’, but comments that Heraclitus’
original intention was probably to say ‘capintesta di ingannatori’. Markovicli’s objec-
tien (Heraclitus, 72 £) that there were Hars long before Pythagoras, e.g. Homer and
Hesiod, does not seem decisive: Heraclitus might have thought about something more
specific {Diano and Serra (eds.), Eraclito, 178). One difference between Pythagoras
and the two poets is obvious: he did not write, but addressed his audience directly.
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citizens apparently are meant here, Heraclitus might have had in
mind his speeches to various groups of the Crotoniates (see below).
If this is so, it is easy to see why Heraclitus, who had earned the
nickname ‘mob-reviler’ (dyAodoiBapos, D.L. IX, 6), would dislike a
person trying to persuade his co-citizens of something. Let us recall
that Euripides calls Odysseus wéms,* while Antisthenes applies the
standard Homeric epithet for Odysseus, moAvTpomos, to Pythagoras
{fr. 51). Such epithets were intended to suggest to the reader the
image of a clever, knowledgeable person, but one less than scrupulous
in his means - as Heraclitus probably saw Pythagoras.

The next two testimonies belong to Jon of Chios and Empedocles,
who were born about the 490s, that is after the death of Pythagoras.
Each of them has his own reaction to the fame of the sage Pythagoras,
fame which by now had spread throughout Greece. Here is what is
said in the fragment of Ton’s elegy to Pherecydes of Syros:

dis 6 pév fropép Te kexaaudros H8E kal aibol
wai pipevos Yruytt Tepmvdr Eyer Blorow,
etmep ITvBaydpns érduws gogds, &s mepl wdvrwy
avlpdmwy yrdpas elde kal éfduaber.
So he, distinguished for his manly virtue and modesty, even in death has
a life which is pleasing to his soul, if Pythagoras the wise truly achieved
knowledge and understanding beyond that of all men,*’

In contrast to the elegy of Xenophanes, metempsychosis is not
directly mentioned, only a joyful life of the soul after death, which
is contrary to traditional Greek notions. Ion, however, had in mind
not only the veracity of the religious doctrine of Pythagoras, in which
he perceived a clear similarity with Orphic teaching on the soul.**
Rather he makes the intellectual greatness of Pythagoras, which in
consequence, in his view, has no need of proof, the pledge of that
veracity. After all, 85 mept mdvrwy dvpdmwy yrduas elde xai éfdualey
is said, not about Pythagoras’ investigation of the soul, but generally
about his significant achievements in the acquisition of knowledge,

42 See above, 37 n. 8.

% B 4, tr. Dover, - On the correction of the MMS reading értuws ¢ aodds mepl
mdvrwy, see F. H. Sandbach, ‘lon of Chios on Pythagoras’, PCPhS 5 (1958/9), 36;
Guthrie, i, 158 n. 2; K. Dover, Ton of Chios: His Place in the History of Greek
Literature’, in The Greeks and Their Legacy, ii (Oxford, 1988), 1-12,at 4 n. 4,

*! Ton even supposed that Pythagoras had writien poems under the name of
Orpheus (B 2); see below, 223.
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and, as we would now say, his successful cognitive activity. If Pytha-
goras is indeed a sage, with deeper insights (yrdiuas €78¢) than
others,® then his concepts of the soul are true; that is essentially
what lon meant.*® Many, with reason, see in his words a polemic with
Heraclitus’ fr. B 129, in which he was very critical of Pythagoras’
wisdom. If this is so, then as early as the middle of the fifth century he
had become the subject of disputes among philosophers, continued in
the next generation by Democritus’ Pythagoras and then by the
Academy and the Lyceum.

We find an even more eloquent characterization of Pythagoras in
Empedocles:

Hy 8¢ 1is & welvoigw dvip meprdiota ei3dis,

35 8y whkioray mpam(Swy éxrioare wAolToy,

mavroiwy Te udAtoTa ooddy > émipavos épyw

swmdre ydp wdanow dpéfasro mpamiSeaauy,

pel’ & ye 7w dvrwy mdvTav Aelooeskey fvacrov

xal e 8’ dvlpdimaw xai 7 elxoow aldvesow.*®
And there was among them a man of surpassing knowledge, master
especially of all kinds of wise works, who had acquired the outmost
wealth of understanding: for whenever he reached out with all his
understanding, easily he saw of ail the things that are, in ten or even
twenty generations of men {tr. KRS).

“* B. Snell, Die Ausdriicke fiir den Begriff des Wissens in der varplatonischen
Dhilosophie (Berlin, 1924), 31 {f,, stresses the double meaning of yrdun as cognition
and its result (cf. ibid. 361.). To elucidate the meaning of y»duy in lon, see Heraclitus
B 78: ‘Human nature has no insight, but divine nature has’ (above, 34 n. 25);
Anaxagoras B 12; Democritus B 11.

8 For similar interpretations, see W. Kranz, ‘Vorsokratisches II', Hermes 69
{1934), 228; Zeller and Mondolfo i. 318; G. Huxley, ‘lon of Chios’, GRBS 6 (1965),
38-41; Daover, ‘Ton of Chios’, 4f. One can only conjecture why Ion juxtaposed the
names of Pherecydes and Pythagoras. The biographical tradition makes Pherecydes
the teacher of Pythagoras (see below, 123), but it is unclear whether this was known to
Ton. At all events, there is no trace of wonders in his fragment.

47 See Delatte, Vie, 162 £; Marcovich, Heradlitus, 67 ., and works cited in nn. 43, 46.

% B 129. On the order of lines 2-3, see G. Zuntz, Persephone: Three Essays on
Religion and Thought in Magna Graeda (Oxford, 1971), 208. Empedocles does not
name the sage. Timaeus (FGrHist 566 F 14) was the first to indicate Pythagoras;
according to Diogenes Laertius {VIIi, 54), some saw here Parmertides. Most scholars
tend to favour Pythagoras, see in detail Long, Study, 17 ff. Doubt, hawever, cannot be
finally eliminated, see Zeller, ‘Alteste Zeugnisse’, 463 f.; Rathmann, Quaestiones, 42 f;
Guthrie i. 160; N. van der Ben, The Proem of Empedocles’ Peri Physios (Amsterdam,
1975), 108, 1801,
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The admiring assessment of Empedocies is ali the more significant for
us as it comes from a person congenial to Pythagoras: a philosopher
and scientist, politician and religious thinker. There are some pas-
sages of Empedocles which suggest, not only that he revered Pytha-
goras, but also that he sought to outdo him, for example when
he addressed his fellow citizens, assuring them of his immortality
(B 112}. The reference to Pythagoras in a fragment which is usually
attributed to the Purifications at first glance shows the context of his
evidence to be religion, not natural philosophy. There is, however, no
certainty that B 129 does in fact belong to the Purifications; it could
equally well be placed in the poem On Nature.*” It is in any case
revealing that it is not wonders Empedocles is speaking about: it is
rather the cognitive abilities of Pythagoras which are supernatural,
enabling him to surpass others ‘in all kinds of wise works’ and in the
acquisition of knowledge.

The last two lines of this fragment have usually been taken as a
reference to Pythagoras’ transmigration of the soul, which enabled
him to see across dozens of generations.”® The preceding line, how-
ever, ‘whenever he reached out with all his understanding’, indicates
the subject to be rather the level of his intellectual abilities.”"
Although we cannot exclude that Empedocles connected these abil-
ities with Pythagoras’ memory of previous incarnations, it seems that
his words were not taken in antiquity as a reference to metempsy-
chosis.”® It is not fortuitous that some attributed the fragment to

* The first editors of Empedocles, Sturz {1805) and Karsten (1839), placed this
fragment in an appendix. In recent decades several scholars, for different considera-
tions, placed it in I ept ¢gvoews: van der Ben, Proem, 178 ff; M. R Wright, Empedocles:
The Extant Fragments, 2nd edn. (London, 1995), 256 ff,; D, Sedley, Lucretius and the
Transformation of Greek Wisdom (Cambridge, 1998}, 29ff I follow the ancient
tradition, according to which Empedocles was the author of the two poems, Tepi
$ooews (or, most probably, Pveuwkd) and Kaebappol,

*® See e.g. Long, Study, 21 f; KRS, 219; Burkert, 213,

51 Zuntz, Persephone, 209; van der Ben, Proem, 185 £; Wright, Empedocles, 257 £
Sedley, Lucretius, 30, sees Pythagoras’ inteflectual achievement in his recollection of
his former incarnation,

%% There is no trace of such an interpretation in Diogenes Laertius (VIIL, 54}, who
quotes lines 1-2 with a reference to Timaeus, or in Porphyry (VP 30) and Iamblichus
(VP 67). Both Neoplatonists, following Nicomachus {Rohde, 136), note that the
expressions weprdiora {(v. 1), mpam{Seor mAolrov (v, 2), and v Svrwy mdvrwy Acto-
ozoxey €xaorov (V. 5), relate to the particular nature of Pythagoras, who outdid all
others in his capacity to see, hear, and think. See C. Gallavotti, Empedocle. Poemn
fisico € lustrale (Milan, 1975), 283 f.
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Parmenides (D.L. VIII, 54}, who is unconnected with the transmigra-
tion of souls. In any case, in no way does it follow from the words of
Empedocles that he knew Pythagoras only as a preacher of metem-
psychosis’™ What in fact we have before us is the portrait, not of a
preacher, but of an outstanding thinker. Considering the closeness of
Empedocles to the Pythagoreans of his time,** and the influence on
him of Pythagorean natural science,” is it reasonable to restrict his
camment only to the religious sphere? The example of Empedocles
himself, who successfully combined activities which many regarded
as incompatible, is an argument against such a one-sided interpreta-
tion. Burkert in particular asserted that, applied to Pythagoras, the
formula ‘not only a “medicine man” but also a thinker’ is too simple
and unconvincing,”® Instead he offers another ‘either...or’: either
Pythagoras was a wonder-worker or he was a philosopher and scien-
tist. Neither formula, however, is a priori superior to the other; in
each specific case either may be true.”” In our case it is evident that a
rational, cognitive element cannot be eliminated from early refer-
ences to Pythagoras™ wisdom.

Chronologically the next evidence is a passage of Herodotus re-
flecting a popular tradition current on the eastern periphery of the
Greek world. Speaking of Zalmoxis, a deity of the Thracian tribe of
Getae, Herodotus asserts, from the account given by the Hellespontic
and Pontic Greeks, that he was the slave of Pythagoras of Samos. At
that time, the Thracians lived a miserable life and were simple-witted
{kardBiot kal Smadpovéarepod), but Zalmoxis came to know the Ionic
way of life and more refined manners through associating with
Pythagoras, one of the wisest among the Greeks (EAdjrewr od 7

** Frank, 356 n. 166.

** Alcidamas (14 A 5) and Timaeus {FGrHist 566 F 14) regarded him as a pupil of
Pythagoras, which is chronotogically impossible, Theophrastus (fr. 227A FHSG) and
Neanthes (FGrHist 84 F 26) as a pupil of the Pythagoreans.

*® See e.g B. Inwood, The Poem of Empedacles {Toronto, 1992), 21.

* Burkert, 209.

%7 1t is revealing that Burkert was successful precisely where he challenged the
traditional approach to Philolaus’ fragments on the principle ‘either . .. or”: either they
are all genuine or all fake (so Bockh, Philolaes, 38, 182; C. Schaarschmidt, Die
angebliche Schriftstellerei des Philolaos und die Bruchstiicke der ihm zugeschrigbenen
Biicher (Bonn, 1864}, 2; Frank, 250), showing that they were of both kinds. Cf. above,
3n5.
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dofeveardrey ooguarf).”® This advantage, together with a certain
cunning, enabled Zalmoxis to convert his fellow tribesmen to the
doctrine of immortality (IV, 94-6).” Without going into the details
of the confused Zalmoxis story,”® let us note the dual image of
Pythagoras which Herodotus presents. On the one hand, the legend-
ary tradition links him with Zalmoxis through a common element of
wonders; on the other hand, the sage of Samos appears as the bearer
of Ionic culture and enlightenment. Incidentally, the historian did not
himself believe that they knew each other, thinking that Zalmoxis had
lived much earlier. It must be supposed that Herodotus, ranking him
among the wisest Greeks, relied more on what he himself knew of
Pythagoras than on what was known to the Pontic Greeks.** Taking
into consideration that Herodotus settled at Thurii, hence close to
Croton, in the 40s of the fifth century, when the memory of Pytha-
goras was stil] vivid there, his words deserve special attention.

In what precisely was the godia of Pythagoras displayed? The
range of opinions is, as always, very wide. Burnet believed that
Herodotus had in mind here scientific work, translating oodrorrs as
‘scientific man’.®? Burkert, however, asserted that, since only ‘shama-
nistic’ activities of Pythagoras are attested in the early tradition, his
wisdom should be related only to them.®® At the present time the idea
of Greek shamanism has quite receded (below, §6.1), yet Burnet’s
more pertinent interpretation also seems rather too straightforward.
Before a quite specific category of people came to be called Sophists,
aoeoTiis was one ‘who knows wise things’, a bearer of knowledge and

*% A literal translation, e.g. ‘not the feeblest sophistés among the Greeks’ (Xahn, 16)
does not convey the emphasis expressed by the negation of the superlative. Thus
Herodotus calls Sparta, one of the two outstanding Greek poleis, wéhis odr’ éAayiorm
o7’ dobeveardry (VIL, 101); of. Zeller, ‘Alteste Zeugnisse’, 466: ‘ciner der hervorra-
gendsten unter den griechischen Weisen’.

> Here we have a typical atternpt to expiain religious notions by the inftuence of a
more ancient and advanced culture, If the Greeks, according to Herodotus, adopted
metenpsychosis from the Egyptians (II, 123), the Greek neighbours of the Getae
explained their beliefs by their own influence (Burkert, 128).

% See K. von Fritz, ‘Zalmoxis’. RE 9A (1968), 2301-3; cf. Burkert, 156 L.

& Herodotus gives the name of Pythagoras’ father, which is unusual for oral
legends. Morrison, ‘Pythagoras’, 139, supposes a literary source liere, possibly Da-
mastes of Sigeum, author of On Poets and Sages. Hellanicus of Lesbos follows
Herodotus in his account of the story of Zalmoxis and Pythagoras (FGrHist 4 F 73).

2 Burnet, 85; Zeller and Mondolfo i. 331 f: Guthrie, i. 166 n. 3.

% Burkert, 211; van der Waerden, 29.
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skill in archaic Greece.** This could designate a person distinguished
in various spheres of activity: one of the Seven Sages, a poet, or a
musician.®® It was very often used for philosophers, scientists, and
doctors: Anaxagoras, Alcmaeon, Empedocles.®® Diogenes of Apollo-
nia called his predecessors ¢uoioddyor and codroral (A 4). As Pytha-
goras did not distinguish himself as a poet, musician, or doctor, what
did Herodotus mean? His philosophical and scientific activity or his
religious activity, or both? It has been noted that Herodotus applied
the term ovodioral to those who had more fully explained to the
Greeks the cult of Dionysus after the seer Melampus had introduced
the cult to Greece (11, 49). Melampus, however, was not ‘a Wunder-
mann par excellence’;®” in tradition he figured as a seer and physician,
so could well have been called vogiarss.®® As for his anonymous
successors, by whom Orpheus and Musaeus are meant, for Herodotus
they were first and foremost poets, like Homer and Hesiod, who,
according to the historian, gave Greek religion its final form (I, 53).
To interpret godiars as ‘expert on wonders’ does not stand up.
There can hardly be any difference in principle between Pythagoras’
wisdom as seen by Herodotus and what is common to the discrepant
assessments of Heraclitus, Ion, Empedocles, and the other writers of
the fifth century.

This may be confirmed by the words of the Sophist Alcidamas, the
younger contemporary of Herodotus, who proves that the wise
(oodof) are honoured by all:

% G. B. Kerferd, The Sophistic Movement {Cambridge, 1981), 24 f; . Imperio, ‘La
figura dell'intellettuale nella commedia greca’, in A. M. Belardinelli et al. (eds.),
Tessere: Studi e commenti sulla commedia greca (Bari, 1998), 46 ff; R. Thomas,
Herodotus in Context: Ethnography, Science, and the Art of Persuasion (Cambridge,
2000), 283 £, This usage was retained after Plato: A, Weiher, Philosophen und Philo-
sophenspott in der attischen Komddie (diss. Munich, 1913), 40f; G. Rocca-Serra,
‘Aristote et les sept “sophistes™ pour une relecture du fragment 5 Rose’, RPh 172
(1982}, 321-338; Imperio, ‘Figura’, 48 £,

5 Hdt, I, 29; Pind. Ist. V, 28; [Bur.] Rhes. $24. Applied to the area of réyvas (crafts,
poetry, music, medicine) go¢ia was normally understood as ‘skill, craftsmanship,
competence’,

56 Jsoc. XV, 235; XX, 268; [Hipp.] VM 20. See also DK 90, 6; Isoc. X, 3.

5 As Burkert, 211, calls him. Generally speaking, to relate Melampus to archaic
wander-workers of the type of Abaris or Aristeas {Nilsson, GGR i 615f) seems
doubtful. He was a legendary pre-Homeric figure. See M. A. Flower, The Seer in
Ancient Greece (Berkeley, 2008).

% Aristophanes calls seers, poets, and doctors vogearal {Nub. 331-4).
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The Parians honoured Archilechus, in spite of his evil-speaking; the
Chians Homer, though he was not their fellow-citizen [Sappho and
the Spartan Cylon follow]; the Italiotes honoured Pythagoras, and the
Lampascenes buried Anaxagoras, although he was a foreigner, and still
hold him in honour.”

Alcidamas presents the standard list of those honoured in the fifth
century as cogo!: the three great poets; Chilon, counted as one of the
Seven Sages, and the philosophers Pythagoras and Anaxagoras. There
is no wonder-worker in the list. Nor is it noticeable that Alcidamas in
any way contrasted Pythagoras and Anaxagoras.”

Coins with an idealized portrait and the signature I7Y®A 'OPH 2,
issued in 430-420 in Abdera, are unusual evidence of Pythagoras’
extraordinary fame.”* This is unprecedented for the fifth century, not
only because philosophers’ portraits on coins appear much later and,
as a rule, in their native towns: this is the first portrait on a Greek
coin, or, at least, the first signed portrait.”* This circumstance suggests
that Pythagoras is unlikely to have won the esteem of the Abderites by
virtue of his philosophical teachings. These coins can be seen rather
as a reflection of his many-sided fame as one of the wisest of the
Greeks. Seltman supposed the appearance of Pythagoras’ portrait to
be connected with Democritus, whose name is found on Abderan
coins (as magistrate) at that time;”” to prove this, however, is hardly
possible.

8 Arist. Rhet. 1398b9-14 = 14 A 5, tr. Freese (my addition in square brackets).

@ Cf. below, 47, Dissoi logoi aligns the Pythagoreans with the Anaxagoreans.

I The first publisher of one of these coins, R. Jameson, Collection Jameson, iii
(Paris, 1924), 50, suggested that the portrait showed Pythagoras of Samnos; he is
followed by Ch. Seltman, Greek Ceins, 2nd edn. (London, 1955), 142 f; J. Babelon,
Le Portrait dans Pantiquité d'aprés les monnaies (Paris, 1942}, 63 £; W. Schwabacher,
‘Pythagoras auf griechischen Miinzbildern’, SSCA 5 {1968}, 59-63. G. Richter’s
doubts, Greek Portraits, iv (Brussels, 1962), were dispelled by the publicaticn in the
1960s of another coin of the same kind (Schwabacher, ‘Pythagoras’, 601£.). See also
I, M. E. May, The Coinage of Abdera (London, 1966}, 144, 157, 183 (pl. xm); Burkert,
110 n. 2; G. R. Jenkins, Ancient Greek Ceins (London, 1972}, 981f; C. M. Kraay,
Archaic and Classical Greek Coins (London, 1976), 155. Cf. Burkert, ‘Pythagoreische
Retraktationen’, 305.

7> A 4th-cent, coin from Metaponium may also represent Pythagoras; see Iam-
blichus, De vifa pythagorica liber, ed. L. Deubner, corr. U, Klein (Stuttgart, 1975),
p. XX

** Seltman, Greek Coins, 1431,
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Unlike the coins, Democritus’ own links with Pythagorean philo-
sophy and science are undoubted. Apart from his book Pythagoras
(A 33,1), the first of a long series of works on the great Samian,
Democritus’ contemporary Glaucus of Rhegium confirms that he
studied with the Pythagoreans.”* Democritus was born about 460
and so was almost the coeval of Philolaus.”” If, however, Pythagore-
anism before Philolaus was no more than religio-mythological doc-
trine and arithmological speculation, what could a person like
Democritus learn from the Pythagoreans and what was it that evoked
his admiration in his book on Pythagoras?’®

Solomon Luria, who followed Frank in rejecting early Pythagorean
philosopliy and science, suggested, based on the placing of Democri-
tus’ ITvflaydpys among his ethical works (next to On the Disposition of

the Wise Man, D.L. IX, 46), that he had in his youth learnt ethics from

the Pythagoreans and the book itself contained ‘moral precepts’.””

Even if we agree that the placing of the book in later catalogues is a
reliable indication of its content, the influence of the Pythagoreans
on Democritus was not limited to ethics.”® Aristotle more than ance
referred to their proximity in natural philosophy.” Democritus’ con-
tacts with the Pythagoreans are evident in the scientific area too. ‘It
we ask from whom he obtained the mathematical knowledge which
distinguished him from his conteinporaries, the most satisfactory

7" 14 A 6 = fr. 5 Lanata. Rhegium was one of the centres of Pythagoreanism, so
Glaucus' acquaintance with the Pythagorean tradition was a very close one. Aristo-
xenus in particular relies on Glaucus in his account of the acoustic experiments
of Hippasus (fr. 90).

7% The Democritean Apollodorus of Cyzicus wrote that Democritus conversed
with Philolaus (74 A 2), and the historian Duris of Samos that he was the pupil of
Pythagoras’ son Arimnestus (FGrHist 76 F 23},

76 The publisher of Democritus’ writings, the Platonist Thrasyllus (1st cent. ap)
wrote: ‘He can be thought to be a follower of the Pythagoreans and he writes
admiringly of Pythagoras in the book which bears his name’ (D.L. IX, 38 = 14 A 6).

7" 8. Luria, Democriten (Leningrad, 1970), 458 n. 154, Zeller, ‘Alteste Zeugnisse',
471, combined two adjacent titles from Democritus’ list of works into one: Hvluydpns
ap Hept mijs 100 vagot Snbdoews.

78 Central to Democritus’ ethics were perpidrys and owpperpiy (fr. 657 Luria),
striving to avoid excess {fr. 657): kaAdv & mavri 76 {vov (fr. 749); happiness is dpuovia
wal oupperpia (fr. 742).

™ Cael. 303a4: on the 1ole of numbers ainong the Pythagoreans and the atomists;
Phys. 203a6; Cael. 279all; fr. 201: the cosmogony of the Pythagoreans, Leucippus
(A 1), and Democritus {A 40); De an. 404al: notions of the soul; De gen. ef corr. 315a3:
Democritus’ criticism of Pythagorean views (cf. Met. 1028b16, 1090b5). See also Zeller
and Mondolfo, i. 332 ff,; Guthrie, i, 389,



46 Pythagoras and the Early Pythagoreans

answer is that he studied with a Pythagorean,” noted Zeller.*® Democri-
tus wrote a book On Irrational Lines and Solids (A 33), and before him
no one except for the Pythagoreans was concerned with the problem of
irrationality in mathematics. Bearing in mind, on the one hand, Demo-
critus’ links with Pythagorean philosophy and science and, on the other,
the polemical context of most of the evidence about Pythagoras exam-
ined above, I would suggest that Democritus in his book sided with
Pythagoras by giving his own understanding of his wisdom.

Another aspect of the multifaceted sogia of Pythagoras is revealed
by the tradition of his speeches, first referred to by the Socratic
Antisthenes (¢.450-370). In his comment on the Homeric epithet
modbrpomas, characterizing the wise and eloquent Odysseus, he uses
for comparison Pythagoras ability to speak differently with different
social and age groups, perceiving in it proof of his wisdom.

So Pythagoras, it is said, when he needed to speak to children, addressed
them in speech adapted for children, women in speech suitable for
them, archons in speech in archontic style, and ephebes in ephebic.
To find for everyone the appropriate kind of wisdom is itself wisdom.®"

The tradition of Pythagoras’ speeches, reflected later in Dicaearchus (fr.
33) and Timaeus (ap. Tust. XX,4), is a historical one; Heraclitus’ fr. B 81,
analysed above, might have been a reaction to it. Clearly liis acquisition
of numerous disciples at Croton and his later achievement of fame
throughout Greece are in large part due to his charismatic gift.* Is it,
however, a matter of his talent as a political orator or as a religious

80 Zeller, “Alteste Zeugnisse’, 471; Zeller and Mondolfo i. 334 £

8 ollre kal HvBayipas Ayerat wpds waidas dfiwfels monjoaobar Adyous Siabeivas
mpés adrovs Adyovs maidikols, xal mpos yweaixas yuvaflr dpuodiovs, wal wpos
dpyovras dpxortucols, xai mpds édifous éfmBucods. Tdv ydp éxdorols mpdagopoy
Tpémor s dopiag éfcupioken godlas éoriv {fr. 51 = V A 187 $SR). This fragment
is found in the scholia to the Odyssey (L1), which make use of material from
Porphyry’s Homeric Questions. Eatlier it was thought that the mention of Pythagoras
belongs tc Porphyry, not Antisthenes (e.g. L. Radermacher, Arfium scriptores
{Vienna, 1951), 121f}, but this is now rejected both by the editors of Antisthenes
(see commentaries to the respective fragments) and by the students of Pythagorean-
ism (de Yogel, 140; Burkert, 115 n. 38; Riedweg, Pythagoras, 27; Giangiulio, Pitagora i,
test, 13). Cf. Zucconi, “Tradizione’, 493 f.

% The term ‘charisinatic’ which Riedweg applies to Pythagoras quite fits his
personality, but m no way signals the religious nature of his activity. M. Weber,
Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft (Cologne, 1964), 348, 832, 846, who coined the term,
emphasized that it was value-neutral {(wertfrei) and related him to such figures as
Solon and Pericles,
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preacher? Antisthenes has nothing to say about the content of the
speeches, yet, had they dealt only with political matters, it would have
made no sense for Pvthagoras to address women and children. It is
much more probable that this report refers to Pythagoras’ activity as a
moral teacher, prescribing for different social groups the standard of
behaviour appropriate to them.*” There are two testimonies from the
generation following Antisthenes which are connected to this aspect of
Pythagoras® activity. Isocrates maintained that the fame of Pythagoras
was so great that all young men wished to become his pupils (Bus. 29),
and Plato that he was a ‘guide in education’ {fyepwv maibelas) and
founded a particular Pythagorean way of life (Res. 600a-b).

The anonymous treatise Dissoi logoi, the author of which probably
belonged to the school of Protagoras,® mentions, not Pythagoras
himself, but the Pythagoreans. The sixth chapter of the treatise dis-
cusses whether oodia xai dpersj are teachable. The author’s oppo-
nents assert: in those areas where it is possible to teach something,
there are acknowledged tutors, as in music, for example. The author
retorts that there are in this area too:

What is it the sophists teach, if not wisdom and virtue? And what were
the Anaxagoreans and Pythagoreans, (if not teachers of these)?**

It is suggestive that the author does not perceive any incompatibility
between the Anaxagoreans and Pythagoreans. They appear together
as typical examples of the philosophical schools whose objective was
to achieve wisdom and virtue. The area of interest and activity of the
Anaxagoreans is well known to us, and there is no reason to suppose
that the Pythagoreans of the middle of the fifth century (both schools
are referred to in the imperfect tense) were engaged in anything
different in principle.

At the turn of the fifth and fourth centuries, the sophist Alcidamas,
whom we have already mentioned, observed in his @uawos (Adyos):

Zeno and Empedocles were at the same time pupils of Parmenides, then
left him, and Zeno began to philosophize in his own manner, while

# The various obiigations of the four age groups {children, adolescents, adults, and
the aged) are discussed in the Pythagorean Precepts of Aristoxenus (fr. 35).

¥ On the authorship and the date (¢.400) of this treatise, see T. M. Robinson,
Contrasting Argumenis: An Edition of Dissoi Logoi (New York, 1979), 341, 41{f

B 1 by vol goduoral B:idderovr AAV  codioy xal dperdy; [4)] 7{ 8¢ Avataydpero

wal Hu@ayépﬂm ﬁfv; (DK 90, 6).
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Empedocles went to listen to Anaxagoras and Pythagoras, emulating
the latter in dignity of life and bearing and the former in his study of
nature (D.L. VIII, 56 = 14 A 5),

This biographical structure presented by Alcidamas is implausible:
Empedocles could not have listened to Pythagoras, nor was he directly
a pupil of Anaxagoras. What is, however, important to us is something
else. If, in Alcidamas’ evidence referred to above, Pythagoras and
Anaxagoras appeared in the company of other renowned sages, the
subject of this text is now famous philosophers. A rhetorical contrast
between the two last teachers of Empedocles made by Alcidamas does
not necessarily mean that ‘dvaiodoyia comes from Anaxagoras, not
from Pythagoras’®® It is hard to conceive that Pythagoras came to
be among the heroes of a book on natural philosophy tor the sole
reason that he taught Empedocles the dignity of life and appearance. It
was ¢vawdoyie which Theophrastus had in mind when he called
Empedocles ‘an admirer and associate of Parmenides and still more
of the Pythagoreans’* It is highly probabie that Alcidamas too had
something to say on this topic beyond the passage quoted by Diogenes
Laertius.

The epideictic speech of Isocrates, Busiris (¢.390), glorifying that
legendary Egyptian king, contains the last mention of Pythagoras in
the pre-Platonic period. The ironic tone of Isocrates makes it clear that
he was not among the admirers of Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans:

After Pythagoras of Samos went to Egypt and became their student, he
was the first to bring all other philosophy (riy «° dAgy drdccodiar) to
the Greeks and was more dearly interested than others in the sacrificial
rites and in the temple rituals. He thought that even if he got nothing
more from the gods through these things, among men at least they
would make him especially famous. And this is what happened. He so
exceeded others in fame that all the young desited to become his
students, and older people were more pleased to see their children
conversing with him than attending to their own affairs. We must
believe this. Even now people admire those who claim to be his students

5 Burkert, 215.

731 A 7 = fr. 227A FHSG. The brief mention of Pythagoras in Mep! duoiodywr
by the Socratic Aristippus of Cyrene (D.L. VIII, 21 = IV A 150 55R) refers only to the
etymology of his name.
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more even when they are silent than those men who have the greatest
reputation for speaking.*®

Behind the obviously invented screen of Pythagoras’ journey to
Egypt,” there can be discerned elements familiar from other evidence
(Pythagoras’ great fame, his religious activity, and the education of
youth}, but also something fresh: Pythagoras was the first to intro-
duce philosophy to Greece. The didocodia of Isocrates, of course,
is not the same as Plato or Aristotle understood the term to be. Its
sense is often’learning in general or, more specifically, rhetoric, which
he himself studied. The ¢iAocodia of Pythagoras, however, which he
acquired from the Egyptians, or, more specifically, from the Egyptian
priests, was certainly not rhetoric (as is clear from the contrast made
between the silent Pythagoreans and the renowned speakers; Isocrates
either did not know or ignored the tradition of Pythagoras’ speeches).
Somewhat earlier (21-3) Isocrates describes the nature of the priests’
studies: having through Busiris obtained the privilege of leisure
(ayoX4), they discovered for the body medicine and for the soul
philosophy, which has the power to legislate and to investigate the
nature of reality. Busiris assigned the elder to deal with the more
important matters (ie. laws}, and directed the younger to study
astronomy, arithmetic, and geometry. The passages which follow
(25-7) are devoted to the astonishing piety of the Egyptians. Hence
Pythagoras, who introduced to the Greeks the rest of philosophy (4
7 dAAY drrooodiav points to ¢idocodia in 22--3) and especially cared
about piety (28-9), comes to be the bearer both of a scientific and
philosophical and of a religious tradition acquired by him from the
Egyptians.

Isocrates did not intend his speech to be taken seriously and
therefore attributed various elements of Greek culture to the Egyp-
tians with even greater freedom than his predecessor in the field,
Herodotus. The Spartans come to be indebted to the Egyptians for
their laws, their syssitia, and their physical exercises (19-20), Pytha-
goras for his philosophy, his mathematics, and even his piety. Leaving
aside Egypt for a time, let us note that Isocrates records the combina-
tion of astronomy, arithmetic, and geometry (only harmonics are

¥ Bus, 28-9, tr. Mirhady, modified.
8 ¥or an analysis of the tradition linking Pythagoras with Egypt, including Busiris,
see below, §2.3.
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missing} which characterizes the Pythagorean school and may stem
originally from the work of Pythagoras himself (below, §7.4). The
testimony of Isocrates refutes the argument that pre-Platonic tradi-
tion did not know Pythagoras as a philosopher and mathematician.
Busiris is independent of the Academic interpretation of Pythagore-
anism.”® It is, of course, possible to take Isocrates’ words as a retro-
spective projection: knowing the scientific and philosophical studies
of the Pythagoreans, he could ascribe them to the school’s founder
and through him to the Egyptian priests. Given, however, the testi-
monies quoted above, this interpretation is quite implausible. The
criticism of Xenophanes and Heraclitus, the praise of Empedocles,
Ion, and Democritus, and the evidence of Alcidamas and Dissof logoi
prove that Pythagoras had become an integral part of early Greek
philosophy long before Isocrates. What is new in Isocrates is the
reference to the three mathematical sciences, but that in no way
contradicts Pythagoras’ {oropla and moduuabia, known since the
time of Heraclitus. Isocrates treated with scepticism both the Pytha-
goreans and mathematics” and had no grounds to embellish the
traditional image of Pythagoras.

1.3 PYTHAGORAS BEFORE AND AFTER PLATO

So, references to Pythagoras by the authors of the pre-Platonic period
do not confirm the idea that only in the Academy did he turn from a
mystagogue and wonder-worker into a philosopher and scientist. The

® Ameng the possible sources of Busiris an eatly version of Plato’s Republic
written in the mid-70s was suggested; recently Ch. Bucken, Isokrates (Berlin, 1983),
172 £, 183 ff, has been prominent in supporting this idea; see also N. Livingstone, A
Commentary on Isocrates’ Busiris {Leiden, 2001), 40 £, 44 ff. This suggestion does not
seem convincing, for in this case we need to change the traditional dating of Busiris
from 390/385 to the mid-70s and to postulate its dependence on an earlier version of
the Republic, of which, as it is, we know nothing. For criticisin of this hypothesis, see
A, Digs (ed.), Platon: La République (Paris, 1947), p. cxxiv. Latierly, the idea of a profo-
Republic, once defended by H. Thesleff, Studies in Platonic Chronelogy (Helsinki,
1982), 101ff., does not seem to be popular among the specialists: G. R. Ledger,
Re-counting Plate: A Computer Analysis of Plato’s Style (Oxford, 1989); L. Brandwood,
The Chronelogy of Plato’s Diglogues (Cambridge, 1990).

"I 1t is m Busiris that he disputes the importance of mathematical education,
advanced by Archytas (Zhmud, Origin, 71 ff},
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dominant image of the early tradition is of Pythagoras as cogds or
vodnars, the possessor of outstanding intellectual qualities and ex-
tensive knowledge, a person famous both for his religious teaching
and for foropia and dehocodia.’® The teachings of Pythagoras and his
social activity, in particular as a mentor of youth, induced some to
ridicule him or accuse him of charlatanry and others to praise his
multifaceted talent. The range and abundance of responses show
Pythagoras to have been one of the best-known figures in the intel-
lectual circles of the fifth and the beginning of the fourth century.
Most of our evidence derives from those who were creating the
philosophy and science of the time. It is they who record their
admiration of Pythagoras’ wisdom, polemicize with his views, write
books about him, ridicule what he preaches, and learn from his
pupils. When all this is taken together, it prevents us from numbering
him among the wonder-workers and theologoi akin to Epimenides,
Aristeas, and Pherecydes, none of whom achieved faine of that kind.
The legendary tradition of his wonders and supernatural qualities
figures highly obliquely in our sources (Herodotus; to some degree
Empedocles).

The evidence of the early tradition has much to say about the
presence of the rational, the philosophical, and the scientific in Pytha-
goras’ activity, yet reveals little in the way of specific detail. Metemp-
sychosis is the only doctrine of Pythagoras which is firmly attested.
Apart from Isocrates, there is in the tradition no indication of which
sciences he engaged in, nor indeed what results he achieved. Informa-
tion of this kind is found only in fourth-century sources, together
with data on the political activity of Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans.
Its appearance, however, as has been noted, does not mean that the
image of Pythagoras became artificially rationalized and politicized.
On the contrary, Pythagoras in the fourth century appears immea-
surably more often in an environment of the legendary and the
supernatural than in the early evidence. Let us moreover note that,
as a rule, early Pythagoras legends relate the supernatural and hence
the impossible, while later inventions incline towards pseudo-historicity.
Pythagoras showing his golden thigh, biting to death a poisonous snake,
or making simultaneous appearances in two cities, is the typical hero of

%2 Since the early tradition in this chapter has been considered from a particular
point of view, a number of aspects have been touched on only fleetingly. For detailed
discussion of Pythagorean religion, see below, Chs. 5-6.
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the early legends reported, for example, by Aristotle (fr. 191). Pythagoras
the Syrian from Tyre, who travels to India or instructs his pupils to hold
property in common - this figure, in which the legendary becomes
history (and vice versa), comes into fashion among the historians and
biographers of the end of the fourth century® and remains so until the
end of Antiquity.

That a fourth-century author could be close to Pythagorean circles
did not at all imply that he would prefer a more rationalistic image of
Pythagoras. Eudoxus, who studied mathematics under Archytas (D.L.
VIII, 86), gives information of a legendary nature about Pythagoras.”
Heraclides, who also ‘heard Pythagoreans’ (fr. 3), linked the origin of
the word ¢Adoodos to Pythagoras, yet repeated old and invented new
legends about his reincarnations, placing him and Empedocles
among such wonder-workers as Abaris, Aristeas, and Hermotimus.>
One of Xenocrates’ fragments ascribes to Pythagoras the discovery of
the numerical structure of concords, another his descent from Apollo
(fr. 87, 221).

If, from the fifth century, fragmentary and largely random com-
ments have come down to us, from the early fourth century there
begin to appear special works on Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans,
some of them dealing with their philosophical and scientific legacy.
The number of such works constantly increases and the subject
matter broadens, especially with the emergence of new genres of
historiegraphy. It is this which provides an abundance of the most
varied information on Pythagoras, both authentic and fictitious.
Hence we observe in the fourth century, not a radical shift in the
tradition of Pythagoras, but its natural evolution, retaining its con-
tinuity with fifth-century sources, many of which (it must be empha-
sized) remain inaccessible to us. The revolution in the Pythagoras
tradition postulated by the hypercritics could net have happened

% Neanthes {FGrHist 84 F 29), Onesicritus (FGrHist 134 F 17}, Timaeus (FGridist
566 F 13).

** Porph. VP 7 (not only did he abstain from meat, he did not go near cooks and
hunters); lamb. VP 6-7 {Pythagoras’ descent from Apollo) = Eudox. fr. 324-5.

% See fr. 40-1 (cf, 44), Abaris (fr. 73-5, cf. 90}, On the Woman who Stopped
Breathing (fr. 87-9). Numerous misunderstandings were connected with the dialo-
gues of Heraclides; fictitious speeches and situations in the life of their heroes were
taken seriously. See P. Corssen, ‘Der Abaris des Heraklides Ponticus’, RhM 67 (1912),
20-57; Lévy, 22 ff; P, Boyancé, ‘Sur FAbaris d'Héraclide le Pontique’, REA 36 (1934),
321-52; ]. Bolton, Aristeas of Proconnesus {Oxfard, 1962), 151 ff; Burkert, 103 n, 32;
H. B. Gottschalk, Heraclides of Pontus {Oxford, 1980), 15 ff., 112 ff,
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without another revolution implied by them: the transformation of a
secret religious sect into a scientific and philosophical school, of the
Pythagorean ‘myth’ into the Pythagorean ‘logos’. Neither of these
speculative constructions withstands close scrutiny. In fact, it is
more difficult to explain why Hippasus, the pupil of the hierophant
and mystagogue Pythagoras, made a sudden decision to study natural
philosophy, geometry, arithmetic, and harmonics, and to carry out
experiments in acoustics, while all the other Pythagoreans known to
us followed him, but not the Teacher himself, than to explain what
might have caused the Academics to set about constructing a totally
- new image of Pythagoras.

Yet to explain this last trend is not easy either. Despite the incon-
testable influence of Pythagorean thought on Plato, we encounter
Pythagoras in his works once only (Res. 600a-b), and once the
Pythagoreans as a whole (530d), apart from mentions of Philolaus
and his pupils in Phaedo, of Theodorus (in several dialogues), and of
Archytas in the Seventh Letter. Plato’s passage on Pythagoras does not
differ in principle from the evidence of the early tradition. Is Homer
reported, asks Socrates,

while he lived to have been a guide in education to men who took
pleasure in associating with him and transmitted to posterity a certain
Homeric way of life just as Pythagoras was himself especially honoured
for this, and his successors, even to this day, denominating a certain way
of life the Pythagorean, are distinguished among their contemporaries?
(tr. Shorey)

A mentor of youth, beloved of his pupils and followers, the founder of
a particular (and, evidently, highly worthy) way of life; there is no hint
here either of natural philosophy and mathemmatics, or of political
engagement. Plato’s Pythagoras teaches his pupils privately ((8{a),
not making speeches before children, young men, and archons, as
Antisthenes recounted. To suppose this is all Platc knew about
Pythagoras is as rash as to suppose that he knew nothing of Demo-
critus or Xenophon, whom he does not once mention. What is the
explanation for this selective silence with respect, by the way, not only
to Pythagoras, but to Philolaus, Archytas, and the Pythagoreans as a
whole? Is compensation to be found in the allusions to Pythagorean
teachings scattered through the Platonic dialogues,% or in his

% See Burkert, 83 ff; Kahn, 49 ff
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Timaeus, in which the ancient tradition perceived a ‘Pythagorean’
dialogue?®” Are we dealing with a peculiarity of Plato’s philosophical
and artistic method, a method which permits him to make selective
use of the ideas of the Presocratics, refracting them through the prism
of his teaching and taking no particular care to present them in their
actual historical perspective or to signal his dependence on them?
Whatever may be the answer to these questions, there are clearly no
direct traces of the new image of Pythagoras in Plato’s written legacy.

There existed also, however, the oral teaching of Plato, dypada
8dypara, containing his later number metaphysics. According to
Frank and Burkert, Plato’s pupils regarded the Pythagoreans as pre-
decessors of his mathematized philosophy.”® T believe that this thesis
can be definitely proved only in relation to one of Plato’s students,
namely Aristotle (below, §§12.1-2). However it may be, the Platonists’
interpretations of Pythagorean philosophy and mathematics certainly
were not unbiased and some of them were quite tendentious. What,
however, is the basis of the hypothesis that Xenocrates, Speusippus,
and Heraclides, for the sake of this interpretation, had to transform
Pythagoras from a mystagogue into a philosopher and scientist?
Certainly, the Academics took a selective and creative approach to
the tradition on Pythagoras, but we have no evidence that they altered
it radically, whereas Aristotle and the Peripatetics resisted this ten-
dency, consistently making a distinction between the scientific Pytha-
goreans and the unscientific Pythagoras.””

Pythagoras is not mentioned in Speusippus’ fragments. Heraclides
ascribed to him a doctrine that happiness (edéaipovia) is knowledge
of the perfection of numbers.'™ The Platonism of the story told
by Heraclides according to which Pythagoras coined the word
diAdoodos ~ something Burkert insisted on - was very convincingly
disputed by Riedweg, who took this tradition back to the time
of Pythagoras himself'®" The only account by the Academics of

¥ In On Pythagorean Numbers (fr. 28) Speusippus dealt with the five regular
solids described in the Timaeus {fr. 28). A renowned student of Plato regarded the
Titnaeus as a Pythagorean dialogue: A. E. Taylor, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus
(Oxford, 1928).

% Prank, 239 f; Burkert, 53 ff. see also Kahn, 58 & I. Dillon, The Heirs of Plato
{(Oxford, 2003},

* As Burkert, 28 ff, 80f, 412, 449T., asserts,

19 By, 44. See below, 4301,

Y See above, 18 n. 46 and below, 428 F,
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Pythagoras’ science is Xenocrates” fragment on his discavery of the
numerical structure of musical harmony (fr. 87).1% Like many other
Academics, including Aristotle, Xenocrates wrote a book on the
Pythagoreans (not on Pythagoras!), but this is not enough to consider
him one of the founders of Pythagorizing Platonism.'® Are there in
the festimonia of the Academics signs of an image of Pythagoras
which is new in principle? Against the background of the Platonic
Socrates, the Academics’ tendency to interpret the Pythagoreans in
the spirit of their own philosophy is quite natural. This approach,
characteristic of both Plato and Aristotle, though in different degrees,
presupposes that a person to whom philosophical theories were
ascribed was accounted a philosopher. It is true that other cases are
known: Orpheus and Homer were turned into philosophers by virtue
of an allegorical interpretation of poetic texts.'” Pythagoras, how-
ever, left no such texts, whereas pre-Platonic tradition shows that,
from the early fifth century, philosophers regarded him as a person
from their own circle (as distinct from Orpheus and Homer). The
Academics added new features to the traditional image of Pythagoras,
but it was neither possible nor necessary for them to transform the
‘shaman’ into an outstanding thinker.

It can be asserted that Aristotle and the Peripatetics knew nothing
about Pythagoras as a philosopher only once the traditions of the
Lyceum are thoroughly purged of everything which testifies to the
contrary.'”> Anyone, however, prepared to concur with this thesis
cannot pass by the obvious fact that Aristotle and his pupils perceived
in the Pythagoreans the precursors of the mathematically tinted
philosophy of the later Plato.'® If for this they had no need of

192 See below, 258 £, 2911

195 Agtius attributes to Pythagoras the well-known teaching of Xenocrates about
the soul as a ‘self-moving number’: & 8¢ ye [Tuvfaydpas dpfpdv éavriv wevodvra (sc.
oyt elvad)- Euveddivioe 8¢ 1g) Adyw xal Zevoxpdrys (Y, 2.3-4, from Theodoretus =
Xenocr. fr. 170, cf. fr. 169, 190-1). It is clear that this attribution belongs to the late
Hellenistic doxography {in Theophrastus, Xenocrates is not mentioned at all), when
everything connected with number was ascribed to Pythagoras, and not to Xenocrates
himself, pace Burkert, 64 £, correctly Zeller, i. 553 f. See below, 258 {, 426.

Y% B, Buffitre, Les Mythes d’Homére et la pensée greeque (Paris, 1956); G. Betegh,
T?le Dervem Papyrus: Cosmology, Theology and Interpretation {Cambridge, 2004).

> See above, 54 n. 99.

106 Aet. 987431, b10, b22, 990230, 996a6, 10015, 1053b12, 1078bS £; Phys. 203as;
Theophr. Met. 11a27-b10; Eud. fr. 60; Dic. fr. 41, Aristotle’s overview of Plato’s
famous lecture On the Good mentioned also the teachings of the Pythagoreans (test.
and fr. 2 Ross = fr. 87 Gigon). See below, 4401,
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Pythagoras as a philosopher and mathematician, then was he so
necessary to the Platonists? In reality a comparison of the traditions
of the two schools demonstrates that the Peripatetics record Pytha-
goras as a philosopher and scientist more frequently than the Aca-
demics. Eudemus wrote of Pythagoras’ significant contribution to
geometry {fr. 133) and Aristoxenus of his astronomy (fr. 24), arith-
metic, and number symbolism (fr. 23). Dicacarchus reviewed him in
his biographies of the philosophers (fr. 33-6, 41), along with Socrates
and Plato. Although in the surviving treatises of Aristotle Pythagoras
appears almost as infrequently as he does in Plato,"”” fragments of his
lost works contain mentions of Pythagoras’ mathematical (fr. 191}
and philosophical research. In a fragment of the Protrepticus we read:

Bor which among existing objects of thinking has God brought us into
being? Pythagoras, when asked about this, answered: “To observe the
heavens’, and used to say he was an observer of nature (fewpdy s
doews), and it was for this he had come into being’.'*

A similar idea, close to Aristotle’s own ideal of Sios fecwpnrinds, is
attributed to Anaxagoras as well (Protr. fr. 19). Even if these sayings
belong to neither of them, it is revealing that Aristotle singles out
among the Presocratics those figures who were frequently placed
together in the early tradition.'” We can see that Aristotle, like
Heraclides, was inclined to project onto Pythagoras his own theories
(at least during his Academic period),110 from which it does not
follow that Pythagoras had no theories of his own.

Aristotle’s attitude to Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans is a com-
plex problem requiring special investigation (below, §12.2). It is
sufficient to note here that, in his surviving treatises, of ITvfaydpeio:
appear very frequently, individual Pythagoreans much less fre-
quently, and Pythagoras even less frequently. This tendency has no
connection with the presence or absence of works from which he

17 Met. 986a30; MM 1182a12; Rhet. 1398b14.

1% Pr. 18, tr. Diiring, See also fr. 20: ‘According ¢o this argument, ther, Pythagoras
was right in saying that every man has been created by God in order to acquire
knowledge and observe’ (émi 6 yvadval e xai fewpiioal). Cf. modvpabiy and {oropiyg
in Heraclitus {above, 33). Burkert's objections concerning the authenticity of fr, 18
and 20 {"Platon oder Pythagoras’, 166 f.) are not supported by any of the publishers or
translators of the Protrepticis known fe me.

19 See above, 43 £, 47. In Rhet, 1398b9-14 Aristotle cites one of these testimonies.

19 See below, 429,
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could obtain reliable information about the teaching of a specific
Pythagorean. Hippasus, who evidently left no work of natural philo-
sophy, is mentioned by Aristotle once (Met. 984a7), as is Philolaus
(EE 1225a30), whose book he certainly made use of without once
connecting its philosophical and scientific theories with the author’s
name. However we may interpret the peculiarity of Aristotle’s ap-
proach to the Pythagorean school, there is no reason to suppose that
he placed Pythagoras himself outside it. In the Metaphysics (986a30)
Pythagoras is. mentioned in connection with Pythagorean philosophy.
In the monograph On the Pythagoreans (fr. 191-6) Aristotle records
the legendary tradition of both Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans. The
only surviving fragment of his On Archytas’ Philosophy (fr. 207) has a
reference to Pythagoras” philosophical theory, which is suspiciously
similar to Plato’s.

It would appear that Aristotie’s two monographs on the Pythago-
reans,''! the material of which he used later, were written in the
Academy: he refers to thein in the Metaphysics A (986al2), usually
dated before 347. In general, the overwhelming majority of all Aris-
totle’s references to JTv@ayépeios are contained in the Physics, On the
Heavens, and those parts of the Metaphysics (A, B, T, A, M, N) which
are taken to belong to his early works.""? In the later treatises such
references are sporadic and, with few exceptions, free from polemics.
If to these are added the Protrepticus, the early dialogue On Poets (fr.
75), and the treatise On the Good, which reviews the theories of Plato
and the Pythagoreans,''? it turns out that almost all that Aristotle had
to say about Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans in general was said
during his stay at the Academy.'™® Evidently the theories of the

1 See abave, 12 1, 28.

U2 1 Diiring, Aristoteles (Heidelberg, 1966), 49 #. All three references to Pytha-
goras (above, 56 n. 107) relate to this period too.

1B See above, 55 6. 106. On the mention of Pythagoras in the dialogue On Poets see
below, 62.

U4 Letus give (In accordance with Diiring’s chronology) the statistics of mentions
of Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans: 1} Academic period: APost - 1, Phys. - 5, Cael.
— 8, Met. - 21, Rhet. - 1, MM - 2 {total 38); Protr., De bono, and De poet. and three
special works De Archyt., De pythager., and Contra pythagor. also relate to this period;
2) period of travel: De an. ~ 2, De sensu ~ 2, Mete. - 2 {total 8); 3) second stay in
Athens: EN - 3. If in Cael. a whole chapter (11, 9) is devoted to the theory of heavenly
harmony, the much briefer references in the texts of the middle period are of a purely
doxographic nature; criticism of the Pythagoreans disappears along with the Pytha-
gorean number doctrine. In EN, where the table of opposites reappears, Aristotle twice
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Platonists were the background upon which he formulated his own
approach to the Pythagorean school. From this standpoint, the early
dating of the Magna Moralia, supported by the detailed analysis of
Dirlmeier and accepted by Diiring, is entirely logical.'* Aristotle’s
customary short overview of ethical doctrines with which he opens it
begins thus:

Now Pythagoras was the first to speak of virtue, but his method is
erroneous. In referring virtue to numerical relations, he considered it
from an inappropriate view point. Justice, for example, is not ‘the
product of two equal numbers’.'*®

Unusually for him, Aristotle here is speaking, not about the Pytha-
goreans,"'” but about the founder of the school himself, thus recog-
nizing ‘the Pythagoras of his colleagues’.!*® If, however, Pythagoras
vanishes from his writings after his leaving the Academy, this does
not mean that Aristotle had developed a more cautious or more
correct approach to him; ffv8oydpeior quite rapidly come to naught
together with Pythagoras.

Burkert postulates that a choice must be made between the Platonic
and the Aristotelian traditions, “for only one of them can be histori-
cally correct’? but this is another contrived alternative (‘either. ..
or’) which cannot be accepted. Neither of these traditions is entirely
correct nor entirely unreliable. Each piece of evidence from each
author must be assessed individually and according to its value,
Within the framework of the Lyceum, Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus,
and Eudemus proposed interpretations of the figure of Pythagoras
which differ one from another, not one of them implying that Aristotle
knew nothing of his work in philosophy, science, or politics. It is
far more natural to connect the abundance of late fourth-century
accounts of Pythagoras as a mathematician with the Peripatetic and
the preceding traditions than with the Academics. ‘The primogemnitor
of number philosophy” was in no way bound to study geometry, still

praises the Pythagoreans (1096b5, 1106b30), and takes lssue with them only once
{1132b22).

Y% F. Dirlmeier, Aristoteles: Magna Moralia, 2nd edn. (Berlin, 1983); Diiring,
Avistoteles, 438 ff.

116 1182212 F, tr., Armstrong. See Dirlmeier, Aristoteles, 159 f.

117 Cf, Met. 985b23, 107821, 1093b13; EN 1132b21, etc.

1% Burkert, 79f, 81,

1% 1bid,, 81,

[ -
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less to be the author of discoveries in that field, It is revealing that the
wide range of pseudo-Pythagorean literature based on Academic
doctrines deais endlessly with the Number, but has nothing to say
about any scientific discoveries by Pythagoras; the authors of these
treatises were not interested in such things.

Fortunately many others were interested. Diogenes Laertius re-
ports the words of a certain Apollodorus the arfthmetician that
Pythagoras proved the theorem that the square on the hypotenuse
is equal to the sum of the squares on the sides adjacent to the right
angle (VIIL, 12; <f. I, 25). According to a convincing surmise, this
writer can be identified with the Democritean Apollodorus of Cyzicus
(second half of the fourth century), the one who wrote of Democritus’
acquaintance with Philolaus (74 A 2)."*° Does it make sense to
connect this account with the Academic tradition? It is much more
natural to perceive here the interest of Democritus’ school in mathe-
matics (cf. 77 A 1), including Pythagorean mathematics. Another
Democritean, the philosopher and historian Hecataeus of Abdera
(€.360-290), wrote that Pythagoras took from the Egyptians geome-
trical theorems, arithmetic, and the doctrine of rneternps',rchosis.121
The historian Anticleides, a contemporary of Hecataeus, affirmed
that Pythagoras had brought geometry to perfection after the Egyp-
tian Moeris had first discovered its basic elements.'** According to
Neanthes, Pythagoras had mastered all the sciences of the Chaldeans
{FGrHist 84 F 29), the most important of which was considered to be

20 E Susemihl, Geschichte der griechischen Litteratur in der Alexandrinerzeit, ii

(Leipzig, 1892), 338 H. von Arnim, ‘Apollodoros’ (no. 68), RE 1 (1894), 2895;
Burkert, 428. Callimachus, who was librarian at the Museumn of Alexandria, writes
of Pythagoras” study of triangies and his discovery of a certain ‘figure’ {fr. 191, 58-62
Pfeiffer); this is usually taken as an echo of the tradition on the famous theorem. See
Heath, 1. 142; M. di Marco, ‘Un problema di geometria nel Giambe I di Calimaco (ft.
191 5955 Pf), RCCM 40 (1998) 95-107. Cf. J. Radlcke, Apollodorus FGrHist 1097.

Hvﬂayopav 7€ Td Katd TOV LEPOL‘ Adyov xai 7d xard yewperplay fewpipara xal
Td wept Tovs dpifluods, i 8¢ v els wav LPov s Yuyis perafoldy paleiv map
Abyvrriwv (FGrHist 264 F 2598). Democritus, Qenopides, and Budoxus figure
further in the same context. The influence of Herodotus {II, 81, 123) and Isocrates
(Bus. 21-3, 28-9) can more readily be seen in Hecataeus’ words than that of the
Academy.

22 roiiror kal yewperpiav émi wépas dyayeiv, MoipiSos mpairor ebpdvros Tds dpyas
rav grogyelwy edris (DL, VII, 11 = FGrHist 140 F i, cf. Diod. 1,52.6). If the next
sentence in Diogenes Laertius, pdhore 8¢ oyoAdoar vov ITvbfnydpar wepl 76 dpif-
pnrirsy elos adris, also derives from Anticleides (thus e.g. Knorr, 162 n. 12), a
parallel can be seen here with Hecataeus’ report.
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astronomy.'>* By the turn of the fourth—third centuries, the view that
Pythagoras had had great success in geometry and astronomy was so
widespread that it is recorded by the learned poet Hermesianax of
Colophon.***

Thus, in the course of the fourth century, studies in mathematics,
particularly geometry and arithmetic, became a constant element of
the tradition of Pythagoras; astronomy and harmonics are less fre-
quently mentioned. Mathematics did not displace metempsychosis
and wonders, nor did the tradition of Pythagoras the politician which
emerged concurrently with it, yet they did edge them aside, complet-
ing the ambivalent, contradictory image of Pythagoras'*® which was
retained by his Neoplatonic biographers and passed from them into
modern scholarship. The temptation to ‘straighten out’ that image by
pruning one of its constituent parts is enormous. It is this largely
which feeds the debate whether Pythagoras’ mathematics are a con-
cretization of early evidence of his codla, {oropla and wmodvuabia
based on reliable sources unavailable to us, or an invention designed
to emphasize his closeness to scientific Pythagoreans. That question
will be examined in detail as we analyse early Pythagorean science
(below, Chs. 7-9). In the meantime we can state definitively: Pytha-
goras the mathematician is as little a product of the Academy as
Pythagoras the philosopher.'®

2% Timaeus seems also to have mentioned Babylonian astronomy (Tust. XX,4.3;
Strab, XIV,1,16); von Fritz. Pol, 43, 53 1.

L2 0in ey ZDdmiov pavin xardnos Beavods | MTubaydpmy, Mrwy kophd yew-
FLGTP{"?S‘ 1” fﬁpdeEVOV, KQ,E K‘IjKAOV Oﬂ(_TDV ‘TJ’E‘DI'BCEI\AETEI.L Cl.i,g']}ip 1" ’B(ILﬁ E)VE U(}gaf'ﬂu ‘Tn"(iVT’ &TI'(J'
mAecoduevor (fr. 7.85 € Powell).

125 Gee Arist. fr. 191 (above, 20).

126 Brapk, who put forward this thesis, later rejected it; see E. Frank, Wissen,
Waollen, Glauben {Zurich, 1955), 81 f: ‘Die Mathematik als exakie Wissenschaft ist
in der Schule des Pythagoras entstanden ... Mehr noch, die Pythagoreer haben die
Grundlagen der wissenschaftlichen Astronomie und der Physik gelegt. . . Wir kénnen
natirlich nicht mehr feststellen, welchen Anteil Pythagoras seibst an diesen Errun-
genschaften hatte..., es unterliegt aber keinem Zweifel, dafl er diese ganze wis-
senschaftliche Entwicklung in Gang gebracht hat. Er war eher ein raticnaler Denker
als ein beseelter Mystiker’



Biography: Sources, Facts, and Legends

One of the epithets most frequently applied to Pythagoras in the
majority of popular books, as well as many scholarly works, is
‘legendary’ or ‘semi-legendary’. In the tradition on Pythagoras it is
true that from the very beginning facts have been interwoven with
fantastic invention, but it is not too difficult to separate the two.
Extracting the real events in his life from information which appears
to be quite plausible is much more difficult. This is where we en-
counter the greatest number of controversies, though these occur, of
course, in the biographies of any of the Presocratics, and Pythagoras
is no exception. Moreover, we have far more reliable inforination
about his life than about any other philosopher of the sixth century,
be it Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, or Xenophanes. The reason
is evident: Pythagoras was spoken of and written about much more
often. His great fame had the twin effects of making his name the
focus of legends, which multiplied over the centuries, and of preser-
ving the memory of the historical events of his time.

2.1 MAIN SOURCES

From fragmentary and often casual references by carly authors we
learn only the place of Pythagoras’ birth and the name of his father
{Heracl. B 129; Hdt. IV, 95). Some details of his work as an educator
are commuricated by Antisthenes (fr. 51), Isocrates (Bus. 28), and
Plato {Res. 600a-b); Alcidamas asserts that he was a teacher of Empe-
docles (D.L. VIII, 56). No biographical information on Pythagoras
has reached us from the Platonists; from Heraclides™ historical work
On the Pythagoreans we learn only that he introduced a meat diet for
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athletes (fr. 40). Fragments of Aristotle, on the other hand, contain
some important details, in addition to legends of various kinds. The
juxtaposition of the names of Pherecydes and Pythagoras in fr. 191
and especially the tale of their meeting on Samos (fr. 611.32)" reflect
the story — popular by this time - of a personal connection between
them. Fr. 191 further reports that ‘Pythagoras foretold to the Pytha-
goreans the coming political strife (s7dots); that is why he departed to
Metapontum unobserved by anyone’. From a reference to ‘Alcmaeon
being (young) at the time when Pythagoras was old’,” it follows that
Aristotle’s view of Pythagoras’ chronology was correct. The fragment
of Aristotle’s dialogue On Poets, in which two of Pythagoras’ political
opponents appear among other competing figures, turns out to be
unexpectedly valuable; the two are the famous Cylon, the inspiration
behind the anti-Pythagorean revolt in Croton, and Onatas,” whose
name appears in the st of Crotonian Pythagoreans drawn up by
Aristoxenus (below, §3.2). It is most likely that Aristotle mentioned
Cylon in his On the Pythagoreans as well.

Theopompus, Andron of Ephesus, and Duris of Samos, the histo-
rians of the second half of the fourth century, are of limited value in
reconstructing the biography of Pythagoras. As a rule they give us
inventions, whether their own or those of others. Theopompus (born
¢.380-375) appears to be the first to report the Tyrrhenian (Etruscan)
origins of Pythagoras, and to say that his philosophy was really a
cover for his strivings towards tyranny.* Andron, probably a younger
contemporary of Theopompus, in his Tripod, calls Pythagoras a pupil
of Pherecydes and relates stories of his miraculous prophecies just like

! From excerpts from the Constitution of Samos; see Lévy, 3; M. Hose (transl),
Aristoteles: Die historischen Fragmente (Berlin, 2002), 259,

2 Met. 986a29-30; see below, 123.

* DL IL 46: Kddawv xal *Ovdras (Kddav Kporwyidrs is Menagius' conjecture,
accepted by Rose, see Arst. fr. 75) = DK'I, 103.12 = fr. 21.1 Gigon.

* FGrHist 115 E 72 (cf. F 204 on the Etruscans). Athenaeus, V, 213f: ‘In a few days
that philosopher [Athenion, the first-century Peripatetic] became a tyrant, thus
displaying in practice the Pythagorean teaching about conspiracy and the true
purpose of the philosophy introduced by the “noble” Pythagoras, as recorded by
Theopompus in the eighth book of his History of Philip and by Hermippus, the pupil
of Callimachus’ (FGrHfist 115 F 73 = Hermipp. fr. 21 = FGrHist 1026 F 27 {my
addition in square brackets)). See Burkert, 118 f; Wehtli, Hermippos, comm. on fr. 21;
I. Bellansée, Hermippos of Smyrna and His Biographical Writings: A Reappraisal
{Leuven, 1997), 79 f; id.,, comm, on FGrHist 1026 F 27. Cf below, §2 n. 91; 100.
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those which Theopompus linked with Pherecydes;” Pythagoras’ pre-
dictions include the fall of Sybaris.® One fragment of Duris (born
¢.340) contains an epigram (supposedly from the grave of Phere-
cydes) which calls Pythagoras the first Greek sage, while another
contains a legend about a statue erected on Samos by Arimnestus,
the son of Pythagoras and mentor of Democritus (FGrHist 76 F
22-3), Hecataeus of Abdera and Anticleides tell only of Pythagoras’s
journey to Egypt,” which is first mentioned by Isocrates.

If this were all that the fourth-century sources had to tell us, even
the general outlines of Pythagoras’ life would be difficult to discern
beneath the legends. However, the situation was radically altered by
the rise in the Lyceum of the genre of biography, which lent a
powerful stimulus to the systematization of the tradition on Pytha-
goras. By a lucky chance, one of the progenitors of biography, the
famous musicologist Aristoxenus of Tarentum {c.370-c.300), was
closely linked with the Pythagoreans of Archytas’ circle through his
father Spintharus.® In addition, he was acquainted with the pupils of
Philolaus and Eurytus, and counted them among the last Pythagore-
ans: Echecrates, Phanton, Diocles, and Polymnastus of Phlius, as well
as Xenophilus of Chalcidice in Thrace, who died in Athens at the age
of 105 (fr. 18-20).° Most likely Aristoxenus lived at or visited Phlius
on the Peloponnese before lie went to Athens, where he studied first

* FGrHist 1005 F 3-4. Cf. Theopompus on Pherecydes (FGrHist 115 F 70).
Porphyry accused Theopompus of plagiarizing from the werk of Andron but most
scholars regard Theopompus’ version as the primary one: P. Corssen, ‘Die Sprengung
des pythagoreischen Bundes’, Philologus 71 (1912), 333 £; id,, ‘Abarig’, 33 f; Lévy, 19
n. 2; E. Stemplinger, Das Plagiat in der griechischen Literatur (Berlin, 1919), 49;
Rathmann, Quaestiones, 28; K. Ziegler, ‘Plagiat’, RE 20 (1950), 1981; P. Pédech,
Trois historiens méconnus: Théopompe, Duris, Phylarque (Paris, 1989), 176; G. S.
Shrimpton, Theopowmpus the Historian {Montreal, 1991), 17f Cf Burkert, 144Ff
Attempts to date Andron before Theopompus (Bollansée, comm. en FGrHist 1005
F 3; Giangiulio, Pitagora, i, test. 24-5, 28~9) appear to be unjustified. Even those who
supposed that the two historians were independent of each other (Stemplinger,
Ziegler) recognized Theopompus’ version as the older one. Andron postulated two
different Pherecydes, a theologian and an astronomer (FGrHist 1005 F 3), but the
term feodyos is not attested before Aristotle (cf, feodoyia Pl Res. 379a).

§ In Herodotus (V, 44) the fall of Sybaris is foretold by the soothsayer Callias; see
Lévy, 19 n 2,58 n, 1.

7' See above, 59.

® Aristoxenus referred to Spintharus in On the Pythagorean Life and his biography
of Socrates {fr. 30, 54a).

® Dicdorus (XV,76) dates the Tast of the Pythagoreans’ OL 103,3 (366/5). This date
may have been deduced by Apollodorus, relying on Aristoxenus, See below, 72 n, 47.
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under Xenophilus, then under Aristotle. Having to hand fuller and
more reliable information than other writers of his day {including
documentary evidence), he devoted three biographical works to
Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans - all of them blatantly apologetic -
and set forth their ethical and political doctrines in the Pythagorean
Precepts.” Aristoxenus is a colourful and rather contradictory figure,
who in his vast and varied writing brought together the traditions of
several schools without being truly committed to any of them. De-
termined to keep his distance from all authorities, he allied himself
with Aristotle against the Pythagoreans'! and with the Pythagoreans
against Aristotle.*” Speaking against Plato and the Academy,” he
nevertheless attributed the Academic doctrines to the Pythagoreans.'*
This reflected a tendency, which is most clearly discernible in Aris-
totle, to see the Pythagoreans as the philosophical forebears of Plato
(below, §§12.1-2).

Aristoxenus strove to present Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans in
the most favourable possible light, often in deflance of established
models, including those that appear in Aristotle’s On the Pythagore-
ans. His rationalistic treatment of Pythagoreanism rested on his
acquaintance with the last Pythagoreans, and on the whole it faith-
fully reflected the realia of the late fifth and early fourth centuries.
Does this treatment detract from his reports on Pythagoras and the
first Pythagoreans? In Aristoxenus’ account of the political struggle in

1o Hepl HybBaydpou kai vy yrwpipwv adrod (fr. 11-25), Hepi rod Hulayopixod
Biov (fr, 26-32), TvBayopixal drogdoes (fr. 33-41), Apyira Blos (fr. 47-50). Weht-
H's distribution of the fragments in different works is not always successful, Aristo-
xenus mentions the Pythagoreans in other writings: Hadevrinol vénor (fr. 43),
Movowks) drpdaois (. 90), Toropird Smopvquara (fr. 131); see also fr. 123,

In musicology he breaks decisively with the mathematical harmonics of the
Pythagoreans, accusing them of contradicting empirical facts {Harrm. I, 32-3). Relying
on Aristotle’s qualitative approach to natural phenomena, and using his empirical
descriptive method, he bases his analysis of music on the subjective perception of
musical tones by the human ear. See A. Bélis, Arisioxéne de Tarente et Aristote: le
traité d’harmonigue (Paris, 1986} A. Barker, ‘Aristoxenus’ Harmoenics and Aristotle’s
Theory of Science’, n A. C. Bowen et al. {(eds.), Science and Philosophy in Classical
Greece (New York, 1991), 188-226.

"> Contrary to Aristotle, he shared the Pythagorean theory that the soul is the
‘harmony’ of corporeal elements, and therefore mortal (ff. 118~21). His approach to
the tradition on Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans also contradicts Aristotle in many
ways.

* His biographies of Socrates and Plato are filled with scandalous details, includ-
ing the charge that Plato sponged off Dionysius and plagiarized Protagoras (fr. 62, 67).

" On his Pythagorean Precepts, see below, 65 n. 17.
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Croton during Pythagoras’ lifetime there are no fundamental depar-
tures from what Aristotle and Dicaearchus report, and his portrait of
Pythagoras the scientist is supported by Eudemus and other writers of
the second half of the fourth century. Viewing the last Pythagoreans
as the heirs to the early school {fr. 18: épdAalar pév ofv 7d & dpxas
Aty kai 74 pabijuarae), Aristoxenus nonetheless made a distinction
between them, though not as consistently as we might like."” He
described both the Pythagorean way of life and the Pythagorean
doctrine by referring to his informants (who include Spintharus and
Xenophilus: fr. 25, 30, 43), and without mentioning Pythagoras
himself'® Aristoxenus’ Pythagorean Precepts arouse perhaps the
greatest doubts,'” but on the whole the reports of this well-informed
historian - if one makes allowances for his tendentious and polemical
bent'® — are clearly preferable to the legendary tradition which he
disputes, and which much more frequently reflects the arbitrary

* If Aristoxenus had projected 4th-cent. Pythagorean science onto Pythagoras, far
more achievements would be linked with the name of Pythagoras than we find in the
fragments of the Peripatetic (fr. 23-4). §till less frequently does he connect any
phﬂosoPhlcal doctrines with Pythagoras (fr. 23).

$ Tamblichus repeatedly fel: compelled to append the note ‘all of this comes from
Pythagoras’ to the stories of Aristoxenus { VP 102, 174, 183, 198, 213, 230). This is the
su:est indication that his soutrce said nothing of the kind {Rohde, 1411, 158, 160, 163).

7 The Pythagorean stratum in the Precepts cannot atways be confidently separated
from the theories of the Academy and the Lyceum (Rohde, 162 £; Wehtli, comm. on
fr. 33-41; de Vogel, 174 ff.; Burkert, 107 £; contra: C. Huffman, ‘Aristoxenus’ Pytha-
gorean Precepts: A Rational Pythagorean Ethics’, in M. M. Sassi (ed.), La costruzione
del discorse filosofico neil'eta dei Presocratici (Pisa, 2006), 103-21). When we read e.g.
that education in the arts and sciences has to be voluntary if it is to achieve its purpose
(fr. 36; cf. Jammb. VP 183 =fr. 41d Huffman), this reminds us unmistakably of Plato’s
socio-pedagogical principle: ‘Nothing that is learned under compulsion stays with the
mind’ {Res. 536d~¢). It is explained in the Laws how education that includes various
playful activities (819b-c) makes future citizens obey the laws voluntarily; see
K. Schopsdau (tr. & comm.), Platon, Nomei. Buch IV-VII (Gétt'ingen, 2003),
219f. Another idea, that true ¢giloxadia concerns 76y and émorfua:, and not what
most people think, namely, things necessary and useful for life {fr, 40}, is also Platonic.
The necessary and the useful occupy the lowest position in Plato’s hierarchy of
activities, whereas Archytas praised the practical utitity of mathematics (B 3;
Zhmud, Origin, 71 f£.). The doctrines contained in the Precepis are never attributed
to Pythagoras (cf. fr. 40 with comm.). It is interesting that it was this work which
exerted a strong influence on the pseudo-Pythagorean ethical treatises: B. Centrone,
Pseudopythagonca ethica (Naples, 1990}, 38 £ Cf. below, 72 n. 47.

® Aristoxenus mamtained that Pythagoras ate beans and suckling pigs (fr. 25}, and
even ascribed to him the introduction of weights and measures in Greece (fr. 24), The
inclusion of the Italian lawgivers Zaleucus and Charondas among the Pythagoreans
derives frow a 5th-cent. tradition, This also applies to Abaris and Aristeas (see belaw,
114 £).
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combinations of its creators (Anaximander the Younger, Heraclides,
Andron, and others) than the notorious ‘archaic’ stage of Pythagore-
anism. "

Dicaearchus of Messana, like Aristoxenus, his coeval and friend
from the Lyceum {fr. 67, 70), was probabiy in contact with the Pytha-
goreans of Magna Graecia (fr. 34) and the Peloponnese (cf. fr. 20} even
before he arrived in Athens. Dicaearchus, though having none of
Aristoxenus’ tendentiousness or his fondness for extremes, shared
many of the same views, for example the Pythagorean teaching on
the soul as ‘harmony’ (fr. 8, 11-12). In his I1epi f{wr he also devoted
most attention to Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato,” and took a very
critical view of Plato’s philosophy (though without personal attacks),*"
which was unlike his attitude to Socrates (fr. 29). Like some other
members of the Lyceum, he thought that Plato had combined Pytha-
goras and Socrates in his teaching (fr. 41, below §12.3). With Aristo-
xenus, Dicaearchus became the main source for most subsequent
biographies of Pythagoras, and was already counted by Neanthes as
one of of dkpiBéorepor (FGrHist 84 F 30). His treatment of the events of
the Cylonian revolt makes clear that he was using sources independent
of Aristoxenus, and that they included the oral Italian tradition {fr. 34).
He also broached a topic which Aristoxenus studiously avoided - the
previous incarnations of Pythagoras (fr. 36), and demonstrated a
clearly ironic attitude to this matter.

ITepi Biwv begins with the Seven Sages, whom Dicaearchus viewed
not as philosophers but as practical men, skilled in lawmaking

1% Tor a generally positive assessment of Aristoxenus as a historian, see Rohde, 117;
Delatte, Lit. 8, 19; id, Pol 213; von Fritz, Pol, 27fL; id, ‘Pythagoras’, 175;
A. Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography {Cambridge, Mass,, 1971),
74f. Cf. Philip, 14 f. (negative); Lévy, 44 ff; Burkert, 106 (critical). On Aristoxenus’
catalogue of Pythagoreans, see below, §3.2.

20 Other philosophers receive only sporadic mention in the fragments of Jepl
Biawv (fr. 39, 44}, - Heraclides of Pontus (fr. 22}, Theophrastus (D.L. V, 42), Clearchus
{(fr. 37-62), and Strato {D.L. V, 59) all wtote [Tepi Biwv. Where the material is
accessible, e.g,, in Clearchus, it is clear that ITept Bicv is to be understood as meaning
‘Biographies’.

! Fr. 41-4, In Philodemus’ History of the Academy, a quotation from Dicaearchus
says that Plato “did more than anybody to advance philosophy and (at the same time)
to undermine it". See T. Dorandi, Platone e 'Academin (PHerc. 1021 e 164) { Filodermo
(Naples, 1991}, col. i, 9£; W, Burkert, Plafon in Nahaufnahm: Ein Buch aus Hercu-
laneum (Stuttgart, 1993), 251; D. C. Mirhady, ‘Dicaearchus of Messana: The Sources,
Text and Translation’, in W. W. Fortenbaugh and E. Schiitrumpf (eds.), Dicaearchus
of Messana (New Brunswick, 2001), fr. 46A.
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(fr. 30-2). This may be the context of the preference he expressed for
an active mode of life, rather than the ideal of a contemplative life.*?
The scarcity of evidence makes it difficult to establish whether he
understood vifa activa as purely political activity (for which he
himseif was not known), or rather as a way of hife in accordance
with one’s own philosophical principles {like Socrates, fr. 29). It is
unlikely, anyway, that he saw Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato as
representing opposing modes of life, while evaluating them from
the viewpoint of his ideal.”® Like Aristoxenus (fr. 16-18), he took a
favourable view of Pythagoras’ moral and political work, and if he
valued Socrates more highly than Aristoxenus did, that had little to do
with Socrates’ ‘untheoretische Haltung’.

The figure of the historian Neanthes of Cyzicus, who previously was
in the background, has undergone a substantial reappraisal in recent
decades. New editions of the Herculaneum papyri have shown that
Neanthes, who was an important source for Philodemus’ History of the
Academy (first century), was personally acquainted with Plato’s secre-
tary Philip of Opus.** 'This meant placing his acme not in the third
century but the last third of the fourth,” and renouncing the idea that
the stories of Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans derived from the

2 Cicero referred to differences between Dicaearchus and Theophrastus, who
preferred vita contemplativa (fr. 25), but it is hardly likely that this was a matter of
real theoretical debate between themy; see P. M., Huby, “The Controversia between
Dicaearchus and Theophrastus about the Best Life’, in Fortenbaugh and Schittrumpf
(eds.), Dicaearchus, 311-28,

2 See Wehrli, Dikaigrchos, 501, According to Rohde (110), Dicaearchus was the
first to make Pythagoras inte a politician, pursuing his own ideal of the vita activa; see
also Burnet, 89 n, 4; W, Jaeger, ‘On the Origin and Cycle of the Philosophic Ideal of
Life’ {1928), in his Aristotle, 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1967), 455 £; however, cf. 5. White,
‘Principes Sapientine: Dicaearchus’ Biopraphy of Philosophy), in Fortenbaugh and
Schistrumpf (eds.}, Dicaearchus, 195-236.

2 K. Gaiser, Philodems Academica (Stuttgart, 1988), 96, 107f, 416f,; Dorand;,
Filodemo, 35f; W, Burkert, ‘Neanthes von Kyzikos iiber Platon’, Mus, Helv. 57 (2000},
76-80; S. Schorn, ‘ “Peripatetische Biographie” - “Historische Biographie™ Neanthes
von Kyzikos (FGrHist 84) als Biograph’, in M. Erler and S. Schorn {eds.), Die
griechische Biographic in hellenistischer Zeit {Berlin, 2007), 115-56. Neanthes cites
Philip on the story of Plato’s being visited by a certain Chaldean (Philed. Hist. Acad.,
col. 1I,34-V,22 Dorandi); he also linked Pythagoras with the Xaldaie: (FGrHist
84 F 29},

** Neanthes was a pupil of the thetorician Philiscus of Miletus, who, in turn, was a
pupil of Isocrates. The historian Timaeus, another pupil of Philiscus, was born ¢,350;
Neanthes was probably the same age, or a little older (below, 68 n. 30). On the other
hand, he already had access to Aristoxenus (F 29-30), Dicaedrchus {F 30), and
Phanias of Eresus (F 2, 17), so was younger than they,
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younger Neanthes (c.200).%® Besides Pythagoras, the Pythagoreans,
and Plato, Neanthes’ On Famous Men featured Empedocles, Heracli-
tus, and other philosophers who were popular in the biographical
tradition, and about whom he often retailed fantastic stories. To
throw light on the basic facts of Pythagoras’ life he usually availed
himself of Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus, often enlivening their ver-
sions by means of legendary new details. Unlike Aristoxenus,
Neanthes did not attempt to rationalize the figure of Pythagoras.
Instead he made willing use of that part of the popular tradition
which he could turn to good account”” Apart from his tendency to
set forth several versions of events, Neanthes is of interest to us because
he appears to be the first to refer to the pseudo-Pythagorean writings;*®
he is also among the first to introduce into the literature the figure of a
Pythagorean woman.?® Much use was made of Neanthes by writers of
the Hellenistic period, Hermippus, for exaniple, and especially Hippo-
botus, and through them by late biographers of Pythagoras.

The last valuable fourth-century source is Neanthes’ fellow student
Timaeus of Tauromenium (c.350-¢.260).>° Although in his few
fragments relating to Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans we are dealing
with matters of detail, the sum of these details clearly indicates that in

2 As Jacoby, FGrHist Ilc, 144c, and Burkert, 102 n. 23, thought. F. Leo, Die
griechisch-romische Biographie nach ihrer liiterarischen Form (Leipzig, 1901), 112;
R. Laqueur, ‘Neanthes’, RE 16 {1935}, 2108-10; von Fritz, Pol, 6, and Burkert,
‘Neanthes’, 76 £. argued for the elder Neanthes,

** In the story of Myllias and Timycha their Pythagorean friends perish, not daring
to cross the bean field (F 31). Since the Syrians, according to Neanthes, in ancient
times did not eat meat or sacrifice animals (F 32), Pythagoras became a Syrian. His
father Mnesarchus, a Syrian from Tyre, took him to the Chaldeans, under whom he
mastered all the sciences (F 29). On the reincarnations of Pythagoras see F 33.

** He mentions a letter of Pythagoras’ son Telauges to Philolaus (see D.L. VIIL, 53,
74), saying, however, that he considers it a forgery (F 26).

¥ Timycha (F 31). His interest in this subject was shared by his contemporaries:
Timaeus mentioned Pythagorean women (FGrHist 566 F 17, 131) and Hermesjanax
mentioned Pythagoras’ wife (fr. 7.85). The Athenian historian Philochorus {¢.340~
260) had already written Zuvraywy?) fpwidwr droc [TvBayopeiwr yovawdy (FGrHist
328 T 1).

¥ Timaeus made use of Neanthes” work: {1) he repeats (with variations) the story
of Empedocles plagiarizing from the Pythagorsans (FGrHist 566 F 14), which is
present in Neanthes {FGrHist 84 F 26); {2} in the work of Pompeius Trogus (Tust.
X¥,4,3), whe relied on Timaeus (see below, 69 n. 35), Mnesarchus is called a
merchant; this same version is set forth in detail in Neanthes (F 29); (3} in Pompeius
Trogus (Iust. XX,4,3) Pythagoras studied astronomy in Babylon. Neanthes was the
first to send Pythagoras to the Chaldeans (F 29}, who were renowned for their
knowledge of astrenomy (see above, 68 1. 27). See also Burkert, ‘Neanthes’, 79 n. 30.
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his history of Magna Graecia he endeavoured to present the history of
the movement as a whole (Books IX-X), though not avoiding a great
many anachronisms,®" Like the first biographers of Pythagoras, who
also came from Magna Graecia, Timaeus took a sympathetic view of
him (though without any obvious bias); he upheld Pythagoras strug-
gle against luxury, defended him against the attacks of Heraclitus
(F 132), and avoided the tradition that described his wonder-work-
ing”* Timaeus was much used by writers of the Hellenistic and
Imperial periods, but a complete reconstruction of the information
deriving from him - attempted by some historians of the early twen-
tieth century - encountered insurmountable difficulties.* It proved to
be impossible to attribute to Timaeus that part of the fourth-century
historical tradition on Pythagoras which does not accord with Aris-
toxenus, Dicaearchus, and Neanthes.* While exercising due caution,
however, it would be wrong to accept a minimalist line and reject what
has been successfully reconstructed.’® Many of the motifs of

31 See FGrHist 566 F 13-14, 16-17, 1312 with Jacoby’s comm. {p. 550 f. nn, 191-8),
Tauromeniuny, the homeland of Timaeus, was founded c.403, but is repeatedly men-
tioned in the context of Pythagorean history (Porph. VP 21, 27, 29; lamb, VP 33, 112,
134, 136} in Aristoxenus’ catalogue of the Pythagoreans Tauromeniuin is missing,
Following Alcidamas (14 A 5), Timaeus regarded Empedocles as a pupil of Pythagoras
(F 14}; he atteinpted to prove communal property among the Pythagoreans by means of
the saying ‘Friends share everything' (F 13).

*2 This last point is particularly noteworthy, given that Timaeus often inserted
sugernatural elements into his narrative (Lévy, 59). See below, 99 n. 164,

* In the early 26th cent. the role of Timaeus in the tradition of Pythagoras was
greatly exaggerated; see esp.: A. Delatte, “Un nouveau fragment de Tinée’, Revue de
Pinstruction publigue en Belge 52 (1909), 90~7; id,, "La Chrenologie pythagoricienne
de Timée', Musée Belge 19 (1920}, 5-13; id., Lit,, 8 ff,; Bertermann, De lamblichi, 75 f;
Rostagni, ‘Pitagora’, 3{f; cf. the critical response: Lévy, 122 {f,; von Fritz, Pol. 33 ff,
45 fi5-id., ‘Pythagorag’, 170 ff; Burkert, 103 .

** Von Fritz, Pol,, 33 if; Burkert, 103 f. On the role of Theopompus, see below, 82
n91; 119,

% Timaeus was used by (1) Polybius (11,39,1; Delatte, Pol., 223f; F. Walbank, A
Historical Commeniary on Polybius, i (Oxford, 1957), 2221); (2) Dicdorus Siculus
(X11,9,2-6; Bertermann, De Tamblichi, 511; Lévy, 57 £; R. Laqueur, ‘Timaios’, RE 6A
(1936), 1054; von Fritz, Pol, 33 £, 46; Jacaby, FGrHist Illb, 5601 nn. 279-80;
K. Meister, Die sizilische Geschichte bei Diodor (Munich, 1967), 53; L, Pearson,
The Greek Historians of the West (Atlanta, 1987), 112 f; Giangiulio, Ricerche, 14 ff;
(3) Pompeius Trogus (in the time of Augustus) in his epitome by fustin (Tust, XX,4);
Timaeus was the principal source of this chapter (Rohde, 122; Delatte, Pol., 225f;
Lévy, 55 £; von Fritz, Pol., 33 (f; id., ‘Pythagoras’, 176, 182 £}; {4) Strabo (V1,1,12-13;
XIV.1.16; F. Lasserre (ed.}, Strabon, iii (Paris, 1967), 225 {3 C. Talamo, ‘Pitagoraela
rpudd’s RFIC 115 (1987), 386 £5 Bugno, Sibari, 37 £); (5) Apollonius (FGrEfist 1064 F
2 = lamb. VP 254; see below, 99 n. 162}); note the reliable parallels between Timaeus
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Pythagoras® four speeches, preserved by lamblichus (VP 37--57), are
linked with the material of Timaeus and his predecessors, but these
speeches cannot be seen as an authentic Pythagorean source, or even
as Timaeus’ text: the final version is the work of Apollonius.*®
Neanthes and Timaeus are chronologically the last authors in
whose work it is profitable to seek traces of an independent historical
tradition about Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans. Despite the fact
that throughout the Hellenistic period Pythagoras and his followers
were an essential component in most of the collections of philoso-
phical biographies, the surviving evidence can only on very rare
occasions be utilized for historical reconstruction. Everything that is
more or less reliable goes back to earlier sources, and what is new is
usually fabrication. In the work of the Peripatetics Clearchus of Soli
{born ¢.340) and Hieronymus of Rhodes (born ¢.300), we find only
occasional references to the religion of Pythagoras (or the Pythagore-
ans), and the tone of these references is hostile.’” The biographer
Hermippus of Smyrna (late third century}, who was renowned for his
malicious tongue, wrote a special work On Pythagoras in two books,
as well as treating him in other works.*® Relying on fourth-century
sources, he added to the tradition a number of fables which present
Pythagoras in a highly unfavourable light.> In Satyrus’ (c.240-170)
Biwv dvaypads), both Pythagoras and Plato, the plagiarist of the
Pythagoreans, appear in an anecdotal setting.* Hippobotus (200}

and Apollonjus; Tim. F 17 and Tamb. VP 56; F 13 and Iamb, ¥P 71f; F 131 and
Iamb. VP 170.

* The fragments of Antisthenes {fr. 51) and Dicaearchus (fr. 33) which mention
the speeches do not describe their contents. On the authorship of the speeches, see
above, 10 n. 20, 22; also Rohde, 132 f; Delatte, Pol, 39 [.; von Fritz, Pol., 39, 41, 65;
Jacoby, FGrHist 11Tb, 553 nn. 204-205; D, S, Du Toit, Theios Anthropes (Tiibingen,
1997), 228 £; Giangiulio, Pitagora, ii. 530f. Apollonius used several sources, including
Aristoxenus’ [Tuvfayopikal droddaes (Zucconi, ‘Tradizione’).

37 Clearchus (Mepi Biwv, fr. 38), Hieronymus (foropixd Smopviuara, fr. 42; Gian-
giulio, Pitagora, 1. 80 n. 75 confuses the Peripatetic with the historian Hieronymus
of Cardia). The tone of Timon of Phlius {¢.320-230) is the same; see Plut. Numa 8, 5;
D.L. VIII, 36 = fr. 57 D Marco with comm.

% On Lawgivers (FGrHist 1026 F 1) and possibly On Those who Converted fram
Philasophy to Autocracy (F 27). See Bollansée, Hermippus, 79 f, and comm. on F 27,

* Tr. 18-24 Wehrli = FGrHist 1026 F 1, 21-27. See Delatte, Pol, 221 £; Lévy, 37£;
Wehrli, comm. on fr. 18-24; cf. Bollansée, Hermippus, 44 if. Possibly the only thing of
value is his reference to the Crotonian doctor Calliphon (fr. 22 = F 21).

) After burying Pherecydes, Pythageras returns to Croton, whence, finding Cylon
at a rich feast, he flees to Metaponturn and dies of starvation (D.L. ViII, 40). Plato,
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apparently copied from Neanthes and Hermippus in his Avaypadsy
rév duroaddur.*! Sotion of Alexandria (¢.200) mentions the Pytha-
gorean Ameinias, the teacher of Parmenides, in his diadoyal tav
ddocdar (D.L. 1X, 21),* and provides a list of (spurious) works of
Pythagoras (D.L. VIII, 7). Heraclides Lembos (early second century)
compiled epitomes of the works of Satyrus (D.L., VIII, 40, 44) and
Sotion (D.L. VIII, 7), and excerpted Hermippus’ On Pythagoras
(FGrHist 1026 T 5).

In his diadoyal rév diroodpwr, Sosicrates (c.150} recounts one of
the versions of the story told by Heraclides of Pontus about Pytha-
goras coining the word ‘philosopher’.*® The work of the same title by
the grammarian Alexander Polyhistor (who worked in Rome after
82-¢.35), which Diogenes Laertius (or his source} thought particu-
larly valuable and from which he copied a long chapter, is interesting
in that, unlike other Hellenistic Swadoyai, which have no special
doxographical sections, it sets out Pythagoras’ teachings rather than
his biography.** As may be seen, the biographers of that time often
consulted the literature fabricated under the name of Pythagoras and
the Pythagoreans,™ although many writers continued to maintain

who has become wealthy, instructs Dion to buy three of Py‘;hagoras> books from
Philolaus for 100 minae (D.L. T, 9).

M. Gigante, ‘Frammenti di Ippoboto’, in A, Mastrocinque (ed.), Omaggic a Piero
Treves {Padua, 1984), 151-93. Cf. Neanth. FGrHist 84 F 26, 28, 29b, 31, 33 and
Hiﬂaob. fr. 12-14, 18-19,

H. Diels, ‘Parmenidea’, Hermes 35 (1900), 196 ff. and Jacoby FGriist 111b, 326 n.
200, surmised that Timaeus could have been Sotion’s source.

# DL VI 8. Athenaeus (EV, 163 £) tells Sosicrates’ story of the para-Pythagorean
Diodorus of Aspendus, about whom Timaeus {FGrHist 566 F 16) and Hermippus
{fr, 24 = FGrHist 1026 ¥ 26) had written; see below, 131,

D L. VIIL, 24-35 = FGrHist 273 F 140. Alexander’s dating: Jacoby I11a, 245; G. E.
Sterling, Historiography and Self-Definition (Leiden, 1992), 144 f. On the Pythagorean
Memoirs cited by Alexander, see above, 10 n. 18; Burkert, 53; . Mejer, Diogenes
Laertius and His Hellenistic Background {Wiesbaden, 1978), 66, 91 1. 60; B, Centrone,
‘L'VIII libro delle “Vite” di Diogene Laerzio’, ANRW I11,36,6 (1992), 4193 ff,, and
below, 90 n. 128, 423 f, The combination of kios and dogmata remains a feature of
Pythagorean biography.

4 The ‘three Pythagorean books’ mentioned by Satyrus (D.L. III, §} are Pytha-
goras’ famous tripartitum: HHadevrucdy, ITokirudr, Pvawdy (DL VI, 6, 9, 15), 2
forgery from the late 3rd cent. (Diels, Pythagorasbuch’, 452 ff,; Tévy, 70 f; Thesleff,
170£; Burkert, 223 £). Hippobotus (ft. 14), whe followed Neanthes {FGrHist 84 F 26)
in not accepting that Telauges’ letter was authentic, nevertheless regarded Empedocles
as his pupil, relying in this on another forgery; this apart, he acknowledged the
writings of Pythagoras’ wife Theane. Sotion (D.L. VIIL, 7) adds to the list of Pytha-
goras’ works Iept vot SAov, “Tepds Adyos, ITepl duyts, Iept edoefelas, and others.
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that the writings of Pythagoras had not been preserved, or that they
had never existed.* Lastly, mention must be made of an anonymous
biography of Pythagoras which has come down to us in excerpts from
Diodorus Siculus (last third of the first century). It is based chiefly on
Aristoxenus, and is therefore for the most part free from the anecdo-
tal and pseudo-Pythagorean material which characterizes the other
biographies of that time.*’

Diogenes Laertius is the only one to present all of these Hellenistic
biographers of Pythagoras.”® The Neoplatonist biographies include
only Neanthes’ story of Myllias and Timycha, in the version set down
by Hippobotus.*” Tamblichus and Porphyry preferred the neo-Pytha-
gorean writers Nicomachus and Apollonius, who were closer to them
in spirit, to the Hellenistic biographers, who were fond of anecdotes
and often malicious. Diogenes Laertius, on the other hand, whose
attitude to the ‘miraculous’ aspect of Pythagoreanism was much more
restrained, ignores the neo-Pythagoreans, although he avails himself
of some pseudo-Pythagorean writings, including some late ones.”
Research into the sources of his biography of Pythagoras has shown

*¢ Probably Sosicrates (cf. D.L. I, 16; VI, 163; VIIL, 6-7; Centrone, ‘L'VIII libro’,
41881f); Posidonius (fr. 151); Philodemus {De piet. 3 fr. 10, p. 66 Gomperz) and
others. See Riedweg, ‘Pythagoras’, 701f.

*” Diod, X,3-11 = Thesleff, 229f The influence of Aristoxenus is noted by
E. Schwartz, ‘Diodoros’, RE 5 (1903), 679; Delatte, Pol., 225; Lévy, 87 n. 2; von Fritz,
Pol.,, 22£,; Burkert, 104 n. 36, The similarity between Diod. X,9,3-5 and the fripartitum
(D.L. VIII, 9 = Thesleff, 233) may be explained by their shared reliance on Aristox-
ents’ Pythagorean Precepts {cf. above, 65 . 17, also lamb. VP 210, see below, 75 n. 61},
and not by Diodorus’ reliance on the tripartitum; cf, Diels, Pythagorasbuch’, 467 ff. In
a number of cases Diodorus differs from Aristoxenus; see e.g. X.3,4 on Pythagoras
travelling from Italy to visit Pherecydes (cf. below, 80 n. 80) or X,6,1 on metempsy-
chosis and abstaining from meat. As Diodorus dates by the Olympiads, his direct
source is later than Apollodorus of Athens (2nd cent.}; cf. below, 82 n. 92.

* Authorship of the ancnymous biography from Photius’ library (438h-441b =
Thesleff, 237 ff.) has been linked with Eudorus, the Pythagorizing 1st-cent. Platonist
(Burkert, 53 n. 2; cf. H. Dérrie, Der Platonismus in der Antike, ii {Stuttgart, 1990),
2611.). Mejer, Diogenes Laertius, 91 n. 60, however, suggests the 2nd cent. ap; Dorrie,
Platonismus, ii. 261 f; Lst cent. 8¢ ~ ist cent. AD; Burkert, ‘Pythagoreische Retrakta-
tionen’, 304: ‘“frithkaiserzeitlich’. It is not clear when Lycon of lasus, the author of On
the Pythagorean (Life). mentioned by Athenaeus (X, 418e = 57 A 3), lived. He cannot
be identified with the Pythagorean Lycon of Tarentum from the catalogue of Aris-
toxenus (57 A 1). See FGrHist 570 F 15 = FGrHist 1110 F 2 with comm., and
below, 119 £,

* Porph, VP 61, Jamb. VP 189,

%@ E.g. Diogenes cites Androcydes’ work On Pythagorean Symbols and Lysis
spurious letter (VIII, 17-18, 42). Androcydes’ book was probably written in the first
century and Lysis™ letier in the 1st cent. aD (see below, 171, 189 n. 79).
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that those he used were far from being the worst.”" The fact that he
had neither any philosophical programme of his own nor any Pytha-
gorean predilections went some way to ensuring less distortion of the
material than is found among the neo-Pythagorean biographers.”® At
the same time, his ‘mosaic’ method of compiling his sources is some-
times even more disheartening than the style of Porphyry and lam-
blichus, who usually copied large segments.

Neo-Pythagorean biography differed substantially from Hellenistic
biography and those writings of the Imperial period which continued
the Hellenistic tradition. In neo-Pythagorean biography, Pythagoras
ceased to be one of dozens of philosophers, ancient and modern,
whose lives were recounted in biographical collections (Apollonius,
Nicomachus, and Iamblichus, as far as is known, did not write any
other biographies), and became a figure who was exceptional in all
respects. A messenger from the gods, a bearer of the ancient wisdom
of the Orient, a great mystagogue and wonder-worker who com-
manded the elements, a figure to be revered as a demigod, a teacher
bringing moral and religious renewal, a fighter against tyranny who
gave laws to Greece, a sage who had revealed the mystical secrets of
numbers, and the forerunner of Plato - this was the way many of his
admirers in the Imperial period wished to see him. Almost all these
motifs were present, in varying degree, in the classical tradition, but in
the neo-Pythagorean and later, in Neoplatonic biography of Pytha-
goras, the legendary, mysterious, and miraculous element ceases to be
one motif among many and-becomes practically the basis of the
narrative.

It is no accident that Porphyry found for his biography of Pytha-
goras a source as exotic as the fantastic novel The Incredible Wonders

1 Delatte, Vie, 401f; Mejer, Dicgenes Laertius, passim; Centrone, ‘L'VIII libre’,
4185 ff. The prototype of the biography of Pythagoras in Diogenes coincides with the
short biographies in the Suda (from Hesychius) and in Schol. PL Res. 600¢. One of the
shared elements, Pythagoras’ tripartitum (see above, 71 1. 45), is dated to the end of
the 3rd cent; ancther, Mnesarchus as an engraver, appears to have been invented by
Hermippus {see below, 79 n. 74), and points to the same time. Attempts to link this
prototype with any biographer known to us have been unsuccessful {Centrone, L7V
libre’, 4187 n. 19).

*2 In the short versions of Diogenes’ prototype (see n. 51, above), Pythagoras is
presented as a religious teacher, not as a philosopher or scientist. It is difficult to
establish whether this occurred because of severe abridgements to the original, or
because Diogenes added material which makes the figure of Pythagoras more
rounded, but the former seems more probable.
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beyond Thule by Antonius Diogenes (early second century ap),”
of which the Pythagorean part is said to be related by Astraeus, a
pupil of Pythagoras himself.** It is also no accident that the author
of one of the first neo-Pythagorean biographies was Apollonius of
Tyana (second half of the first century ap), a magician and sorcerer,
a tireless seeker of ‘secrets’ in all Greek and Oriental teachings, who
claimed that the soul of Pythagoras had taken root in him. The
disputes over his biography of Pythagoras are still not over,” but
practically all investigators of Pythagoreanism take as their point of
departure the authorship of Apollonius of Tyana.”® Porphyry owes
very little to Apollonius (VP 2), whereas Iamblichus took large

** Antonius was previously dated in the Ist cent, ap (E. Rohde, Der griechische
Roman und seine Vorigufer, 31d edn, (Leipzig, 1914), 277), but in recent times a
consensus has given preference to 100-30 ap: . R. Morgan, ‘Lucian’s True Histories
and the Wonders Beyond Thule of Antonios Diogenes’, CQ 35 (1985), 450; G. W,
Bowersock, Fiction as History: Nero to Julian (Berkeley, 1994), 38 ff.; S. A. Stephens,
and J. ]. Winkler (eds.), Ancient Greek Novels: The Fragments (Princeton, 1995}, 1181,
E. L. Bowie, ‘The Chronclogy of the Earlier Greek Novels Since B. E. Perry: Revisions
and Precisions’, Ancient Narrative 2 (2002), 5811

*% VP 10-14, 32-6, 44 certainly go back to Antonius, see Rohde, 125 £; id., Roman,
272 n. 2; H. Jéger, Quellen, 36 ff,, 43 ff; K. Reyhl, Anfonius Diogenes (diss. Titbingen,
1969), 31, 20 ff; E. des Places (ed.}, Porphyre: Vie de Pythagore (Paris, 1982), 13 [f;
Burkert, 99 n. 9; A. R Sodanc, ‘Analisi filologica della Vita di Pitagora’, in A. R.
Sodano and G. Girgenti (eds.), Porfirio: Vita di Pitagora (Milan, 1998}, 351f,, 82f. Cf.
below, 189 n. 80, On Antenius’ sources: Rohde, Roman, 272 n. 2. On Pythagoreanismm
in Antonius’ novel, see alsa W. Fauth, ‘Astraios und Zalmoxis. Uber Spuren Pytha-
goreischer Aretalogie im Thule-Roman des Antonius Diogenes’, Hermes 106 {1578),
220-241; Stephens and Winkler {eds.), Ancient Greek Novels, L12£.

* Some dispute Apollonius’ authorship: E. L. Bowie, ‘Apollonius of Tyana: Tradi-
tion and Reality, ANRW 11,16,2 (1978}, 1672 n. 77, 1691 {; Gorman, ‘Apollonios’,
Staab, Pythagoras, 228 ff; id, Der Gewihrsmann “Apollonios” in den neuplato-
nischen Pythagorasviten - Wundermann oder hellenistischer Literat?’, in Erler and
Schorn {eds.), Biographie, 195-217; Radicke, "Apollonius of Tyana’ (FGrHist 1064},
151; others question whether this biography was used by Porphyry and especially by
famblichus: B. L. Taggart, Apellonius of Tvana: His Biographers and Critics (diss. Tufts
University, 1972), 85f; Gorman, ‘Apollonios’ Cf, G, Petzke, Die Traditionen iiber
Apollonius von Tyana und das Neue Testament (Leiden, 1970), 37 ff.; M. Dzielska,
Apcllonius of Tyana in Legend and History (Rome, 1986), 130 ff; Staab, ‘Gewahrs-
mann’. The critics” arguments sometimes become vicious circles; Gorman, pointing
out that Apollonius was an Atticist, finds Hellenistic forms in his chapters ([amb. VP
254-5); Radicke, who sees in the language of these chapters ‘a strong influence of
Atticism’, doubts whether the ‘popular healer’ Apollonius could have mastered it.

*¢ Bios Ilvflayépon is mentioned as ane of Apollonius’ works in the Suda. While
Apollenius” authorship is not beyond dispute, no real alternative has been found.
Cicero’s contemporary Apollonius Molon (Staab, Pythageras, 236 n. 539; id,
‘Gewihrsmann’, 209 ff.) is clearly not suited to the role of Pythagoras’ biographer.
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sections from him.”” One more source which they both shared was
the biography of Pythagoras by the Platonist and neo-Pythagorean
Nicomachus (first half of the second century ap), the author of
popular introductions to mathémata, known for his love of mystical
arithmetic.®™® In particular, he is the author of a long chapter on
Pythagoras” wonder-working.” This apart, both Porphyry and Tam-
blichus, whe wrote independently of him, made use of a kind of
biographical handbook, which was either similar or identical to that
on which Diogenes Laertius relied.®”

Notwithstanding the almost identical body of sources,** and the
obviously similar outlook of the two Neoplatonists, whose ideal of
philosophy implied a religious path to the truth, unknown to the
Presocratics, there are numerous differences between their works on
Pythagoras. Porphyry’s Life of Pythagoras was part - the sole surviv-
ing part - of his History of Philosophy, in which Pythagoras had the
role of one of the predecessors of Plato, proclaiming to Greece the
divine wisdom of the Orient, prisca sapientia, which in essentials
coincided with Plato’s teaching.”® A man of broad education,

37 VP 3-25, 28, 37-57, 68-72, 215-22, 254-64, See Rohde, 125 ff; Bertermann, De
Igmblichi, 5€, 751; H. Jager, Quellen, 12, 30f; Lévy, 104ff; Burkert, 100 n. 19,
mistakenly thought to find the influence of Nicomachus in VP 19: the parallel text
in Theol. ar., 53.11, is not from Nicomachus but from Anatolius.

** On the life and teaching of Nicomachus, see E. E. Robbins and L. Ch. Karpinski
(eds.), Nicomachus of Gerasa: Introduction to Arithmetic (London, 1929) ; W. Haase,
Untersuchungen zu Nikomaches ven Gerasa (diss; Tibingen, 1982), 34 1f; Dillon,
Middle Platonists, 352 f; O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived, 14 ff. Doubts as to his author-
ship of the biography of Pythagoras (Philip, ‘Biographical Tradition’, 187 ff.) are
unfounded.

% Parph. VP 20-31 ~ lamb. VP 30, 33-4, 36, 60-7, 1346, 142, 150, 162. Porph.
VP 54-61 and famb. VP 228, 233-7, 247-53 most likely also go back to Nicomachus.
Cf. Rohde, 126 £; Bertermann, De Iamblichi, 75 f; H. Tiger, Quellen, 41 ff, 59 ff,; Lévy,
95 ff.; Minar, 68 n. 64; Burkert, 28 n. 6; Sodanoe, ‘Analisi’, 79 ff,, 122 n, 90, On Iamb. VP
75-8 (the letter of Lysis), see Stidele, Briefe, 203 £

8 Rohde, 125f,; H. Jager, Quellen, 9 ff; Lévy, 111 ff; Burkert, 100f.

& Porphyry had four main sources. He took the philosophy of Pythagoras (VP
48-53) from Moderatus. Jamblichus shared three sources with Porphyry, but alse
made extensive use of Aristoxenus’ Pythagorean Precepts {Rohde, 141 ff: through
Nicomachus; Burkert, 101; id, ‘Pythagoreische Retraktationen’, 314: directly). Burkert
attributes Iamb, VP 101-2, 174-6, 180~2, 200-13, 230-3 to the Precepts. P. Boyancé,
‘Sur ia “Vie pythagoricienne” de Jamblique’, REG 52 (1939), 36-50, suggested includ-
ing VP 96-100 but this section describes the life of the Pythagoreans, not their
teaching. Parallels with Porph. VP 32-4 (from Antonius’ novel} show that, while
VP 96-100 contains material from Aristoxenus, the section as 2 whole is not his.

52 GSee M. J. Edwards, “Twa Images of Pythagoras: famblichus and Porphyry, in
H.]J. Blumenthal, and E. G. Clark (eds.), The Divine Tamblichus, Philosopher and Man
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Porphyry did not lack an interest in science and history. Although his
biography of Pythagoras sometimes resembles a hagiography, it has at
least the virtue that it usually indicates its sources. This is more than
can be said of Tamblichus’ much larger biographical work On the
Pythagorean Life, in which distortions and repetition abound.” Tam-
blichus’ work was the first part of an ambitious project: to describe in
ten books (ten being a sacred number!) all of ancient Pythagoreanism
and put this corpus to use in his school as an introduction to
philosophy.®* The first book in this collection presented a portrait
of an ideal philosopher, whose teachings and way of life, sent down by
the gods, were intended to bring to humans not only the truth, but
also the salvation of their souls.”

of Gods {London, 1993}, 159-72; Clark, ‘Philosophic Lives’; Du Toi, Theios Anthro-
pos, 2501 Staab, Pythagoras, 109 ff.

 In recent years it has become customary to stress that [Tep! rov ITvlayopefou
Biov is nat a biography in name, form or content, though opinions differ widely as to
what exactly it is. Here it should be noted that famblichus took nine-tenths of his
matetial from three biographies in which he found space liberally allotted to Pytha-
goras’ miracles (Nicomachus) and his speeches (Apollonius); Alexander Polyhistor
also had a doxographical section (see above, 71 n. 44), as did Porphyry, whose
biography of Pythagoras was also part of a vast project and may not have berne its
present title (the Greek and Arab authors who cite it refer to the first book of the
History of Philosophy, not to the Life of Pythagoras; see Sodano, ‘Analisi, 37f).
Aristoxenus called his biography ITepi [Tvfaydpov wai vav yrwpiuwy adrod (cf. his
Hpyvra Blos) and (like lamblichus) told in it of Pythagoras and his pupils. Tamblichus
himself referred to VP as wept Hlvfaypdpov kal Tod kar’ adrov flov tdv re lufa-
yopucdv dvBpéw (Protr., 6.12). Is this so remote from Aristoxenus and other biogra-
phers, e.g. Neanthes, with his story of Myllias and Timycha? Since the Pythagorean way
of life was important to Iamblichus, into VP he lberally inserted material from
Aristoxenus’ Pythagorean Precepts and On the Pythagorean Life, but these works were
also used by earlier biographers. Could lamblichus’ lack of proportion, which made his
book so long, have broken the framework of the genre of ancient biography?

5 . Dillon {ed.), Jamblichi Chalcidensis in Platonis dialogos commentariorum
fragmenta {Leiden, 1973), 19f; idem, Tamblichus of Chalcis’, in ANRW 11,362 -
{(1987) 862-909; O’Meara, Pythagoras Revived, 30ff; Staab, Pythagoras, 193ff,
441 ff. From the ‘Pythagorean collection’, VP, Protrepticus, De communi mathematica
scientia, and the commentary on Nicomachus’ Intreduction fo Arithmetic have
survived. lamblichus’ plan was not original. It derived from Nicomachus® similar
pro;ect (Dillon, Middle Platonists, 3521).

5 On the sotericlogical aspects of VP and its typological similarity to Christian
literature, see M. von Albrecht, ‘Das Menschenbild in Iamblichs Darstellung der
pythagoreischen Lebensform’ (1966), in id. et al. {eds.), Jamblich, 255-74; Lurje,
Vita', tbid, 252f, (with extensive bibliography); D. §. Du Toit, ‘Heilbringer im
Vergleich’, ibid. 275-94; M. George, ‘Tugenden im Vergleich: Ihre sotericlogische
Funktion in Jamblichs Vita Pyfhagorica und in Athanasios’ Vita Antonif, ibid,, 30322,
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Of course, as early as the second half of the nineteenth century
these late biographies were not taken seriously, and until recently
scorning Tamblichus was almost a scholarly tradition.®® Critical stu-
dies undertaken by several generations of scholars have demonstrated
that the late compilations are of value as sources on ancient Pytha-
goreanism only when the information in them dates back to the fifth
or fourth centuries. Taking into account Porphyry’s and Iambhchus’
direct sources, none of which are older than the first century ap, there
is nevertheless no shortage of such evidence. Among the sources
named are Empedocles and Archytas, Xenocrates and Eudoxus, Aris-
totle, Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, Timaeus, Neanthes, and Duris, but
hardly any Hellenistic authors (unlike the biography in Diogenes
Laertius).®” This preponderance of older and therefore more rehiable
witnesses can be only partly explained by the tastes of the Neoplato-
nists themselves. Apollonius and Nicomachus apparently also pre-
ferred to cite the works of fourth-century writers,®® although they did
not use them directly. The antiquarian focus of the neo-Pythagoreans
and Neoplatonists should not be overstated: most of the material in
their biographies is actually later than the fourth century, but without
such a focus the balance would be even less favourabie for students of
ancient Pythagoreanism.

% See e.g. Rohde, passim; J. Geffcken, Der Ausgang des griechisch-rimischen
Heidentums (Heidelberg, 1929), 104: “der viel und. schlecht schreibende syrische
Philosophaster’; 1. Deubner, ‘Bemerkungen zum Text der Vita Pythagorae des Jam-
blichos’ (1935), in Kleine Schriften zur Altertumskunde {Kdnigstein, 1982), 476 ff; von
Fritz, Pol, 16. On the other hand, Proclus, Simplicius and Dainascius called him
nothing less than ¢ feios TaufAuyos. lamblichus is now viewed increasingly favourably
{see above, 10 n. 24), and previous objections are dismissed as unfounded or excessive.
Far those with a taste for ancient Pythagoreanism, it is still relevant that in copying the
same text [amblichus makes Hippasus now the leader of the acusmarici (VP 81, cf. 87),
and now of the mathematici (Comm, Math., 77.19 £), while confusing a pentagon with
a hexagon. He also turns Theodes of Rhegium (VP 130) into Theactetus (172), and
then into Euthycles (267), etc.

7 See above, 72. It is not known when Antiphon, the author of On Men Distin-
guished by their Virtue (Porph. VP 7-8), to which Diogenes Laertius also refers (VIIL,
3), lived; see |. Radicke, ‘Antiphon’ {FGrHisi 1096). The same applies to Diocnyso-
phanes (Porph. VP 15),

€ “This fully accords with the general archaizing atmosphere of ‘reborn’ Pythago-
reanism and in particular with the influence upon it of the Old Academy.
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2.2 LIFE ON SAMOS

Reliable information about Pythagoras before his departure for
Magna Graecia is extremely scarce. The early sources name Samos
as his home (Hdt. IV, 95; Isoc. Bus. 28), and most later authors
agree. But Theopompus and Aristoxenus already offer a different
version: they regard him as a Tyrrhenian (an Etruscan}, according to
Aristoxenus, from Lemnos, whence the Tyrrhenians were later ex-
pelled by the Athenians.®” Theopompus was not well disposed to
Pythagoras, or to the Etruscans (F 204}, but whether he was the
author of that version is not clear.”” Non-Greek origins were usually
invented for philosophers to account for some aspect of their teach-
ing or some biographical fact. There is no evidence of any attempt to
link Pythagoras’ religious doctrine with the Etruscans, and Aristoxe-
nus, who did not believe in metempsychosis and avoided the subject
in his work, would hardly have accepted any such version. Rather,
Pythagoras’ Etruscan origins were in some way connected to his
emigration to Italy, which was thus perceived as a return home,
Aristoxenus takes the theme of homecoming further. According to
Neanthes, who passes on this version, Pythagoras’ father came ‘“froin
Lemnos to Samos on business, stayed there and obtained citizenship,
and when he went to Italy he took with him the boy Pythagoras;
Italy was then prospering, and Pythagoras therefore later went there
again’.”!

The early authors call Mnesarchus the father of Pythagoras (Her-
acl. B 129; Hdt. IV, 95).”* Neanthes thought that he was a wealthy
merchant {éumopos) who traded in grain (a Syrian merchant, to be
sure); Aristoxenus’ account further implies that the journeys to
Samos and Italy were related to business matters; Timaeus also called
Mnesarchus a wealthy merchant.”® No other fourth-century versions

% Theopomp. FGrHist 115 F 72 Aristox. fr. 11. The mention of Aristotle among
those who shared this version {Clemn. Strom, ,62,2 = Arist, fr, 190) is based on Preller’s
arbitrary emendation of the manuscript reading Apiorapyos to HApiororéhns (Philip,
185). Clement's text, repeated by Theodoretus (Graec. affect. cur. I, 24), has Aris-
tarchus, probably Aristarchus of Samos: A. Fraschetti, ‘Aristarco € le origini tirreniche
di Pitagora’, Helikon 15-16 (1975-6), 424-37.

™ See Burnet, 87 n. 5; Delatte, Vie, 147 £; Aristox. fr. 11 with comm.; Philip, 185,

I Parph. VP 2 = Neanth. FGrHist 84 F 29,

™ See X. von Fritz, ‘Mnesarchos’, RE 15 {1932), 2270-2.

> Neanthes {FGrHist 84 F 29); Timaeus {Just. XX,4,1).
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have survived, so this version may be considered historically probable, if
not entirely refiable. An aristocrat from Samos might very well have
been engaged in large-scale trade, and Pythagoras’ education and poli-
tical activity strongly suggest wealth and aristocratic origins. The story
of Mnesarchus being an engraver of stones or seals (Sax-
Tuhioyipos) was invented by Hermippus,™ but has been developed ~
surprisingly - in the scholarly literature: some have linked the rise of
incuse coins in southern Italy witli the arrival of Pythagoras, who was
supposedly familiar with the engraver’s trade.”

Among his predecessors, Pythagoras is most often linked with
Pherecydes. If a fragment of Ion, who first mentions Pherecydes
side by side with Pythagoras (B 4), says nothing about any personal
connection, the story handed down by Aristotle about Pythagoras
meeting a sick Pherecydes on Samos {fr. 611.32, f. fr. 191) impHhes
one. Andron in his Tripod attributes to Pythagoras miracles and
prophecies originally ascribed to Pherecydes,”® and directly calls
him a pupil of Pherecydes; this version is followed by Aristoxenus,
Dicaearchus, Neanthes, and Duris.”” ‘If Pherecydes had been a sage of
the type naturally to attract miracle-stories (as Pythagoras was), the
connection between two similar contemporaries would have been
invented whether it existed or not.””® Strictly speaking, chronology
is immaterial here: the legendary tradition linked Pythagoras with
Zalmoxis, Empedocles, Hermotimus, Aristeas, and Abaris.”® Yet un-
like Hermotimus and Abaris, Pherecydes was not a legendary figure,
and unlike Aristeas and Empedocles he really was a contemporary of
Pythagoras. The evidence of Aristotle and the unanimity of the early
biographers of Pythagoras make it impossible to view the tradition of

" Fr. 19 = FGrHist 1026 F 23. See Delatte, Vie, 147; Wehrli, comm. on fr. 19;
Philip, 186, 197 n. 5; Bollansée, comm. on F 23. Demand’s arguments on this point are
fantasy: N. Demand, ‘Pythagoras, Son of Mnesarchos’, Phronesis 18 {1973), 91-6.
Bollansée (260 ff.) is prepared to take them seriously, supposing that Hermippus’ story
may well be reliable.

* Seltman, Greek Coins, 76 £ Guthrie, 1. 176 f. CFf, Philip, 197 . 5; de Vogel, 521
Kraay, Coins, 1641, In recent years this idea seems to have faded out.

¢ See above, 63 1. 5.

77 Andron (FGrHist 1005 F 4), Atistoxenus (fr. 14), Dicaearchus (fr. 34), Neanthes
(FGrHist 84 T 29), Duris (FGrHist 76 F 22).

8 See KRS, 521 (fora sceptical view of the link). See also Zeller, 1. 383 n. 3; K. von
Fritz, ‘Pherekydes’, RE 19 (1938), 2027 £; Philip, 188.

7 Zalmoxis {Hdt. IV, 95), Empedocles (Alcidam. ap. D.L. VIIL, 56; Tim, FGrHist
566 F 14), Hermotimus {Her. Pont. fr. 89), Aristeas (cf. Hdt. IV, 13-15; Her. Pont.
fr. 90), Abaris (cf. Hdt. IV, 36; Her. Pont. fr. 90; Iamb. VP §0-2).
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his links with Pherecydes as a literary fabrication. That tradition must
have been in existence as early as the fifth century, and had currency
in Pythagorean circles. This is confirmed by the story that Pythagoras
visited the sick Pherecydes on Delos, and buried him there. Aristo-
xenus and Dicaearchus place this episode during the time of Pytha-
goras’ life on Samos, but before their time there existed a version
which shifted it to the Crotonian period, and thus explained Pytha-
goras’ absence at the time of Cylon’s revolt.* No doubts have been
expressed as to the credibility of the meeting itself.

The problem, however, is that even if we allow that Pythagoras’
link with Pherecydes may be part of the ancient biographical tradi-
tion, we cannot find in Pythagoras’ teaching any features close to the
mythical theo-cosmogony of Pherecydes. The early Pythagorean cos-
mogony leads to Anaximander and Anaximenes, not to Pherecydes.81
The doctrine of the immortality of the soul, which Pythagoras is
supposed to have borrowed from Pherecydes, the metempsychosis
attributed in the Suda to Pherecydes - these are all late inventions
which arose on the basis of the biographical tradition.*” If being a
pupil presupposes a certain kinship of ideas, Pythagoras could hardly
have been Pherecydes’ pupil.

It is possible that Aristoxenus or Dicaearchus mentioned another
teacher of Pythagoras——Hermodamas—and Neanthes certainly did.
Hermodamas was a descendant of Creophylus, of the well-known
family of Samos singer-poets (aoidoi).*” Outside the biography of
Pythagoras, Hermodamas does not appear anywhere, and his histori-

8 Aristoxenus (fr. 14, ¢f. Porph. VP 15-16, 55); Dicaearchus (fr. 34; <f. Diad.
X,34). See Delatte, Vie, 150f; von Pritz, Pol, 51f; Wehrli, Aristoxenos, 53.
Dicaearchus (fr. 34} and, apparently, Neanthes {(FGrHist 84 F 30) dismiss the version
linking this episode with the absence of Pythagoras during the revolt; it is parodied by
Satyrus (see above, 70 n. 40}; Tamblichus (VP 248) mistakenly asserts that “everybody
accepts it’.

Bl See above, 31 n. 17,

82 The immortality of the soul (Cic. Tusc. 116,38 = 7 A 5, from Posidonius);
metempsychosis {Suda, s.v. Pherecydes); Long, Study, 13f; cf. I S. Schibli, Phere-
cydes of Syros (Oxford, 1990), 111f, 104 Aristotle found rational features in the
teaching of Pherecydes (7 A 7), who, he thought, could rival Thales (fr. 75). Phere-
cydes was influenced by Anaximander: von Fritz, ‘Pherekydes’, 2030 £,; Ch. H. Kahn,
Anaximander and the Origin of Greek Cosmology (New York, 1960), 240.

' From Neanthes (FGrEist 84 F 29) this version. entered all the late bicgraphies of
Pythagoras: D.L. VIII, 2; Porph. VP 1-2, 15; lamb. VP 11; Schol. Plat. Res. 600c; Suda
s.v. Pythagoras. See Delatte, Vie, 151; von Fritz, Pol, 17; Philip, 189.
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city is barely credible.* In later times Pythagoras acquires yet more
teachers, such as Anaximander and Thales (Porph. VP 2; Tamb. VP
11-12), but the efforts of the Hellenistic biographers to bind all the
great philosophers with the threads of personal continuity scarcely
merit serious attention. For all the undoubted closeness of Pythagoras
to the Ionian tradition, and his knowledge of the ideas of the Milesian
philosophers, it is unlikely that any of them was his direct mentor.

On reaching the age of forty ~ says Aristoxenus - and seeing that the
tyranny of Polycrates was too severe for a free man to endure this
despotic rule, he therefore went away to Italy, (fr. 16)

Dicaearchus also appears to have written about Pythagoras leaving
Samos because of the tyranny of Polycrates;a5 this indicates that he
and Aristoxenus shared a common source, the Pythagorean tradition.
Polycrates came to power on Samos in about 540 and until 522 was
the sole ruler of the island. The period of his rule was very favourable
for Samos: there was large-scale construction on the island, and the
economy flourished. Like many Greek tyrants, Polycrates patronized
talented people: the poets Ibycus and Anacreon lived at his court,
where the famous doctor Democedes and the engineer Eupalinus, the
designer of the Samos tunnel, also worked. What was it that induced
Pythagoras to leave Samos? His links with the landed aristocracy,
which was hostile to Polycrates, seem to provide a fully probable
reason, and this is supported by his choice of place of emigration,
Croton, which was ruled by the aristocracy.®® The policies of the
Pythagoreans at the end of the sixth century and the beginning of
the fifth were distinctly anti-tyrannical and aristocratic, as was their
ideology,87 and if Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, and Timaeus followed

8 wW. Burkert, ‘Die Leistung eines Kreophyles', Mus. Helv. 29 (1972), 77 . It seems
that only M. Detienne, Homére, Hésiode et Pythagore (Paris, 1962), has needed
Hermodamas as a teacher of Pythagoras.

¥ Themistius {Sophist. 285 a-b), who gives a condensed account of all the twists
and turns of Pythaporas’ political career, in full accord with Dicaearchus™ account
(fr. 33-5; Zeller, i. 417 n. 2; White, ‘Principes’ 233}, says that the philosopher left
Samos for Croton #id Hedukpdryy.

8 Minar, 6 £, cf. Lévy, 46. On the forced or voluntary emigration of the Samian
aristocrats under Polycrates, see Hdt. III, 44-6; G. Shipley, A History of Samos:
800-188 B.C. {Oxford, 1987), 51.

¥ Alcmaeon calls {aovopia the foundation of health, and povapyia the root of all
ailments (B 4). In the Archaic period, {oovopfa was a typically aristocratic slogan
aimed at tyranny: V. Ehrenberg, ‘Tsonomie’, RE Suppl. 7 (1940), 293 f,; Chr. Meier, Die
Entstehung des Begriffes Demokratie (Frankfurt, 1970), 401f; id,, Die Entstehung des



82 Pythagoras and the Early Pythagoreans

the Pythagorean tradition, which portrayed Pythagoras as an oppo-
nent of tyranny, this tradition fully accords with the information
available to us. (It is doubtful, on the other hand, whether the
accusations of favouring tyranny, levelled at Pythagoras by Theo-
pompus and Hermippus,™ had any support in the historical tradition
with which Aristoxenus supposedly took issue.®” These accusations
first appear in connection with Socrates” and later with the Acad-
emy, which is reflected in Aristoxenus” critique of Plato.”") Tf Pytha-
goras had been only a philosopher and scientist (or even only a
preacher of metempsychosis), he would probably have found a
miche under the rule of an enlightened tyrant. However, he was also
a man of strong political convictions and not without his own
political ambitions. Political activity under a tyranny could only
lead him into the entourage of the tyrant, and that path would hardly
have suited a person of Pythagoras’ nature.

Apollodorus, evidently relying on Aristoxenus, gives OL 62,1
(532/1) as the year of Pythagoras’ departure from Samos.”” Following

Politischen bet den Griechen (Frankfurt, 1980), 88 K. Raaflaub, ‘Einleitung und
Bilanz’, in K.H. Kinzl {ed.), Demokratia: Der Weg zur Demokratie bei den Griechen
{Darmstadt, 1997), 49 £.

88 gee above, 62 n. 4 and below, 99 ff.

8 See Burkert, 118 f.; Bollansée, comm. on FGrHist 1026 F 27, The anti-tyrannical
pathos of Aristoxenus is tco strong to be seen as merely a reaction to the charges
of tyranny directed at Pythagoras, Cylon, Pythagoras’s main adversary, was ‘of a
tyrannical bent’ {fr. 18); Polyarchus, the ideological opponent of Archytas was an
emissary of the tyrant Dionysius and a defender of tyranny {fr. 50}; Dionysius himself
was an enemy of the Pythagoreans (fr. 31), and Plato a parasite on Dionysius {(fr. 32,
62). Timaeus, like Aristoxenus, was extremely negative in his attitude to tyranny.

*® In the late 350s, the Sophist Polycrates accused Socrates of being syinpathetic to
tyranny. Some details of his accusations are known through Libanius, whe replied
to Polycrates’ speech in his Apology of Socrates (e.g. §§38, 54, 163, etc.). See e.g.
D. Gribble, Alcibiades and Athens: A Study in Literary Presentation (Oxford, 1999),
2231,; W. M. Calder III et al. {eds. and tr.). The Unknown Socrates {Waunconda, 11,
2002).

°' Fr. 32, 62. Tt is revealing that Theopompus writes of the philosophy of Pytha-
goras, and not about any parficular actions (FGrHist 115 F 72}, The tradition
accessible to the early biographers of Pythagoras did not preserve any information
even about his participation in the Cylonian uprising, let alone his attenipts to become
a tyrant. The late tradition on Pythagoras the tyrant seems to derive largely from
Theopompus and Hermippus {sce below, 100 n. 165, 101 n, 169},

* Rohde, 119£; F. Jaceby, Apoilodors Chronik (Berlin, 1902), 216 £; Philip, 185;
Burkert, 110 n. 4; A. A. Mosshamer, The Chronicle of Eusebios and Greek Chrono-
graphical Tradition (Lewisburg, 1979), 282. Thus Apollodorus dated Pythagoras’
emigration to the very beginning of the tyranny of Polycrates: OL 62,1. In Diodorus
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Apollodorus, the approximate date of his birth is usually taken to
be 570. To be sure, the view has been expressed that Aristoxenus had
already synchronized the main event in Pythagoras’ life - his arrival
in Italy — with the fortieth anniversary of his birth (his acme).”® While
this ploy may indeed be typical of Hellenistic biography, it does not
by any means follow that Aristoxenus resorted to it. His biographies
were mostly of figures from the recent past — Socrates, Plato, Arch-
ytas - so hardly needed any artificial synchronization. It remains to
add that the alternative chronologies will not withstand scrutiny,”
and in the absence of contradictory data, Apoliodorus’ calculations
are accepted by the majority of specialists.

2.3 PYTHAGORAS JOURNEY

Tradition unanimously dates all Pythagoras’ travels outside Greece in
the period of his life on Samos. This unanimity is not a matter of
accident: by the fourth century this period was as little known as it is
today. The desire to fill an irksome lacuna with interesting events
played an important role in the steadily growing number of longer
and longer journeys. Beginning with Egypt, they gradually took in a
substantial part of the world as the Greeks then knew it: the Phoeni-
cians, the Babylonians, the Syrians, the Jews, the Atabs, the Ethio-
pians, the Indians, the Iberians, the Thracians; nor were the Persian
Magi or the Celtic Druids overlooked *®

The ancient writers never looked upon Pythagoras’ travels as
simply a biographical fact in need of confirmation and explanation.
From the first reference in Isocrates to the very end of antiquity, his

(X,3,1), whose source used the calculations of Apollodorus, OL 61,4 is given as

Pythagaoras’ acme.

% Mosshamer, Chronicle 234, Cf. A. C. Bowen, ‘The Minor Sixth (8:5) in Barly
Greek Harmonic Science’, AJP 99 {1978), 501-6. ‘

** On Timaeus' chronology of Pythagoras, in so far as it can be Teconstructed, see
Delatte, ‘Chronologie’; von Fritz, Pol,, 47 ff. (a critique of Delatte); id., ‘Pythagoras’,
179 ff; Philip, 1951; de Vogel, 21 ff. Fratosthenes mistook the philesopher for the
Olympic victor of 588, Pythagoras of Samos (D.L. VIII, 47 = FGrHist 241 F 11),
although Duris (FGrHist 76 F 61) did distinguish them. See Rohde, 1181 von Frite,
‘Pythagoras’, 184 £; Burkert, 110 n. 5; ¢f. Lévy, 20 €.

% Zeller, i. 384 ff; Delatte, Vie, 165; T, Hopfuer, Orient und griechische Philosophie
{Leipzig, 1925), 3 ff.
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travels (and his Oriental origins) were set in the context of the search
for the “first discoverers’ (mpaiTou ediperal) of the most varied elements
of Greek culture.”® Journeys were mostly inferred not from facts, but
from similarities between something Greek and something non-
Greek, and designed to explain the similarity. The emergence and
the spread of cultural phenomena were seen by the Greeks within the
narrow framework of the formula earning - discovery’: one could
either learn new things from other people, or discover them for
oneself. Any phenomenon which bore even the most superficial
resemblance to another, earlier phenomenon could be declared a
borrowing. The idea that a discovery might be made independently
by two peoples was not seriously considered.”” By the time of Heca-
taeus and Herodotus, this ‘naive diffusionism’ had resulted in an
obvious bias of Greek thought towards granting the Orient priority
in the ‘invention’ of the most varied aspects of their own culture,”
especially as the Greeks recognized full well that it was a young
culture compared to those of Egypt and Babylon.

Within this framework it becomes clear why a journey to the
Orient, which Greek tradition endowed with so many celebrities,”
was deemed one of the most important instruments of education and
transmission of knowledge. In the Hellenistic period, the Greeks’
extended cultural contacts reinforced this tendency, as did the logic
of the biographical genre: those who actually had travelled to Egypt
(Democritus) were now said to have gone to India as well, and those
who had not travelled outside Greece at all (Anaxagoras, Empedocles)
were nonetheless made to have travelled somewhere."”® Reinforced
by Jewish authors, who derived Greek philosophy and science from

% See Zhmud, Origin, 34 ff.

7 A. Kleingiinther, [Tpdiros etperss (Leipzig, 1933), 57f, notes that in the
literature known to him the question of the independent origin of two identical or
similar customns or inventions was never raised. Every epnua had only one mpdiras, or
udvos siperds, and never a Sedrepos.

* 1. Vogt, ‘Herodot in Agypter’, in E. Focke (ed.), Genethliakon W. Schmid
(Stuttgart, 1929), 95-137; Ch. Froidefond, Le Mirage égyptien dans la littérature grecque
d’Homeére & Aristote (Paris, 1971).

 Hecataeus of Abdera wrote that Orpheus, Musaeus, Melampus, Daedalus,
Homer, Lycurgus, Solon, Pythagoras, Oenopides, Democritus, Plato and Eudoxus
all visited Egypt (FGrHist 264 F 25.96).

19 Demacritus (Plin. NH 25,13 D.L. IX, 35); Anaxagoras (Plin. NH 30,9); Empe-
docles (Philostr. VA 1,2).
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the Pentateuch, this tendency was passed on to the Christian Apolo-
gists, and then took root in European historiography.*®!

Many forms of Oriental influence on the culture and civilization of
Greece are beyond dispute: the adoption of the alphabet from the
Phoenicians, the minting of coins from the Lydians, the Oriental style
in Greek art of the Archaic period, the clear imitation of Egyptian
sculpture by the sculptors of that time. From the Orient came weights
and measures, numerous monetary units, cuitivated plants, musical
instruments, fashions, and the like.!® To be sure, our increased
knowledge of the cultures of the ancient Orient leaves us ever less
ground for any connection between the birth of Greek philosophy and
science, and any Oriental stimuli.'” Nonetheless, this view is still
widespread,'®* and hence a need remains for the figure of Pythagoras
the Traveller, for the same reasons as in antiquity.

The tradition on the travels of Pythagoras falls inte two distinct
stages. While up to the last third of the fourth century we have only a
single reference to his journey to Egypt, which is ignored by his
Peripatetic biographers, in the generation which came after Aristo-
xenus and Dicaearchus journeys become a standard feature of Pytha-
goras’ life story, and the range of these is rapidly extended. Neanthes
called him a Syrian from Tyre and sent him to the Chaldeans to study;
Hecataeus of Abdera and Anticleides dispatched him to Egypt;
in Timaeus, apparently, there is mention of Egypt and Babylon, and
in Onesicritus of India.'® Clearly, only the tradition pre-dating
Neanthes is worth considering; later accounts contain no mdepen-
dent information.

WL 7hmud, Origin, 5, 8 £, 2971,

2 W, Burkert, The Orientalizing Revolution (Cambridge, Mass., 1992). On the
more contentious aspects of influence, see M. L. West, The East Face of Helicon: West
Asiatic Elements in Greek Poetry and Myth (Oxford, 1997); W. Burkert, Babylon,
Memgphis, Persepolis (Cambridge, Mass., 2004).

%% See g, G. E. R, Lloyd, ‘The Debt of Greek Philosophy and Science to the Near
Bast’, in his Methods and Problems in Greek Science: Selected Papers (Cambridge,
1991), 278-98. Philosophy arose in India af alrmost the same time as in Greece, but
there were no contacts in this field in the 6th cent.: K. Karttunen, India in Early Greek
Literature (Helsinki, 1989), 108 ff. On contacts in science see below, §§7.1, 9.1.

104 Gee e.g B. L. van der Waerden, Science Awakening (New York, 1961); id., Die
Anfiinge der Astronomie (Basel, 1968); M. L. West, Early Greek Philosophy and the
Orient (Oxford, 1971).

195 Neanthes (FGrHist 84 T 29); Hecataeus (FGrHist 264 F 25.95); Anticleides
{FGrHist 140 F 1); Timaeus (Tust. XX,4.1); Onesicritus {FGrHist 134 F 17).
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A journey to Egypt is by no means impossible (though not,
of course, for educational purposes). Before and after Pythagoras,
Solon, Thales (probably), Hecataeus, Herodotus, Democritus, and
others had been there. However, the earliest evidence for Pythagoras’
journey — and the only evidence before the last third of the fourth
century - is unconfirmed, stemming from a source which can hardly
be called historical. In a speech in praise of Busiris, the mythical king
of Egypt, [socrates asserts that Pythagoras, having been to Egypt and
studied under the Egyptian priests, was the first to introduce Egyptian
philosophy to the Greeks, paying particular attention to sacrifices and
temple rites (Bus. 28). The very nature of this rhetorical exercise gives
rise to doubts as to the reliability of the information passed on by
Isocrates;'®® moreover, he himself states that he is not concerned
about truthfulness (4), and concludes his speech by admitting plainly
that he is not telling the truth {33). These admissions apply in full
to everything he writes about Greek borrowings from Egypt.!” It
is clear that Isocrates did not intend anybody to take his speech
seriously.

At the same time, Isocrates could have drawn on an earlier source:
Pythagoras® affinity with Egypt had already been suggested by He-
rodotus. True, he does not speak plainly of any visit, but twice he links
Pythagorean teachings with that country. When he mentions the
Egyptian custom of forbidding the burial of the dead in woollen
clothes, he states that the Orphics and the Pythagoreans also forbid
it (11, 81). Later, while telling of Egyptian metempsychosis, he adds,
‘Some Greeks have also used this doctrine as their own, some earlier,
some later. I know their namnes, but do not record them’ (II, 123).
Clearly those he had in mind above all were the Orphics and the
Pythagoreans,'®® Thus Herodotus twice suggests to his readers a
similarity between Egyptian religion and Pythagoreanism, and his
information bears precisely on what Isocrates mentioned: sacred rites
and religious teaching, .

The similarity perceived by Herodotus between Egyptian religion
and Pythagoreanism is a typical interpretatio Graeca. For burial the
Egyptians did use only linen shrouds and papyrus, but not because of
any ban on wool; it was simply because wool was unsuitable for

106 Zeller, i. 304 f,; Burnet, 88; Hopfner, Orient, 11; Guthrie, i. 173; Philip, 190.
107 Gee above, 49.
1 See below, 222.
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mummification,'® The Pythagorean rite may have been linked with a
ban on the use of the flesh of certain animals, which could have been
extended to a ban on burial in woollen clothes since they too came
from these animals.’’® As for metempsychosis, all specialists in
Egyptian religion unanimously rteject the idea that it was present
among the Egyptians.''' Herodotus was evidently misled by the
Egyptian belief that one of the souls of the deceased person could
take the form of various animals.*'* The Egyptians also believed in
the immortality of the soul, but these two beliefs cannot be brought
together in metempsychosis, because to them life beyond the grave
was linked above all with the preservation of the body (that is why it
was mummified), and this runs counter to the idea of the transmigra-
tion of the soul into another body. Thus the link between Pythagoras
and Egypt in Herodotus js founded not on fact but on a seeming
similarity between Pythagoreanism and Egyptian religion. If Isocrates
took another step in this direction, this does not mean that he had
superior knowledge of Pythagoras’ biography.'?

After Neanthes, who made Pythagoras the son of a Syrian mer-
chant from Tyre, anything at all could be written about the Samian
sage’s Oriental connections, Hecataeus of Abdera, who reported visits
to Egypt by many illustrious Greeks, referred to records in the sacred
books of the Egyptians.''* According to his information, Pythagoras

159w R, Dawson, ‘Making a Mummy’, JEA 13 {1927), 4050, Finds of woollen items
inburials are extremely rare (A. B. Lloyd, Herodotus, Book IT. Commentary 1-98 (Leiden,
1976}, 373), which indicates that wool was little used in Egypt. In Greece and Italy the
climate was different, so a ban on wool applied only to the dead. It is unlikely that the
reference to the Pythagorean custom of wearing only linen garments {Tamb. VP 100, <f.
149) derives from Aristoxenus (see above, 75 n. 61). On the contrary, a passage which
clearly does contain material from Aristoxenus (D.L. VIII, 19) speaks of the wearing of
woollen cloaks (cf. Delatte, Vie, 189 £.). Whatever the case, Aristoxenus could not have
linked the ban on wool with metempsychaosis, which he did not believe in {cf. fr. 118-21),
or with vegetariamism, which he categorically rejected (fr. 25},

% Morrison, ‘Pythagoras’, 136.

1 A Wiedeinann, Herodots zweites Buch (Leipzig, 1890), 457 £; H. Kees, Toten-
glauben und Jenseitsvorstellungen der alten Agypter, 4th edn. {Betlin, 1980}, &; A. B.
Lloyl'd, Herodotus, Book II. Commentary 99-182 (Leiden, 1988), 59 L.

12 wWiedemann, Herodoius, 458; von Fritz, Pythagoras’, 188,

M3 9t s very likely that Isocrates relied exclusively on Herodotus, who, unlike
Isocrates, was far more circumspect in the conclusions lie drew. See Guthrie, i 163
n. 3; A. B. Lloyd, Herodotus, 59 {,; Livingstone, Commentary, 157,

1M See above, 84 n, 99, None of the Greeks who wrote about Egypt knew the
language of that country: E. Iversen, The Myth of Egypt and Its Hieroglyphs in
European Tradition (Copenhagen, 1961), 411
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derived from the Egyptians a {epds Adyos, the doctrine of metempsy-
chosis, and geometrical theorems. In fact Hecataeus relied on He-
rodotus®'” and Isocrates, and his list as a whole reflected a tendency,
well established by the end of the fourth century, to link almost every
second celebrity with Egypt.

Aristotle systematized the early legendary tradition on Pythagoras
and the Pythagoreans; Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus systematized the
historical tradition, and Eudemus the scientific. None of them supply
any information on the Oriental travels of Pythagoras, although the
Orient was not an unusual topic at the Lyceum.''® Aristoxenus
obtained his knowledge from Pythagorean circles, but the legends
connecting Pythagoras and the Orient clearly arose outside the Pytha-
gorean school, Strictly speaking, we are dealing not with legends but
with literary and historical conjectures, by which various writers
sought to reinforce their views of Greek dependence on the ancient
cultures of the Orient.!'” The conjectures include two curious pieces
of evidence which would hardly merit any attention if, among other
late authors, they did not name Aristoxenus. One of them is passed
down by the Christian writer Hippolytus (d. ap 235).

Diodorus of Eretria and the musician Aristoxenus say that Pythagoras
came to Zaratas the Chaldean, who explained to him that there are two
original causes of existing things, father and mother, and of these father
is light, and mother darkness . .. And that cut of these, from female and
male, the entire cosmos is composed. And that the universe, he says, is
by nature a musical harmony; and this is why the sun performs a
harmonious circuit, According to them, Zaratas says the following of
what is born of earth and cosmos: there are two denons, one celestial,
one terrestrial . . . As for beans, Pythagoras is reported to have ordered
not to eat them, for Zaratas said, etc."'®

Diels and Kranz cite only the first sentence of this passage, thus
turning it into a piece of historical evidence which reaches back via

115

Metempsychosis (Hdt. I, 123)%; {epds Adyos (LI, 81} geometry {II, 109}; see
Burkert, 219.

'€ Eud. fr. 89, 133, 150; Dic. fr, 55-8; Clearch. fr. 5-6, 13-14; Dem, Phal. fr, 66, To
these we may add Her. Pont. fr. 68-70, 90. See F. Dirlmeier, ‘Peripates und Otient’,
Antike 14 {1938), 120-36. Eudemus showed himself to be an expert in Oriental
theogeny: G. Casadio, ‘Eudemo di Rodi: Un pioniere della storia delle religioni tra
Oriente e Occidente’, WS 112 (1999), 39-54.

U7 On Neanthes, see above, 67 n. 24, 68 n. 27.

Y% Hippol. Ref. 1,2,22-14 = Aristox. fr. 13 = 14 A 11,
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Diodorus of Eretria to Aristoxenus.'” But had this completely un-
known Diodorus read Aristoxenus, who expended so much effort to
prove that Pythagoras, like all normal people, ate beans (fr. 25)?'*°
The Zoroastrian teaching on the good and evil ‘demons’, Hormuzd
and Ahriman, was well known in the Academy and the Lyceum, but
its founder was said to have lived far back in time."*' Of all the
biographers of Pythagoras, Aristoxenus was the last to venture to
send him to study under Zarathustra: this would seem to undermine
the Peripatetic’s attempt to rationalize the image of Pythagoras and
link him with the religious and ethical teaching of the Delphic oracle
(fr. 15). This story appears to have arisen in the Hellenistic period,"*
between Neanthes and Alexander Polyhistor, who, in his On Pytha-
gorean Symbols, reports that Pythagoras studied under Zaratas the
Assyrian.'* The story has enjoyed great popularity ever since, finding

" There are no grounds to suppose, as ]. Radicke, ‘Diodorus of Eretria’ (FGrHist
1103 with comm.}, that Diodorus was a predecessor of Aristoxenus; see Zelles, 1. 385
n. 1; Lévy, 811

120 Aristoxenus’ contribution to this passage may be limited to the line about
musical harmony (Lévy, 82; id., La Légende de Pythagore, de Gréce en Palestine
(Paris, 1927), 21 n. 3). Others have supposed that he may have noticed some similarity
between the teachings of Pythagoras and those of the Persians (Zeller, 1. 385 n. 1;
W. Spoerri, ‘A propos d'un texte d"Hippolyte’, REA 57 (1955), 274 ff; Jacoby, comm.
on FGrHist 273 F 94. Cf. WehrH, comm. on fr. 13; Burkert, 112 n. 16; Radicke,
‘Diodorus’, 400£f). However, Aristoxenus could not possibly have attributed to
Pythagoras the dectrine described by Diodorus, pace Burkert, Babylon, 115F. (see
below, 9C n. 128).

121 prist, fr. & Bud. fr. 150, cf. fr. 89; according to Aristotle {fr. 34) and Fudoxus
(fr. 341), 6,000 years clapsed between Zarathustra and the death of Plato. The
Academic Hermodorus of Syracuse (fr. 6) dated him even further back in time,

Y Lévy, 81f Cf P. Kingsley, “The Greek Origin of the Sixth-Century Dating of
Zoroaster’, BSOAS 53 (1990), 245-65, who argues that the story derives from Aris-
toxenus. The reparts on links between Pythagoras and Zarathustra and the Persians
have been briefly surveyed by Guthrie, i, 251 ff,, who concludes that the tradition is
not historical, but almost certainly derives from Aristotle. I see no grounds for the
latier conclusion. The idea that Heraclides of Pontus, who wrote the dialogue Zoroas-
ter (fr. 68-70), made Pythagoras the pupil of a magus {J. Bidez and F. Cumont, Les
Mages hellénisés, i (Paris, 1938), 33 n. 5, §3, 250; Boiton, Aristeas, 159) is equally
uncenvincing. See Gotischalk, Heraclides, 1111, 114 n. 92. A, F. de Jong, Traditions of
the Magi: Zoroastrianism in Greek and Latin Literature (Leiden, 1997), 3151, sees
neo-Pythagoreanism and Stoicism, rather than Zoroastrianism, in the teaching of
Zaragas.

12% FGrHist 273 F 94. The Semiticized form Zapdras occurs usually in the stories of
his meeting with Pythagoras {Jacoby, comm. on F 94, p. 296 £), in which he becomes
Zaratas the Chaldean (the Assyrian}, whereas in the Academy and the Lyceum he was
known as Zwpodaorpys and represented the Persian Magi. This is one further argu-
ment against Aristoxenus’ having mentioned Zaratas the Chaldean. Weighing up the
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its way into all the late biographies of Pythagoras and the excerpts
from these."**

In the late legends of Pythagoras and Zaratas the Chaldean, two
related factors stand out. First, Pythagoras talks to Zaratas (or to some
Magi and Chaldeans) in Babylon, which he reaches after being
captured in Egypt by the Persian King Kambyses.'* In 525, when
Kambyses conquered Egypt, according to Aristoxenus’ chronology
{(and probably Neanthes’), Pythagoras should have been in Croton.
This means that Pythagoras’ ‘Babylonian captivity’,"*® which gave
him the opportunity to talk to the Chaldean Zaratas, emerged at a
time when a (relatively) reliable chronology had been sacrificed in
favour of a more appealing story, making it possible to bring together
Egypt and Babylon, and the Persians and Chaldeans.'* Secondly, the
‘Pythagorean teaching’, which, on account of its dualism, was com-
pared with Zoroastrianism, was in reality a pseudo-Pythagorean
adaptation of Plato’s oral teaching, which arose in the late Hellenistic
period. The teaching of Zaratas, passed down by Diodorus of Eretria,
is undoubtedly akin to the Pythagorean Memoirs (late second - early
first centuries) cited by Alexander Polyhistor.”® Alexander’s On

various possibilities, facoby (ibid. 298) suggests that Zapdras appeared only in late
Hellenistic compilations, as seems most probable to me.

2% alex. Palyh. FGrHist 273 F 94 = Clerm. Strom. 1,15,70 {Cyril. Adv. Julian. IX);
Plut. De an. procr. 1012 E (probably, frem Eudorus); Apul. Apol 31, Flor. 2,15;
Hippol. Ref. V1,23,2; D.L. VIIL, 3 {travelled to the Chaldeans and the Magi); Porph.
VP 12 (from Antonius Diogenes); lamb. VP 19 (from Apollonius); Schol. Plat. Res.
600c, Suda, s.v. Pythagoras Cf. Nicom. ap. Theol, ar., 56,13 f (from another source).

® Cf. individual elements of this story: FGrHist 252 F 2.7 (a chronological table
from the beginning of the 1st cent. ap): Kambyses; Apul. Fior. 2,15: Kambyses, Magi,
Zoroaster; D.L. VIIL, 3: Chaldeans and Magi; Porph. VP 12: Babylon, Chaldeans,
Zaratas; lamb. VP 19: Kambyses, Babylon, Magi; Theol. ar., 53.1{: Kambyses, Baby-
lon, barbarzan mysteries.

® Jacoby (comm. on FGrHist 273 F 94, p. 296 £) posited the influence of Jewish
tradition here. Hermippus wrote that Pythagoras took his philosophy from the Jews
(fr. 22 = FGrHisi 1026 F 21). The 2nd-cent. Jewish historian Aristobulus {fr. 2} also
maintained this.

7 Neanthes (FGrHist 84 F 29) has Pythagoras, himself a Syrian, sent in his youth
by his father to the Chaldeans in Tyre; there is no mention of Babylan or Egypt, or of
study under Zarathustra, nor is this implied. Egypt and Babylon do appear to have
been mentioned by Timaeus (see above, 60 n. 123}, but he was speaking only of the
studg of mathematics and astronomy.

On the Memeirs see above, 71 n. 44, and below, 4231 In Hlppoly'tus, light
opposes darkness, male—female, the good demon of heaven creates fire and air, while
the evil chthonic demon creates earth and water (Ref. 1,2,12-13). In the Memoirs, the
Monad and the Indefinite Dyad produce numbers, and from the numbers come
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Pythagorean Symbols, in which he mentions Pythagoras’ studies with
Zaratas, also relied on pseudo-Pythagorean literature, of course.

At points where fantastic biography and pseudo-doxography meet,
nothing is impossible; any invention can be upheld by a reference to
the authorities. From some remote corner of that world another piece
of ‘evidence’ surfaced, to be cited in the late compilation Theologou-
mena arithmeticae (later than Tamblichus)."*® Citing the ‘Pythago-
reans’ Androcydes (the author of On Pythagorean Symbols) and
Eubulides, aswell as Aristoxenus, Neanthes, and Hippobotus, it
says that the metempsychosis of Pythagoras lasted 216 years (216 is
the ‘psychagogical cube of six’), and when he was finally incarnated in
his body he fled the tyranny of Polycrates for Egypt {not Italy, as
Aristoxenus has it!). There he was taken prisoner by Kambyses, and
in Babylon was initiated in the barbartan mysteries."* From all of
this, little more than Pythagoras’ flight from Samos and the tyranny |
of Polycrates may be safely linked with Aristoxenus.'”

So what can be said about the journeys of Pythagoras if the first
reports are unreliable and the later tradition does not add a single
plausible detail? Only that we have no grounds to believe that they
ever happened '*?

bodies consisting of fire, air, earth, and water. Light and darkness are ‘equal’ in the
cosmos (D.L, VIIT, 24 f = Alex, Polyh. FGrHist 273 F 94). One missing detail appears
in the same work by Hippolytus {and in Plutarch before him): Zaratas, the teacher of
Pythagoras, called the Indefinite Dyad the mother of numbers, and the Monad the
father {Ref. V1,23,1-2; Plut. De an. procr. 1012 E). Both Hippolytus® references to
Zaratas undoubtedly derive from the same source, the bio-doxography of Pythagoras;
cf. on the Monad and the Dyad (Ref. .2,6}. The same theory is implied in Antonius’
novel (Porph. VP 12): with Zaratas, Pythagoras heard rév e wepl diigews Adyor xal
rives af Tdv SAwv dpyal.

"% Theol, ar., 52.8 ff. (from On the Decad by Anatolivs, the teacher of lamblichus,
cf. Anat. De decad., 10.5f{} = Aristox, fr. 12 = Neanth, FGrHist 84 F 29a. = Hippob.
fr. 13.

P9 Anatolius used a source close to the one on which Hippolytus® bio-doxography
of Pythagoras is based (Ref 1,2). Their shared components include: (1} the use of
Pythagorean apocrypha (Androcydes); {2) metempsychosis mingled with arithmol-
ogy (on ‘square cubes’ and ‘cube cubes’, see Ref. 1,2,9-10); (3) mention of Buphorbus
(as the first reincarnation of Pythagoras} and the Trojan era. One of the treatises
attributed to Pythagoras may have mentioned the period of 216 years (D.L. VIII, 14;
Thesleff, 171 n. 3; Burkert, 140 n. 100).

P! Wehrhi, comm. on fr. 12.; Burkert, 139 5. 108.

122 Zeller, i. 391: Pythagoras’ travels are not impaossible, but cannot be proven; see
also Burnet, 88; Hopfner, Orient 11ff; KRS, 224. Von Frits, ‘Py‘thagoras’; 186;
Riedweg, Pythagoras, 76: travels are possible. Burkert, 112: links with the Orient are
real.
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2.4 MAGNA GRAECIA

The Achaean colony of Croton, like many others in Italy, was
founded at the end of the eighth century. In subsequent times eco-
nomic progress was steady in the cities of southern Italy, of which the
main ones were Sybaris, Croton, Metapontum, Syris and Locri; from
the mid-sixth century their interests begin to conflict. The reason was
apparently not so much trading rivalry as land. Seeking to extend
their territory, the cities of Magna Graecia ultimately clashed.'** After
a series of victories over its neighbours, Croton suffered a sertous
defeat at the hands of the Locrians in a battle on the river Sagras (after
550)."** The temporary absence of Crotonian winners at the Olympic
Games in 544-536 may be scen as an indirect consequence of the
decline that followed this defeat. In the previous forty years (588-548)
they had had six victories."* Tt seems, however, that the landed
aristocracy who ruled in Croton had developed such a powerful
agonistic spirit that it could not be broken even by a military defeat
costing the city many lives: soon the Crotoniates achieved even more
impressive sporting feats. Besides athletes, Croton was renowned for
its physicians. One of them, Democedes, achieved fame throughout
Greece and carned himself far more attention from Herodotus than
Pythagoras (II1, 125, 129, 130-7); another, Alcmaeon, set down in his
book the first theory of medicine in antiquity. Both these categories —
athletes and physicians ~ will reappear later in the entourage of
Pythagoras.

In 532, when, according to Apollodorus’ calculations, Pythagoras
arrived in Croton, the famous wrestler Milon achieved his first victory
at the Olympic Games. In the forty years that followed, Crotoniates
were victorious thirteen times in wrestling and running - more than
any other polis in the history of the Olympics.'* Following the
ancient tradition, many scholars link the upsurge in Crotonian spirit

133 Dunbabin, 356 ff,

"% Strab. VL1,16. 12; Dunbabin, 360; Giangiulio, Ricerche, 251.

%% Mann, Athlef, 164 ff.

Ibid. According to Strabe (VL,1,12), who quotes the proverb “The last Crotoni-
ate was first among the other Greeks’, at one Qlympiad seven athletes who beat all the
cothers in racing in the stadium were from Croton. Numerous other victories by
Crotonian athletes in other events are also known (Mann, Athlet 1661L).
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with the influence of the ethical teaching of Pythagoras."*” According
to Timaeus, whose account survives in abridged form in Pomnpeius
Trogus, after the battle on the Sagras the Crotoniates stopped seeking
glory and turned away from martial deeds. Giving in to their own
wishes, they would have sunk into decadent luxury, had it not been
for the philosopher Pythagoras, who turned the people back towards
moderation after his arrival in Croton. Speaking every day in praise of
virtue, he often addressed women separately from their husbands,
and children separately from their parents. He persuaded women to
renounce expensive clothes and adornments, and to lead a modest
life. Among adolescent boys he enjoyed even greater success (Just.
XX,4,1-13). The struggle against indulgence is a favourite motif in
Timaeus, and in this case it apparently goes back to ancient Pytha-
gorean tradition."”® Pompeius Trogus makes no mention of the
Crotonian sporting successes, but we may surmise that Timaeus did
nonetheless speak of them: Strabo, who used Timaeus, calls Milon a
pupil of Pythagoras."*® And yet Milon probably won at the Olympics,
in the youth category, as early as 540, and at the Pythian Games in
538,'* 50 his victory in 532 can hardly be connected to the arrival of
Pythagoras.

Before Timaeus, Dicaearchus had mentioned the speeches of
Pythagoras, but whether he said anything about their content is
unknown. However, his description of Pythagoras’ arrival in Croton
is such as to make clear that Pythagoras achieved instant and dazzling
Success.

Y7 Dunbabin, 361; Morrison, ‘Pythagoras’, 144f; Guthrie, L 175; de Vogel,
50£;-A. Mele, ‘T pitagorici e Archita’ (1981), in A. Mele, Magna Grecia: Colonie
achee e pitagorissmo (Mitan, 2007), 242 f.

3% Cf. FGrHist 566 F 9, 44, 50; Talamo, Pitagora’. The struggle with rpugs and
immmoderation as a whole is one of many elements that unite Pythagoras with the
ideology represented by the first lawgivers, the Seven Sages, and the Delphic oracle.
Xenophanes spoke out against the dBpoady of the Colophonians (B 3), seeing it as the
influence cf the Lydians. See R. Bernhard, Luxuskritik und Aufwandsbeschrinkungen
in der griechischen Welt (Stuttgart, 2003), 271,

%% ¥1,1,12. See abave, 6 n. 35. In Apollonius, on the other hand, Pythagoras in his
speech to the adolescent boys is critical of éxcessive interest in athletics and care over
the body (Iamb. VP 42-4). This reaffirms yet again that only isolated elements of these
speeches go back to Tunaeus (see above, 69 n. 36).

M0 1, Moretti, Olimpionikai: I vincitori neghi antichi agoni olimpici (Rome, 1957),
71£.; H. Buchmann, Der Sieg in Olympia und in den anderen panhellenischen Spielen
{Munich, 1972), 20; Mann, Athlet, 166,
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When Pythagoras arrived in Italy and came to be in Croton ~ as a man
who had arrived after wandering far, was exceptional and was well
endowed in his personal nature by fortune, for he had a great and
free-born physique, much charm and beauty in his voice, character
and everything else — he had such an effect on the city of the Croloniates
that after he had influenced the council of the elders with many fine
arguments, he made addresses suitable for their age in turn to the
young, when bidden by the councillors, and after this to the children
gathered in groups from the schools, then to women, when an assembly
of women was created for him. (fr. 33, tr, Mirhady)

Dicaearchus exploited the same tradition on Pythagoras’ speeches as
Antisthenes (fr. 51), placing them at the moment of the philosopher’s
arrival in Croton. The idea that Pythagoras could so quickly attain
influence over Croton’s ruling aristocracy, of a thousand citizens with
full rights,"* seems improbable, whether or not we owe this version
to Dicaearchus or to an earlier source, Pythagoras arrived in Magna
Graecia alone, without any support from his home polis. In the sixth
century the fate of such people was seldom to be envied - we need
look no further than the example of Xenophanes. Pythagoras’ sub-
sequent success may be attributed to his charismatic qualities, but, in
the account of his becoming Croton’s main moral authority as soon
as he arrived, the details which might make this more plausible are
lacking.*? It is revealing that the first event with which tradition links
his name is the conflict between Croton and Sybaris, which took place
twenty years after his arrival in Italy. This seems to suggest that
the ranks of his followers - and therefore his influence - increased
gradually. The Cylonian revoit and Pythagoras™ flight to Metapon-
tum - both of which events followed the war with Sybaris - confirm
that even when the Pythagoreans were at the summit of their success
they were not able to subject all the citizens of Croton to their
influence.

Without disputing the historicity of Pythagoras’ moral sermons
addressed to various age groups and social groups, et us consider one

1 On the Crotonian ‘thousand’, who comprised the political class of the polis, see
Giangiulio, Ricerche, 29 f, 294 f. The constitution of Rhegium, Locri, and other south-
ern ltalian poleis was similar.

¥ Without having any formal authority vested in him, a sage whom the whole
polis heeded could appear only at a time of crisis. The Athenians invited Epimenides
to rid the city of a pestilence but when he succeeded sent him straight back to Crete
{D.L. I, 109-11). In Croton a crisis arose on the eve of the war with Sybaris.
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more means of gaining influence which the tradition records: the
rearing of the young.""* Though slower, this proved to be the surer
route, The circle of aristocratic young followers which formed round
the sage of Samos — the basis for the future Pythagorean community —
extended its influence in Croton as its members grew to maturity. This
is exactly how events are presented by Timaeus, whose account is
reflected by Pompeius Trogus and Apollonius."* According to Pom-
peius, three hundred youths, bound by a vow in a unified association,
lived apart from other citizens, and by so doing turned the city
against them.'* In Apollonius’ more detailed account, the Pythagor-
eans were the object of envy from their childhood: as long as
Pythagoras spoke to all comers, he was liked, but when he consorted
only with his pupils, he lost esteem. Meanwhile as the youths, all
from wealthy and reputed families, ‘advanced in age, they not only
became pre-eminent in their private lives, but also in publicly mana-
ging the city: they formed a large political club (éraipeia) {for they
were more than three hundred); but they were still only a small part
of the city, which was not governed by their customs and way of
living’.**® Timaeus’ realistic approach contradicts Aristoxenus {who
sees only Cylon and his supporters as enemies of Pythagoras) and is
very likely to be close to reality.

The account given by Diodorus Siculus and Strabo of the war
between Croton and the much richer and stronger Sybaris (510),
during which the Crotonian army, led by the Pythagorean Milon,

¥ According to fsocrates, all the youths wanted to be pupils of Pythagoras, and
their fathers preferred to see them enjoying his company, rather than left to their own
devices {Bus. 29). Plato calls him #yeudr maidelas, revered by his pupils and his
followers (Res. 600a-b).

¥ Delatte, Pol, 11; von Fritz, Pol., 41 ff; id, ‘Pythagoras’, 182 f; Minar, 54;
Giangiulio, Ricerche, 261.

14 Just. XX 4,14, Cf mpoidvray § oby adrd TV rewTdpwy xal Sevdopdarv gur-
SLU.'TPL’,BGLV, Dl’”{ Etjgl‘); U'UU(XLK’JP']?D’EV, dM, é’?&'q SEEV KllL‘ TE".S' Ol.”ﬂ'zClS' KOLV&S‘ E?Vﬂl Td‘JV
Eyruyyardyrev (Tim. F 13a).

15 apoll. FGrHist 1064 F 2 = Tamb. VP 254, tr. Dillon & Hershbell. The
Pythagorean hetairoi are mentioned by Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, and Neanthes,
see below, 146 n, 33, - Timaeus’ version found #ts way into the biographical vulgate,
traces of which are preserved in Diogenes Laertius (VIIf, 3); ‘Pythagoras and his
pupils were held in great estimation; for, being nearly three hundred in number, so
well (dpiore) did they govern the state that its constitution was in effect a true
government of the best (dptaroxparia) (tr. Hicks). Schol. Plat. Res, 600c (see above,
73 n. 51} also speaks of 300 pupils. In D, L. VIII, 15; Tamb. VP 29, and the Suda the
number is doubled.
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routed the Sybarites, also goes back to Timaeus.** It follows from this
that the Pythagorean hefairia was by this time sufficiently powerful to
exert decisive influence both on political decision-making and on the
course of the war itself. According to Diodorus, Telys, the tyrant of
Sybaris, first expelled five hundred eminent citizens and confiscated
their property; then, when they tried to take refuge in Croton, at the
altar on the agora, he demanded their return under threat of war.
The council and the people hesitated, but after Pythagoras had
spoken the exiles were granted asylum, and this was the cause of
the war."** Besides Diodorus, Iamblichus twice provides an embel-
lished story of a meeting between Pythagoras and an embassy from
Sybaris, who demanded the return of the fugitives and were re-
fused.' 1t is difficult to assess the reliability of Timaeus’ account of
the events.!®® Around the catastrophic defeat of Sybaris, which fell
victim to its own rgués, legends began to take shape as early as the
fifth century, and the writings of many authors reflect them.'”
Andron has Pythagoras predicting the fall of Sybaris, from which

¥ Diod. X11,9,2-10,1; Strab. VI,1,12~13. On Timaeus as a source, see above, 69 .
35; against this, see Rohde, 150f; Burkert, 116 n. 65, cf. Giangiulio, Ricerche, 17 n. 44.
Timaeus undoubtedly described this war, after which the Crotoniates - in his words -
lapsed into luxury (FGrHist 566 F 44), According to Diodorus (X,23; XI1,9,2.5) and
Strabo (V1,1,13), the army (or the population) of Sybaris numbered 300,000, Since
Ephorus (ap. Ps.-Scymn. 340f; F. Gisinger, ‘Skymnos’, RE 3A (1927), 682) reckoned
the number of the Sybarites at 100,000, he could not have been the source for
Diodorus in XI1,9,2-10,1 (pace DK 1, 102.29; Timpanare Cardini, i. 53; N, K. Rutter,
‘Dicderus and the Foundation of Thurii’, Historia 22 (1973), 155-76; Bugno, Sibari,
37). Contra Bugno, there is no contrast between the accounts of the defeat of Sybaris
given in Diod. X,23 and XI1,9~10,1, beth of which can be traced back to Timaeus.

148 Burkert, 116 n. 65, stresses the lack of lo gic: Telys first expels the Sybarites, then
demands their return, but does this speak against Timaeus’ authorship? Herodotus
(V, 44-5) provides a different version of the war, from which the Pythagoreans are
absent. For inexplicable reasons, Herodotus says nothing about their participation in
politics, including their ultiinate defeat, which came about shortly before Herodotus
settled in Thurif (cf. Philip, 20 n. 3). Herodotus does not report the causes of the war,
but it is initiated by the tyrant Telys. One detail is an indication of long-standing
enmity between the two poleis: Philip of Croton, an Olympian of 520, was expelled
from the city for becoming betrothed to Telys’ daughter (Hdt. V, 47).

19 v 133, 137. Rohde, 150, 158, divided the identical episodes between Jambli-
chus’ two main sources, attributing the first to Nicomachus and the second to
Apollonius. Cf. Lévy, 113, 126.

%0 Dunbabin, 362 £; G. De Sensi Sestito, ‘Gl oligarchici sibariti, Telys e Ia vittoria
crotoniate sul Traente’, MStudStor 3 (1983), 37-56; Giangiulio, Ricerche, 18 ff., 277.

151 Arist, fr, 583; Her, Pont. fr, 49, 57.
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we may conclude that the legendary tradition had long since linked
that event with the name of the sage.'”

The military victory over Sybaris made Croton the strongest city in
southern Italy for over half a century. Neighbouring poleis became its
dependent ‘allies’,'> and these included Sybaris, which, contrary to a
tradition widespread in antiquity, was not completely destroyed.'**
Aristoxenus’ catalogue lists twelve Pythagoreans from Sybaris, some
of whom apparently moved to that city after its subjugation.'> In
Croton itself :the dominance of the Pythagoreans was interrupted
several times by outbreaks of political struggle, the first of which is
known as the Cylonian conspiracy.'®® The Pythagorean tradition
handed down by Aristoxenus depicts Cylon in dark hues and reduces
the motivation for his revolt to a grudge against Pythagoras.

Cylon, a Crotoniate, by birth, reputation, and wealth was one of the
first citizens, but in other respects he was ill-tempered, violent, dis-
ruptive, and tyrannical in character. Being eager to share the Pythagor-
ean way of life, he approached Pythagoras, by then an old man, but was
turned down for the reasons stated. After this happened, he and his
friends began a violent struggle against Pythagoras and his compa-
nions. (fr, 18)

Aristotle also wrote of personal rivalry between Cylon and Pytha-
goras, and named another rival of Pythagoras, Onatas, who is listed

152 FGrHist 1005 F 3. The fact that Pythagoras foretells the fall of Sybaris does not
exclude his participation in subsequent events {as Burkert, 116 n. 65). The legendary
tradition frequently has Pythagoras predicting events in which he himself was in-
volved. According to a legend transmitted by Aristotle (fr. 191), Pythagoras foretold
the cowing revolt and for this reason departed unobserved for Metapontum, Aris-
toxenus (fr. 18), Dicaearchus (fr. 34), and Timaeus (Tust. X¥4,16-17), however,
testify that Pythagoras left Croton because of the Cylonian uprising, not before it.
Moreover, Aristotle considered Cylon a rival of Pythageras (fr. 75).

%3 Evidence of this is furnished by the alliance coins with the Crotonian triped on
one side and the symbol of one of the dependent poleis - Sybaris, Temesa, Pandosia,
Kaulonia, and others - on the reverse. See U. Kahrstedt, “Zur Geschichte Grossgrie-
chenlands im 5. Jahrhundert’, Hermes 53 (1918), 180-7; von Fritz, Pol., 80 ff.; Minar,
36 ff; Dunbabiu, 365 f; de Vogel, 52 £; Kraay, Coins, 172 £; G. Gorini, La monetazione
incusa alla Magna Grecia (Milan, 1981}, 147 ff.

'3* The first alliance coins from Croton and Sybaris date froin ¢.500: C. Kraay, “The
Coinage of Sybaris after 510°, NC 18 (1959}, 13-37. After their defeat, soine Sybarites
moved to their colonies Laos and Skydros (Hdt. VI, 21).

%% DK 1, 44630 Scme scholars posit the presence of Pythagoreans in Sybaris
even before its subjugation {De Sensi Sestito, ‘Oligarchici’, 47 £; Bugno, Sibari, 38 £.).

158 Von Fritz, Pol., 42 ff; Minar, 52 ff; Morrison, ‘Pythagoras’, 1471,
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among the Crotonian Pythagoreans."*” The presence of members of
the Pythagorean hetairia among his political opponents suggests that
Aristoxenus’ account of events was intended to draw a veil over the
fact that Cylon too might have had links to the Pythagorean society.
Traces of a tradition testifying to this are preserved in Iamblichus, who
calls Cylon ‘the exarch of the Sybarites’ (VP 74). Given the decisive
role of the Pythagoreans in the victory over Sybaris and their increased
influence after the war, it is natural to suppose that the office of
‘exarch of the Sybarites’ could hardly be open to someone uncon-
nected to the Pythagorean hetairia. It is of interest that, in lamblichus,
Cylon was not immediately rejected by Pythagoras (as in Aristoxe-
nus), but first underwent a prolonged period of tests and was only
then excluded from the ranks of the Pythagoreans, and a gravestone
was placed for him while he was still alive.'”® Similar legends were told
of the Pythagorean Hippasus, who, in Apollonius’ account of the
Cylonian conspiracy, also turns out to be an adversary of Pythagoras,
while - moreover - being a member of the ruling Crotonian ‘thou-
sand’'*® On the whole Hippasus (like Cylon) is painted in dark
colours in the Pythagorean tradition, and this is connected, of course,
not with his betrayal of the school’s mathematical ‘secrets’, but with
his very real political rivalry with Pythagoras.'®®

37 DL L 46 = Arist. fr. 75 = fr, 21,1 Gigon = 14 A 15 DK, <f. DK [, 446,13, See
Minar, 53; Timpanaro Cardini, i 54.

%% Rohde, 1371, attributed Iamb. VP 74 to Nicomachus, according to whom the
conspiracy against the Pythagoreans was led by those who had been rejected by them
(i.e. had not passed the tests) and publicly shamed (VP 152 = FGrHist 1063 F 2).
Minar, 69 £, suggested that Cylon was a governor of Sybaris as a Pythagorean, and was
only expelled from the society later. See also Dunbabin, 366; A. Mele, ‘Crotone e sua
storia’, Crotone (Atti del 23 Convegno di studi sulla Magna Grecia: Taranto, 1984), 56
n. 324; Giangiulio, Ricerche, 311 n. 52; Bugno, Sibari, 41 f.

1% EGrHist 1064 F 2 = lamb. VP 257. According to one of the legends, a Pytha-
gorean who gave out the secret of irrational numbers was expelled from the commu-
nity and in his lifetime a gravestone was raised for him (lamb. VP 246, <f. Clem.
Strom. V.9,58); another legend has it that Hippasus gave out the secret of the
construction of the dodecahedron, and died the death of the impious at sea (VP
88). In the late tradition, attempts were made to present Hippasus as the leader of the
mathematici, who were not acknowledged as Pythagoreans by the acusmatici, who
claimed descent from Pythagoras (Tamb. Comm. Math., 76.19 ff, of. VP 81).

¥ See below, 100 n. 165, Another of Pythagoras” opponents from the Crotonian
‘thousand’, Theages (Apoll. FGrHist 1064 F 2 = lamb. VP 257, 261}, is missing from
the catalogue of Pythagoreans. However, to him, as to Onatas, some pseudo-Pytha-
goTean writicgs are attributed (Thesleff, 138 £, 189 £); this implies a tradition in which
Theages was considered a Pythagorean.
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Thus, several independent sources point to the existence of a
version of Cylon’s conspiracy which is different from that of Aristo-
xenus and treats the events not simply as a conflict between Pytha-
goreans and supporters of Cylon, but as — among other things - a rift
within the Pythagorean society.'®" This tradition is seen most clearly
in Apollonius, who unfortunately conflated several accounts pertain-
ing to different events: Cylon’s revolt at the end of the sixth century,
and the final defeat of the Pythagoreans in the mid-fifth century.'*
Apollonius displays traces of Timaeus’ version, but his narrative as a
whole cannot be derived from the Sicilian historian.’®® In Timaeus,
Pythagoras, an opponent of tyranny, leaves Croton as a result of the
revolt, while in Apoilonius he leaves before the revolt (as in the legend
transmitted by Aristotle, fr. 191), during which his supporters are
accused of attempting to establish a tyranny.*®* Thus in Apollonius

'6! P, Tannery, ‘Sur le secret dens Pécole de Pythagore’, AGPh 1 (1888, 35 £, who
linked the schism in the Pythagorean community with the giving out of the secrets,
was the first to suggest this interpretation of the events. Traces of the tradition of the
schism among the Pythagoreans were noted by Corssen, ‘Sprengung’, 339 ff,, who
pointed to the passage on Cylon (Gylon) being expelled from the Pythagorean society
and setting fire to the school (Olymp. In Phaed. 1,13.18). Delatte, Pol,, 2441, raised
objections but his arguments are debatable. Von Fritz, Pol., 59 £, followed Delatte in
maintaining that the schism could not have been the main reason for Cylon’s revoit,
although he did not reject the account of the schism itself. See also Bugno, Sibari, 39 1.

182 Delatte, Pol., 213 f; von Eritz, Pol., 55 ff; Giangiulie, Ricerche, 27 n, 73,

'3 Although Rohde, 116 ff., maintained that this account was mvented by Apollo-
nius himself (see also Corssen, ‘Sprengung’, 347£.), many have linked it with Timaeus
{Bertermann, De Inmblichi, 37 ff; Rostagni, ‘Pitagora’, 5 ff; Delatte, ‘Chronologie’; id.,
Pol., 213 if; Minar, 54 ff; Morrison, ‘Pythageras’ 147 f; de Vogel, 221). Von Frite,
Pol, 47 ff, showed that Timaeus was not Apollonius™ only source {see also jacoby,
FGrHist 11Tb, 550 £ nn. 191-8; Giangiulio, Ricerche, 28 £.). The beginning of Apollo-
nius’ account (famb. VP 254 = FGrHist 1064 F 2), dealing with events before the
revolt,;-does indeed coincide with Poinpelus Trogus (Tust. XX.4,14), but from VP 255
he follows a different source, Von Fritz, Pol. 55 ff, fellowed by Giangiulio, Ricerche, 28
n. 74, thought that VP 255-64 also showed traces of Tumaeus, but all the reliable
parallels they note refer to VP 254, except for the figure of 300,000 Sybarites { VP 260).
Even if one further detail is added (common property in VP 257, cf. Tim. F 13), this is
plainly not sufficient to link il of Apollontus’ accoimt to Timaeus.

5% “But when they conquered Sybaris and Pythagoras departed...the masses
turned against the Pythagoreans’ (VP 255); cf. above, 97 n. 152, We should note
some further discrepancies: in Timaeus the Crotoniates fall into rpug after the
victory over Sybaris (F 44); in Apollonius there is no reughd. In Timaeus the enemnies
of the Pythagoreans intend to burn them {lust. XX,4,15; cf. Polyb. I1,38,10: guréSpia of
the Pythagoreans were burnt); in Apollomius there is no mention of any burning.
While Timaeus, who was known for his Seioidaysoria, often introduced the rage of
the gods and other such motifs (e.g. Diod. X,23; see Meister, Sizilische Geschichte, 7 £),
Apollonius’ account is strictly realistic.
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two traditions which were unconnected originally became combined:
(1) a schism dividing the Pythagoreans, and (2) the tyrannical nature
of their rule. While the first of these, preceding Aristotle, may reflect
the historical reality, the second, which is hostile to the Pythagoreans,
leads us to Theopompus, who was the first to accuse Pythagoras
of tyrannical tendencies. Since one of the key elements in the account
of Apollonius coincides with the charges of the Chian historian,'®®
and the account as a whole has nothing in common with those of
Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, Neanthes, and Timaeus,'®® there is reason
to believe that its basic components go back to Theopompus, whom
Apollonius amnplified in arbitrary fashion, just as he had the speeches
of Pythagoras, for example (Iamb. VP 37-57).

Theopompus, like Timaeus, considered the life of Pythagoras
within the framework of general history,'®” but unlike Timaeus he
was ill-disposed towards the philosopher, and moreover was known
for a tendency to offer interpretations of events which differed from
those of his predecessors, and portragfed the actors in those events in a
light that was far from the best.'"®® From Apollonmius’ account it
follows that the charges of tyrannical tendencies levelled against the
Pythagoreans were not altogether groundless, and their opponents

'%% This was first noted by Wehrli {comm. on Hermipp. fr. 21). Ninon, one of the

opponents of the Pythagoreans, compiled a pamphlet supposedly based on a study of
their secret teachings, with the title Tepds Adyos, and presented their philosophy as a
conspiracy against the majority: 7w ¢idocodiar adrdy ovvawpoaiar drépawe kard T
wodAdv (VP 258-60). Theopompus spoke of ‘Pythagorean teaching about conspiracy’
(73 o IMvbayopirdv Soypa mept Ts émiBoudis), and claimed that the true aim of
Pythagoras’ philosophy was tyranny (FGrHist 115 F 73, see above, 62 n. 4,82 n. 91). In
both cases the subject is the philosophy of the Pythagoreans (which should have been
of least concern to their adversaries), and not their politics, which did provoke
opposition. According to Sotion, Hippasus wrote a Muarikds Adyos, with the aim of
discrediting Pythagoras (D.L, V111, 7). The work i question is clearly the same as the
one attributed to Ninon {Tannery, ‘Sur le secret’, 35; Delatte, Pol., 217).

1% Jamblichus notes the difference between the account of Apollanius and all the
others (VP 254).

187 As Radicke (comm. on FGrHist 1064 F 2) notes, the ‘historical’ approach of
Apollonius’ account, its political terminology and sociological model of a class
struggle (democrats versus oligarchs), point to a historian of the late 4th cent. who
was well acquainted with the events of Athentan history, which served him as a model.
Theopompus fits the role of such a historian no worse than Timaeus. However, doubts
are raised by the fact that, in the eighth book of his History of Philip, Theopompus
deals mainly with various faviudo:e, whereas Apollonius’ account is fully realistic.

185 R, Laqueur, “Theopompos’, RE 5A (1934), 2184 £; W. R. Connor, Theapompus
and Fifth-Century Athens (Cambridge, Mass,, 1968), 117 £; M. A. Flower, Theopom-
pus of Chios (Oxford, 1984), 169 ff,, 184 L.
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emerge even worse: falsification, hired assassins, bribed judges, the
expulsion of families and children, etc. were all put to use. Besides
numerous anachronisms, Apollonius’ account abounds in details
which may at first glance appear ‘historical’ but are not confirmed
by so much as one of the early biographers of Pythagoras.'®
Although Theopompus was able to rely on a tradition which reached
back to the anti-Pythagorean outbreaks of the mid-fifth century, it is
not possible to use the version set down by Apollonius as the basis for
a reconstruction of the events of Cylon’s revolt. It is revealing that
Cylon himseif - strangely - is presented here not as the leader of the
anti-Pythagorean party (as in all the other biographies), but merely as
one of the orators who delivered a speech against the Pythagoreans
(VP 258). Apollonius’ approach to the historical sources is most
strikingly characterized by the fact that Cylon, Democedes, and
Hippasus, who ~ according to his version — played an active role in
the political struggle in Croton, date from the end of the sixth century,
and the events in which they take part, like the demands of the
enemies of the Pythagoreans, for example, the choice of magistrates
by drawing lots (VP 257), date from the mid-fifth century.”0 Con-
trary to Apollonius, Cylon’s conspiracy was neither anti-tyrannical
nor democratic. It was a struggle between one part of the oligarchic

' Theopommpus's story could have entered the biographical tradition (among
other ways) via Hermippus, who quoted it {see above, 62 n. 4. Hermippus preferred
‘deviant’ versions, hostile to Pythagoras, and wrote On Those who Converted from
Philosophy to Autocracy (FGrHist 1026 T 12). Besides the ‘standard” version of the
death of Pythagoras (he was burned to death, with some of his followers, in the house
of Milon by some who had been barred from entering the community), Diogenes
Laertius (VIII, 39-40) gives another versicm, in which this was dene by some
Crotoniates who feared the establishment of a tyranny; Pythagoras perished because
he did not wish to ctoss the bean field (rwés § adrovs rovs Kporwwdras Toliro wpd-
Ear, rupawvibos émifecwy efhafovpdovs. Tov 84 Ivbaydpar xaredecplivar Bie-
Edvrar kal mpdy Tivt ywpla yevdpevos ﬂ/\ﬁpen Kudpwr kTA). Hermippus, cited later
by Diogenes, described the death of Pythagoras in exactly this way (fr. 20 = FGrHist
1026 F 25; cf. Schol. Plat. Res. 600c; Suda). Although some details do not match
{Apallonius says nothing about arson or the death of Pythageras; Hermippus has him
perish in the war between Acragas and Syracuse), fragments of Hermippus confirm
the merging of the two thernes which are reflected in Diogenes (Delatte, Vie, 241 £:
tyranny and death at the bean field (Hermipp. fT. 21-2 = FGrHist 1026 F 21, 27).

7 Von Fritz, Pel., 61, called Apollowius’ method ‘large-scale historical fresco
painting’. It is interesting that the Pythagoreans Alcimachus, Deinarchus, and
Meton, who defended the Crotonian constitution against reform (VP 257), appear
in Aristoxenus’ catalogue as Parians, sce below, 113 n. 36.
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aristocracy and another.””* The active participation of the Pythago-
rean hetairig in the political life of Croton provoked the hostility of
that part of the local aristocracy which was removed from the making
of important decisions. This hostility probably intensified with the
increase in Pythagorean influence after the victory over Sybaris, and
to this was added the schism in the Pythagorean community.

It is very difficult to form an assessment of the role of Pythagoras
himself in the events of that time; the sources say nothing about his
participation in the struggle for power at the time of Cylon’s revolt.
Aristoxenus limits himself to a brief reference, saying that ‘because of
those events Pythagoras went away to Metapontum, where, it is said,
he ended his days’ (fr. 18; ¢f. Arist. fr. 191); this accords with Timaeus’
account (Tust, XX,4,17). Dicaearchus confirms that Pythagoras went
to Metapontum after unsuccessful attempts to settle in Kaulonia and
Locri, which did not admit him, and then in Tarentum, where he
‘endured the same as in Croton’ {fr. 34)."”* From Dicaearchus’ words
it is clear that he was relying on an Italian oral tradition which drew
together different events: the revolt in Croton and the Italy-wide rout
of the Pythagoreans.'” This is the origin of both Pythagoras’ wander-
ings through the cities of Magna Graecia, where the Pythagoreans put
down roots after his death, and the revolt in Tarentum. The account
of the death of Pythagoras given by Dicaearchus implies that political
persecutions continued to the very end of his life: ‘Pythagoras died
after fleeing to the temple of the Muses at Metapontum, where he
starved for forty days’ (fr. 35). If we are to believe this account,
Pythagoras died before the beginning of the fifth century, as the
Cylonian revolt most likely took place soon after the war with Sybaris
(510), although the exact date is not known. Apollodorus, however,
relying on Aristoxenus, placed his death in 497/6. Although our
sources offer no hope of resolving these chronological difficulties,
the grounds for placing Pythagoras’ death in the early nineties of the
fifth century are stronger. We have no good reason to try to correct

7! Sfon Fritz, pol., 59 £; cf. Minar, 58 £, 70 £; Dunbabin, 366.

172 According to Dicaearchus, the elders of Locri addressed him thus: ‘We hear,
Pythagoras, that you are a wise and skillful 1nan, but our laws are beyond reproach
and we wish to live by them as before; and you inay take what you need from us and
go somewhere else’ (fr. 34). On this historical anecdote, see G. Maddoli, ‘Pitagora a
Locri in Dicearco’, Annali dell” Universiti di Lecce 5 (1969-71), 53-62.

' Delatte, Pol,, 212; cf. Minar, 671,
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Apollodorus, and the circumstances of Pythagoras’ death passed
down by Dicaearchus do not constitute one.

In conclusion, a few words about Pythagoras’ family.'”* The
woman usually named as his wife is Theano, the daughter of Bronti-
nus the Pythagorean, although in late sources she also appears as the
wife of Brontinus and/or the daughter of Pythagoras.'” In the
pseudo-Pythagorean literature, Theano was extremely popular. To
her were attributed many writings, ietters, and statements of moral
instruction, all of which paint a picture of an ideal wife and
mother.'”® The tradition on the children of Pythagoras is even less
reliable. Timaeus reports that in her maidenhood Pythagoras’ daugh-
ter was the first among the Crotonian maidens and later first among
the women; according to Porphyry, her name was Myia."”” Of Pytha-
goras’ sons, the names of Telauges and Arimnestus are most often
given,178 but in the late tradition other names are also found for his
sons and his daughters. The fabrication of a family biography for
Pythagoras began at the end of the fourth century, and in it almost all
members of the family had some writings ascribed to them.'” Tt is
hardly possible to assess the accuracy of even the names of his
children. It is noteworthy, however, that tradition gives him a wife
and children, while we know nothing at all of the family circum-
stances of other early Greek philosophers. Here too, Pythagoras was
no ordinary Presocratic.

7% See K. von Fritz, ‘Telauges’, RE 54 (1934), 194-6; id., ‘Theano’, ibid. 1379-81;
Burkert, 114.

' D, L. VIIL, 43. Theano as the wife of Pythagoras first appears in Hermesianax
(fr. 7.85).

178 Thesleff, Introduction, 193 ff; Stidele, Die Brigfe 288 ff.

Y77 Tim. FGrHist 566 F 131; Porph. VP 4,

178 Telauges: Neanthes (FGrHist 84 F 26); Arimnestus: Duris (FGrHist 76 F 23).

7% Thesleff, Introduction, 51, 188,






Who Were the Pythagoreans?

3.1 THEPYTHAGOREANS AFTER PYTHAGORAS

The history of Pythagorean societies after the death of Pythagoras is
recounted by Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, and Neanthes, together with
later authors, in particular Polybius, Diodorus, and Apollonius." To
the extent to which their evidence can be combined with the overall
picture of southern Italian history in the fifth century,” it turns out
that the Pythagorean hetairia at Croton managed to survive the blow
struck by the conspiracy of Cylon. Despite Pythagoras’ flight to
Metapontum, it retained its influence on the course of political affairs
in Croton for another half-century. The seizure of power in Croton by
the tyrant Cleinias ¢.494 was no more than a brief episode.” It was in
the first half of the fifth century that Croton achieved its greatest
prosperity, drawing into its sphere of influence many southern Ttalian
cities: Kaulonia, Sybaris, Pandosia, Temesa, Terina, and others.?

U Aristox. fr. 17-19; Dic. fr. 34; Neanth. FGrHist 84 F 30-1; Polyb. I1,39,1; Died.
XKIL,10; Strab. VIIL7,1; Apoll. FGrHist 1064 F 2. For the extent of use of Timaeus see
above, 69 n. 35, 99 n. 163.

2 Kahrstedt, ‘Zur Geschichte’; E. Ciaceri, Storig della Magna Grecia, i (Milan,
1927); Delatte, Pol, 254 ff; von Fritz, Pol, 68ff; Minar, 71 ff; Kraay, Coinage;
Dunbabin, 366ff; Mele, Crotone, 44ff; id., La Megale Hellas pitaporica: aspetti
politici, economici e sociali’, in Megale Hellas, Nowie ¢ immagine (Atti del 21 Convegno
di studi sulla Magna Grecia; Taranto, 1982), 33-80; D. Musti, ‘Pitagorismo, storio-
grafia e politica tra Magna Grecla e Sicilia’, AION 11 (1989), 13-56; Bugno, Sibari
S6ff., 87 ff.

® Dion. Halic. XX.7. Von Fritz, Pol,, 68. Alternative dating c.453/51, see P. ].
Bicknell, *The Tyranny of Kleinias at Kroton', Klearchos 18 (1976), 5-25; cf. Mele.
Crotone, 57 n. 332, Croton’s war with Sybaris, which took place in the mid-470s
{Diod. X1,48,3-5}, belongs to the period of another temporary weakening of Croton
{Bugno, Sibari 56 ff.),

* Von Fritz, Pol, 80 ff; Dunbabin, 367 f; de Vogel, 53 ff.



106 Pythagoras and the Early Pythagoreans

Croton’s athletes, victors of the Olympic and other games, have
become proverbial,”

Pythagorean societies existed also in poleis independent of Cro-
ton: Metapontum, Tarentum, Locri, and Rhegium, as is shown by
the large number of Pythagoreans from these cities in Aristoxenus’
catalogue (below, §3.2). However, the notion of a ‘Crotonian em-
pire’, supposedly established by the ‘Pythagorean Union’ and made
up of southern Italian cities seized by Croton,® is not supported by
reliable evidence. As far as can be judged, the rule of Pythagorean
hetairigi did not as such exist in any of these cities. Most probabiy
their political influence was exerted, not in the form of direct rule,
but through the participation of individual Pythagoreans in the
organs of power of each of the poleis.” Naturally, the political and
economic domination of Croton in the region facilitated access to
power in the other cities for the Pythagorean hetairiai, but how they
were interconnected remains unknown. One possible form of com-
munication among members of the hetairiai from the various poleis
of Magna Graecia was the Pythagorean ¢Aia, about which the
sources of the fourth century are so insistent® @uAa is broader
than the relations between two close friends, for example Damon
and Phintias (Aristox. fr. 31); it links even Pythagoreans who are
unacquainted one with another, obliging each of them to employ all
means to aid their ‘friends’ where their lives or welfare are threa-
tened. Friendship of this kind, going beyond personal relationship,
has a quite distinct sociopolitical meaning: Pythagoreans from dif-
ferent cities were linked by the bonds of mutual aid even before they
became personally acquainted. This circumstance greatly facilitated
the spread of the Pythagoreans’ political influence and also its
stability.”

Throughout the first half of the fifth century, the Pythagoreans
were active supporters of the aristocracy. Hence, when the econemic

® Strab. VI,1,12 {see above, 92 n. 136.); Cic. De inv. 1L,1,2. Mele, Crotone, 44 {f;
Giangiulio, Ricerche, 102 ff.; Mann, Athlet, 164 ff,

® Thus Kahrstedt, ‘Zur Geschichte’; Ciaceri, Storia, 298 ff; Minar, 36 ff.

7 Van Fritz, Pol, 94£; de Vogel, 52 ff,, 189 ff.

® Aristox. ft. 31, 43; lamb. VP 220-239=58 I? 7, 9 {from Aristoxenus); Neanth.
FGrHist 84 F 31; Tim, FGrHist 566 F 13.

® The political reality was far from the idealized picture painted by Aristoxenus:
¢uria could not prevent the split in the Pythagorean saciety at Croton at the end of the
6th cent. and Pythagoras” subsequent flight to Metapontum (above, 97 £.).
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prosperity of Magna Graecia opened the way for the rise of demo-
cratic elements, the Pythagorean communities bore the first and,
very likely, the most powerful impact. Shortly after 450 in many
southern Italian cities the meeting places of the Pythagoreans
(ovvédpia) were fired, a number of them were killed, ‘the best men
in each city’, in Polybius’ words, perishing, while others succeeded in
escaping to Greece.'” New intellectual centres of Pythagoreanism
sprang up in central Greece, at Thebes and Phlius, but no longer
with any perceptible political significance. Philolaus, whose pupils
were Simmias and Cebes of Thebes, Eurytus of Tarentum and others,
(44 B 15; 45 A 1), and Lysis, who became the teacher of the
renowned military leader Epaminondas, settled at Thebes.'' Eche-
crates, Phanton, Diocles and Polymnastus of Phlius, and Xenophilus
of Thracian Chalcidice were in turn pupils of Philolaus and Eurytus
{Aristox. fr. 18-19}.

As a form of association supremely adapted for cultivating friendly
ties and mutual assistance,'” the hetairia facilitated the survival of the
Pythagorean societies after the political catastrophe. Although, after
the middle of the fifth century, philosophical and scientific interests
often predominated, particularly among those living in mainland
Greece, politics were hardly something secondary for the Pythago-
reans of Magna Graecia. Many of those who remained at Croton,
Rhegium, Locri, Tarentum, and the other poleis of southern Italy
continued to engage in politics and legislation, by now under mod-
erate democracy.” The Pythagoreans’ political influence in the region
was finally ended by the expanding dominion of the Syracusan tyrant
Dionysius the Elder. The Italiote poleis fell one after another under his
control; after the seizure of Croton (379), the last important centre of

10 Polyb. I1,3%,1-4 (from Timaeus), cf. Aristox. fr. 18; Ciaceri, Storia, 333 £; Minar,
73ff; von Fritz, Pol, 92; id., ‘Pythagoreer’, 214 For an alternative dating of these
events, see D. Musti, ‘Le rivolte antipitagoriche e la concezione pitagorica del tempo’,
QUCC 65 (1990), 35-65.

" Aristox. fr. 18. On Epaminondas’ supposed Pythagoreanism, see i. Buckler,
‘Epaminondas and Pythagoreanism’, Historia 42 (1993), 104-8.

> See e.g. the stories of Cleinias of Tarentum and Prorus of Cyrene, and Damon
and Phintias (54 A 3; 55, from Aristoxenus).

¥ Aristox. fr. 17-18. Von Fritz, ‘Pythagoreer’, 216f. See below, 114 n. 40. Following
the anti-Pythagorean revelt many of the poleis of Magna Graecia adopted a more
democratic constitution from the Achaeans (Strab. VIIL7,1}.
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Pythagoreanism in Italy remained Tarentum, led in 367-361 by Ar-
chytas as democratically elected strategos."*

Von Fritz connected the expansion of Dionysius in Italy in the
early fourth century with the second wave of emigration of the
Pythagoreans to Greece {¢.390--360), seeing confirmation for this in
the appearance of poverty-stricken Pythagorists, prominent figures in
Middle Comedy."”” However, there is no evidence to show that the
subjugation by Dionysius of the Italian poleis brought about any
noticeable emigration of Pythagoreans from Italy. Not one of the
comedies in which Pythagorists figure can be reliably dated before
350.*° Some of them were staged in 330-320. Hence there is no
reason to relate the appearance of Pythagorists to the time of Diony-
sius the Elder (died 367). Moreover the Pythagorists often turn out to
be Tarentines (58 E 1, 3), and, since it was Tarentum which remained
independent of Dionysius in the first half of the fourth century, the
local Pythagoreans could not have had any particular reasons for
emigration and/or sudden impoverishment."” It is also known that
at Syracuse itself in the first half of the fourth century there was a
group of Pythagoreans: Hicetas, Ecphantus (DK 50-1), Damon, and
Phintias."®

Aristoxenus (born ¢.370) called his mentor Xenophilus and
his circle ‘the last Pythagoreans’, from which it follows that some of
them were still alive around 350."° Shortly afterwards ancient

Y Ciaceri, Storia, 435 ff; P. Wuilleumier, Tarente des origines & la conquéte ro-
maine (Paris, 1939), 67 ff.; Minar, 86 ff,

"* Von Fritz, Pol,, 75 {f; id., Pythagoreer’, 217 f,

16 Evidence: DK 58 E=Giangiulic, Pitagora, i. 183 f. (supplemented). Chronology:
T. B. L. Webster, ‘Chronclogical Notes on Middle Comedy’, CQ 2 (1952), 13-26; id.,
Studies in Later Greek Comedy, 2nd edn. {Manchester, 1970), 530f; W. G. Arnott,
Alexis: The Fragments. A Commentary (Cambridge, 19986), 121 £, 579 £, 624 f Web-
ster’s dates: Neottis of Antiphanes after 342, Pythagorist of Aristophon between 345
and 320, Alcmaeon of Mnesimachus 340, Tarentines of Alexis 330-320; Arnott gives
similar dates. ‘

Y Burkert, 201 n. 45.

'* Whether they all lived under Dionysius the Eider we do not know. Nor is it quite
clear whether Damon and Phintias actually took part m the conspiracy against
Dionysius the Younger, as reporied by Diodorus (X,4,3, cf. Aristox, fr. 31). See
Burkert, 104 1. 36.

¥ Aristox. fr. 19-20. Dating of the last Pythagoreans to 366/5 (Diod. XV.76)
probably derives from Apollodorus, who relied on Aristoxenus (see above, 63 n. 9).
This date is not to be taken too literally: it does not necessarily indicate the year of
death of the last Pythagorean known to Aristoxenus. Xenophilus died at Athens at the
age of 105,
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Pythagoreanism ceased its existence. The Pythagorizers and Pytha-
gorists of Middle Comedy appeared just when there were no Pytha-
goreans left.*’

3.2, THE CATALOGUE OF ARISTOXENUS

Who should be accounted a Pythagorean and by what criteria?
Various answers are given to this question. As a rule a doctrinal
criterion is tacitly made use of: Pythagoreans are primarily considered
those in whose work are found traces of the number philosophy
Aristotle ascribes to o ITvBaydpeios, or something close to it. Those
who did not subscribe to this teaching are correspondingly categor-
ized as ‘para-Pythagoreans’, like Alcmaeon,** or are simply disre-
garded within the framework of Pythagoreanism, like Hippon, who,
because of the similarity of his arché with Thales’ water, is often
regarded as an epigone of the Milesian school.”® This approach
does not take account of many important considerations. As has
been noted, the number doctrine in the form set out in Aristotle is
absent both from the early Pythagoreans {Alcmacon, Hippasus, Me-
nestor, and Hippon) and even from Philolaus. Moreover Aristotle
ascribes this teaching to some anonymous v8aydpeios, not to spe-
cific representatives of the school. On those occasions when he men-
tions Pythagoreans known to us, in the first place he never calls them
Pythagoreans, and in the second place he does not connect them with
the doctrine that ‘all is number’ (below, §12.2). It is clearly impossible,
based on the evidence of Aristotle, to establish who was a Pythagor-
ean, and who not. It is equally impossible to doubt the Pythagorean-
ism of Alcmaeon, Philolaus, or Archytas on the grounds that Aristotle
does not call them Pythagoreans.

* See below, 131f, 179€ Among the Pythagorists named not ane could be
identified with a Pythagorean from Aristoxenus’ catalogue. G. Méautis, Recherches
sur le pythagorisme (Neuchitel, 1922), Sff, perceived in the responses of Middle
Comedy confirmation of his thesis of une fradition ininterrompue linking ancient
Pythagoreanism and nec-Pythagoreanism, but this notion had no success.

2 Guthrie, i 341 ff.

* Zeller, i. 332f; |. Burnet, Greek Philosophy, Part L. Thales to Plato (London,
1514), 100; <f. Timpanarc Cardini, iii. 366.
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In addition, the doctrinal criterion is not the most reliable. It is not
only, indeed not so much, those who recognized the existence of
Forms, Prime Mover, or the four kinds of causes who are regarded
as Platonists and Peripatetics, but rather those whom our sources call
pupils or followers of Plato and Aristotle. The question of whom we
can associate with the Pythagoreans should also be resolved on the
basis of reliable sources which identify whoever it be as a Pythago-
rean. To follow specific philosophical teachings or to study a parti-
cular range of scientific problems remain significant, but insufficient,
criteria, in the first place because, of all the Pythagoreans known to us,
few were engaged in philosophy and science. Nor is to have teachers
who were Pythagoreans such a criterion. Parmenides, Empedocles,
Democritus, Epaminondas, Theaetetus, Heraclides of Pontus (prob-
ably), Fudoxus, and Aristoxenus were taught by Pythagoreans,* but,
with the exception of Empedocles, the ancient Greek tradition either
does not associate them with that school or does so on very rare
occasions.”* It is not sufficient either for someone to call himself
a Pythagorean, like Diodorus of Aspendus, the Cynic, or Lycon,
the critic of Aristotle,”® since this is precisely an indication that they
were not.

If, however, someone was regarded as a Pythagorean by his con-
temporaries or by the Pythagoreans themselves, this indicates that he
shared with other Pythagoreans certain common characteristics,
characteristics which made him a Pythagorean. (Although this criter-
ion, as will be made clear by what follows, is not fully reliable, I treat it
as fundamental.) Any specific combination of these characteristics
depends in each instance on the historical context. In any case, there
cannot be found in our sources any one common characteristic which
would apply to all ancient Pythagoreans from the end of the sixth
to the middle of the fourth centuries, Rather we must speak of

** Parmenides (A 1), Empedocles (Alcidam. ap. D.L. VIIL 56; Theophr. fr. 2274
FHSG; Neanth. FGrHist 84 F 26; Tim. FGrHist 566 F 14), Democritus (14 A 6),
Theaetetus (43 A 4), Epaminondas (Aristox. fr. 18; Diod. X,11, from Aristoxenus),
Heraclides of Pontus (fr. 3), Eudoxus (D.L. VIIL, 86 =T 7), Aristoxenus {fr. 19).

* Parmenides and Zeno as Pythagoreans: Callim. ap. Procl. In Parm., 619.5-10;
Strab, VI,1,1; Anon. Phot. 435b36 = Thesleff, 238.20; Schol. Iamb. VP 267, p. 150.7 ff.
On Empedaocles’ Pythagoreanism see e.g. L. VIIL 51-77; lamb, VP 104, 113-14, 166;
Schol. famb. VP 267, p. 150.111.

* See below, 1311



Who Were the Pythagoreans? 111

a ‘family resemblance’”® This means that certain Pythagoreans had
characteristics in common with some Pythagoreans, but not with
others. For example, mathematics are the common characteristic
for Hippasus, Theodorus, Philolaus, and Archytas; natural philoso-
phy for Alcmaeon, Hippasus, Menestor, Hippon, and Philolaus;
medicine for Democedes, Alcmaeon, Iccus, and Hippon; and athletics
for Milon, Astylus, and Iccus. However not one common character-
istic can be found for Hippasus and Iccus, Milon and Theodorus, or
Menestor and Eurytus, except of course that they were Pythagoreans.
For the period up to the middle of the fifth century, a common
characteristic might be belonging to Pythagorean hetairiai, but we do
not, unfortunately, know what it meant in each individual case and
therefore cannot make use of it for our purpose. In particular it is not
known whether it assumed active participation by every Pythagorean
in politics.®” In any case, political activity ceases to be one of the
constituent features of Pythagorean communities after the middle of
the fifth century. It is, for example, quite unclear whether we may
count Philolaus’ school at Thebes a hetairig. The ‘Pythagorean way of
life’ Plato refers to (Res. 600a-b) cannot be a common characteristic
either, since we do not know in fact what it comprised {cf. below,
§6.1}. The crux is that we do not know of any one actual Pythagorean
recorded by the sources as having led a Pythagorean way of life.”®
The most important source to permit a judgement on belonging to
the Pythagoreans is the catalogue of 218 Pythagoreans passed down
by Iamblichus, which, since the time of Rohde, has been taken to be
connected with Aristoxenus.”® When determining who should go
into the Pythagorean sections of the Fragmente der Vorsokratiker,
Diels relied on that catalogue, though he was not always consistent.>

*¢ On this concept, introduced by Wittgenstein, see G. Gabriel, ‘Familiendhnlich-
keit’, in J. MittelstraB3 {ed.), Enzyklopddie Philosophie und Wissenschaftstheorie, 2nd
edn. (Stuttgart, 2005), 473 £.

¥ On the nature of Pythagorean hetairiai see below, 1451,

%8 There is hence no reason to assert {as Huffman, Philolaus, 10 £) that Philolaus
followed this way of life and therefore was accounted a Pythagorean, while Alcmaeon
did not.

* Tamb. VP 267 = DK 58 A; Rohde, 171, Bertermann, De Iamblichi, 77, wrongly
related VP 267 to Timaeus,

* On Aristoxenus see H. Diels, Antike Technik (Leipzig, 1924), 23. Preparing his
edition, Diels frequently complained in his correspondence of the difficulty of work-
ing with Pythagorean material: D. Ehler (ed.), Hermann Diels, Hermann Usener,
Eduard Zeller. Briefwechsel (Berlin, 1989), i. 375, 575; ii. 288, 307; M. Braun et al.
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Aristoxenus’ authorship was subsequently supported by Timpanaro
Cardini, and Burkert adduced further considerations in his favour.”!
All those in the catalogue whose chronology can be established are
from the time before Aristoxenus, that is the sixth to the first half of
the fourth century. Moreover the catalogue is independent of pseudo-
Pythagorean literature (the names of some eighteen writers from
Thesleff’s collection are absent) and could not have been cornpiled
by Iamblichus, who has eighteen more names of Pythagoreans not
found in the catalogue. The origin of a number of Pythagoreans listed
in the catalogue differs from the data in other sources, but coincides
with that given by Aristoxenus.”> Their distribution by cities is also
instructive: the greatest number of names (forty-three) are from Ta-
rentum, the birthplace of Aristoxenus, and twenty-nine and thirty-
eight respectively are from the other two centres of Pythagoreanism,
Croton and Metapontum. '

The total number of names as well as their classification by twenty-
seven different poleis and peoples indicate that Aristoxenus, apart
from oral tradition, relied on some documentary sources. This is
confirmed by the fact that some two-thirds of the names in the
catalogue occur only there. Of the fifty-six names mentioned outside
the catalogue, more than half remain simply names: either we know
almost nothing of these people, or we know of a number of insignif-
icant episodes. Since far from all of them have anything to do with
philosophy or science, Aristoxenus’ catalogue cannot be regarded as a
list of members of the Pythagorean school.*® Sources link some
Pythagoreans with politics and legislation, others with athletics, and
still others appear as heroes of oral tradition, like Damon and Phintias
or Cleinias and Prorus. It is difficult to say whether those who only
adhered to the religious teaching of Pythagoras and led a life of

(eds.). Philology and Philosophy: The Letters of Hermann Diels to Theodor and
Heinrich Gomperz (1871-1922) (Hildesheim, 1995), 149: ‘unsiglich schwierigen
Pythagoreer’. On Diels’s work on the Presocratics, see W. Burkert, ‘Diels’ Vorsckra-
tiker. Rackschan und Ausblick’, in W. M. Calder II and J. Mansfeld {eds.), Hermann
Diels (1848-1922) et la science de Pantiguité (Geneva, 1999), 169-197 (discussion:
198-206).

3 Timpanaro Cardinj, iil. 38 f; Burkert, 105 n. 40,

** Burkert, 105 n. 40.

# (£ above, 5. For some strange reason all the names in the catalogue, even Abaris
(1), are included in R. Goulet {ed.), Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques (Paris, 1989~
2011).

** See Aristox. fr. 31, 131; Diod. X4.1=54 A 3 {from Aristoxenus)}.
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abstinence are included, since practically nothing is known about
these people (below, §6.1). Most likely they were of no interest to
Aristoxenus and the group of ‘the last Pythagoreans’ (cf. fr. 19) from
which his mformation derives.

Although Aristoxenus used documentary sources and Pythagorean
oral tradition, he hardly had exhaustive and accurate information on
the ancient Pythagoreans. Hence it should not be presumed that all
Pythagoreans who were at all well known are included in the catalo-
gue, or, on the other hand, that only these 218 persons are ‘genuine’
Pythagoreans.” Apart from all else, in the time which passed between
Aristoxenus and Iamblichus, some names could have been left out of
the catalogue or been displaced through a copyist’s error, while others
might have been distorted in the copying process,” and still others
added to the catalogue.

Democedes of Croton (DK 19), who married the daughter of the
Pythagorean athlete and military leader Milon (Hdt. IIL, 137), is
missing from the catalogue. Amyclas is absent, but his friend Cleinias
of Tarentum is there, though Aristoxenus mentions them both as
Pythagoreans and friends of Plato (fr. 131). Strangely, Aristoxenus’
father Spintharus, who belonged to the circle of Archytas, is miss-
ing?” Absent are the pupils of Philolaus, Simmias, and Cebes of

%% See Timpanaro Cardini, iii. 39.

* Hippasus of Metapontum appeared among the Sybarites {DK I, 446.30), Ec-
phantus of Syracuse among the Crotoniates {446.11), Philolaus of Croton among the
Tarentines {44622}, Astylus of Croton and Eurytus of Tarentum (Aristox. fr. 19)
among the Metapontines {446.20, 22), Xenophilus of Thracian Chalcidice among the
Cyzicenes (448.4). Alcimachus, Deinarchus, and Meton, defenders of the Crotonian
constitution {Tamb. VP 257), are called Parians {447.2-3); it is no less strange that
Paros appeared in the catalogue among the Italian poleis, after Sybaris and before
Locrii Another Pythagorean from Paros, Thymarides, figures in Jamblichus as a
Parian (VP 235} and as a Tarentine {VP 145); the latter is much more plausible (see
below, 130). Four Pythagoreans from Carthage with typical Greek names (447.1) also
give rise to serious doubt. O. Masson, Mus, Helv. 52 (1995), 229, supposed that they
were Kadyn8dvior, not Kapynddmor, but how did Pythagoreans come to be at Chal-
cedon in Asia Minor? Besides, one of them, Miltiades of Carthage, figures in the story
of mutual aid among Pythagoreans of different peoples (Jamb. VP 128, as Diels
thought from Aristoxenus, 58 I? 7). The hero of another such story, the Tyrrhenian
Nausithous (VP 127), is subsequently also mentioned in the catalogue (448.5).
K. Geus, Prosopographie der literarisch bezeugten Karthager (Leuven, 1994), 198f,
considered Miltiades and three other Pythagoreans frem Carthage to be historical
figures, although they turn out to be the only Greeks from Carthage in the classical
period. I would not exclude the possibility that the Carthaginian Pythagoreans owe
their existence to Aristoxenus.

37 See abave, 63 0. 8.
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Thebes (44 A 1a, B 15), who appear in Plato’s Phaedo, although
another character in the dialogue, Echecrates of Phlius, is present.”™
Thebes, one of the centres of Pythagoreanism in the fifth century, is
not mentioned in the catalogue. Ecphantus of Syracuse appears in the
catalogue among the Pythagoreans of Croton (DK I, 446.11), yet his
fellow countryman and contemporary Hicetas, mentioned by Theo-
phrastus (A 1), does not. Parmenides’ teacher, Ameinias, recorded by
Sotion, is not named.”® These are additions to the catalogue which
deserve serious examination.

These seven ‘additions’ to the catalogue balance an equal number
of ‘excisions”: those whom Aristoxenus’ sources regarded as Pytha-
goreans, but modern scholarship for various reasons excludes, This
applies, for example, to the renowned lawgivers Zaleucus of Locri and
Charondas of Catana, who figure as Pythagoreans, not only in the
catalogue, but also in Aristoxenus’ fragments (fr. 17, 43). To all
appearances Zaleucus and Charondas, who lived long before Pytha-
goras, were associated with him by the Pythagorean lawgivers of the
second haif of the fifth century from Locri and Rhegium.*® Thus in
this instance Aristoxenus recorded a venerable, though unreliable
Pythagorean tradition aimed at conferring retrospectively on Pytha-
goras the reputation of a lawgiver by making Zaleucus and Charondas
his followers.

Another such ‘pair’ are the well-known wonder-workers Aristeas
and Abaris. Aristeas of Proconnesus (turn of the sixth century} was
the author of the poem Arimaspea, which described his journeyings
in search of the Hyperboreans. In the course of his life Aristeas twice

38 Echecrates of Phlius is not identical with Echecrates of Locri, with whom
Timaeus communicated (FGrHist 566 F 12, pace Jacoby, IIIb, p. 552). Arguments
apainst the Pythagoreanism of Echecrates of Phlius, F. Prontera, ‘Echecrate di Fliunte
un pitagorico?’, AATC 39 (1974), 3-19, and Simmias and Cebes, T. Ebert, Sokrates als
Pythagoreer und die Anamnesis in Platons Phaidon (Stuttgart, 1994), 7 {; id., Platon,
Phaidon (Gottingen, 2004), 115£, are unconvincing, Cf. below, 220 n. 15,

3 DL IX 21 = DK 27. His source could be Timaeus, see above, 71 n, 42.

40 In Tamblichus (VP 130, 172) Zaleucus is mentioned together with another
lawgiver from Locri, the Pythagorean Timares, who probably lived in the middle-
second half of the 5th cent. (Delatte, Pol., 182 f; Ciaceri, Storig, 47 £}, In the same
chapters Jamblichus names the Pythagorean lawgivers from Rhegium; Phytius, Heli-
caon, Aristocrates, and Theocles, who, like Timares, figure in the catalogue (to be sure,
Theocles is named there as Euthycles, and in VP 172 as Theactetus). On Rhegium as a
centre of Pythagoreanism after the mid-5th cent., see Aristox. fr. 18; von Fritz, Pol.,
77. Rhegium’s legislation was based on the laws of Charondas (Arist. Pol, 1274223, fr,
511.55, from excerpts from the Constitution of Rhegium).
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disappeared, and, 240 years later, as Herodotus records {1V, 13-15),
he reappeared at Metapontum and commanded the citizens to set up
an altar to Apollo and a statue to himself. The catalogue duly lists him
among the Pythagoreans of Metapontum. Abaris, a mythical priest of
Apoilo and expert on the Hyperboreans, is the only representative of
this legendary people in the catalogue. As Boiton demonstrated,
Aristeas and Abaris were associated with Pythagoras in the legendary
tradition of the fifth century, subsequently made use of and embel-
lished by Heraclides of Pontus.*' In this instance the legendary, the
literary, and the historical traditions are partly superimposed one on
another. ,

Parmenides and Empedocles are also the sole representatives of
their poleis in the catalogue. There would appear to have been no
Pythagorean societies in Elea and Acragas; hence, in relation to
Parmenides and Empedocles, one can only speak of their Pythago-
rean teachers. In the biographical tradition of the fifth-fourth cen-
turies, Empedacles is often shown as the pupil of Pythagoreans (and
even of Pythagoras himself); mention of Parmenides’ teacher Amei-
nias also does not give the impression of being someone’s invention.**
This could be the reason for their inclusion in the catalogue, although
we do not know precisely whether this occurred before or after
Aristoxenus. The influence of Pythagorean ideas on Parmenides
and Empedocles is incontestable, yet both are philosophers too in-
dependent and important to be fully integrated into Pythagorean
tradition. Rather they should be left among the ‘sympathizers’ with
Pythagoreanism. The next and last ‘excision’ is Mehissus, named with
{ive other Pythagoreans from Samos. If there was a Pythagorean
society on Samos, then in principle Melissus could have been a
member, even if in philosophy he followed Parmenides and Zeno,
just as the Pythagorean Ecphantus later followed Democritus and
Anaxagoras. At the same time, uniike Zeno (who is not in the
catalogue),® Melissus does not figure as a Pythagorean in other
sources; we have no grounds other than the catalogue to regard him
45 one.

Seven redundant names out of 218 is a very good indicator of the
reliability of the catalogue as a historical document. We may observe

4 Bolton, Aristeas, 151 ff, esp. 174 1.
* See ahove, 110 n. 23, 110 n. 24, 114 1. 39,
43 See above, 110 n. 24.
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that all these instances involve famous people, three of whom (Aris-
teas, Zaleucus, and Charondas) lived before Pythagoras, while a
fourth (Abaris) was a wholly legendary figure. The basis for their
inclusion in the catalogue is understandable in each case (except that
of Melissus), even though it appears unconvincing to us. The catalo-
gue does not, however, show signs that the Pythagoreans strove to
make ‘their own’ all those famous individuals who in one way or
another had contact with them. We do not find there, for example,
Democritus, Epaminondas, and Eudoxus, who had Pythagorean tea-
chers, or Epicharmus, whom ancient tradition often associated with
the Pythagoreans.** Since the catalogue is organized by poleis where
there were Pythagorean societies,”” and since the majority of the
names in it are unknown to us, it cannot be regarded as a list of
famous figures, like that compiled by Hecataeus of Abdera, suppo-
sedly on the basis of ‘Egyptian sacred books’.*® Hippasus, Menestor,
or Hippon are mentioned here, not because they were particularly
famous, but because they were Pythagoreans. The catalogue contains
the names of four Pythagorean Olympic victors,*’ yet not all the
Olympic victors from Croton, Tarentum, Locri, and other cities
in Magna Graecia where there were Pythagorean communities.*®
Alemaeon of Croton is named, but not Acron of Acragas® or the
renowned physician Philistion of Locri.

While Zeller excluded certain of those listed in the catalogue from
the Pythagoreans, Diels, on the other hand, basing the Pythagorean
chapters of Fragmente der Vorsokratiker on the catalogue, extended
the list of Pythagoreans to include some of those not in the catalogue.
Hence in his collection the early Pythagoreans include Cercops (DK

** Epicharmus as Pythagorean: Plut. Numa 8 D.L. VI, 7, 78 Clem. Strom.
V,14,100; Iamb. VP 241, 266; Anon. in Pl. Tht. 71,12. See Zeller, i. 607 f; Delatie,
Vie, 164 f; Thesleff, 84, 158; Burkert, 289 n. 58.

> 1t is not accidental that three out of eight ‘excisions’ from the catalogue (Abaris,
Parmenides, and Empedocles) are the sole representatives of their polis (people) in the
catalogue.

5 See above, 84 1. 99,

47 Milon and Astylus of Croton, Iccus of Tarenturu, Dicon of Kaulonia (DK T,
446.14. 20, 28. 447. 14). See A. Kirchner, ‘Dikon’, RE 5 {1903), 582; cf. W. A.
Oldfather, ‘Kaulonia®, RE 11 (1921), 74; Burkert, 403 n. 12.

*¥ Note, e.g. the absence of the victor of 520 Philip of Croton, exiled for his
connection with the tyrant of Sybaris Telys, see above, 56 n. 148.

* Acron, a conternporary of Empedocies, wrote the book On the Food of Healthy
People (DK 1, 283.5). Cf. Thesleff, 1£; Burkert, 223 n. 25,
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15), Petron {DK 16), Paron (DK 26), and Xuthus {DK 33}. However,
according to Aristotle (fr. 74), the poet Cercops lived at the time of
Hesiod and could not have been a Pythagorean.” As a Pythagorean
he first appears in the book of the Hellenistic grammarian Epigenes
{early third century?) On Works attributed to Orpheus,”’ who as-
cribed to Cercops two Orphic poems, Tepos Adyos and Els Aibov
xerdSeos. Epigenes’ evidence is clearly based on conjecture, as are all
other similar indications. In Cicero a reference to Cercops is attached
to a quotation from Aristotle, who believed that the poet Orpheus had
never existed: Orpheumn poetam docet Aristoteles numquam fuisse et
hoc Orphicum carmen Pythagorei ferunt cuiusdam fuisse Cercopis.”
Only the first part of this evidence belongs to Aristotle, as is con-
firmed by a quotation in Philoponus, the second part deriving from
Epigenes.” Aristotle could not have named as a Pythagorean a con-
temporary of Hesiod; it is no less material that no one at all was
named by him as a Pythagorean.

We know of Petron only from a single quotation from HlppYS of
Rhegium transmitted by Phanias of Eresus. It is not known when
Hippys lived {Phanias was Aristotle’s pupil), and it is very probable
that this evidence is spurious.54 Paron, as Burkert showed, appeared
wholly as the result of Aristotle’s error, mistaking the participle
IAPQN for a proper noun.”® Xuthus is known only from a single
mention by Aristotle (Phys. 216b22); in his commentary to this
passage Simplicius calls Xuthus a Pythagorean, but this point cannot
be checked. Since all three are absent from Aristoxenus’ catalogue and

*® Burkert, 114, 130 1. 60; cf. DK I, 106.6 .

SlaClem. Strom. 1,21,131 = OF, test. 222. On Epigenes see Susemihl, Geschichte, i.
344 1; L. Cohn, ‘Epigenes’ {(no. 16), RE 6 {1907), 64-5; cf. I. Linforth, The Arts of
Orpheus (Berkeley, 1941), 1101, 114 ff. Linforth dated Epigenes in the 4th cent., which
is clearly too early. Cf. Nilsson, GGR i. 682.

52 ND1T, 107 = Arist. fr. 7.

** W, Kroll, ‘Kerkops', RE 11 (1921}, 314; Philop. In de An,, 186.21 f = Arist. fr. 7.

* F. Jacoby, ‘Hippys, RE 8 {1929), 1927f; FGrHist 554 F 5 with comm;
J. Kerschensteiner, Kosmos: Quellenkritische Untersuchungen zu den Vorsokratikern
{Munich, 1962), 209{; Burkert, 114 n. 35; Pearson, Greek Historians, 8 ff; L. Zhmud,
‘Phainias’ Work Own the Socratics and fr. 12 on Petron of Himera', in J. Engels and
W. W. Fortenbaugh {eds.), Phainias of Eresus (forthcoming). Cf. however: Guthrie,
i 322f; G, Huxley, ‘Petronian Numbers’, GRBS 9 (1968), 55-7. For extensive
bibliography see C. Macris, ‘Petron d’Hintere’, DPhA 5 A (2011), 247 .

% Burkert, 170; G. Martano, ‘Il pitagorico Parone o il pitagorice “presente”?,
Elenchos 1 {1980), 215-24.
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nothing more is known of them, there are no grounds for regarding
them as Pythagoreans.

Other scholars have gone further than Diels. The editions by
Maddalena and Timpanaro Cardini list as Pythagoreans Epicharmus,
Ion of Chios, Damon of Athens, Hippodamus of Miletus, the sculptor
Polycletus, and also Qenopides and Hippocrates of Chios.”® Not only
are these not named in the catalogue, but not a single source of the
classical period calis them Pythagoreans or pupils of Pythagoreans.”

In Diels’s collection there are among the Pythagoreans of the
fourth century six more names which must be erased from the
Presocratics. Ocellus of Lucania (DK 48) is mentioned in the catalo-
gue, which means that Aristoxenus accounted him a historical figure
(cf. fr. 17), yet all the doctrines attributed to him are pseudo-
Pythagorean. Thus the philosopher Ocellus is a fiction, as distinct
from the Pythagorean Qcelius.”® Timaeus of Locri (DK 49) owes his
existence to the Platonic dialogue and, later, to a pseudo-Pythagorean
treatise.”® Simus of Poseidonia (DK I, 447.6), mentioned in the
catalogue, can hardly be identified with the harmonic theorist
Simus {DK 56), the central figure of the story of the dedicatory gift
of Arimnestus, the son of Pythagoras, related by Duris.** Myonides
and Euphranor, who appear in the same section of Diels (DK 56), are

3¢ A. Maddalena, I Pitagorici (Bari, 1954); Timpanaro Cardim, i-ii; see also J.-P.
Dumont et al. (eds.), Les Présocratiques (Paris, 1988). Timpanaro Cardini, iii. 334 (f,,
places Epicharmus, Damon, and Hippodamus in the section ‘Risonanze pitagoriche’;
cf. Zeller, i, 607 f, See also C. Huffman, ‘Polycléte et les Présocratiques’, in A. Laks and
C. Louguet (eds.), Qu'est-ce que la philosophie présocratique? (Villeneuve d’Ascq,
2002), 303-27.

%7 Later tradition numbered Epicharmus among the Pythagoreans (see above, 116
n. 44), and spurious Pythagorean writings were attributed to Hippodamus {Thesleff,
931).

* Thesleff, 124, On the Italic Pythagoreans see A, Mele, ‘Il pitagorismo e le
pogo]azioni anelleniche d’Ttalia’, AION 3 (1981), 61-96 = Magna Grecia, 259-98.

® Thesleff, 202 ff.

9 FGrHist 76 F 23 =14 A 6=56 A 2 (cf. below, 220 n. 78), Arimnestus is clearly
invented, as probably is Simus, supposed to have stolen the Pythagorean xavdv, Diels,
believing that Duris had relied on some literary forgery, nevertheless regarded Simus
the harmonikos as a real person (DK 1, 445 n.). Even if this is so, there is no reason to
place him among the Pythagoreans. The harmonikoi are one of the schools competing
with the Pythagoreans in the study of music, see A. Barker, The Science of Harmonics
in Classical Greece (Cambridge 2007), 26 n. 12, 81 n. 24, 33 ff. The cog{a: referred to
in Arimnestus’ epigram cannot be mean proportionals (as DK [, 4451.), see Butkert,
455 1. 40; Zhmud, Origin, 173 £,
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also a pseudo-Pythagorean fiction.’! In the case of the last Pythago-
rean in Diels’s collection, Lycon (DK 57), we are evidently dealing
with four different people. Since Lycon of Tarenturn, named in the
catalogue (DK 1, 446.23), cannot be identified with the other three,%
only his name remains. We are, however, not interested in the names
of the Pythagoreans for their own sake; we know more than sufficient
of them. We are in search of Pythagoreans with individual character-
istics which can be made use of to compile a collective portrait.

So, comparing the criteria used by Aristoxenus in compiling his list
of Pythagoreans with those applied in modern works, we conclude
that, beyond a critical approach to the sources, we enjoy no special
advantages over the first historian of Pythagoreanism. The catalogue
remains the primary source in determining belonging to Pythagorean
societies, and its data can be revised only if there is to hand more
reliable evidence. In all other cases the person named in the catalogue
should be accounted a Pythagorean, and vice versa,

3.3. THE PROSOPOGRAPHY AND CHRONOLOGY
OF THE PYTHAGOREANS

The fragmentary nature of the sources on ancient Pythagoreanism
far from always makes it possible to determine the sequence of the

51 In Athenaeus (IV, 182¢, 184e; XIV, 634d = 44 A 7, 47 B §) Euphranor, along with
Philolaus and Archytas, is called the author of [Tepi adAdw, which seems to be a
pseudo-Pythagorean work (Thesleff, 85). lamblichus (In Nic., 113.16f, 116.1f)
attributes to Myonides and Euphranor the discavery of the four means, which in
reality were discovered by Eratosthenes {Zhmud, Origin, 174; cf. Burkert, 455 n. 40,
442 n. 92).

2 See Susemihl, Geschichte, ii. 330 £, 691f; W. Capelle, ‘Lyken’, RE 13 (1927),
2308-9; Thesleff, 109 £; Burkert, 204; }. Radicke, ‘Lycon/Lycus of Iasus’ (FGrHist 1110
with comm.). These figures included: 1} Aristotle’s critic who called himself a Pytha-
gorean {A 4; D.L. V, 69); 2) Lycon of Jasus in lonia, author of the book On the
Pythagorean Life (A 3); 3) Lycon the doctor {A 5). Lycon of Tasus’ book clearly was
written after Aristoxenus; Aristote’s critic belongs to the same era {probably the turn
of the 3rd cent.) and might be identical with Lycon of Jasus (see below, 131); the
doctor is possibly Lycus of Naples {1st cent.), Whether or not Aristotle’s critic and
Lycon of Jasus were one person or two, he {they} cannot be identified with the
Pythagorean Lycon of Tarentum, who lived no later than the first half of the 4th
cent., pace Timpanaro Cardini, ii. 440 f; B. Centtone and C. Macris, ‘Lycon d'Tasos, ou
de Tarente’, DPhA 4 (2005), 200-3.
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development of ideas if one proceeds only from those ideas. Reference
to biographical details, however meagre, is an important aid in
deciding questions of chronology. The brief prosopography of the
Pythagoreans set out below comprises only those names which occur
more or less regularly in the other chapters of the book. Only some
controversial figures are discussed in detail.

Bro(n)tinus of Metapontum (or of Croton: D.L. VIII, 42=A 1)
belongs to the oldest generation of Pythagoreans. In the biographical
tradition he appears as the father-in-law (sometimes the son-in-law)
of Pythagoras {A 1-2}. In all probability he was Pythagoras’ coeval,
or, perhaps, somewhat oider than him. Pythagoras’ younger contem-
porary Alcmaeon (Arist. Met. 986a30) at the beginning of his book
addressed three Pythagoreans: Brontinus, Leon, and Bathyllus.63
Thus Brontinus takes shape as taking part in a philosophical dialogue
and interested in the problems discussed in Alcmaeon’s book.*
According to Telauges’ letter to Philolaus, which Neanthes consid-
ered to be spurious (FGrHist 84 F 26 =A 3), Empedocles was the
pupil of Hippasus and Brontinus. This testimony also places Bronti-
nus in a philosophical context. It would appear that Brontinus left
behind no writings; the treatise [Tept vod xai Siavoias, attributed to
him, is pseudo-Pythagorean.*® Together with Cercops, Brontinus
appears in the grammarian Epigenes as the author of two Orphic
poems, I1émdos and Puvowkd, but this evidence is of scarcely any
value.%

Democedes of Croton. Democedes, the most renowned doctor of his
time, belonged to the Crotonian school of doctors, weil known in
the late sixth century and closely connected with the Pythagoreans

& B 1; of DK 1, 446,16, 447.6.

5% G. Vlastos, ‘Isonomia’, AJP 74 {1953), 334, was wrong to contest the old opinion
that Alcmaeon’s book was dedicated to the Pythagoreans named in its first lines (thus
Zeller i. 597 n. 2; Burnet, 194; M. Wellmann, ‘Die Schrift wepi ipfjs votvioov des Corpus
Hippocraticumn’, Sudhaffs Archiv 22 (1929), 311; A. Olivieri, Civiltd greca nell’ Italia
meridionale {Naples, 1931), 112; Timpanare Cardini, i. 147; Burkert, 289 n. 57).
Although the dedication ‘does not mean agreement with the ideas of those addressed’
(let us add: with ail the ideas), it assumes a certain closeness of the author’s interests
with the ideas of those addressed. Empedocles’ address to Pausanias, quoted by
Vlastos, is in fact a counter-argument, since Pausanias was a physician (Her, Pont.
fr. 77; Galen. De meth. med., X,6,4=31 A 1, 3} and could well have shared some of
Emgedocles’ theories or, at least, shown an interest in them.

55 Thesleff, 551,

% Clem. Strom. 1,21,131 = A 4; see above, 117.
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(below, §10.1). Herodotus records that Democedes was the physician
of Polycrates of Samos, who perished ¢.522, and then of Darius, the
King of Persia, from whom he was able to escape and return to his
birthplace, Croton {¢.518).%” When serving Polycrates, he could have
been no younger than 30-5, so he was born not later than 560/55. On
his return to Croton, he married the daughter of the Pythagorean
Milon (Hdt. III, 137), who was victorious in youth wrestling at the
Olympic Games in 540 and hence must have been born c.558.
Although Democedes is not mentioned in the catalogue, his family
ties with Milon leave no doubt that he belonged to the Pythagorean
society at Croton (cf. 19 A 2c¢). The circumstances of his participation
in the political struggle against Cylon and his supporters as reported
by Apollonius seem implausible,’® but that he did take part in these
events is entirely probable. Hermippus named his father Calliphon as
a pupil of Pythagoras and, although this biographer’s evidence about
Pythagoras is normally unreliable, in this case he could have made use
of a sound tradition.* Pliny names Democedes among the sources of
the twelth and thirteenth books of his Naturalis Historia; the Suda
attributes a book on medicine to him (A 2}; there are no more reliable
traces of any writings by Democedes.”

Alcmaeon of Croton. Alcmaeon was the first Pythagorean to leave
behind a written tradition. His work, later considered as the first
duaikds Adyos,”" has been preserved in several fragments and numer-
ous doxographical testimonies. Alcmaeon’s book opened with an

57 Mgt 101, 125, 129, 130-7; Tim. FGrHist 566 F 44,

“ lamb. VP 257-261 = Apollon. FGrHist 1064 F 2; see above, 951

 Fr. 22 Wehrli = FGrHist 1026 F 21 = A 2. The Suda names Caliiphon as a priest
of Aselepius from Cnidus. Herodotus does not record the birthplace of Calliphon, but
Croton is assumed (III, 125); Hermippus plainly calls him a Crotoniate; see Ciaceri,
Storia, 67f; M. Pohlenz, Hippokrates und die Begriindung der wissenschaftlichen
Medizin (Berlin, 1938), 81, 116; M. Michler, ‘Das Problem der westgriechischen
Heilkunde’, Sudhoffs Archiv 46 (1962), 146 ff. Cf. Burkert, 293; ]. Althoff, “‘Formen
der Wissensvermittlung in der frihgriechischen Medizin’, W. Kullmann and J. Alt-
hoff (eds.), Vermittiung und Tradierung von Wissen in der griechischen Kultur (Ti-
bingen, 1993), 211 {, It is known that there was not yet a temple of Asclepjus at Cnidus
in the 6th cent.: H. E. Sigerist, A History of Medicine, ii (New York, 1961), 111 n. 45;
F. Kudlien, ‘Uberlegungen zu einer Sozialgeschichte des frihgriechischen Arztes und
seines Berufs’, Hermes 114 (1986), 135. Kudlien nevertheless supposes that Calliphon
could be from a family of Cnidian Asclepiads in which the practice of medicine was
hereditary. Cf. below, 220 n. 8.

70 M. Wellmann, ‘Demokedes’, RE 5 (1905), 132; Ciaceri, Storia 68.

" D.L VIL 83=A 1; Clem. Strom. I, 78 =A 2.
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address to three Pythagoreans (B 1), one of whom, Brontinus, is
known as Pythagoras’ coeval and relative. It can be assumed that
Alcmaeon was born not later than 530 and his book appeared not
later than 490, when Brontinus could still have been living,” This also
accords with the indisputable influence of Alcmaeon on Parmenides
(see below §10.2). Proposals to date Alcmaeon in the iniddle fifth
century”> have no sound basis; according to Aristotle, ‘Alcmaeon
lived during Pythagoras’ old age’.”

Apart from Aristoxenus’ catalogue, a number of later authors also
vouch for Alcmaeon’s Pythagoreanism.”” The tradition preserved by
Diogenes Laertius affirms that he heard Pythagoras himself {VIII, §3).
Nevertheless, Alcmaeon’s belonging to the Pythagorean school has
been more than once contested, on the basis, first, of his originality as
a thinker; second, that he has no number philosophy, yet a distinct
interest in natural science; and, third, that Aristotle did not call
Alemaeon a Pythagorean and made a distinction between his dualism
and the dualism of the Pythagorean table of opposites.”® The origin-
ality of Alcmaeon as a thinker and scientist is incontestable, but,
if one proceeds from real material, not from a supposed ‘all-Pytha-
gorean’ doctrine, his views diverged from those of Pythagoras no
more than the theories of any other Pythagorean.”” Further, number

2 ]. Wachtler, De Alcmaeone Crotoriata {diss. Leipzig, 1896}, 11f,, 7, 16; Olivieri,
Civilta greca, 114; Burkert, 292; the political terminology used by Alemaeon, fsovopia
and povapyia (B 4), accords with this time, see above, 81 n. 87; C. Triebel-Schubert,
‘Der Begriff der Isonomie bei Alkmaion’, Kifo 66 (1984), 40-50, at 49 n. 37; Mele,
Crotone, 69 ff,

7 For overview of opinions, see G. E. R. Lloyd, ‘Alcmaeon and the Early History of
Dissection’, Sudhoffs Archiv 59 (1975), 114; Triebel-Schubert, ‘Begriff’, 40 n. 3.

™ Met. 986a30; Zeller, i. 597 n. 2 and Ross, i. 152, whe considered those words an
interpolation (see below, 123 n. 79), nevertheless conceded that this chronology for
Alcmaeon accords with reality, See also Guthrie, i 357 f.

" Tamb, VP 104, 267; Simpl In de An., 32.3; Philop. In de An., 88.11; Schol. Plat.
Ale, 1,121 E.

7 The last argument had already been used by Simplicius (In de An., 32.3£}. See
e.g. Zeller, 1. 601; Wachtler, De Alcrnaeone, 881F; Ciaceri, Storia, 73 f; Heidel, ‘Pytha-
goreans’, 3f; Vlastos, ‘Isonomia’, 344 f; Guthrie, i. 341 £; Lloyd, ‘Alcmaeon’, 125 ff.
(with a summary of previous opinions); KRS, 339 n. 1; ). Longrigg, Greek Rational
Medicine: Philosophy and Medicine from Alcmaeon to the Alexandrians {London,
1993), 48.

77 Alcmaeon’s theory of opposite qualities, on the balance of which health depends
(B 4), relies on Pythagoras’ teaching that the world came into being through the
interaction of opposite principles (cf. Ciaceri, Storia, 73 £}, Even closer to Pythagoras
is his idea that the soul is immortal and, like the immortal heavenly bodies, undergoes
eternal rotation (A 12). See below, 3601, 3881
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philosophy is not evidenced in any of the early Pythagoreans, among
whom, moreover, we know of more doctors and natural scientists
than mathematicians (below, §10.1). The interests of Democedes,
Iccus, Menestor, and Hippon also lay mainly in the area of medicine
and/or natural philosophy, while the influence of Alcmaeon on Me-
nestor and Hippon is incontestable. Also Alcmaeon established
neither his own philosophical school, as did Parmenides, nor an
original philosophical doctrine, as did Empedocles, and, if the tradi-
tion is unanimous in considering him a Pythagorean, we have no
reason to reject it.

As has been pointed out, Aristotle named no one as a Pythagorean,
and it would have been strange if he had made an exception for
Alcmaeon. Aristotle certainly drew a distinction between Alcmaeon’s
views and those of a particular group of Pythagoreans (érepot 8¢ rav
adray TovTwy, Met. 986b22 1}, which he evidently regarded as later
than others. This group proposed as principles, not numbers, as the
rest of the Pythagoreans did (985b23 ff.), but ten pairs of opposing
principles: limit - unlimited, odd - even etc.”® ‘In this way Alcmaeon
of Croton seems also to have conceived the matter, and either he got
this view from-them or they got it from him. If the words which
follow, xai vap éyévero Ty fAwciay Hiruaiwy wéos: énl vépovr [Tu-
Baydpa (986a29-30), belong to Aristotle,”” then he was inclined to
believe, perhaps not without hesitation, that Alemaeon lived before
these Pythagoreans; hence he influenced them, not the reverse.*®

Although this passage remains controversial, there is another pos-
sibility to establish that Aristotle placed Alcmaeon among the Pytha-
goreans. Aristotle and Theophrastus were the authors of many

7% On the table of opposites see below, 4491,

7 udos is Diels’s conjecture (DK T, 211.17). This phrase is absent from one of the
manuscript traditions (A®) and the commentary of Alexander of Aphrodisias, but has
been preserved in another tradition {E), in Asclepius’ commentary {In Met., 39.21},
and i the transiation by William of Moerbeke (13th cent.). W. Ross, who normally
prefers EJ (i, cixv), regarded these words as a late insertion (3. 152; cf. above, 122 n. 74).
Wachtler, De Alcrmaeone, 3 I, analysing this passage in detail, showed convincingly
that the mention of Pythagoras is Aristotle’s; he is followed by DK I, 211.17; Ciaceri,
Storia, 70; Timpanarc Cardini, i. 125; Guthrie, i 342f; H. Dorie, ‘Alkmaion’,
RE Suppl. 12 (1970), 23. For Aristotle’s chronology of Pythagoras, see fr. 75, 191.

80 Even if that text is not accepted, the conclusion that Alemaeon lived before these
Pythagoreans follows from the fact that he expressed himself ‘indefinably’
{d8ipioTws), whereas they indicated which opposites and how many there were of
themn {986b1-3).
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historico-critical monographs devoted to individual Presocratics and
entire schools, their subject matter nowhere intersecting. Aristotle
wrote of the Eleatics (Against Xenophanes, Against Zeno, Against
Melissus) and the Pythaporeans (Against Alemaeon, On Archytas
Philosophy, On the Pythagoreans, and Against the Pythagoreans,
D.L. V, 25), and Theophrastus of the lonians (Anaximander, Anaxa-
goras, Archelaus, Democritus, Diogenes, and Metrodorus of Chios)
and of Empedocles (137 nos. 27-40 FHSG). On the grounds of this
division of labour in the Peripatetic school, it is most natural to place
Aristotle’s monograph on Alcmaeon among his writings on the
Pythagoreans.

Hippasus of Metapontum. We know very little about the life of
Hippasus, and his chronology is the cause of many disputes. In the
tradition, he appears as the younger contemporary and rival of
Pythagoras,81 yet many scholars are inclined to place him in the
middle or even the second half of the fifth century.®* Such Jate datings
are, however, based, not on biographical data, but on the supposed
impossibility of dating the discovery of irrationality, ascribed to
Hippasus, at the turn of the fifth century. From the standpoint of
the history of mathematics this claim is at the very least debatable
(below, §7.5), and we should not proceed from that, but from the
tradition on Hippasus.

1} According to Apollonius, Hippasus, one of the dominant ‘thou-
sand’ in Croton, took the side of Pythagoras’ opponents at the time of
Cylon’s conspiracy.”” How this relates to his origin in Metapontum is
not clear; other data show his birthplace as Croton.** An echo of his
rivalry with Pythagoras is evident in a later (and unreliable) tradi-
tion’s making him leader of the mathematici opposed to the acusma-
tici, who, they claiined, stemmed from Pythagoras.®® In general
Hippasus is painted in dark colours in the Pythagorean tradition,
which is also connected with his rivalry with Pythagoras. It is

51 Guthrie, 1. 320.

82 Mid-5th cent.: von Fritz, Pol., 61 f; Burkert, 206 £, 456 (about 460); second half
of 5th cent: Knorr, 51 n. 7; C. J. Classen, Ansdtze: Beitriige zum Verstindnis der
[rithgriechischen Philosophie { Amsterdam, 1986), 153.

¥ famb, VP 2541 = FGrHist 1064 F 2= A 5. See above, 99 ff.

8 lamb. VP 81; Comm. Math. 25; Aristoxenus’ catalogue lists him among the
Sybarites.

8 lamb. Comm. Maik., 7619 f,, cf. VP 81=A 2; see below, 1861
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indicative that, as distinct from the majority of early Pythagoreans, no
pseudo-Pythagorean writings were ascribed to Hippasus, apart from a
certain Muvorwos Adyos, which he is said to have written to blacken
Pythagoras.*

2) Aristotle and Theophrastus report that Hippasus and Heracli-
tus proposed the same first principle, fire.*” Since they refer to two
more such pairs, Thales - Hippon and Anaximenes - Diogenes of
Apollonia, it can be assumed that, in all three instances, the philoso-
phers’ names-were in chronological order.’® On the other hand, if
there had been information that Hippasus had lived after Heraclitus,
he would surely have been made the pupil of a more renowned
philosopher. In fact the Suda affirms the contrary: Heraclitus heard
Xenophanes and Hippasus (18 A 1a).

3) Hippasus is referred to with Lasus of Hermione (acme ¢.520/10)
as experts carrying out experiments in acoustics (A 13).

4) Tamblichus says that Hippocrates of Chios and Theodorus of
Cyrene (both born ¢.475/70) worked after Hippasus (Comm. Math.,
77.181); this information presumably derives from Eudemus (cf. fr.
133).

5) According to Telauges’ letter to Philolaus, Empedocles was the
pupil of Hippasus and Brontinus.** Of course this letter is spurious,
but it antedates Neanthes and could be based on a chronology which
is more or less reliable.

Any single one of these pieces of evidence would be insufficient on
its own to relate Hippasus’ acme to the late sixth - early fifth
centuries, but, taken together, and in the absence of contrary biogra-
phical data, they provide a firm basis for that conclusion.

It is unclear whether Hippasus was the author of a work on
natural philosophy; certainly none was in existence in the Heilenistic
period (A 1). What is related by Aristotle and Theophrastus on the
arché of Hippasus does not support the suggestion that his philoso-
phical treatise was known to them. On the other hand, information
in the Greek tradition on Hippasus’ studies in inathematics and

B a 3, A similar work was ascribed to Ninon, another political opponent of
Pythagaras (Iamb. VP 2581 = Apol. FGrHist 1064 F 2); see above, 100 n. 165.

&7 Met, 984a7; Theophr. fr. 225 FHSG=A 7, 8, 9.

88 Arist, Met, 984a2-3. 5; Theophr. fr. 225-226 FHSG; see Zeller and Mondolfo, i.
626 n. 1.

% DLL. VIH, 55 =Neanth. FGrHist 84 F 26, cf. above, 120,
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harmonics is sufficiently detailed to suggest that it might go back to
his scientific writing via the authors of the fifth-fourth centuries
(below, §§7.5, 8.3).

Ameinias. According to Sotion,” the teacher of Parmenides {born
¢.520}. No other information about Ameinias has been preserved.

Iccus of Tarentum. Iccus, one of the first Pythagoreans from Ta-
rentum known to us, was in his youth a famous athlete and later
became a trainer and physician (A 2). In 476 he was Olympic victor in
the pentathlon.”’ From Plato (Prot. 316d = A 1) it seems to follow that
Iccus was older than the physician Herodicus of Selymbria (born
c.500/490). Most likely, Iccus was born not later than 500 and, with
Herodicus, was among the earliest Greek dieticians.”®

Menestor of Sybaris. There are no biographical data on Menestor.
The only ancient writer to refer more than once to his botanical
writing is Theophrastus. Menestor is also referred to in Aristoxenus’
catalogue among the Pythagoreans from Sybaris (DK 1, 446.31). Since
the birthplaces of Pythagoreans in the catalogue are muddled,” there
can be no certainty that Menestor was indeed from Sybaris. Never-
theless Theophrastus’ reference to the oak standing near Sybaris (HP
1,9,5) makes it possible that this report, from a city which disappeared
after the middle fifth century, traces back to Menestor.”* There is
much that is debatable in Menestor’s chronology. Theophrastus on
the one hand relates him to wadaist Tév gvooAdywy (A 7), and on the
other says that he subscribed (guimxododfyxe) to Empedocles™ opi-
nion {A 5). Hence Diels concluded that he could not be older than
Empedocles.” In this case Menestor’s date of birth could be towards
the 480s: Empedocles was born ¢.495/90, but his poem appeared quite
early (A 6), so it could have been used by someone not much younger
than Empedocles or even his coeval. At the same time some
scholars, in particular historians of Greek botany, consider Menestor

M DL IX, 21=28 A 1. See above, 71 n. 42.

" A 2 DK 1, 217 n,; |. Jithner, Philostratos iiber Gymnastik (Leipzig, 1909), 81,
Mortetti, Olimpionikai, 103, sets Iecus’ victory at Ol 84 {444}, which contradicts other
chronolegical data.

% (. Waéhtle, Studien zur Theorie der antiken Gesundheitslehre {Stuttgart, 1990},
3514t

3 See abave, 113 n. 36.

%% W. Capelle, ‘Menestor redivivus’, RhM 104 (1961), 48 n. 6.

% DK 1, 37510, See also H. Steier, ‘Menestor’, RE 15 {1931), 653-5; Timpanaro
Cardini, i. 166 not.
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to be the predecessor of Empedocles.”® It is clear at least that Menes-
tor was younger than Alcmaeon and older than Hippon, born be-
tween 480 and 470. So he could have been born ¢.500-480. We
do not know whether Theophrastus knew the comparative chronol-
ogy of Menestor and Empedocles; he could simply have assumed
that the similarity of their views was due to the influence of the
greater thinker, not vice versa. On the other hand, in Theophrastus
ouvgrododfnie does not necessarily have a chronological meaning;”
in Aristotle there are several examples where this word expresses a
purely logical sequence contradictory to chronology (Phys. 188b26;
Poet. 1449b10).

Hippon. The comic poet Cratinus mocked Hippon in his Panoptas
(A 2), staged ¢.435-431.° If by that time Hippon was already known
at Athens, he must have been at least 35-40. Hippon was the author
of at least two works of natural philosophy (A 11), the titles of which
are not known to us. He was influenced by Alcmaeon; following
Menestor, the first Greek botanist, Hippon wrote about plants
(A 19). He engaged in polemics with Finpedocles (A 10), and Demo-
critus attempted to refute one of his notions.”® Hippon appears to
have been born between 480 and 470.

Since Aristoxenus named his birthplace as Samos (fr. 21}, and
Aristotle (Met. 984a4) and Theophrastus (fr. 225 FHSG) attributed
to him the same arché as to Thales, many assoctated Hippon with the
Tonian school.'®® This is, of course, a misunderstanding, if only
because Aristoxenus himself considered him to be a Pythagorean:
Hippon of Sawnos is listed in his catalogue {DK 1, 447.13). Aristoxenus
frequently confused places of birth, but, even if in this case he is right,
all other sources associate Hippon with the Pythagorean poleis
of southern Italy: Croton (Aristotle’s pupil Menon), Metapontum

* W, Capelle, “Zur Geschichte der griechischen Botanik’, Philologus 69 (1906),
286; W. Schmid, O. Stahlin, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur, /1 (Munich, 1929),
773; B. Hoppe, Biologie: Wissenschaft von der belebten Materie von der Antike zur
Neuzeit (Wiesbaden, 1976), 140. G. Senn, Die Entwicklung der biologischen For-
schungsmethode in der Antike (Aarau, 1933), 29, placed the acme of Menestor at 450.

7 Capelle, *Zur Geschichte’, 278. See below, 3841,

o8 }. Pieters, Cratinus (Leiden, 1946), 164; A, Melero Bellido, Atenas y el pitago-
rismo (Salamanca, 1972}, 19.

% A 12;24 A 13; 68 A 141; below, 376.

100 7eller, 1. 254 F; Burnet, Greek Philosophy, 100; Maddalena, Pitagorici, 161 n. 1;
Timpanaro Cardini, iil. 366 £, (‘Risonanze pitagoriche’). Cf. Guthrie, ii. 355: ‘he was
probably at one time a member of the Pythagorean brotherhood’.
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(Censorinus), or Rhegium (Sextus Empiricus and Hippolytus).'"!

Like many other Pythagoreans after 450, Hippon moved frequently
from place to place (possibly he lived also in Athens); it is probably
for this reason that Aristotle and Theophrastus do not indicate his
origin. (It is not clear whether the reference to Rhegium in later
doxography goes back to Theophrastus.) In any case, there are no
grounds to regard Hippon as an lotian epigon of Thales on the basis
that their principles are similar (but not identical); clearly he con-
tinued the line of Alcmaeon, Empedocles, and Menestor.

Theodorus of Cyrene. Although Theodorus figured in some of Pla-
to’s dialogues, very little is known about him, According to informa-
tion which traces back to Eudemus, Hippocrates of Chios (born ¢.470)
and Theodorus studied mathematics after Anaxagoras (born ¢.500)
and Oenopides, who was ‘somewhat younger’ than him.'%* Plato says
(A 4) that Theodorus’ companion was Protagoras (born ¢.480) and his
pupil Theaetetus {(born probably ¢.430);"** his own teachers are un-
known. Theodorus’ probable dates are between 475/70 and 400.

In the biographical tradition Theodorus appears as a teacher of
Plato (D.L. IT, 103=A 3},'"* which is confirmed by Plato’s broad
mathematical knowledge. Evidence that Plato travelled to him at
Cyrene (Cic. De rep. 110,16; D.L. 111, 6) is most probably unreliable.
Most likely Theodorus came to Athens'® and lived there for a
long period. Theodorus figures in the tradition as a mathematician
(A 2-5). Nothing is known to us of his philosophy, though his
friendship with Protagoras implies philosophical interests.

Philolaus of Croton. As result of the anti-Pythagorean movement of
450, he was forced to flee from Italy to Thebes (A 1a, 4a). He was
still young at that time, though hardly younger than 20. He is
normally regarded as the coeval of Socrates. From references in
Phaedo (61e), the dramatic date of which is 399, it would appear
that he was then still alive. It might be that, at the end of his life, he
returned to Italy and lived in Tarentum.'® It must, however, be taken

O Croton: A 115 Metapontum: A 1; Rhegium: A 2, 5; Dox., 610.14. See Zeller and

Mondolfo, i. 252; Olvieri, Civilta greca, 149 ff.; Burkert, 290 n. 6,

' Rud, fr. 133 = A 2, see below, 220 n. 91,

¥ Zhmud, Origin, 94,

104 Heath, i. 202; Knorr, 88 ff.

%5 As did other Pythagoreans: Hippon, Simmias, Cebes, Echecrates, Amiyclas,
Cleinias, and Xenophilus.

1% t1uffman, Philolaus, 6.
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into account that Aristoxenus, naming him as Philolaus of Tarentum,
frequently confused Pythagoreans™ places of birth, or, at the least,
provided alternatives. Later evidence that Plato met Philolaus on his
journey to Italy in 388/7 and that Archytas was his pupil seems
unreliable.'”” The report of Demetrius of Magnesia {first century)
that Philolaus was first among the Pythagoreans to publish the work
On Nature'®® does not mean that Demetrius had in mind the first
work written by any Pythagorean.'®

Eurytus of Tarentum. Tradition describes him as the pupil of
Philolaus (A 1). Archytas, born ¢.435/30, refers to him (A 2). Eurytus
was probably born in the middle fifth century and taught until the
early fourth century, so that there were among his pupils some whom
Aristoxenus would have encountered (fr, 19-20}. Nothing is known
of Eurytus’” writings.

Archytas of Tarentum. The last significant Pythagorean, a scientist,
philosopher and politician, Archytas was the author of several philo-
sophical and scientific treatises. According to Eudemus (fr. 133), he
was Plato’s coeval, perhaps somewhat older than him (Archytas’
influence on Plato can be traced, but not the reverse), but only by a
little, since in 367-361 he was strategos at Tarentum. To judge by
Plato’s Seventh Letter (350a), Archytas was still living in 360. The
probable dates of his life are c.435/30 - after 360.""°

Zopyrus of Tarentum. The Tarentine Zopyrus, mentioned in the
catalogue, was identified by Diels with the engineer Zopyrus, named
by the military writer Biton (third or second century) as the inventor
of the gastraphet, the first missile-projecting weapon in the history of
warfare."*! The first missile-throwing weapons were developed about

W7 Plato (D.L. 111, 6 = A 5); Archytas {Cic. De orat. I11,34,139 = A 3). Cf. Huffman,
Archytas, 7,

10 mpéiTov éndotvas Tav TvBayopucdv «rir Mepl dhaews (DL VIIL 85=A1,B 1,
13; vd is Reiske’s conjecture, accepted by Marcovich).

%% Thus Burkert, 225 n. 35; Huffman, Philolaus, 93f Cf: “The meaning is that
“Philolaus was the first of the Pythagoreans to publish (the baoks) On Nature™’,
J. Mejer, ‘Demetrius of Magnesia: On Poets and the Authors of the Same Name',
Hermes 109 {1981), 467f,; Riedweg, ‘Pythagoras’, 77.

10 Thug Wuilleumnier, Thrente, 67 f; B. Mathieu, ‘Archytas de Tarente’, BAGH
{1987), 239-55. Huffman, Archytas, 5 £, suggests a less definite dating, 435/10-360/50,
probably to retain the possibility of mutual influence between Plato and Archytas.

1 Biton, 61 £, 65. See Diels, Antike Techaik, 19 ff; Wuilleumier, Tarente, 192, 186,
606; A. G. Drachmann, The Mechanical Technology of Greek and Roman Antiquity
(Copenhagen, 1963), 11; E. W. Marsden, Greek and Roman Artillery: Technical
Treatises {Oxford, 1971), 98 n. 52; E. Fischer, “Zopyrus’ (no. 19a), RE Suppl. 15
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399 in the course of the war waged by the Syracusan tyrant Dionysius
the Elder against Carthage, which supports this identification.'* As a
Tarentine, Zopyrus could have belonged to Archytas circle, which
was engaged both in theoretical mechanics and in developing inven-
tions. The identification of Zopyrus of Tarentum with Zopyrus of
Heraclea, an alleged author of the Orphic poems,"*” is unconvincing.

Ecphantus and Hicetas of Syracuse. No biographical information
about them has survived. To judge by their theories, they were
followers, but not necessarily pupils, of Philolaus (50 A 1; 51 A 1,
5). Ecphantus, who took much from Democritus (A 1-2, 4), was
probably older than Heraclides of Pontus (born ¢.385), who sub-
scribed to his teaching that the earth revolves on its own axis.''*
The dates of Hicetas and Ecphantus should be regarded as the late
fifth - first half of the fourth centuries.'’” At least one of them,
Ecphantus, was the author of a philosophical treatise available to
Theophrastus.'*

Thymarides of Tarentum (7). In the catalogue Thymarides is listed
among the Pythagoreans from Paros, but this group evokes grave
doubts.'"” In Tamblichus Thymarides is referred to: 1) as Pythagoras’
pupil (VP 104; origin not stated); 2) as Thymarides of Tarentum (145;
with a reference to Androcydes’ book On Pythagorean Symbols), and
3) as Thymarides of Paros (239)."** Jamblichus’ commentary on
Nicomachus attributes to a certain Thymarides, whose origin is not

(1978), 1556; Huffman, Archytas, 15f. Cf. Y. Garlan, Recherches sur la poliorcétique
grecquie (Paris, 1974), 167.

12 Diod. XIV,41: Dionysius recruited craftsmen from many Italian and Greek
cities, and they rapidly developed powerful weapons; see Marsden, Artillery, 48 ff,;
Garlan, Recherches, 156 ff.

13 Ag supposed by E. Rohde, Psyche (London, 1925}, 349 n. 7; West, OP, 10;
Kj.nﬁsley, Ancient Philosophy, 143 ff.

4 Rr 104=51 A 5; see Zhmud, Origin, 103 £ and below, 220 n. 59.

'3 The hipparch Ecphantus of Syracuse, who fought in 413 against the Athemian
army of Nicias (Polyaen. Strateg. 1,39), could have been a relative of Ecphantus the
philosopher.

1S Ecphantus’ views were set out by Theophrastus in some detail {4 1-5), whereas
Hicetas is mentioned in the doxography only in connection with the theory of the
rotation of the Earth (fr. 240 FHSG = A 1); of. }. Mansfeld, Heresiography in Context,
Hippolytus’ Elenchos as a Source for Greek Philosophy (Leiden, 1592}, 37, The idea of
Voss and Tannery that Ecphantus and Hicetas were fictitious figures in Heraclides’
dialogues was discarded long ago (Zeller and Mondolfo, i. 628f; DK §, 441 n.; Guthrie,
i 323 ).

17 See above, 113 n. 36.

18 Dijels attributed the material of VP 239 to Aristoxenus (58 D 7).
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stated, one of the definitions of the monad ('rrepaa’vovda 7700'61'1]5'} and
an arithrnetical problem, the so-called epantheme.''” If we are dealing
with one and the same person, Thymarides probably belonged to the
Tarentine mathematicians of Archytas’ time.'*® Diels, however, con-
sidered it impossible to date Thymarides’ epantheme and his defini-
tion of the monad to the fourth century,"' so it may be that we are
dealing with a later mathematician, and Thymarides of Paros (or
Tarentum) is merely a figure of Pythagorean tradition recorded by
Aristoxenus. The author of a recent article on Thymarides never-
theless supposes that he could have been a younger contemporary of
Eudoxus.'” Yet Eudoxus was born ¢.390, and a younger contempor-
ary would have been the coeval of Aristoxenus himself, who included
the generation of his own teachers among ‘the last Pythagoreans’. If
nevertheless we resolve to identify the Pythagorean Thymarides with
the mathematician and the author of the epanthemme (which is not
impossible, but debatable), he should be dated in the first half of the
fourth century. We have no evidence of any Pythagorean known to us
by name after the middle of the fourth century.

To conclude this chapter, it is appropriate to mention two supposed
Pythagoreans, Lycon and Diodorus of Aspendus. The Peripatetic
Aristocles of Messene (second century Ap) says that Lycon, who called
himself a Pythagorean, wrote all kinds of offensive nonsense about
Aristotle.'” According to Aristocles, Lycon was one of those critics of
Aristotle who were his contemporaries or lived shortly after him, so
we can date him at the last quarter of the fourth century.'** Why he
decided to call himself a Pythagorean is not known, nor did he leave

"% .In Nic, 11.2£, 274, 62.19, 65.9, 68.3 1.

"% See e.g. P. Tannery, ‘Sur 'ige du pythagoricien Thymaridas' (1881), in Mé-
maoires scientifigues, i {Toulouse, 1912), 106-10; id., Pour Phistoire de la science helléne
(Paris, 1887; 4th edn. 1930), 382 ff; Heath, i. 94 O. Becker, Das mathematische
Denken der Antike, 2nd edn. {Gottingen, 1966), 43 £.; Timpanaro Cardini, ii. 444 f.

L DK T, 447.3 n.; Burkert, 4420, 92.

122 M. Federspiel, ‘Sur “I'épanthéme de Thymaridas”’, LEC 67 (1999), 354.

18 pyg they are all surpassed in folly by the statements of Lycon, who styles
himself a Pythagorean. For he affirms that Aristotle offered to his wife after her
death a sacrifice such as the Athenians offer to Demeter, and that he used to bath in
warm oil and then sell it, etc.” {Euseb. Prep. Ev. XV,2,8-10 = Aristocl. fr. 2.8 Chiesara).

24 See Zeller, i 426 n. 3 {second half of 4th cent.); Susemihl, Geschichte, ii. 330,
691 L. {turn of 4th-3rd cents); I, Diiring, Aristotle in the Ancient Biographical Tradi-
tion (Gothenburg, 1957), 374 (probably end of 4th cent.). Hermippus made use of
Lycon in his biography of Aristotle (ibid. 466).
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any trace in the Pythagorean tradition, provided we do not take him
to be identical with Lycon of Iasus in Ionia, the author of On the
Pythagorean (Life).**® This identification is chronologically possible:
The work of Lycon of lasus is clearly written after Aristoxenus, and, if
the author himself followed mwufaydpeios Tpémos Tod Biov, he could
consider himself a Pythagorean. However our information on the two
Lycons is so meagre that we are unlikely to be able to treat them as
identical without further evidence.

The indigent philosopher Diodorus of Aspendus, famous, not for
his teaching, but for his extravagantly ascetic way of life, had greater
success with his claim to be a Pythagorean. Jamblichus reports that he
was received into the Pythagoreans by Aresas of Lucania, the last
scholarch of the school, since by then there was a lack of Pythago-
reans, Returning from Italy to Greece, Diodorus began there to
disseminate the oral teaching of the school.'* Tt follows from this
story that, at least by the time of neo-Pythagoreanism, Diodorus
successfully found a place among the Pythagoreans, although even
Iamblichus, not normally inclined towards doubts, harboured some.
Earlier writers, inctuding Diodorus’ contemporaries, noted that he
only claimed to be a Pythagorean. Since Diodorus’ chronology is
debatable, it is not clear whether he was still living at the time of
the last Pythagoreans, who could have overturned his claims, or lived
after them. Zeller dated him ¢.300, Susemihl a generation earlier, and
Corssen ¢.370. Burkert dates Diodorus to the first half of the fourth
century and makes him the older contemporary of Diogenes of
Sinope, the founder of Cynicism."”” Thus spared any connection
with the Cynics, among whom he was usually numbered (Athen.

125 Zeller, i 426 n. 3; Susemihl, Geschichte, I1. 330, 691f; Capelle, Lykon’, 2309
{uncertain); Burkert, 204. Cf. above, 119 n. 62. Centrone and Macris, ‘Lycon’, follow
Diels in combining all four Lycons in a single person.

126 P 266 (from Apollonius). There are no grounds for ascribing this passage to
Timaeus {as Bertermann, De Iamblichi, 38f; Rostagni, ‘Pitagora’, 5ff; Delatte,
‘Chronologie’, 12f Butkert, 203): Pythagorean ‘scholarchs’, including Aresas of
Lucania, are a Hellenistic invention {cf. Corssen, ‘Sprengung’, 348£) and Tunaeus
did not consider Diodorus a Pythagorean (FGrHist 566 B 16}, Plutarch’s account (De
gen. Socr. 583 A-B), in which Aresas figures (the manuscripts, to be sure. give
Apreoor, not Apecdv), inspires no confidence, pace R. Velardi, ‘Gorgia a Tebe:
lincontro cen il pitagorico Liside e i ritorno definitivo in Sicilia’, ATON 20 (1998/
99}, §9-106.

127 Zeller, 1. 426 1. 3; Susemihl, Geschichte, ii. 330 n. 449; Corssen, ‘Sprengung’,
351; Burkert, 202 1.
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1V, 163f-164a), Diodorus stands as a fully legitimate Pythagorean of
the ‘acusmatic’ persuasion; the scepticism of Timaeus and Sosicrates
regarding his Pythagoreanism is nullified by reference to their ten-
dentiousness.'*®

Burkert claims that the earliest witnesses, the renowned wit Strato-
nicus and the author of a culinary poem Archestratus, unreservedly
considered Diodorus a Pythagorean, Stratonicus dying ¢.350.'” How-

ever Stratonicus’ dating is just as debatable as Diodorus’,"*” and his

witticism calls the philosopher ‘Pythagoras’ henchman’,'*! which in

no way resembles the normal appellation of a Pythagorean. Rather
these words associate Diodorus with the Pythagorists of Middle
Comedy. Note that Archestratus appiies to Diodorus the verb wufia-
yopi Lew, which, together with its participles (mufayopilwv, mufla-
yopilovea, and mvbayopilovres), we frequently encounter in
comedy: ‘Therefore it is clearly appropriate that those who talk this
sort of nonsense keep company with vegetables and go to the wise
Diodorus and temperately play the Pythagorean along with him’1***
Generally speaking, mufayopi{ew is never applied to Pythagoreans:
only those Pythagorize who were not Pythagoreans, for example Plato
or the Platonists.'”® If Archestratus, as is usually accepted, wrote his

128 Burkert, 202 n. 56, Cf. Timaeus: Dioderus led an eccentric life and pretended to

be a pupi! of the Pythagoreans (FGrHist 566 F 16); Sosicrates: to gratify his vanity,
Diodorus began to wear a long beard, long hair, and put on a worn cloak, whereas
before him the Pythagoreans always went about in white clothing, made use of baths,
and had customary haircuts {fr. 15}, Cf. D.L, VI, 13.

125 Thus P. Maas, ‘Stratonikes’, RE 4 A (1931), 326-7; Burkert, 202 f,

130 Ty date Stratonicus about 410-360, Maas, ‘Stratonikos’, 327, rejected the
evidence of Capiton (Athen. VIII, 350c), who placed the wit at Ptolemy’s court, and
of Machen (fr. 11, v. 156f. Gow), who connected his death with Nicokreon, king of
Cyprus (died 310). See A. Gow, Machon: The Fragments {Cambridge, 1965), 80, 90.
Webster, ‘Chronological Notes', 17; id., Studies, 154 n, 5, proceeding from references
to Stratonicus in a comedy, supposed that he could have been born about 330 and
have lived until 323, when Ptolerny became ruler of Egypt. Even if we accept that
Stratonicus died shortly after the middle of the 4th cent., it does not inake Diodorus
older than Diogenes of Sinope (¢.404-323): there is nothing to prevent the supposition
that about 350 Stratonicus referred to the 40-year-cld Dicdorus, who lived on a
further thirty years.

*! Tim. FGrHist 566 F 16.

12 fore wpéres kabapds dmdoor Tdbe pwpoloyoias [ Tois Aaydvos mpoodyew rai
mpos Aibwpar idvras | 7év coddr dyxpardus et éxeivov mubayopliew (Athen. IV,
163d—e = fr. 23,18f. Brandt=1r. 24 Olson-Sens). Cf. suvfayopifew in Antiphanes (fr.
2258 K-A),

132 Plato (Aét. IL6,6; Euseb, Prep. Ev. XV,38,1); Platonists (Syrian. In Met., 122,20).
Cf. Athen. VII, 308d: You Cynics, do uot pythagorize.
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‘Hdvmdfein in about the 330s,** this places Diodorus, who appears in
the poem as his contemporary, at a titne when there were no longer
any Pythagoreans, and the poets of Middle Comedy were competing
for the best joke about the Pythagorists. It is no accident that Dio-
dorus, who has nothing in commeon with the Pythagoreans (we know
nothing of his contacts with them, nor of his teaching), is practically
indistinguishable from the Pythagorists, having the appearance and
way of life of an indigent vegetarian (below, §5.2). The evidence of
Timaeus, and later of Sosicrates, who essentially deny Diodorus the
right to be regarded as a Pythagorean, thus reflects not their tenden-
tiousness, but the common contemporary attitude to this ‘sage’, who
played the Pythagorean in accordance with the notions and fashion of
the time. '

2 . D. Olson and A. Sens, Archestratus of Gela (Oxford, 2000), XXII and n. 5.
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The Pythagorean Communities

4.1 WHAT KIND OF COMMUNITY DID
PYTHAGORAS FOUND?

The image of Pythagoras in the early tradition i$ by no means
restricted to one of a preacher of metempsychosis. His contempor-
aries were fully aware of his wisdom and breadth of knowledge. To
that image the fourth-century sources add the features of a political
figure and mathematician, at the same time linking it with a variety of
miracles, prophecies, and superstitions. Precisely how Pythagoras
combined within hiinself the features of a rational thinker and reli-
gious teacher is a psychological question rather than a historical one.
For our purposes it is sufficient to note that such a combination is far
from unique. If in the time of the scientific revolution in Europe we
see the most extraordinary combinations of science with the occuit,
even in Kepler and Newton,' there is no reason to suppose that in the
sixth century science and philosophy - both then newborn — should
have immediately and totally subsumed the world-view of all those
who engaged in them.

As soon as we turn to the Pythagoreans, the problem moves out of
the sphere of individual psychology into that of social and cultural
history. The images of Pythagorean philosophers and scientists which
have come down to us more closely resemble Anaxagoras and De-
mocritus than Pythagoras and Empedocies. It is precisely this that is
puzzling. How did the study of natural philosophy, exact sciences,
natural sciences and medicine, well attested for many Pythagoreans
(though a minority of the total), mesh with their belonging to an

! See above, 21 . 52.
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authoritarian sect utterly alien to such study? How did these ‘sectar-
ians’ manage to achieve their primacy in politics and sport? Or was
the Pythagorean community perhaps somewhat different (or even
very different) from the picture that emerged of it in the Imperial
period?

Let us recall the principal elements of that picture. In the words of
Nicomachus, Pythagoras *won over in only one lecture more than two
thousand people by his words, so that they did not return home, but
together with their wives and children built an immense school and
colonized the region in Italy that is commonly called Magna Graecia,
and, receiving laws and instructions from him as if they were divine
orders they strictly abided by them. They also shared their property in
common and counted Pythagoras ainong the gods.” Shared property
is also mentioned by Diogenes Laertius {citing Timaeus), who adds
that, ‘For the five whole years [Pythagoras” pupils] had to keep silence,
merely listening to his discourses without seeing him, until they
passed an examination, and thenceforward they were admitted to
his house and allowed to see him.” Iamblichus (VP 71 ff.} explains
that the five-year period of silence was preceded by three years of
rigorous testing. The community was dominated by the absolute
authority of the Master, and those who disobeyed were expelled.
Whenever anybody questioned the rightness of their views the Pytha-
goreans would utter the words ‘He himself said it’. They ‘attributed
everything to Pythagoras’, even their own scientific discoveries. His
pupils were forbidden to refer to him by name, saying only ‘that man’.
His teaching was oral and remained secret right down to the time of
Philolaus, who was the first to publish it. Until his time, the Pytha-
goreans wrote no books. In the community there were several differ-
ent trends: the mathematici were initiated into the essence of
Pythagoras’ teaching, whereas for the acusmatici everything was set
forth without explanation, in the form of short sayings, the so-called
‘symbols’. The entire life of the Pythagoreans was based on a great
number of prescriptions and taboos, which included the foliowing:
Do not stir the fire with a knife, do not step over a yoke, donotsitona
bushel measure, do not make water towards the sun (D.L. VIII, 17).
On departing, do not look back; do not keep swallows in your house,
do not travel by the main roads, do not wear rings with images of the

2 Porph. VP 20 = Nicom. FGrHist 1063 F 1, tr. Radicke; D.L. VIII, 10 = Tim.
FGrHist 556 F 13.
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gods (Porph. VP 42). Do not use the public baths, put the right shoe
on first, but wash the left foot first, do not look in a mirror by the light
of a lamp, etc. (Tamb. VP 83; Protr. 21).

Such is the picture painted by the late sources of the Pythagorean
community. They differ in the detail (on the ban on eating meat, for
example), but in the essentials they concur. What is surprising is that
this picture is recognized, with some reservations, by the majority of
modern scholars.” The established canonical image proceeds from
one work to the next, and some see confirmation of it in the tradition
of the Pythagorean ‘symbols’, preserved by Aristotle. Yet the cumu-
lative effect of all the Pythagorean rules and taboos handed down by
tradition is such as to require both the gacusmatici and the mathema-
tici to have devoted their whole lives to the observance of these ‘divine
commandments’. If taken seriously, this image of the Pythagorean
community is strikingly at odds with what our sources report of the
early Pythagoreans’ successes in philosophy, science, medicine, sport,
and - last but not least - politics. Attempts made to resolve this
contradiction thus far can hardly be termed successful. They either
reject early Pythagorean philosophy and science (with varying de-
grees of consistency), or try to find some explanation for their para-
doxical flowering in a sect of superstitious ritualists. Thus the fusion
of ‘mysticism and science’ in Pythagoreanism has been explained by a
particular feature of Pythagorean religion, according to which the
study of mathematics served to purify the soul.* Leaving aside the fact
that such a Platonic approach to science in early Pythagoreanism is
unattested, it applies only to mathematics, leaving unexplained Hip-
pasus’ studies of harmonics and acoustics, Alcmaeon’s and Hippon’s
of medicine and philosophy, Menestor’s work in botany, and Philo-
laus’ in astronomy. Theoretically speaking, fruitful scientific research
may be conducted in a religious community, such as the Jesuit Order,
for example, but the achievements of the Jesuits require their own
explanation, which is usually found in the particular historical cir-
cumstances of the Counter-Reformation, which caused the Order to
become omnia omnibus and engage in secular education, among

> Against this background we may note the sober approach of Zeller, i. 400 ff., and
Philip, 134 £
% See ahove, 16 n, 39,
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other things.” The religious communities of archaic and classical
Greece, as far as we can tell, were very remote from science and
philosophy,® and if the Pythagorean community was one of these its
special character still remains mysterious.

In the sixth and ffth centuries ancient Greece was only approach-
ing the stage of setting philosophy and science against traditional
religion. In the last third of the fifth century, when the contradictions
between them had manifested themselves fairly clearly (as shown
when the philosophers were accused of impiety, for example), as
well as later, they related to natural philosophy and sophistic, and
hardly ever science proper.” From this it does not, of course, follow
that until the fifth century philosopliy and religion were in some state
of original syncretism.® To view ancient Pythagoreanisin through the
prism of that hypothetical ‘primeval unity’ is just as anachronistic as
to confuse it with Neoplatonism, in which the scientific, philosopht-
cal, and religious paths to the truth really did complement one
another. If the neo-Pythagoreans and Neoplatonists saw no contra-
diction in the fact that science and philosophy blossomed in the
Pythagorean community, which they depicted as an authoritarian
sect, the writers of the fourth century were far more sensitive to
such contradictions. Aristotle, who collected a great number of le-
gends about Pythagoras, usually avoided speaking of him in a scien-
tific or philosophical context, and maintained a distinction between
ITvBaydpeior ‘in general’, and individual representatives of that
school, whom he never called ‘Pythagoreans’. Aristoxenus did all he
could to overturn the view, widespread in his day, of the Pythago-
reans as a society of superstitious vegetarians.

The image outlined above is perhaps even more difficult to com-
bine with the politics of the Pythagoreans than with their philosophy

® See e.g. M. Feingoid {ed.), Jesuit Science and the Republic of Letters {Cambridge,
2003). A similar specific exptanation is offered for the astronomical investigations of
the Babylonian priests, or rather the learned scribes attached to the temples (below,
§9.1).

§ The author of the Derveni papyrus (late 5th cent.), whese allegorical interpreta-
tion of an Orphic poem shows clear traces of the influence of philosophical thought,
was an exception to the rule. In any case the ‘philosophy” of this Orphic, whose name
we shall probably never learn, contains nothing original.

7 The 3rd-cent. Stoic Cleanthes accused Aristarchus of Samos of impiety for his
heliocentric hypothesis (Plut, De facie 523 A; Quaest, corv. 1006 C), but even this was
no more than an isolated episode.

8 Thus e.g. Guthrie, i, 152 {betow, 152 n. 61); ¢f. Zhmud, Origin, 18£.
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and science. Their significant influence on the political life of Magna
Graecia in the period 510-450 (and in some cases even later), the
flowering of Croton, the subjugation of Sybaris and other Italian
poleis, and finally the crushing of the Pythagorean hetairiai, which
consistently sided with the aristocracy - all these facts are beyond
dispute, unlike, say, the mathematical discoveries of Pythagoras and
Hippasus. Since the successes of the Pythagorean politicians, law-
givers, and military leaders are almost impossible to deny, they are
often simply ignored (especially in the context of discussion of the
Pythagorean way of life),” like the successes of the Pythagorean
athletes, which cannot possibly be linked with the way of life of the
mathematici and acusmatici. It is difficult to conceive of anything
further removed from reality than the acusmatici in the role of
Pythagorean politicians (Iamb. VP 88)! However, modern sociologi-
cal models will not help us to understand the Pythagorean commu-
nity either, if we persist in gazing at its reflection in the distorting
mirror of comedy and taking its beggarly vegetarians for Pythagoras’
pupils.'® Milon, the military commander and victor at many Olympic
games, in whose house the Crotonian Pythagoreans met and whom
Aristotle already called modugdyos (fr. 520, cf. EN 1106b3), is an
authentic Pythagorean political figure. Even if the Hellenistic sources
exaggerate when they claim that he ate 9 kilograms of meat and the
same amount of bread every day, and drank 10 litres of wine,'" those
sources are far closer to the realities of the sixth century than the
caricatured Pythagorists of Middle Comedy, to say nothing of Iam-
blichus® acusmatici. As for politicians who avoided the regular social
banquets, at which meat was served, warriors who avoided main
roads, and athletes who stayed away from the public baths — if such
people ever lived in Archaic Greece the total failure of all their
endeavours would have been assured, along with endless mockery
from their peers.

? See e.g. R. Parker, Miasma: Pollution and Purification in Early Greek Religion
(Oxford, 1983), 251 ff.: ‘Pythagoras subjected his followers to a code of restrictions
unique in Greek life.”

% Thus J. Bremmer, ‘Symbols of Marginality from Early Pythagoreans to Late
Antique Monks’, G&R 39 (1992), 205-14; id., ‘Rationalization and Disenchantment in
Ancient Greece: Max Weber among the Pythagoreans and Orphics?’, in Buxton (ed.),
From Myth to Reason?, 71-83.

u Phylarch. FGrHist 81 F 3; Athen. X, 412e-413a.
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In attempting to establish what the Pythagorean community was
really like, we must not only limit ourselves to fifth- and fourth-
century sources, but also take careful note of who is speaking, what
is said, and about whom. Historical evidence, biographical fragments,
legends about Pythagoras’ miracles, the Pythagorean ‘symbols’, and
reflections in comedy must all be considered with regard to their own
particular features, and not simply lJumped together indiscriminately.
It is especially important to note who precisely claims the attention of
our sources: Pythagoras himself, individual Pythagoreans known by
name, anonymous individual Pythagoreans, the Pythagoreans in
general, or - lastly — Pythagorizers and comic Pythagorists. Without
trying to exclude in advance any of the available sources, we must
realize that some of them have very limited value for our purposes.
‘The Pythagorean ‘symbols’ and precepts belong to folldore and must
be considered within the framework of that genre. The Pythagorists
and Pythagorizers appeared at a time when there were no longer any
Pythagoreans. To the extent that there is any reality at all behind these
figures, they represent one of the filiations of Pythagoreanism, which
bears the same relation to the early Pythagorean community as the
treatises of pseudo-Archytas bear to Archytas” authentic writings.

The legends about Pythagoras’ miracles may be able to tell us
something about his personality, but can we project them onto the
personalities of his pupils and followers? We know of no ‘miraculous’
legends related about a single one of them,'* and there is not so much
as one figure in ancient Pythagoreanism who in this respect even
remotely resembles Pythagoras. Most likely those Pythagoreans
whose individual features may be distinguished in the surviving
tradition took from Pythagoras not everything, but only what was
closest to them, and whatever corresponded to their own interests, It
appears that ‘miracles’ were not part of this. On the other hand, the
reverse projection - from the personalities of particular Pythagoreans
onto the community founded by Pythagoras — is a perfectly legitimate
procedure. Indeed our prosopographical analysis (above, §3.3) iden-
tified several partially overlapping categories to which the Pythago-
reans known to us may be assigned: politicians, athletes, doctors,
philosophers, and scientists. It is natural to suppose that the commu-
nity to which they all belonged must have encouraged them in their

'* The legends about Hippasus are of a quite different nature, see below, 275,
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activities, or at least did nothing to obstruct ther. We may even take
another step inte the past and on the basis of the collective portrait of
the Pythagoreans attempt a portrait of Pythagoras himself. While it
will not be the only possible portrait, is it not reasonable to suppose
that Pythagoras had some connection with the activities for which his
followers won fame, even in his hfetime? Of course, even with his
moivpabia and motvrponia, Pythagoras could not have embraced all
the activities of the Pythagoreans. But he could certainly have devoted
himself to some of them, and given encouragement in other fields.

We shall now set Pythagoras aside for a moment, however, as our
interest is not in his multifaceted personality, but rather in the
principles on which the Pythagorean community was founded, its
nature as an institution. A monastery may be a thriving enterprise,
while the people who sing in the choir may have many common
interests and connections, besides their choral singing. While allow-
ing for this, we should nevertheless focus on the most important
thing: what is the nature of the main bond linking the given group
of people, and what is the place of this group in the general typology
of associations. By taking as our point of departure the fact of its
belonging to a particular category, and by comparing it to societies in
the same category, we can clarify the features not mentioned by our
sources, and at the same time evaluate the veracity of what they do tell
us. Here we must, of course, confine ourselves to those types of
association which actually existed in Greece in the Archaic and
Classical periods. If the Pythagorean community was reaily a religious
association, it should conform to the type of religious association of
its time, and not to that of the Qumran commurmity or a Christian
monastery.

4.2 SCHOOL, THIASOS, HETAIRIA

To describe the nature of the society founded by Pythagoras, we may
choose from a very small number of variants available for that period:
(1) a philosophical school (syoX7), like those which appeared in the
fourth century; (2) a cultic community (f{ages);'” (3) a sociopolitical

* See P. Foucart, Des associations religieuses chez les grecs: thises, éranes, orgéons
(Paris, 1873); E. Ziebarth, Das griechische Vereinswesen (Leipzig, 1896); F. Poland,
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association (éraspela).'* The term ‘philosophical school’ is variously
understood. Our primary interest is in the institutional nature of the
Greek philosophical schools founded in the fourth century, first by
Plato and Aristotle, and later by Zeno and Epicurus. The Academy
and the Lyceum had no equivalents in the sixth century. They were
created as educational establishments for joint studies under the
leadership of the founder of the school, and later of a scholarch,
who was appointed by his predecessor or elected by the members of
the school. Each of these schools operated in a definite place, either
public, like the Academy and the Lyceum, or private, like the Epicu-
rean school.'” The Pythagorean community was of a quite different
kind, and therefore the terms used to denote a philosophical school
(ax0Ad), BraTpiB), are not found in the sources on ancient Pythagore-
anism, Tle Pythagoreans had no scholarchs, and the reason for this is
clear: the fact that the Pythiagoreans were scattered in a dozen cities in
southern Italy and later in Greece precluded any joint study, along
with leadership from a single centre.’® Joint searches for the truth
could not have been a constituent part of the Pythagorean commu-
nity because the overwhelming majority of Pythagoreans — even those
mentioned in Aristoxenus’ catalogue - had no connection with the
study of philosophy or science.

At the same time, if we understand ‘school’ not as a social institu-
tion, but as a means of preserving and developing an intellectual

Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesens (Lelpzig, 1909); P. G. Vinogradoff, Outlines
of Historical Jurisprudence (Oxford, 1920), 124 ff; M, Guarducci, ‘Orgeoni e tiasoti,
RFIC 13 {1935), 332~40. Thiasoi are first mentioned by Alcman {fr. 98,1 Page) and in
the laws of Solon (E. Ruschenbusch, LOAQNOZ NOMOI: Die Fragmente des
Solonischen Gesetzeswerkes mit einer Text- und Uberlicferungsgeschichie (Wiesbaden,
1966}, E 76a}. See also Hdt. IV, 79. On other religions communities see W. S,
Ferguson, ‘The Attic Orgeones’, HThR 37 (1944), 61-140; J. Vondeling, Eranos
{Groningen, 1961}.

'* The hetairiai were formed in the archaic period from the institution of Homeric
érafpour: G, M. Calhoun, Athenian Clubs in Politics and Litigation {Austin, 1913),
10ff; C. Talamo, Per le origini dell’eteria arcaica’, PAP 15 (1961}, 297-303. On their
role in Athenian political life see F. Sartori, Le eterie nella vita politica Ateniese del Ve
V secolo a. C. (Rome, 1957); W. R. Connor, The New Politicians of Fifth-Century
Athens (Princeton, 1971), 25 ff.

51 p. Lynch, Aristotle’s School (Berkeley, 1572), 32 ff,, 68 ff.

' Tamblichus gives the names of several scholarchs (VP 265-6), but they are
plainly invented: Aristeas of Croton, Pythagoras’ son Mnesarchus, Bulagoras and
Gartydas of Croton, and Aresas of Lucania (cf. above, 132 n. 126). None of these
are mentioned in Aristoxenus’ catalogue.
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tradition, it must be admitted that within the framework of ancient
Pythagoreanism a school did exist. The fact that some of the Pytha-
goreans were united by being teachers and pupils, together with the
steady development of certain areas of philosophy and science, is
proof of this. In this broad, non-technical sense we speak of the
Milesian and Eleatic schools, for example.” Here, however, a number
of reservations need to be stated. One cannot successfully bind all the
Pythagorean philosophers and scientists with the threads of continu-
ity: of the teachers of Menestor, Hippon, Philolaus, Theodorus, and
Archytas we know nothing, and those who studied under them were
not all Pythagoreans. Moreover, we can hardly speak of a ‘philoso-
phical school...as an identifiable group committed to the teaching
and manner of life prescribed by the founder’.'® The Pythagorean
philosophers did not teach Pythagoras™ philosophy, but their own,
and of their way of life we know too little to perceive anything they
held in common. Lastly, it is not fully accurate to regard the Pytha-
gorean school as purely philosophical: the exact sciences and medi-
cine were just as important. The Pythagorean school, then, was what
brought together Pythagorean philosophers and scientists of different
generations, for example, Hippasus, Theodorus, and Archytas, or
Alcmaeon, Hippon, and Philolaus. We, however, are now trying to
define the character of a community that united all Pythagoreans
living at the same time and in the same place, for example Milon,
Hippasus, and Democedes.

To define the status and organizational structure of the commu-
nity we must therefore choose between hetairia and thiasos.'® The

7 On “schools’ in Presocratic philosophy, see A, Laks, ‘Die Entstehung einer (Fach)
Disziplin: der Fall der vorsokratischen Philosophie’, in G. Rechenauer (ed.), Frith-
griechisches Denken {Gottingen, 2005), 19-39. In Dissoi logoi we find Avafaydpeio
and IHufaydperor (DK 90.6). Plato mentions "Hpaxieireos (Tht. 175€3) and the
‘Eleatic tribe’ {Soph. 242d). On the development of this approach in Aristotle and
Theophrastus, see Zhmud, Origin, 156f, 160 £

185, Mason, ‘Philosophiai: Graeco-Roman, Judean and Christian’, in J. S
Kloppenborg et al. (eds.), Veluntary Associations in the Graeco-Roman World
{London, 1996), 31.

9 Zeller, i. 400, 412 ff, also indicated these two types of association, but he
preferred an intermediate variant, surmising that the Pythagorean community
evolved from a religious association to a political one; similarly Delatte, Pol, 181
Gigon, Ursprung, 129 £, believed that it was organized in the form of a hetairia, but
that in essence it was religious. ‘In fact, cult society and political club are in origin
virtually identical . . . Every cult society is active politicaily as a érapla’ (Burkert, 119).
Both these theses are entirely unsupported.
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choice presents no particular difficulty. The sources never call the
Pythagorean community a #{acos, or its members fiacdrat, Or use
any other terms peculiar to religious associations.”® The members of
the thiasoi, if they were citizens, could take part in affairs of state, but
the thiasoi themselves did not intervene in politics, being purely cult
societies.”" The thiasoi had a well-developed organizational structure:
management lay in the hands of magistrates of various categories,
who were changed every year; the cult was administered by special
priests and priestesses; and discipline, enshrined in special vguo:, was
backed by penaltics.”” Nothing resembling this is known of the
Pythagoreans. In the Archaic period, thiasoi usually arose around
relatively new cults which had not yet taken hold in the religion of
the polis, and the fuaodrar themselves, unlike the Pythagorean
aristocracy, were people of humble origin, often not citizens®
There is no information on the existence of any special cult among
the Pythagoreans.** The deity most worshipped in Pythagoreanism
was Apollo, whose cult was official in Croton long before Pythagoras
arrived.”® According to Alcidamas, the Italians revered Pythagoras
(that is, they rendered heroic honour to him), just as the Clazome-
nians revered Anaxagoras.”® It is clear that Alcidamas was speaking
of an Italian cult, rather than a specifically Pythagorean cult, around

20 Philo of Alexandria, who mentions 7é» vav ITvfayopelan lepdraron Bilaoov
{Prob. lib. 2,1), is the only exception known to me.

2! With regard to the Orphics there is no information on this point either.
Ju. Vinogradov's hypothesis on the political activity of the Orphics in Olbia, in “Zur
sachlichen und geschichtlichen Deutung der Orphiker-Plittchen von Olbia’, in
P. Borgeaud {ed.), Orphisme et Orphée (Geneva, 1991), 811f, is not supported by
the material.

** Poland, Geschichte, 330 {f; M. N. Tod, ‘A Statute of an Attic Thiasos’, BSA 13
{(1906-7), 328~38; id., Sidelights on Greek History {Oxford, 1932), 71 ff,, 86 ff,; Vino-
gradoff, Gutiines, 124 ff.

23 Foucart, Des associations 55 ff.; Guarducci, ‘Orgeoni e tiasoti’, 333 ff. Guarducdi,
in particular, links the rise of thiasoi with the spread of the cults of Dionysus and
Heracles; in this context thiasoi are mentioned in the literature of the 5th and 4th
cents.,

** See below, 218.

** Croton was Ininting coins with the image of a tripod even before the 530s:
Dunbabin, 245 £, 355f,; A. Stazio, ‘Problemi di inonetazione di Crotone’, in Crotone,
3731

% See above, 43. Judging by the other names cited by Alcidamas {the Parians
revered Archilochus; the Chians - Homer; the Mytilenians — Sappho, the Lacedae-
monians - Chilon), rqdew implies specifically heroic honour, rather than simply the
veneration of the famous.
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which a community of admirers of Pythagoras might have formed.
The Pythagoreans had their own rules concerning burial (Hdt. II,
81), but it can confidently be asserted that the community itself was
not created in order to observe them.””

In the first half of the twentieth century the view prevailed that the
Academy and the Lyceum were organized like thiasoi dedicated to the
Muses; a similar view of the Pythagorean school was developed by
Boyancé,”® Research in recent years has shown that neither the
Academy nor the Lyceum were thiasoi.”® What of the Pythagoreans?
Dicaearchus wrote that. Pythagoras ended his days in a temple of the
Muses in Metapontum (fr. 35). Timaeus reports that after his death
the Metapontines made his house into a temple of Demeter and calied
the street where he lived jovaeior.” According to Tamblichus, the
Crotoniates followed Pythagoras’ advice and built a temple to the
Muses (VP 45, 50). It has not so far been confirmed that there was a
temple to the Muses in Croton,>! but even if the Crotonian Pythago-
reans venerated the Muses in the same way as the Metapontines, there
is nothing in any of the evidence to suggest that the community
founded by Pythagoras was a thigsos dedicated to the Muses.

In fact, quite the reverse: it was noted long ago that the name
Ivlaydpeor resembles those of the political hetairiai (KvAdiwewo,,

* Concern for the burial of their members was a feature of practically all Greek
voluntary associations {Poland, Geschichte, 503 {; Tod, ‘Statute’, 336).

2 U, von Wilamewitz-Moeilendorff, Antigonos von Karystos {Berlin, 1881), 279 £,
P. Boyancé, Le Culle des Muses chez les philosophes grecs (Paris, 1937), 23311,

2 Lynch, Aristotle’s school, 57 ff, 108 f; ). Glucker, Antiochus and the Late Acad-
emy (Gottingen, 1978), 229 ff; L. Tardn, Speusippus of Athens (Leiden, 1981), 9;
H. . Krimer, ‘Die Altere Akademie’, in H. Flashar {ed.), Die Philosophie der Antike,
iii, 2nd edn. {Basel, 2004), 4.

% FGrHist 566 F 131, Although a fragment of Timaeus in Porphyry speaks of
Croton, parallel passages in Iamblichus (VP 170} and Diogenes Laertius (VIII, 15)
mention Metapontum. An abridged variant of Pompeius Trogus, whose source was
Timaeus, also mentions Metapontum (Tust. XX,4,18), so ‘Croton’ is an error by
Porphyry or his source {(Delatte, Vie, 183; G. Vallet, ‘Le stenopos des Muses 4
Métaponte, Mélanges P. Boyancé (Reme, 1974), 749-59; cf. Jacoby, comm. on
FGrHist 566 F 131).

31 G, Giannelli, Culti e miti defla Magna Grecia (Florence, 1924), 79, 156. Pace
Boyancé (Muses, 235 n. 1}, Cicero (De finib. V,2,4) says nothing about a temple.
C. F. Maddoli, T culti di Crotone’, in Crotore, 338, relies sclely on lamblichus,
Giangiulio, Ricerche, 51, 185 n. 119, also adduces ne new data. It is entirely possible
that Jamblichus’ source, Apollonius, projected onte Pythagoras the story of Plato
founding a temple to the Muses in the Academy (DL, IV, 1 and i9).
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Avdweioy, etc).™ In Aristoxenus, Dicaearchus, Neanthes, and Timaeus,
the community itself is called a éraipela, and its members éraipor and
gﬁf:\ot.33 Aristoxenus gave his work the title [Tepi HHvlavdpov kai Tiw
yrwplpaw alrof, and although yvdpipuos (like éraipos and ¢idos) by
no means atways has a pohitical coloration, Aristoxenus applies it
several times to the political followers of Pythagoras.™ The ouré8pia,
which were set on fire throughout Italy in about the 450s, were the
political meeting houses of the Pythagorean hetairoi™ in Croton, the
house of Milon was such a meeting place.” The vast amount of
material gathered by Minar and the abundant evidence of political
activity by the Pythagoreans leave no doubt that not only was their
society perceived as a hetairia by the fourth-century writers, it actually
was one.”’ ‘

A hetairia was a kind of informal association built on the personal
relations of its members, who were usually coevals from an aristo-
cratic background. Unlike a thiasos, it did not require the existence of
any clear organizational structure, office-bearers, or other attributes
of a formal association. The members of a hetairia were united by
bonds of friendship and comradeship, by shared interests and a way
of life, rather than any preset purpose. This is why the activity of a
hetairia depended to a large extent on the particular circumstances
and interests of its members, and on the presence of a leader with
clearly defined tendencies. The range of interests of the membership
very often did not extend beyond holding drinking sessions or other
ways of passing the time,”® organizing social support for their fellows,
and the like. At the same time the hetairia gave a politician an
outstanding opportunity to win the support of people who were

32 Zeller, 1. 446 n. 1; Minar, 21 £; Burkert, 30 n. 8; id., ‘Craft’, 14. It is true that the
author of Dissoi logoi already took the [Tuvflayépeis: to be the philosophical fellowers
of Pythagoras; cf. Hdt. I1, 81.

3 E"rafpot: Aristox. fr, 18; Dic. fr. 34; Neanth, FGrHisf 84 F 30, 31. émLpefu: Tim.
ap. Apoll. FGrHist 1064 F 2 = Jamb. VP 254; ap. Iust. XX,4,14 (sodalicium). ¢{low
Aristox. fr. 31; Dic. fr. 34. For later evidence, see Minar, 19 ff.

* Aristox. fr. 17; Neanth, FGrHist 84 F 30 = Parph. VP 55. See Minar, 21 n, 25;
Burkert, ‘Craft’, 14. In Aristox. fI. 50 yweipipos, on the other hand, is simply
an ‘acquaintance’ of Archytas (Huffman, Archytas, 318).

33 Polyb. i1,39,1 (from Timaeus); sec above, 6% n. 35.

36 &5 7 M{aves oiin v Kpdrwm queSpeuévrwv rév Hubayopelwy xal Bov-
Aevopéray mepl mohimidv mpaypdTov . .. (Aristox. fr. 18).

* Minar, 19 ff; see also Dunbabin, 361{, This was already noted by E. Ziebarth,
‘Hetairia’, RE 8 (1913), 1373.

3 Calhoun, Athenian Clubs, 24 f; Connor, New Politicians, 26 1,
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prepared to lend assistance in any circumstances, and a chance to
extend its influence beyond a circle of relations.” For Pythagoras,
whose activities in Croton included rearing and educating the young,
a hetairia of aristocratic young people could have offered an impor-
tant way to win followers.* As the youths grew to manhood and
entered political life, the emigrant from Samos found himseif in a
position to exert real influence on the political life of Croton.*

The Pythagoreans’ family ties enhanced the strength of their com-
munity. Pythagoras married the daughter of Brontinus, while the
doctor Demaocedes married the daughter of the athlete Milon (19
A 1-2; Hdt, II1, 137). According to Timaeus, ‘Pythagoras’ daughter
was the first among the maidens and later first among the married
women’ (FGrHist 566 F 131); this presupposes the inclusion of the
family in the social life of the polis and participation by the family in
its festivals. Athletics occupied a special place in the social activities of
the Pythagoreans (above, §3.1), and tradition ascribes to Pythagoras
the introduction of a meat diet for athletes (Her. Pont. fr. 40}, The
scientific and philosophical study which came to the fore in the work
of some early Pythagoreans shows how flexible the organizational
form of the hetairia was and on how many levels its members could
be active. In such an informal community, where much depended on
the personality of the leader and the nature of his influence on his
fellows, it is easy to imagine a tolerant and even encouraging attitude
to scholarly endeavours, a model for which was provided by Pytha-
goras himself. Alcmaeon’s address to three Pythagoreans, at the
beginning of his treatise,* demonstrates that by the turn of the fifth
century there were already enough people in the cominunity to make
possible discussion of philosophical and scientific topics. It needs to
be emphasized, however, that at first scientific and philosophical

* As early as the 7th cent. Cylon’s conspiracy in Athens was organized with the aid
of his hetairia (Hdt. V, 71).

* Timaeus writes of youths from the best families, who, when they grew to
manhood, assumed leading roles in the city, forming a ueydiy érawpela (ap, Apoll,
FGrHist 1064 F 2 = Tamb. VP 254, above, 95 n. 146); see also Tim. FGrHist 566 F 13a;
Tust. XX,4,14. In an excerpt from Aristoxenus, on the other hand, a peydin éraipeia
was formed by Cylon (Diod. X,11,1).

* The active participation of many philosophers in politics, from Thales to Plato
and his disciples, does not need to be proven. See e.g. A, Wdrle, Die politische Titigkeit
der Schiiler Platons (Darmstadt, 1981); F. L. Vatai, Infellectuals in Politics in the Greek
World (London, 1984).

* B 1, see above, 1211,
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work scarcely influenced the structure of the community. Rather, the
form of the hetairia permitted the coexistence of people with only
partially overlapping interests. After the political catastrophe of the
mid-fifth century and the emigration from Italy, intellectual pursuits
seem to have taken precedence over political among the Pythagoreans
of mainland Greece. Philolaus and his pupils in Thebes may be
considered a philosophical school rather than a hetairia.®® All four
Pythagoreans from Phlius listed in the catalogue also turn out to be
pupils of Philolaus and Eurytus (Aristox. fr. 19), which leads one to
suppose that the community in Phlius was not primarily political.**
At various times quite a number of Pythagorean philosophers and
scientists lived in Athens,*® but nothing is known of the existence of a
community there. In Italy and Sicily, Pythagoreans remained active in
politics down to the time of Archytas and Dionysius the Younger.
The nature of the Pythagorean communities listed in the catalogue, in
Samos, Paros, Cyzicus, and Cyrene remains beyond the reach of our

knowledge.

4.3 APYTHAGOREAN ‘SECT’?

It will already be clear from general considerations how alien to the
character of the Pythagorean community are the secret and oral
teachings, the degrees of initiation and minute regimentation of
life, the unchallenged authority of the teacher, and many other
features which in late antiquity became inalienabie attributes of
ancient Pythagoreanism and were handed down to the modern
literature. Unlike the contradictory personality of Pythagoras, the
contradictions between the image of an authoritarian sect and what

** Neither Philolaus himself nor most of his pupils were natives of Thebes. It is
interesting that in Aristoxenus’ catalogue Thebes is not listed (nor are the Thebans
Simmias and Cebes), while Lysis, Philolaus, Burytus, and their pupils are shown by
place of birth {see above, 113). Either Thebes was dropped from the catalogue, or
Aristoxenus’ attention was focused primarily on the type of Pythagorean hetairia.

“ This is indirectly confirmed by the tradition, linked with Phlius, relating to
Pythagoras’ coining of the word ‘philosopher’ {Her. Pont. fr. 87-8; below, 4281.).
According to this tradition the study of nature is worthier than the quest for honours
and glory.

% See above, 128 n. 105.
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we know for certain of the ancient Pythagoreans have their roots not
in real life, but in our sources and our approach to them. An
unbiased analysis shows, first, that none of the features of a religious
community listed above is confirmed by reliable evidence; second,
that to apply to the Pythagoreans the term ‘sect’, as developed in the
sociology of religion, is methodologicaily unsound; and third, that
the tradition on Pythagorean ‘symbols’, reflected in Anaximander the
Younger and Aristotle, mostly bears no relation to the realities of the
Pythagorean way of life, while the picture which arose on the basis of
that trac}jition, of acusmatici and mathematici dates from the Imperial
period.*

{a) Communal property

This custom should perhaps be considered first: mention of it ap-
pears as early as Timaeus, the latest of the authors who need our
attention in the study of ancient Pythagoreanism. According to
Timaeus, Pythagoras made communal property a condition for
youths who wished to become his pupils, and hence the proverb
kowd Ta Tv diAwv (FGrHist 566 F 13a) gained cutrency in Ttaly.
This proverb can be found many times before Timaeus, and its
interpretation was far from literal: what was meant was not commu-
nal property, but a readiness to share what one had with a friend, or
(in a figurative sense) common interests.”” Before Timaeus, nobody
had linked this proverb with the Pythagoreans,** or mentioned their
‘communal property’;*” in Greece in the sixth to fourth centuries

S The first two questions are considered in this chapter; Chapter 5 is devoted to
the third; and Chapter 6 will continue the investigation of the religious teaching and
practice of the Pythagoreans in the light of ancient evidence and new theories.

¥ Eur. Or. 735, Phoen. 243; PL Lys. 207cl0, Phdr. 279c6, Res. 424al, 449c,
Leg. 735¢2; Arist. EN 1159b31, 1168b7; EE 1237b33, 1238al6; Pol. 1263a30; Theophr.
fr. 535 FHSG. Dicgenes Laertius links this proverb with Pythagoras (VIII, 10}, Bion
{IV, 53}, and the Cynic Diogenes (V1, 37, 72}.

* Timaeus’ younger contemporary Epicurus (D.L. X, 11) also attributed this
provetb to Pythagoras; whether he wrote before or after Timaeus is inpossible to
determine. At the end of the 4th cent. the Pythagorean ¢:hia was well known, largely
thanks to the work of Aristoxenus.

* In the story of the famous friends Damon and Phintias (lamb. VP 233 = Aristox.
Ir. 31), we are told: cruvs'gcuv yc‘tp of &uSpeg olitor kai éxowedvouy drrdyrww, but in the
parallel passage of Porphyry (VP 60) we read something quite different: efva: ydp
atrob éraipov ket kowwsw, Since the preceding and following text coincides, it is clear
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there was no such institution,” It is true that in the fourth century
much was written about communal property, by Plato (in the Re-
public and Laws) and Ephorus, for example,” but what impelled
Timaeus to attribute to the Pythagoreans the actual implementation
of these utopian views? It looks as if Timaeus, who regarded luxury
as a source of moral degradation,” supposed that Pythagoras prac-
tised communal property in order to combat its corrupting influ-
ence.”® There is nothing surprising about Timaeus attempting (like
Theophrastus and Dicaearchus before him)** to use proverbs to
reconstruct the past. Any facts which might support his reconstruc-
tion are also absent.*

(b) Secret teachings

The Pythagorean secrets excite the imagination no less than the
Greek mysteries. Two hundred years after Creuzer’s Symbolism and

that the editing is the work of Iamblichus, because Porphyry had no reason to expunge
mention of communal property from the story (it is not in Diod. X,4,3 either).
Aristoxenus’ story of a Pythagorean saving his friend from poverty by sharing his
money with him (Diod. X,4,1 = lamb. VP 239 = 58 D 7) is also contradictory to
communal property. Cf, “Whenever any of the compamons of Pythagoras lost their
fortune, the rest would divide their own possessions with them as with brothers’
{Diod. X,3,5, from Aristoxenus}.

*® Lynch, Aristotle’s School, 123 f. When Aristotle wrote of the Tarentines making
property common for use by the poor (Pol. 1320b9~11), he had in mind a partial
redistribution of land, rather than its total socialization. See R. Vattuone, ‘Scambio di
beni tra ricchi e pover nel IV secolo a. C. Note su Archita di Taranto’, RSA 6-7
(1976-7), 285-300.

' EGrHist 70 F 42 {on the Scythians).

** FGrHist 566 F 9, 44, 50; Iust. XX4,5-8; see above, 93; von Fritz, Pol., 47; Talamo,
‘Pitagora’.

** From the brief summary of Timaeus given by Pompeius Trogus it follows that
Pythagoras, in his campaign against luxury in Croton, persuaded the women to
renournce geld-embroidered clothes and the young men to live apart from the other
citizens (Tust. XX,4,14: separatam a ceteris civibus vitam exercerent). This was appar-
entlz' the context of the discussion of common property.

* Theophr. fr. 584a FHSG (5.6, 6.1), cf. fr. 737-8; Dic. fr. 49 (explaining the same
proverb as Theophrastus), esp. 59, 100-3.

% For abjections to cornmunal property among the Pythagoreans, see: R, von
Pohlmann, Geschichte der sozialen Frage und des Sozialismus in der Antiken Welt,
3rd edn. {Munich, 1925), 41ff.; K. von Fritz, ‘Mathematiker nnd Akusmatiker bei den
alten Pythagoreern’, SBM 11 (1960) § ff; Philip, 142 f Cf E. Minar, ‘Pythagorean
Commumsm’, TAPA 75 (1944), 34ff, who adduces no data except Timaeus to
support the historicity of this custom, and Burkert, ‘Craft’, 15 ff.
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Mythology of the Ancient Peoples, Particularly the Greeks,>® no spe-
cialist in Greek religion doubts the fact that there were no esoteric
doctrines in the Greek mysteries.”” Most likely in Archaic and Clas-
sical Greece there were no secret religious doctrines at all, strange as
this may seem to those who cannot imagine religion without secret
doctrines. The rifuals might have been secret, but not in the sense that
only a select few were admitted. The Eleusinian mysteries, the Greek
cult most famous for its secrets, were open to women and men, slaves
and freemen, Greeks and barbarians (if they spoke Greek}, but dis-
cussion among the uninitiated of what happened there was' forbid-
den”® Analogical reasoning suggests that secret rituals might be
assumed among the Pythagoreans if their community were religious,
or at least if they had any special cults.” Since neither of these
conditions is met, research in this direction is unpromising. Generally
speaking, the scholarly literature has displayed far less eagerness to
discuss secret rituals than secret doctrines, which since the time of the
neo-Pythagoreans and Neoplatonists have been the conditio sine qua
non of any self-respecting philosophy. Numenius, the author of a
special work On Plato’s Secret Docirines, surmised that Plato followed
the example of the Pythagoreans and kept secret his principal doc-
trines, the key to which lay in an esoteric interpretation of his
dialogues.®® Echoes of belief in Plato’s secret teaching may be heard
even in contemporary discussion of his agrapha dogmata: although
these are not seen as secret in the literal sense of the word, but merely
oral, they are held to be the most important, more so than his

** G. E. Creuzer, Symbolik und Mythologie der alten Vilker, besonders der Griechen
(Leipzig, 1810-1812).

¥ Rohde, Psyche, 222: ‘It was difficult to let out the “secret”, since there was
essentially no secret to let out.” See also W. Burkert, ‘Der geheime Reiz der Verbo-
genen: Antike Mysterienkulte’, in H. G. Kippenberg and G. G. Stroumsa (eds.),
Secrecy and Concealment (Leiden, 1995), 79-100; I. Bremmer, ‘Religious Secrets and
Secrecy in Classical Greece', ibid. 72; L. H. Martin, ‘Secrecy in Hellenistic Religious
Comnunities’, ibid. 120L: ‘A theoretical provenance attributed to secrecy in reli-
gion generally. and in the Hellenistic mystery cults especially, is a censequence of
eighteenth-century intellectual and theological formulations which, shaped by a nine-
teenth-century Romantic wmentalité, still governs the modern academic study of
re]igion.’

* Andocydes was accused of ‘Tevealing the sacred things to the uninitiated, and
speaking with his lips rd dndppyra’ {Lys. 6.51).

*® Burkert (178 £.), for exampie, placed the Pythagorean secrets in the sphere of cult
and ritual,

5 See Ilepl vav mapd ITAdrww dmopphrar (fr. 23 Des Places) and fr. 24,
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dialogues. Since this is a case of a philosopher all of whose writing has
been preserved {and even a little more}, it is no wonder that the idea of
the secret teaching of Pythagoras, who wrote nothmg, is taking so
long to die.

Secret religious teaching, even if it was unknown to the Greeks in
Pythagoras’ time, still appears more probable than secret philosophy
and science.®’ After all, we have often seen that Pythagoras was an
exception among his conternporaries; he may have been exceptional
in this case too. But does the early evidence offer even the merest hint
of secrecy in the religious teaching of Pythagoras? Xenophanes
had already mocked the very essence of his doctrine, metempsychosis
(B 7), and in terms which leave no doubt that it was known to his
readers, Heraclitus, a younger contemporary of Pythagoras, calls him
‘the inventor of deceit’ (B 81), thinking perhaps of his speeches to the
Crotoniates; Antisthenes later wrote about the same speeches
(fr. 51). Herodotus wrote about the Pontic Greeks, who linked
Pythagoras with the teachings about the immortality of the soul
(IV, 95); Ion of Chios also knew of this doctrine of Pythagoras (B 4).
Irrespective of where this tradition came from, Samos or Italy, it
contradicts the secrecy of the teaching. Herodotus himself shows
that he is acquainted not only with the teaching (II, 123), but also
with the ritual of the Pythagoreans, pointing out that burial in
woollen clothing was proscribed (I, 81). Empedocles, who openly
preached metempsychosis and abstinence from meat, beans, etc.
(B 136-41), provides an instructive parallel. The Orphics also set
forth their teachings openly in oral and written form. By the first
half of the fourth century so many writings attributed to Orpheus and
Musacus were circulating that Plato wrote of ‘a hubbub of books’ (Res.
364e). It is very probable that in the Orphic cults there were rites to
which only initiates were admitted; it is possible to say that the Orphics
set themselves apart from all other Greeks, who had not grasped the
wisdom of Orpheus, but quite impossible to speak of their teachings

8! Some authors prefer to speak of the secrecy of Pythagorean religion only: Zeller,
i 409 n. 2, 415f,; Zeller and Mondelfe, &. 414 n. 2; Burkert, 178 £, Cf. Guthrie, i. 150f.,
152: It has also been suggested that although doubtless certain dogmas were included
among the arcana, they will only have been matters of religious faith: there can have
been no secrecy about their purely philosophical investigations. The objection to this
is similar: there is no ground for separating the religious from the philosophical or
scientific side in a systern like the Pythagorean.
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being secret.®* Still less can secrecy be attributed to the Pythagoreans.
The abundant references to Pythagoras in the early tradition, and the
popularity of the legends that circulated about him, in which there is
not so much as a hint at secret rites, also make it extremely difficult to
uphold any Pythagorean religious secrets.

Is it reasonable, then, to assume secrecy for the Pythagoreans’
scientific discoveries and philosophical theories? Even if we disregard
the intrinsic improbability of secret science,*” it is incompatible with a
large body of well-known facts. Epicharmus, a younger contemporary
of Pythagoras, parodied Pythagorean arithmetic in his comedy (B 2),
taking for granted that his audience had at least a superficial famil-
iarity with the subject; Heraclitus made use of the Pythagoreans’
discoveries in mathematics and harmonics; Parmenides and Zeno
used the methods of their mathematical proofs.®* Tn about 440-430
Hippocrates of Chios was well acquainted with the mathematics of
the Pythagoreans, Cratinus mocked Hippon (A 2), and Democritus
studied under the Pythagoreans and accumulated enough informa-
tion about Pythagoras to write a whole book about him (A 33,1).
Finally, how can there have been any kind of secrecy if the early
Pythagoreans had a number of writings on natural philesophy,
science, and medicine?

To counter the mass of facts which speak against secrecy in early
Pythagoreanism, the evidence for secrecy would need to be weighty
indeed. Is it in fact so weighty? If we set aside the late authors, who
willingly wrote of the Pythagorean secrets,” and turn to the fifth-
and fourth-century sources, it will be seen that this thesis is based

52 West, OP, 79. On the secret mysteries established by Orpheus, see [Eur.] Rhes.
943f;-on secret rites in Orphism, see Burkert, ‘Geheimer Reiz, 95f; Bremmer,
‘Religious Secrets’, 71. The Orphic poem commented on by the author of the Derveni
papyrus was addzessed to initiates, and called on all others to ‘put doors to their ears’,
see T. Kowremenos et al. (eds.), The Derveni Papyrus {Florence, 2006}, col. VIL
References to the “secrecy’ of the teachings presented seem to have been a common
device m Qrphic poetry, which was accessible to all. Plato (Phaed. 62b3, Crat. 400c4-9)
twice refers to the Orphic ‘secret teaching’ (& dmoppiirois Aeyduevos), according to
which the human body is a prison (o@ua = $pouvpd). Cf. below, 220 n. 103,

% The ancient Orient (Egypt and Babylon) had no ‘secret science’ either (Neuge-
bauer, ES, 1451}, On the legends connected with ‘giving out the secrets’ of irrational
numbers, see below, 275 L.

5% See above, 35 0. 29 and below, 251 f.

% Plut. Numa 22,3; D.L. VIIL, 15, 42; Porph. VP 19, 57-58; lanub. VF 199, 226-7,
246-7, etc.
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primarily on the reports of Isocrates, Aristotle, and Aristoxenus.®® We
shall consider these in more detail. Isocrates, without concealing his
irony with regard to Pythagoras and his pupils, says: '

He so exceeded others in fame that all the young desired to become his
students, and older peopie were more pleased to see their children
conversing with him than attending to their own affairs. We must
believe this. Even now people admire those who claim to be his students
more even when they are silent than those men whe have the greatest
reputation for speaking.®”

What is meant by auyévras in this context: the legendary Pythago-
rean vow of silence (below, §4.3d), secrecy in teaching, or taciturnity,
restraint in speech,”® set against the art of the best orators {(among
whom Isocrates probably counted himself)? Secret doctrines generate
suspicion, rather than admiration; pedagogical silence, if practised
without moderation, would also produce perplexity and taunts,”
whereas restraint in speech was something the Greeks really did
admire.”® What would the Pythagoreans have had to hide in the
390s (ér¢ ydp wai viv plainly refers to the contemporaries of Iso-
crates), when Philolaus, who had supposedly made public the school’s
secrets, had died, and Archytas was publishing one treatise after
another? Surely not the secret of the ban on eating beans, which the
courageous Timycha refused to divulge to the bloodthirsty tyrant
Dionysius, instead biting off her tongue and spitting it out?”

56 See e.g. Q. Casel, De philosophorum graecorum silentio mystico (Giessen, 1919),
3011
67 E"‘Tl, "VC}.,D KCI.(: ]JI;V TOI‘J; WPOUWOI.OU,U.E{VDUS E’K€L}VOU _f_LCLIgT;lTEi‘.S' EfVCLL H&AAOV O'L"VLDVTCLS"
Bavudlovaw 3 Tobs émi 74 Aéyew peyiorny 8éfav &ovras (Bus 29, ir. Mirhady,
maodified).

8 Cf. Burnet, 95 n. 1: “disciplinary silence’; Timpanare Cardini, i. 27: ‘contegna
riservato’; Philip, 146: “taciturnity’.

% Xenocrates devoted one hour a day to silence (D.L. IV, 11, see also Val. Max.
VIL2, ext. 6; Stob, 111,33,11 = fr. 61-2}, which was evidently considered a worthy
activity {whether or not this story is true; Valerius Maximus speaks of restraint in
speech). The Pythagoreans were supposed to maintain silence for five successive
years!

7 See e.g. the words ascribed to the Stoic Zeno: “We have two ears and one mouth
so that we can listen more and speak less’ (D.L. VII, 23), When asked why he was
silent, Heraclitus is said to have replied, “Why, to let you chatter’ (D.L. IX, 12). See
below, 155 n. 76.

! This legend was most likely invented by Neanthes himself (FGrHist 84 F 1},
possibly on the model of the well known story of Zeno of Elea, who also bit off his
tongue (A 1.27, 2, 6-8).
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Meanwhile, the words of Isocrates have a splendid parallel, which
apparently stems from Aristoxenus: ‘The Pythagoreans were much
given to silence and ready to listen, and the one who was able to listen
was praised by them.”® And it was Aristoxenus who held Archytas’
self-control and restraint to be among his important qualities: in
situations in which others would deliver fiery perorations, he re-
mained calm and said nothing.”® It is highly probable that when
Isocrates wrote of Pythagorean restraint he was thinking of Archytas,
since his polemics with Archytas are reflected in the same speech.”
Aristoxenus’ words are as follows: &deydy e wal of dAdar Muba-
yopetor u1) elvac mpos mdvras wdvra pnrd (fr. 43). What this sentence
meant is clear, first, from the title of the work in which it appeared,
Habevrinol vépor, and second, from the reference to Xenophilus
which follows it. Xenophilus was Aristoxenus’ mentor, and another
pedagogical maxim is placed in his mouth. In this context, the advice
‘not to tell everybody everything’ may mean: ‘one should not say
the same things to children (or adolescents) as to adults’.” Even if
we understand these words in a broader sense - ‘one should not
blurt out all one’s secrets too freely - this sensible advice,
which Aristoxenus takes from the mid-fourth-century Pythagoreans,
still cannot imply secrecy in Pythagoras’ teaching. The precepts of
the Seven Sages, whom nobody seems to have suspected of secret
teaching, are full of such advice.”® Since Aristoxenus consistently
avoided reporting anything about the Pythagoreans that went

? Gtwmplaly 8¢ elvar xal drovarucods kal émaweloa: map’ advels Tov Suvduevor
dwxodead {Jlamb. VP 163 =58 D 1.4).

7 Fr. 30: when angry the Pythagoreans did not punish their slaves or admonish
freemen; instead they waited quietly and silently {owwmf} ypouevor xal fouyiq) until
able t& think rationally.

7 Bus. 23, on the value of a mathematical education. See Zhmud, Origin, 74,

® In the light of the tradition on Pythageras’ speeches addressed to groups of
various age and sex (above, 46, 47 n. §3, 93), this interpretaticn seems highly likely.
Aristoxenus also mentions the different responsibilities of the four age groups:
children, adolescents, adults, and old people (fr. 35).

78 Stab. 111,1,172 = DK 10 A 3, from the collection of the Peripatetic Demetrius of
Phaleron. Cleobulus: Listen much and say little {4, cf. 6: Keep your tongue in check);
Solon: Seal your words with silence, and silence with the seal of the fitting moment (5);
If you know, keep silent! (18); Chilon; when drinking, do not talk too much; you will
regret it (2); Do not let your tongue overtake your mind (14; cf. D.L. I, 69: What is
hard? To keep a secret); Bias: listen much, and speak at the right moment (10-11, f, 4,
17), Periander: Betray no secret speeches (14). See parallels from the collection of
Sosiades, a contemporary of Demetrius (Stob. IILL73): Be taciturn (36, 115); hold
your tongue in check {82), dppnror xpimre (108).
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beyond the accepted norms of his day, he could hardly have meant
anything other than the folk wisdom enshrined in the pronounce-
ments of the sages.”

According to Tamblichus, ‘Aristotle relates that the following divi-
sion was preserved by the Pythagoreans as one of their greatest secrets
(év Tois mdvy dmoppriTows SindvAdrreotiod) — that there are three kinds
of rational living creatures — gods, men, and beings like Pythagoras’
{VP 31 = fr, 192). Why the semi-divine status of Pythagoras, which
was widely known as early as the beginning of the fifth century,
should have been one of the school’s greatest secrets is difficult to
understand. Why was it concealed and when was it disclosed? How
does it differ from the other ‘miraculous’ stories related by Aristotle in
his book On the Pythagoreans (fr. 191): the Crotoniates called Pytha-
goras Apollo the Hyperborean; he appeared in two different towns at
the same time; he had a gold thigh, and so forth? The need to answer
these questions evaporates if we attribute the words about éndppnra
not to Aristotle, but to lamblichus, who had a particular fondness for
all secrets.”® Jamblichus was quite sure that Pythagoras’ most impor-
tant teachings lay in his ‘symbols’, and the phrase ‘& rois mdvv
dmoppirors’, judging by many parallels, meant to him ‘one of
the greatest secrets of the Pythagorean doctrines preserved in the
symbols™.”

This is really all that we can learn about the secrecy of the Pytha-
goreans from the writings of the fourth century. In the fifth century,
when this secrecy was supposed to be in full flower, it left no trace
whatever. It is revealing that two of the three passages we have
examined concern not Pythagoras or his pupils, but the Pythagoreans

77 In general Aristoxenus’ writings, especially the Pythagorean Precepts, have much
in common with traditional wisdom. Cf. for example, respect for one’s parents:
Clecbulus {2), Thales {6), Periander (10}, Aristox. f. 34, cf also Xen. Mem. IV,4,19;
controlling one’s anger: Chilon {15), Aristox. fr. 3C; the primacy of old laws over new
ones: Periander (16), Aristox, fr. 33—4; criticism of lack of moderation: Cleobulus (10,
17}, Thales (12), Aristox. fr. 17,

78 His VP abOUJldS i.n WOI‘dS like tipp'q'rog, &wdppnTDs, U'Lmﬂ'ﬁ, ‘ﬁouxfa, e’xep.vﬂfa, etc.

? famb. VP: Pythagorean philosophy was concealed in cutlandish sciences and
secret SYInbOlS (&ﬂ'oppﬁ‘rots‘ u'u,u.ﬁd)(ms, 2), TAS TV Hu@ayopr.mfuv CFU,LL,BC?/\wV E,IILQSI'E.CI'GLS
wal dmoppnrovs éevolas (103), dmoppriray rpdmwv... kel Sid ovpfddav (104), ra
KUPLH’)TC’.TCL LT EICIUTU}V 30‘)/,&1.0’.1’&)}! ﬂ’.ﬁdpp‘qfﬂ 855¢{|A&T‘TOV &Wﬂv'rfs‘ &€E (226); Tﬂ‘,
T Hubayopelwy dnéppnra (258); De myst, 6.6: rdv dmopprray supfidlewy 7 yrdos.
Among the various names of symbols, Holk (12 £) includes rd é (mdw) drogpriros.
Cf. Porphyty’s rd dwdppnra (VP 20), in a passage which, like lamblichus” VP 31, goes
back to Nicomachus,
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of the fourth century, who no longer had anything to hide, while the
third mentions one of the elements of the legendary tradition on
Pythagoras. It is also clear why the Pythagorean silence later turned
into secrecy. On the one hand, this offered an explanation of the
extreme paucity of information on Pythagoras® teaching, and on the
other it lent authenticity to the numerous Pythagorean treatises which
were supposedly preserved in secret.’ In the oft-quoted passage from
Porphyry (sometimes it is wrongly attributed to Dicaearchus), the first
of these aims.is made fuily explicit:

What he said to those with him, however, it is not possible for anyone to
say exactly, for there was no ordinary silence among them. However, it
was especially well-known by all, first that he said that the soul is
immortal, then, that it transmigrates into other kinds of animals, and
in addition that what happens happens again at some time according to
certain cvcles, that, in short, there is nothing new, and that it is
necessary to believe that all ensouled beings are of the same kind. For
it appeall‘s that Pythagoras was the first to bring these teachings into
Greece.

Although Porphyry enumerates the basic Pythagorean doctrines here,
and proceeds to a more detailed survey (VP 37 ff.), he remains con-
vinced that something must have remained secret, and might not that
‘something’ have been the most important thing of all, more impor-
tant than the teaching of metempsychosis, eternal recurrence, and
other well-known matters? This and similar beliefs are still wide-
spread and continue to demonstrate their irrefutability with the aid
of facts and logical arguments. Guthrie, for example, was sure that the

& Burkert, 179 n. 95. See below on the tripartitum, 162 n, 95.

8 VP 19, tr. Mirhady. Wehili for good reason excluded this passage from fr. 33 of
Dicaearchus {= Porph. VP 18}; see also Philip, 139 £; cf. however: Timpanaro Cardini,
i. 44; Burkert, 115 n, 38, 122 (with summary of early opinions}; Giangiulio, Pitagora. i,
test. 47; Mirhady, Dicaearchus’ fr. 40; Kahn, 11. Dicaearchus was dealing with
Pythagoras” speeches to the Crotoniates, which accords fully with his image as the
sage of Samos; Porphyry was concerned with the ‘esoteric’ doctrines of Pythagoras, of
which nothing is known because of the strict silence maintained by his pupils. Besides
the reference to guwwirs (see below, 162 f.), the following points support the view that
VP 19 belongs to Porphyry: 1) the implied division into ‘esoterics’ and ‘exoterics’,
which is absent from the 5th- and 4th-cent, texts; 2) the mention of Theano; 3) the
respectful attitude to the idea of immortality of the soul, which Dicaearchus did not
share (cf. fr. 8, 11-12 and the clear irony in fr. 36 on Pythagoras’ reincarnations); 4)
the idea that Pythagoras was the first to introduce metempsychosis in Greece, an idea
which formed part of Porphyry’s concept of prisca sapientia {see above, 75 n. §2).
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accessibility of some doctrines did not rule out the secrecy of others,
and even if some Pythagoreans kept secret what others had long since
given out, this should not trouble us, since we are dealing here not
with logic, but with religion,**

In the hope that in discussing the Pythagorean secrets we may after
all be dealing with logic, I will cite two parallels, The first case
concerns Aristophanes’ comical representation of Socrates’ phrontis-
terion. The first thing Socrates tells Strepsiades is about the secrecy of
learning; it is permitted to speak of it only to one’s pupils {Nub. 140).
When Strepsiades asstres him that he is prepared to become his
pupil, Socrates agrees, but again warns him that this must remain
completely secret: vouiaa 8¢ radra xpri pvoripwe (Nub. 143). If these
pvoripia had been attributed not to Socrates, who taught at the
agora, but to the fifth-century Pythagoreans, they would have been
taken as clear and reliable evidence of the Pythagorean secrets. Yet the
words of Aristophanes demonstrate that ‘secrecy’ could easily be
ascribed even to the most widely accessible doctrine. The second
case is the Hippocratic oath, according to which doctors must not
pass on what they have learned to anybody except their children, the
children of their teacher, and those pupils who have taken the oath.
This is an indisputable case of the preservation of professional secrets,
and we cannot exclude the possibility that the Hippocratics took
some unwritten prescriptions with them to the grave. We have to
console ourselves with the corpus of more than sixty Hippocratic
treatises, which most scholars view as ample compensation for the
annoying secretiveness of the Hippocratic doctors.

While rejecting the secrecy of the early Pythagorean teachings,”
I do not presume to assert that anybody could freely enter a Pytha-
gorean hetairia or attend its meetings. No political society can do
without a reasonable modicum of restrictions, and the Pythagoreans
undoubtedly had their own. However, in the reliable part of the
tradition we can find no restrictions on the dissemination of religious,
philosophical, or scientific ideas,

82 Guthrie, i. 151 f.

8 See also Maddalena, Pitagorici, 76 0. 21, 81 n, 27; G. Casertano, T Pitagorici e il
potere’, in G. Casertano {ed.), I filosofi e il potere nella societd e nella cultura antiche
{Naples, 1988), 20 f; Bremmer, ‘Religious Secrets’, 63 ff. Gigon, Ursprung, 130, reason-
ably restricted the secrecy to politics.
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(c) Oral teaching

The view — widely expressed in the late literature - of Philolaus’ book
as the first written record of the Pythagorean doctrines is closely
linked with the *secrecy’ of these before. “Until the time of Philolaus
it was not possible to learn any Pythagorean doctrine, and only
Philolaus brought out those three celebrated books for which Plato
paid a hundred minas.”** Naturally, this view ignored the treatises of
the earlier Pythagoreans. However, both Diogenes Laertius (VII, 6-7,
49, 83) and Iamblichus (VP 259), with the inconsistency character-
istic of the compilers, referred to the works of Pythagoras, both
authentic and apocryphal, and of his closest disciples. The idea of
the oral nature of early Pythagoreanism, perhaps more than any
other, runs counter to the clear evidence of the tradition. Information
has come down to us about the content of the books of Alcmaeon and
Menestor, and of two works by Hippon; with varying degrees of
probability we can posit the existence of written works by Hippasus
and Iccus (above, §3.3), all of whom lived before Philolaus. Besides,
Philolaus’ book did not contain any general ‘all-Pythagorean’ teach-
ing (there never was any such thing), but rather his own theories,
which may or may not have coincided with the views of other
Pythagoreans and of Pythagoras himself.

It is not surprising that in the fifth- and fourth-century sources we
find not one word about the oral nature of Pythagoreanism before
Philolaus. The idea cannot be linked to Aristoxenus,” and most of
those who wrote after hirn did not consider Philolaus the author of
the first Pythagorean work.®® In fact, the story of the ‘divulging’ of the
Pythagorean doctrines was first linked not with Philolaus but with
the accusations of plagiarism levelled against Plato. The chain of

$¢ D.L. VIIL, 15; cf. Tamb. VP 199. See n. 85, below.

¥ ‘Wehtli was wrong to include in fr. 43 of Aristoxenus, discussed above, 155,
about the Pythagorean education, the preceding words of Diogenes Laertius on the
secrecy of the teaching until the time of Philolaus (VIII, 15)—they are not related to
education. The quotation from Aristoxenus beging two sentences later with €eydy re
wai of dAdo: TTuvbaydperor (f1. 36-B, 41 begin with &eyor, épaoxor, Edagar). Apart
from anything else, Aristoxenus could not have written of vpie Si8Mea published by
Philolaus, because the pseudo-Pythagorean tripariitum appeared at the end of the 3rd
cent. {Burkert, 226 n. 40; see above, 71 n. 45, and below, 162).

#¢ Demetrins of Magnesia’s statement that Philolaus was the first Pythagorean to
publish [Tepi digews (D.L. VIII, 85) refers to the title of this book, and not to the fact
that it is the first written by a Pythagorean; see above, 129 n. 108-9.
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fabrications linking Plato’s ‘plagiarism’ with Philolaus’ book, and his
book with the publication of the school’s teaching, may be recon-
structed as follows. Theopompus, who was hostile to the Academy,
was apparently the first to accuse Plato of plagiarizing not the Pytha-
goreans — it is true — but Aristippus, Antisthenes, and Brison.*” This
idea was taken up by Aristoxenus, who asserted that Plato copied his
Republic from Protagoras (fr. 67). Did he accuse Plato of copying
from the Pythagoreans? There is no trace of this version in Aristoxe-
nus, and there are no serious arguments to support his authorship of
such an accusation.” Nevertheless, in Aristoxenus’ time the charge
had already been made, since in the succeeding generation it is briefly
mentioned by Neanthes, who adds two new figures to the cast of
characters — Empedocles and Philolaus: '

Down to the time of Philolaus and Empedocles all Pythagereans were
admitted to the discussions (Adyo.). But when Empedaocles published
them in his poem, they made a law that they should not be imparted to
any poet. He says the same thing also happened to Plato, for he too was
expelled. But which of the Pythagoreans it was who had Empedocles for
a pupil he does not say. For the epistle commonly attributed to Telauges
which said that Empedocles studied under Hippasus and Brontimus he
held unworthy of credence.®

In this version the principal plagiarizer is Empedocles, who published
Pythagoras’ teachings in his poem. Philolaus as yet plays no active
part. He is mentioned only as a contemporary of Empedocles, whom
Neanthes evidently placed in the third generation after Pythagoras.
Judging by the nature of the reference to Plato, Neanthes already
regarded his expulsion for plagiarism as a well-known story, and
modelled the Empedocles episode on it.™ A quotation from Neanthes

¥ FGrHist 115 F 259, See Stemplinger, Plagiat, 25f; Dorrie, Platonismus, ii. 12 ff,
236 ff. (Dérrie’s reconstruction as a whole is faulty.)

¥ In favour of Aristoxenus’ authorship: Wehrh, comm. on Aristox. fr. 43, 61-8;
Thesleff, ‘Pseudo-Pythagorica’, 76; Dérrie, Platonismus, ii, 246 ff; against: Burkert,
226 n. 40; Bollansée (comm. on FGriHist 1026 F 69), 492,

¥ Neanth. FGrHist 84 F 26 = DL, VI, 55, tr. Hicks, adapted.

*® Dérrie, Platonismus, ii. 248 f. The Pythagorean Adyor, in which Empedocles taok
part, were oral, but what other form can discussion take? ‘Apparently, this was the
result of the belief, attested at least since Neanthes, that before Philolaus there were no
Pythagorean writings known’ (Burkert, 225 and n. 225), but this conclusion does not
in any way follow from Neanthes™ words; <f. K. von Fritz, ‘Philolaos’, RE Suppi. 13
{1973), 457. In Timaeus, whao relied on Neanthes (see n. 91, below), Empedocles, who
appropriated and published the Pythagorean teachings, was a pupil of Pythagoras
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in Diogenes Laertius has come down to us by way of Timaeus; who
repeats and develops the theme of Empedocles’ plagiarism: “Timaeus
in the ninth book says he was a pupil of Pythagoras, adding that,
having been convicted at that time of stealing his discourse
{Aoyoxdoric), he was, like Plato, excluded from taking part in the
discussions of the school.”! Since Timaeus makes Empedocles a pupil
of Pythagoras, Philolaus, who was born much later, does not appear
in this fragment.

Thus, by the turn of the third century, the idea that Plato had
copied from the Pythagoreans had wide currency. At precisely this
time some unknown author linked Plato’s plagiarism with Philolaus’
book. This version has reached us in two testimonia from the third
century, which most likely do derive from the same source.” Timon
of Phlius, a younger contemporary of Timaeus, asserted that Plato’s
Tirnaeus was copied from a little book which the philosopher had
bought for a high price (fr. 54). Timon does not name the author of
the book, but he appears in Hermippus. Referring to an unnamed
writer, Hermippus states that Philolaus wrote a book which Plato,
who had visited Dionysius in Sicily, bought from Philolaus’ relatives
for 40 Alexandrian minae, and that he copied Timaeus from it.”

None of the evidence cited above implies that Philolaus” book was
the first Pythagorean composition. The main topic of all the anec-
dotes was Plato’s plagiarism, to which more and more fabulous new
detail had accrued. As long as such a subject remains of interest, it can .
be endlessly varied. At the end of the third century one writer hiton a
new idea: if plagiarism is to succeed, that is, to escape notice, it is
important that the stolen ideas should be as little known as possible.
Ideally, they should be both oral and secret, but if only one of these
conditions is mef that is quite sufficient! Eventually, in this way the
story emerged that Plato, having become rich, bought from Philelaus,
through the agency of Dion, not Philolaus’ own book, but ‘three
Pythagorean books’ published by Philolaus, containing the previously

himself, which brings the date of publication back from the end of the 5th cent. to the
beginning,

1 FGrHist 566 F 14 = DL, VHI, 54, On Timaeus’ dependence on Neanthes, see
above, 68 n. 30.

%2 Burkert, 226 f; Dérrie, Platonismus, i. 258 n. 1; Huffman, Philolaus, 5, 13;
Bollansée {comm. on FGrHist 1026 F 69), 489 f.

DL VIIL, 85 = fr. 40 = FGrHist 1026 F 69. Here Diogenes adduces another
version.
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unavailable teaching of Pythagoras — the famous tripartitum. The first
to mention this is Satyrus, a younger contemporary of Hermippus,”*
although the story itself is found in a forged letter, supposedly by
Plato, which may have been appended to the pseudo-Pythagorean
tripartitum.”> The historical tradition on Philolaus as the author
of a single book is incompatibie with the idea of his publishing
Pythagoras’ tripartitumn, and any basis for taking seriously Philolaus’
‘publication’ of previously secret oral doctrines collapses with this
invention.

(d) The vow of silence

A later varjation on the theme of the Pythagorean ‘secrets’ is the vow
of silence, which the pupils of Pythagoras are supposed to have
practised for the first five years. The first to refer to this is Seneca,”
who in his youth was involved in neo-Pythagoreanism.” There are
no grounds for aitributing to Timaeus the mention of a five-year vow
of silence in Diogenes Laertius (VIIL, 10). While Timaeus might not
be the most reliable of witnesses, he would hardly have had the
imagination to invent anything so utterly unthinkable in the Greece
of his time.”® A detailed description of this and of the accompanying
rituals of the noviciate in the Pythagorean sect (Tamb. VP 71-73) goes
back to Apollonius of Tyana,” and through him, as Festugiére has

** DILIIL 9, cf. VIIL, 6, 9, 15; Aul Gell. IIL,17,1-5; Jamb. VP 199; see above, 71 n.
45,

*> Burkert, 224 f; von Fritz, ‘Philolaos’, 459; Huffman, Philolaus, 14; cf, Thesleft,
‘On the Problemy’; 77 n. 2.

® Epist. 52, 10. For references to later sources sce Delatte, Vie, 111f. The Pytha-
gorean éxepuviie, pace Burnet (95 n. 1: “seems to be a good Ionic word’), appears only
in texts of the Imperial period (without reference to the Pythagoreans, in Philo of
Alexandria).

%7 Centrone, Introduzione, 169 £; Kahn, 92 f.

% Contra Delatte, Vie, 169f; Burkert, 179 n. 101. From the disposition of the
materlal in Jacoby (FGrHist 566 F 13b = D.1. VIII, 10} and from his commentary {‘In
den wirren Zusammenstellung meist stark gekirzter Einzelnachrichten wird T. mehr-
fach zitiert’, p. 552), it does not follow that he attributed this information to Timnaeus,
Unlike the verbatim quotation in F 13a, where no silence is mentioned or implied, in
F 13b, a totally unrelated reference (of a kind common in Diogenes) to five years of
silence is appended to Timaeus’ words on communal property.

# According to Philosiratus, Apollonius himself zealously observed a five-year
vow of silence (VA 1, 14-16), the ‘discoverer’ of which is named as Pythagoras {VI,
11). Philostratus’ source here may have been Apollonius’ biography of Pythagoras.
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shown, to a genre well known in Hellenistic literature: idealized
descriptions of priestly castes among the ‘barbarian’ peoples — the
Egyptians, the Essenes, the Brahmans, the Gymnosophists, and
others.'® If a comparison is made not with literature but with reality,
it will be apparent that even the Essenes and early Christian monastic
orders, famed for their austere way of life, could not compete with the
severity attributed to Pythagoras. The five-year term of silence and
the eight-year noviciate were intended to grip the reader’s imagina-
tion and demonstrate the clear superiority of the old Greek tea-
chers.'”! It is interesting that with regard to the vow of silence
Festugiére could find only a few distant parallels in his sources;'*”
nor is there anything resembling this extreme means of preserving
secrets in the Hellenistic biography of Pythagoras or the pseudo-
Pythagorean literature of that time. Since almost all references to
the custom of silence lead to the first century ap and are in one way
or another linked to the neo-Pythagorean milieu,'® it is probable that
this invention too should be linked to it.'® The legendary phrase
abrds épa, He himself said it’, appeared somewhat earlier in the same
milieu.' %

' Pestugiére, ‘Vita Pythagorica’, 441 ff,

190 The isolated Bssenes had a basic noviciate of one vear and an additional
noviciate for another year: F. G. Martinez and J. T. Barrera, The People of the Dead
Sea Scroils (Leiden, 1995), 35f. On a vow of silence during this time there is no
information. ‘La comparaison de la Reg. Pachomii avec le de v. pyth. est ict savoureuse:
c'est Pythagore qui est le plus sévére, trop sévére! Un noviciat de huit ans n'est pas
chose viable’ (Festugiére, ‘Vita Pythagorica’, 445 n. 6). On early Egyptian monasti-
cism, see also A. L. Khosroev, Pakhomii Velikii: Iz rannei istorii obshchezhitel ‘nago
monashestva v Egipte (St Petersburg, 2004).

102 Pestugiére, ‘Vita Pythagorica’, 447 £, explains this by saying that in monastic
orders la régle générale du silence va de sof’.

102 Cf. abave, 162 n. 99. On the custom of silence among the neo-Pythagoreans, see
Plut. Quaest. conv. 727 B-728; cf. Numa 8,6, 22,3; De curios. 519 C 6 (Pythagoras
introduced the five-year period of silence), fr. 207. On neo-Pythagoreans among
Plutarch’s acquaintances, see ]. Hershbell, Tlutarch’s Pythagorean Friends’, CB
(1984), 73-79. See also Luc. Gal. 4,24; Vit guct. 3,16.

04 Diogenes Laertius, who mentions the vow of silence (VIIL, 10}, did not make
use of the neo-Pythagorean biographies of Apollonius and Nicomachus, but he
quoted Lysis’ pseudo-Pythagorean letter (VIIE, 42), which is now considered to date
from the 1st cent. oD (see below, 189 n. 79).

95 1t first oceurs in Cicero (ND 110), who may have takeh it from his neo-
Pythagorean friends: A, S. Pease (ed.), Cicero: De natura deorum {Cambridge,
1955), 150. Diogenes Laertius also mentions this expression (VIIL, 46); for a selection
of parallel passages, see Pease, Cicero, 149 £. The Doric form ¢$a may point to the
pseudo-Pythagorica.
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(e) Attributing one’s own discoveries to Pythagoras

The only author to report that the Pythagoreans attributed their own
discoveries to their Teacher is, as might be expected, Jambiichus (VP
158, 198). Neither before nor after him do we hear any mention of
this custom.'® The scientific achievements that are attributed to
Pythagoras are never linked with any Pythagorean.'” It is true that
tradition ascribes certain astronomical discoveries to Parmenides and
Oenopides, as well as Pythagoras, but Parmenides and Oenopides
were no Pythagoreans, and besides it is clear that they themselves did
not ascribe these discoveries to Pythagoras.'® The letters and trea-
tises attributed to Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans {most often to
Archytas} also bear no relation to the custom under discussion. The
first pseudo-Pythagorean writings appeared at the end of the fourth
century, by which time the school itself had disappeared, and they did
not follow any special Pythagorean practice, but rather a fashion
which was then widespread: the Hippocratic doctors, Platonists, and
Peripatetics also attributed their own works to their teachers. Here it
is pertinent to note that the pseudo-Pythagorean writers show no
interest whatever in scientific problems. These authors had no scien-
tific discoveries of their own to attribute to Pythagoras, nor even any
wish to attribute anybody else’s to him,

So where did Iamblichus get the idea from? Both passages in which
it is mentioned are his own;'” in both he is dealing with pseudo-
Pythagorean works which were then circulating {(rd ovyypduara 7a
vurl depopeva), and most of which, according to Iamblichus, were said
to be by Pythagoras himself."'® This fact is what gave him the idea
that the Pythagoreans attributed ‘almost all’ their discoveries to their
Teacher: ‘for there are very few of them indeed to whom works are
ascribed personally’!*"! Iamblichus’ train of thought is so transparent

1% The passage of Proclus (In Tim. XVL1), noted in the apparatus of VP 198, is
rather a development of the theme “friends share everything”: +v xowwv{av famd{ovro
T'I")V E"U Tﬂ.!‘:g Eépéﬂ'eﬂ'-‘. T(ﬁv 50')/.“.&1'0.}11, KCH‘ TC‘[ EEV(‘)S‘ G'U'y‘ypd}l,'u.ﬂ.‘ra KDLV&. 1T|j’.1’TLUP ﬁv.

187 On the sole exception {Procl. In Euc., 65.15€.) see below, 263 f.

198 cee below, 3261, 333.

"% Rohde, 1551, 160f.

9 11 reality a large part of the pseudo-Pythagorica goes back not to Pythagoras
but to forty-three real or imaginary Pythagoreans, but such calculations did not
disturb Tamblichus.

i KllAdV BE\ KG.[‘ TG‘ TTCEVTC’. HUBEY&PQ. [iVGTIGéVU,L TE Klll: (i?TDVE"I‘Lel.V Kﬂe PLT]BEPHJGV
mepi- gowciolar §6fay (8{ay dmd rdv edporopdran, € uh mol i omdwor (VP 198). In
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that it is hard to understand how his conclusion could have deluded
so many generations of scholars. If one carefully studies the tradition
on Pythagoras” achievements in mathematics (below, §7.3), it will be
seen that not only did the early Pythagoreans not ascribe their own
discoveries to him, but the later authors, with rare exceptions, did not
ascribe to him those of others. Thus, when we reconstruct early
Pythagorean mathematics, we can isolate (though with varying de-
grees of accuracy) the part that belongs to Pythagoras himself, and
not consider mdvra duod, as is usually done, making reference to the
objective impossibility of separating it.'’* The greatest difficulties on
this path lie not in Pythagorean customs, but in our sources: the
further we depart from mathematics, the less reliable they become.
Thus in astronomy Pythagoras is credited with numerous ideas which
could not possibly have been his. This is primarily due to the fact that
the ancient Greek historiography of mathematics suffered far fewer
distortions than doxography, which included the astronomical the-
ories of the Presocratics. Late doxography also links with Thales -
who, like Pythagoras, did not write anything - a large number of
astronomical discoveries made two to three hundred years after him,
whereas the tradition on his theorems, which stems from Fudemus’
History of Geometry, is inuch more reliable.'’* In philosophy the
situation appears even more fraught with problems than in astron-
omy. The interpretation of Pythagoras’ views in a Platonic spirit,
which began in the Academy (below, §§12.1-2), seriously restricts
our chances of accessing his original philosophical ideas. None of
this, however, bears any relation to the nature of the Pythagorean
community.

(f) Sect avant la lettre?

References to a ‘sect’ or an ‘order’ founded by Pythagoras, and
descriptions of these taken from late sources, are found in practically
all books on Pythagoreanism. These terms are usually applied in a

VP 158 he is more precise: some works were written by Pythagoras, while others were
taken down on the basis of his lectures, which is why the writers did not give their
names, but ascribed everything to Pythagoras. See also VP 88; Comim. Math., 77.18 1.

"2 Thus Guthrie, i. 149, for example.
Y3 On astronomical discoveries, see below, 322 f. On the differences between the
history of the exact sciences and doxography, see Zhmud, Origin, 147 £, 153 ff,
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(semi-)metaphorical way, per analogiam, so they can easily be re-
placed by others: religious fraternity, cultic community, and the like.
What is meant is that the Pythagorean community was religious and
resembled what we are used to calling a sect or an order.'™* In 1982
Burkert decided to place this concept on a methodological founda-
tion. Relying on the work of Bryan Wilson on the sociology of
modern sects,'’” he attempted to demonstrate that the Pythagorean
community met the basic criteria of a sect proper, and therefore did
not simply resemble a sect; it was one.’*® To what extent is such a
procedure justified? T will note here that my doubts and objections
bear on the methodology, not the principle. There are no reasonable
grounds for believing that antiquity should remain an area free from
the application of the modern niethods of the social sciences and the
terms developed by them. In this case, however, it is not a matter of
noveity. Both aipecis and its Latin equivalent secta are venerable old
terms. Beginning with Hippobotus® Tept aipéoewr, they were attrib-
uted to the philosophical schools, and later to the Pythagorean school
as well.'"” The problem is that the term ‘sect’, used in the sociology of
religion, was developed on the basis of material from Christianity,
and it may be appiied to Greek religion with the sanie measure of
success as the term ‘heresy’. Whatever our definition of “sect’, whether
theological or sociological, its opposition to the dominant system of
religious beliefs and values in a given society remains fundamental.''®
In a polytheistic religion, which knew no church, no theology, no

1% “The Pythagorean Order was simply, in its origin, a religious fraternity’ (Burnet,
89). ‘Analogies are always misleading if taken literally,” observes von Fritz (Pol, 96 £),
comgaring the Pythagoreans with an 18th-cent. Masonic order.

1> B, Wilson, Sects and Society: A Sociological Study of Three Religious Groups in
Britain (London, 1961); id., Religious Sects: A Sociological Study (London, 1970},

18 purkert, ‘Craft, 12 ff; his examnple has been followed by Riedweg, Pythagoras,
1291f; C. Macris, ‘Pythagore, un maitre de sagesse charismatique de I'époque archa-
ique’, in G. Filoramo (ed.), Come nasce una religione: il carisma profetico cormne fattore
di innovazione (Brescia, 2003), 255 £; J. Taylor, Pythagoreans and Essenes, Structural
Parallels {Leuven, 2004}, 48 f£,

' Gigante, ‘Frammenti di Ippoboto’; afpeais applied to the Pythagoreans see
e.g Porph. In Ptol. Harm., 37.6, 104.1; Simpl. In Cat., 3.31.

¥ M. Weber defined a sect as a voluntary association with restricted membership,
and churches as compulsory associations with universalistic aspirations. His research
was continued by E. Troeltsch in The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches
(London, 1931). B. Wilson, who focused his study on the non-traditional Christian
sects of the 19th and 20th cents, tried to move away from the sect-church opposition,
but retained as a central criterion a sect’s protest against ‘the orthodox system of
religion” ~ which is what did not exist in ancient Greece.
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sacred scripture, no dogmas binding upon all adherents, a religion
which had absorbed one foreign cult after another, this opposition
loses all meaning.*' Although Bryan Wilson endeavoured to develop
a general typology of religious sects, there is absolutely nothing in his
work to indicate a readiness to include Greek religion in it. On the
contrary, he warned of the dangers of theorizing that was divorced
from reliable empirical data: “The danger in sociological theory is
always that models are likely to be mistaken for reality; explanatory
principles too.often become substitutes for factual knowledge.** In
the case of Pythagoreanisin this danger is all the greater because,
besides “sect’, Burkert applies such terms as ‘puritahism’ and ‘sha-
manism’, without explaining how all these relate to one another,
Burkert made very free use of Wilson’s typology,'** and his appli-
cation of selected features of a sect to the Pythagorean material is
extremely problematic. Some of them (communal property, action
against apostates} are not supported in the sources, while others
(regular group meetings) are typical of a political association such
as the Pythagorean hetairia.'** The ‘lternative life style’, which
characterizes Empedocles (D.L. VIII, 73), to some extent Socrates,
and especially the Cynics, is not linked in the tradition with any of the
Pythagoreans known to us. The ‘Pythagorean way of life’, noted

1 See eg. K. Rudolph, ‘Wesen und Struktur der Sekte’, Kokalos 21 (1979), 253
‘Eine Sekte ist eine religitse Gruppe oder Gemeinschaft, die sich im Rahmen einer
Stifter-, Buch, Offenbarungs- oder Bekenntnisreligion gebildet hat. .. Sekte ist kurz
gesagt religionswissenschaftlich “Kleingemeinde” im Gegensatz zur beherrschenden
“Grofigemeinde™’. 5. G. Wilsan, ‘Voluntary Assaciations: An Overview’, in Kloppen-
borg et al. {ed.), Voluntary Associations, 15: ‘The dominance of the church-sect
distinction in modern discussions of sectariaiism, usually with reference to a histori-
cally imited period, makes it a particulatly treachercus and problematic category 1o
transfer to the ancient world’

20 B wilson, ‘A Typology of Sects’, in Types, dimensions et mesure de la religiosité
{Actes de la X Conférence Internationale; Rome, 1969), 35.

Bl Cf. Wilson, Sects and Society, 3-4, 325-7; id,, Religious Sects, 22-35; Burkert,
‘Sect’, 3. Three of Burkert’s central features of a sect are absent in Wilson's definitions
of a sect; an ‘alternative life style’, ‘regular group meefings’, and ‘some sort of
communal or co-operative property’. ‘Action against apostates’ only formally corre-
sponds to ‘expulsion’ in Wilson, who stresses the weakening of the rigoristic principles
of early sects. Burkert, on the other liand, in contrasting ‘sect” and ‘religion’, omits one
of Wilson’s key components; the orthedox system of religion. All other writers (above,
166 n. 116) foliow Burkert rather than Wilsomn.

2 On common property, see above, 149; action taken against apostates belongs to
the realm of legend or applies to political opponents, not to religions apostates (above,
971.). On the Pythagoreans’ political ourddpta, see above, 146.
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approvingly by Plato (Res. 600a-b), was certainly not seen by him as
an ‘alternative’, but merely as different from that of the majority, and
moreover as better. Among its exponents, Plato was thinking first and
foremost of Philolaus, Archytas, and their asseciates. There is no
reason to project onto them the style of life of Diodorus of Aspendus
or the Pythagorists of comedy.'** ‘A high level of spiritual integration,
agreement on beliefs and practices, based on authority, be it a charis-
matic leader or a sacred scripture’ is a poor match for what we know
of the philosophy and religion of the Pythagoreans. Their philoso-
phical theories were highly individual; they never had any sacred
scripture; and the contradictions in our sources concerning metem-
psychosis and the vegetarianism that was linked with it are so great
that it is impossible to see them as binding dogmas of Pythagorean
religion.'** As a result it is not difficult to foresee that the same fate
awaits the Pythagorean ‘sect’ as shamanism, which has already been
abandoned as incapable of explaining anything in the religion of
Archaic Greece.

' (On Diodorus of Aspendus see above, 131 £; on the Pythagorists and the taboos

contained in the ‘symbols’, see below, 179f, 192 1.
*% See below, 222ff. Metempsychosis is not attested in the case of a single
Pythagorean known to us.



Mathematici and Acusmatici. The
* Pythagorean ‘Symbols’

5.1 TWO TRADITIONS

The tradition of the Pythagorean ‘symbols’ appears to be inseparable
from the story of their custodians, the mathematici and the acusma-
tici. The very existence of the ‘symbols’ presupposes the presence of
people who understood the meaning of the wisdom contained in
them and did as they prescribed or forbade. However natural this
supposition may seerm, it is quite wrong: from the outset these tradi-
tions were independent of each other. While the Pythagorean ‘sym-
bols’ were known as early as the fifth century, the mathematici and
the acusmatici appeared in Greek literature in the Imperial age,
becoming joined with the ‘symbols’ for a short time only at the end
of the third century ap.

The problem of the Pythagorean ‘symbols’ and their bearers, whose
appearance came so late, is a convenient point for us to move from an
analysis of the Pythagorean community to a consideration of Pytha-
gorean religion. The subject of religion has, of course, arisen more
than once in the preceding chapter and for a perfectly understandable
reason. After the Pythagorean tradition as such ended in the mid-
fourth century, the ancient Greek tradition of the Pythagoreans came
more and more to depict them as a religious fraternity. In this sense
there is nothing new in principle in the story of the mathematici and
the acusmatici; it is one of the many fictions engendered as ancient
Pythagoreanism underwent interpretation over many centuries.
As distinct from the mathematici and the acusmatici, the ‘symbols’
were not a late invention. Some proportion of the ‘symbols’ known in
antiquity did actually exist in the sixth-fifth centuries, some of them
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connected with Pythagoreanism. It is this which makes the problem
of the ‘symbols’ particularly difficult, since endeavours to establish
precisely which part of them was related to the Pythagoreans, and
precisely what that relationship was, lead inevitably to a result which
is only approximate.

The ‘symbols’ are short sayings divided into three kinds {DK 58
C 4) according to the question they answer.! The first kind answer
the question, ‘What is. ..’ (r{ éorw;). For example: What are the Isles
of the Blest? - The sun and the moon. What is the Oracle of Delphi? -
The tetractys, i.e. the harmony of the Sirens. What are the planets? -
The dogs of Persephone. What is the sea? — The tears of Cronus.
What are the Pleiades? - The lyre of the Muses. What are the Great
and Little Bear? - The hands of Rhea. What is the rainbow? - The
brightness of the sun. What is the sound of bronze when it is struck? -
The voice of a daemon imprisoned in the bronze, What is an earth-
quake? — A gathering of the dead. What is an echo? - The voice of
mightier beings. The second kind answer the question, ‘What is
most...? (v{ pdhiore;). For example: What is most just? - To
sacrifice. What is holiest? — Mallow leaf. What is wisest? — Number,
and in the second place is he who gave names to things.” What is
wisest among us? -~ Medicine. What is strongest? — Insight. What is
most truly said? - That men are wicked. What is finest? - Harmony.
Finally the third, the most important kind, already discussed above,
contains precepts and prohibitions (+{ 8¢l mpdrrew 7 un wpdrrew;).
On rising, one should straighten the bedclothes and eliminate the
traces of one’s presence. One should put on the right shoe first. One
should sacrifice and enter the temple barefoot. Libations should be
poured over the handle of the cup, etc. One should not use the public
baths, speak when there is no light, walk on public roads, wear the
images of gods on rings, have children by a woman who wears gold

' This schema probably goes back to Aristotle (Delatie, Lit,, 284; Burkert, 169,
173).

2§ rois mpdypact T dvépara féuavos (Ael. VH IV,17, cf. Tamb. VP 82} is most
likely a later addition {Burkert, 169 n. 22), based on the Cratylus (H. Steinthal,
Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen und Rémern, 2nd edn. (Berlin,
1890), 1531). See: & Péuevos mpaiTos TR 0’1}0’9‘.111'(1 {436b3); cf, 419a4, 427a6, 4375,
438al. Prock In Crat., 16.11: "Orc mjs Kparthov 86€ns yéyover [TuBaydpos re wal
"Eriroupos. .. dpwrnbels yoiv JTvfaydpas, 1 coddraror 7dv dvrwr dpluds édne i
5¢ SEISTG'DDV Els aquc'cw, L 51}6'1.1.0.1'0. TOLS ﬂpciy,u.am Bép.evog.
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jewellery, step over a yoke, break bread, poke the fire with a sword,
pick up what has fallen from the table, sacrifice a white cock, etc.
The Pythagorean ‘symbols’, in particular the third kind, enjoved
enduring and ever increasing popularity in antiquity. The first com-
mentary on them in writing, by Anaximander of Miletus (the
Younger), probably appeared ¢.400;” Aristotle made extensive use of
it in the monograph On the Pythagorears.* Whether Philochorus’
book Iept qupféAwy, known to us only by its title, was related to the
Pythagorean ‘symbols’ or to something else remains under discus-
sion.” The ‘symbols’ formed part of the Hellenistic biographies of
Pythagoras;® Alexander Polyhistor wrote a special work On Pythago-
rean Symbols in the first part of the first century.” Androcydes’
pseudo-Pythagorean treatise with the same title, highly influential
in the subsequent tradition, probably belongs to the same century.®
Plutarch took an active interest in the ‘symbols’, devoting a chapter of
his Table Talks to the topic. Lucian, the Sophist Aelian, author of
Historical Miscellany, and Athenaeus all wrote about them.” The
‘symbols’ have an important place in the biographies of Diogenes

® E. Schwartz, ‘Anaximandros’ {no. 2), RE 2 (1894), 2086; Philip, 148 n. 3; Burkert,
166 1. 2.

* Fr. 194-6 (fr. 197 does not belong to Aristotle: Rohde, 139 n. I; Holk, 38 £;
Burkert, 166 n. 4). The ‘symbol’ ‘What is most beautiful of bedies and figures? - The
sphere and the circle’ (D.L. VIII, 35}, goes back not to Aristotle but to Alexander
Polyhistor (see below, 171 n. 7), who used his material. Rose and Ross excluded this
and the next two ‘symbols’ from Aristotle’s fragment (fr, 195 = fr. 5 Ross), Diels
brackefed them (58 C 3), to indicate that they do not belong to Aristotle; cf. Delatte,
Lit. 277, id,, Vie, 239; Burkert, 169 n. 18, 169 n. 23. The idea of the perfection of the
sphere is expressed most fully in the Timaeus. rd érimede and +d oreped point to
developed mathematical terminology, see Pl Res. 528a9, Tht. 148b2, Phil. 54c4d (rd
E’TTI.’TF'ESE?. TE Kﬂ.l: GTEPE&).

® FGrHist 328 T 1.16. In view of Philochorus’ interest in religion and that he wrote
on Pythagorean women (above, 68 n. 29}, this supposition seems plausible (Burkert,
167 n. 6).

€ See Hermippus fr. 22-3 = FGrHist 1026 F 21-22.

7 PGrHist 273 ¥ 94, The only fragment of this work contains no ‘symbols’ (see
below, 193), but we find thein in Alexander’s excerpt from the Pythagorean Memoirs,
in which he also inserted material fom Aristotle’s collection {D.1. VII, 33-36 = F 140
= Arist, fr. 195). The Pythagorean Memoirs already contain neo-Pythagorean doc-
trines, see above, 10 . 18, 71 n. 44, 90 n. 128, and below, 423 1.

® Androcydes (Tryphon, De frapis, 193,31 £); Nicom. Ar. 1,3; Clein, Strom. V,8,45;
lamb, VP 145; Theol. ar., 52.8); Holk, 40f.; Burkert, 167, See below, 192 f.

® Plut. Quaest. conv. 727 A, De Isid. 354 E, De lib. educ. 12 D-F, Num. 14; Luc. Gall.
4, Ver, hist, 2,28, Vit. auct., 3-6; Ael. VH IV,17; Athen. II, 65 £, ViI, 308¢, X, 452d-f.
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Laertius, Porphyry, and in particular Tamblichus.'® There are refer-
ences to the ‘symbols’ in many Christian writers and in late antique
commentators;'' the Neoplatonist Hierocles (fifth century Ap} in his
commentary on Pythagoras’ Golden Verses collected some fifty of
them. Interest in the topic was maintained in Byzantium and in the
medieval Arabic tradition and became particularly brisk in the age of
the Renaissance.'” The fate of the mathematici and acusmatici was
quite different. First emerging in the writings of Clement of Alexan-
dria (¢.150-215 ap) they achieved a rapid, but short-lived rise to fame
in neo-Pythagorean biography, in Porphyry and particularly in Jam-
blichus. After Tamblichus, in fact not a single writer in antiquity
mentions the mathematici and acusmatici.

The two traditions levelled in popularity only in modern times,
when they became an indispensable element of any general work on
Pythagoreanism."® With the passage of time the history of the mathe-
matici and acusmatici acquired increasing significance, since it be-
came evident that it could be used with equal success to support quite
different positions., For example, those who hold that philosophy,
science, and religion (expressed in the ‘symbols’) coexisted in Pytha-
goreanism from the outset postulate that there were two directions
amoeng Pythagoreans: the maihematici were initiated into the philo-
sophical and scientific doctrine of Pythagoras, while it fell to the
acusmatici merely to observe strictly his religious precepts. On the
other hand, those who regard philosophy and science as appearing in

"% D,L. VIII, 17-18, 34-5; Porph. VP 37, 41-5; lamb. VP 82-6, 103-5. lamblichus
also dealt with the ‘symbols’ in Protrepiicus (104.26 ff.) and wrote a special work ITep!
cru'u.Fc;/\(uv (VP 186, Protr, 112.2; see Holk, 20, 66£; Dillon, lamblichi fragmenta, 24).

1 Clem. Strom. V,5,27-30; Hippol. Ref. V1,27; Hieron, Adv. Rufin. 111,39 f; Stob.
1I1,1,199; Hierocl. In Carm. gur,, XXVL5; Procl, In Tim. 1,30.4 1, 11,246.7; Damasc.
Princ,, 93.20; Simpl, In Epict,, 134.50; Philop. In de An.,, 116.31 £; In Phys,, 610.19. In
more detail: A. Hiuffmeier, Die pythagoreischen Spriiche in Porphyrios’ Vita Pytha-
gorae, Kapitel 36 (Ende) bis 45 (diss. Miunster, 2004), 9f. Almost all ancient and
medieval parallels are assembled in this extensive work,

" The article on the ‘symbols’ in the Sude is almost bigger than Pythagoras
biography. On the interpretation of the ‘symbols’ in the Middle Ages and the
Renaissance: Celenza, Piety; Hiffineier, Spriiche, 211, 331,

* Among specialized works we note some learned dissertations on the ‘symbols™
Halk; Boehm; Hiiffineier, Spriiche. Corssen, ‘Schrift, supported by Bertermann, De
Tamblichi, and Delatte, Lit,, 285f, developed an interesting theory on Androcydes’
bocok (see above, 10 n. 21), which was not confirmed. Delatte, Lit., 271 ff,, and Burkert,
166 ff., dealt with the two traditions in particular detail. On the mathematici and
acusmatici see von Fritz, ‘Mathematiker’.
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Pythagoreanism later, as a result of a transformation of Pythagorean
religion, paint the early Pythagorean community as a religious com-
mune totally subject to the rules established by Pythagoras and
preserved in the ‘symbols’, ascribing the division of the school into
mathematici and acusmatici to the second half or even the end of the
fifth century. Rohde proposed an interesting intermediate version.
Recognizing that the mathematici and acusmatici were a later inven-
tion, he supposed that the ancient commentators had attempted to
use it to explain the opposing sides of Pythagoreanism, bringing
together in time the Pythagorean ‘myth’ and ‘logos’, which in reality
(ie. from the standpoint of notions prevalent at the end of the nine-
teenth century) belonged to different periods.'*

Before moving to analyse the separate and the combined develop-
ment of the two traditions, it is important to establish a number of
indisputable facts. First, the term acusmata, the name commonly
used for the Pythagorean ‘symbols’ in contemporary scholarship, is
certainly not Pythagorean and is merely misleading. Although the
word dxovaua (‘that which is heard’) was current in classical times, it
was first applied to the Pythagorean ‘symbols’ by Tamblichus.'® The
whole of the tradition which preceded him, including Porphyry,
usually called these sayings adyBore;'® Jamblichus himself uses this
term in Protrepticus, which presents a whole collection of these
commandments, and elsewhere.'” It is revealing that Iamblichus’
innovation made no impression in antiquity: after him everyone
continued as before to write of ot80Aa, not of drodopara.'®

Second, even were one to suppose that there were different move-
ments or groups within ancient Pythagoreanism {about which the

4 Rohde, 1071, 138 £ Cf. Zeller, i, 415 n. 1: division into twe groups is the in-
vention of the neo-Pythagoreans.

1% vp 82-3, 85. Hiiffmeier (Spriiche, 13 n. 40) notes that drovaua occurs in the
second pseudo-Platonic letter ‘in einem vergleichbaren Zusammenhang®. Neverthe-
less the subject of the letter is the “secret’ and hence oral teachings of Plato, not the
Pythagorean ‘symbols’; the word drxovopara occurs once (314a3, cf. nearby Aeydusve
and droudueva} and has no terminological meaning.

'¢ Anayimander of Miletus (FGrHisi 9 T 1), Atistotle (fr. 196), Philochorus (see
abave, 171 n. 5), Alexander Polyhistor (FGrHisi 273 F 94), Androcydes (Tamb. VP
145; Theol. ar.,, 52.8), Plutarch (Quaest. conv. 727 A), Clement {Strom. V,5,27-8),
Diogenes Laertius (VIII, 17), Porphyry (VP 41-2). For alternative terms for the
‘symbols’ see below, 193 n. 91.

Y7 VP 2, 103-5 passim, 186, 227; Protr., 104.26 ff; Tep! ovuBdrarv (abave, 172 1.
10} Holk, 20, 661,

¥ Gee above, 172 n. 11.
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sources of the classical period are resolutely silent), they could not
possibly have been called mathematici and acusmatici. The word
pabnuarucds first occurs in one of the late dialogues of Plato (Soph.
219c) and was most probably introduced either by him or not long
before him.'” When Archytas wrote about his Pythagorean predeces-
sors who had studied mathematics (B 1), he called them of mwept
pabijuara, not pafnuaricol. In first- and second-century Ap sources
we find pafipuaricol among other categories of Pythagoreans,” but
the first to refer to a division of the school into mathematici and
acusmatici was Clement of Alexandria, to whom belongs also the first
use of the term dxovoparixol (Strom. V,9,59). The mathematici and
acusmatici become the main groupings of Pythagoreans in Porphyry

and Tamblichus.** Accordingly the dxoiouara, which only appear in

Iamblichus, occur in those sections which deal with the acusmatici.®

Evidently it seemed natural to him that the acusmatici should have
acusmata; it was also important to emphasize the oral nature of their
wisdom, which was not at all implied by the term ovpfolor. After
Tamblichus, as has been noted, the mathematici and acusmatici prac-
tically vanish from ancient literature,” while other names remain in
use.”* Hence it was in lamblichus that the two ancient traditions,

Y Words with the suffix -weos appear in large numbers at the turn of the 4th cent.,
owing to the influence of the Sophists, it is supposed: A. N. Ammann, -icos bei Platon
(diss. Freiburg, 1953); A. Willi, The Languages of Aristophanes: Aspects of Linguistic
Variation in Classical Aftic Greek (Oxford, 2003}, 142 f£ Plato has about 350 such
words.

% Anon. Phot. 438b19-23; Aul. Gell 1,9,1-8; see below, 184,

# Porph. VP 37; Tamb, VP 81, 87-8, Comm. Math., 76,16-77.24. In Porphyry they
oust all other groups; lamblichus has also politici, whom he associates at times with
mathematici, at times with acusmatici (cf. VP 89 and 150), as well as Pythagorists (VP
80-1).

% Apart from VP 82-3, 85, dxovopa in its ‘Pythagorean” meaning occurs ouly in
one place (VP 140}, but not in any ather of Jamblichus’ books (in VP 245 dxevouare
is rather ‘oral teaching’ in general than ‘symbols’; cf. Burkert, 175 n. 74 ‘musical
entertainment’). If the term dwovopa was used by Aristotle {thus Holk, 12§, 39;
Delatte, Lit., 279 f; Burkert, 175, 196), why do we not find it in Aristoteian material
in Diogenes Laertius, Aelian, and Porphyry {fr. 194-6}, and how did it come to appear
in Tamblichus, who did not have access to a single ancient source? (cf. above, 75 n. 61).
Both before and after Aristotle, in Anaximander and Philochorus, these sayings were
called ovufore (above, 173 n. 16).

> A brief mention of ‘the acusinatic Hippasus in Syrianus (In Met, 123.7) and
Stobaeus (1,49,32} is a quotation from Tamblichus (cf, In Nic,, 10.20; Stobaeus cites
Tamblichus’ Tept uyss).

* Procl. In Tim. 1,22.11; Schol. Theocr., XIV,5b-c; Suda, s.v. Pythagoras, p. 267.15
Adler.
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having reached the high point of their development, became so
closely intertwined that many still see the connection between them
as indissoluble.

In order not to invent new terms, I will call the two supposed
categories of Pythagoreans mathematici and acusmatici, having full
regard to the conventionality of these names. In fact the fundamental
problem is not what the various groupings or categories of Pythago-
reans were called - ‘Pythagorics’ and ‘Pythagorists’, ‘esoterics’ and
‘exoterics’, or mathematici and acusmatici - but whether such a
division did indeed exist in ancient Pythagoreanism. In its application
to the ‘symbols’, the problem can be formulated thus: was there in the
history of ancient Pythagoreanism a period in which the precepts and
taboos they contain were observed to the letfer, and, if there was, then
what circle of persons was affected?

5.2 IN SEARCH OF THE ACUSMATICI

As we have already established (above, Ch. 4), the Pythagorean
community was not a religious fraternity, but a political hetairia;
consequently the ‘symbols’ could not have been a code of conduct
for all early Pythagoreans.”® The way of life of the Pythagorean
aristocracy as a whole, to the extent that we can conceive it, was in
many aspects close to the way of life of the Greek aristocracy of the
sixth-fifth centuries. Pythagoras merely modified it, taking account of
new ideas,”® some of which were held, not only by him, but also, for
example, by Xenophanes (a reflective attitude to religion, rejection of
luxury, an increased role for sodia, etc.).*” If, though, specific Pytha-
goreans from Alcmaeon and Hippasus to Archytas and Xenophilus
are considered, then, in those cases where we can distinguish their
individual traits, it is evident that they in no way resemble people
prepared to subjugate their lives to the observance of such command-
ments. There is not so much as a hint of any taboos in any of the

** Philip {138 fT.) firmly emphasizes this circamstance. Cf. von Fritz, ‘Mathemati-
ker’, 12f.

* See E. Stein-Holkeskamp, Adelskultur und Polisgesellschaft. Studien zum grie-
chischen Adel in archaischer und klassischer Zeit {Stuttpart, 1989} (criticism of the
aristocracy: 123 £},

* See Bernhard, Luxuskritik, 51 fi.
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sources relating to them. If, however, all those regarding whoin
evidence has been preserved were mathematici, who then were the
acusmatici? Tamblichus says that the acusmatici stem from the poli-
ticians, who, at their age, did not have the leisure to listen to detailed
expositions of Pythagoras’ teachings, which were therefore provided
to them in the form of brief maxims (VP 88). Could, however, people
who comprised the political elite of Magna Graecia accept such a
form of ritvalization of their lives, which would have the effect of
isolating them from the rest of the political class, making them the
butt of general mockery? When, ¢.450, the wave of anti-Pythagorean
outbreaks swept southern Italy and ‘the best men in each city per-
ished’ (Polyb. 11,39,1, from Timaeus), were these the men who were
not to walk on public roads, not to step over a yoke, and not to speak
in the dark?*® Anyone who answers ‘yes’ to these questions will have
also to explain why it is that contemporary sources are silent on all
this. Greek comedy from Epicharmus onwards held up to ridicule
things much more innocuous. Why then was Epicharmus silent in
this instance, while Cratinus preferred to mock Hippon’s philosophy,
not this superstitious ritualism never encountered in the Greek world
either before or after the Pythagoreans? After all, any observance of
the literal meaning of the ‘symbols’ must have been patently obvious
to all around, unlike the geometric theorems and experiments in
acoustics, which were of interest only to few and hence left no direct
trace in the fifth-century tradition of Pythagoras {above, §1.1).

The regulation of life prescribed by the ‘symbols’ is in striking
contradiction, not only to what we know of the hetairiai of the
sixth—fourth centuries,”® but also to what we know of the thiasoi of
the time. The rules of the internal life of the thiasoi which have come
down to us are no different from the usual norms of life in a polis;™
they contain no taboos like the Pythagorean taboos. Nor does the
Pythagorean “catechism’ resemble the rules of the religious societies of
the Near East, like, for example, the Qumran community or the
monastery of St Pachomius, Their charters are of a quite different

** Von Fritz, ‘Mathematiker’, 22 f, 26, supposed that the acusmatici appeared after
the political disaster of the mid-5th cent. Wishing, unlike the mathematici, to preserve
the old doctrine without any change, they ‘understood many things more literally and
narrowly than was originafly intended’.

* Somie of them, in Athens at least, were defiantly areligious and even profaned the
mysteries (Calhoun, Athenian Clubs, 361.).

*® See abave, 144 n. 22.



Mathematici and Acusmatici. The Pythagorean Symbols’ 177

nature and do not contain the primitive superstitions of which the
‘symbols’ are full. The way of life and the conduct of the members of
the Qumran community, totally isolated from the outside world, were
most harshly regulated; any infringement brought strictly graduated
punishment. It was forbidden to doubt the teachings of the commu-
nity, to oppugn its principles, to slander, to lie, to display temper,
anger, or malice, to appear naked in front of one’s fellows, to sleep,
spit, or laugh loudly during an assembly or to leave without a reason,
to communicdte with anyone expelled from the community, etc.”!
However deeply these “fanatical separatists’, as the expert on Quinran
Garcia Martinez calls them, were obsessed with their ritual purity,
they placed moral injunctions at the basis of their communal life and
committed them to writing (only a ban on gesticulating with the left
hand could be counted as a superstition).>® Their code reveals a real
life, austere though it may have been, constrained by religious dis-
cipline.* What kind of life Hes behind the precepts of the ‘symbols’?
What do they regulate, and to what end? In Greek religion, unlike the
ethical monotheism of Judaism and Christianity, the main role was
played by the cult. The commandments, however, for the most part
are unrelated to the cult;’* they totally regulate a man’s entire daily
life. Burkert writes:

3 1. D. Amusin, Kumranskaia obshchina (Moscow, 1983), 124 £; F. Garcia Marti-
nez {ed.}, The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, 2nd edn. {Leiden, 1998), 3 ff;; for a detailed
list of ‘crimes’ and ‘punishiments’ see J. Baumgarten, ‘Judicial Procedures’, in Ency-
clofedz‘a of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Oxford, 2000), 458 f.

> Cf. however a precept of Chilon, one of the Seven Sages: Advovra wh) miv yeipa
mv_sfv-",u.cwmdv ycip (D.L. 1, 70),

% The rule of the monastery of St Pachomius is notable for even greater detail
(Khosroev, Pakhomii Velikii, 3911t). The only regulation cominon to the Pythagor-
eans and the Pachomians which can be found is a ban on speaking in the dark, but the
reason for its introduction to the monastic rule is anything but superstition.

* Boehm, drawing no distinction between the early and late sources, treated all
the commandments atiributed to the Pythagoreans as ancient Pythagorean super-
stitions, Consequently, the main source of the cuitic precepts of the Pythagoreans
(seven of the ten commandinents in Boehm, nos. 1, 2, 4, 5-7, 10) turned out to be
the pseudo-Pythaporean Tepds Adyos in Latin (?) cited by Iamblichus (VP 152-156);
Thesleff, 167 f., dates it to the 1st cent., but it could be much later. From this work,
which paints Pythagoras as the primogenitor of a significant portion of Greek
rituals, Boehm took 15 of the 75 commandments he comments on, not one (!} of
which coincides with the commandments from the traditions of Aristotle or An-
drocydes (cf. below, 192 £).
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To take the acusmata seriously means an almost frightening constric-
tion of one’s freedom of action in daily life. Whether a Pythagorean gets
up or goes to bed, puts on his shoes or cuts his nails, stirs the fire, puts
on the pot, or eats, he always has a commandment to heed. He is always
on trial and always in danger of doing something wrong.*

What could lead us to believe that the Pythagoreans took these taboos
seriously? Neither the classical nor the later sources know of a single
Pythagorean (named or unnamed) who did not poke the fire with a
sword, or break bread, or speak in the dark. Whenever the subject
arises, we learn, not of a real person, but of the sayings which contain
these taboos! In the entire tradition of the ‘symbols’ nothing is said
about the punishment of transgressors in this or the afterlife,*® or
about rewards for the strict observance of the commandments. Did
expulsion from the commune or fearful torment in Hades await those
who walked on public roads? Did those who shunned public baths
hope to achieve the eternal bliss which the members of the Qumran
community and the early Christian monks looked forward to? The
sources say nothing about this, which once again demonstrates that
the commandments, in the form in which they have come down to us,
were not rules for life, but sayings, a part of religiously coloured
folklore. They were interesting to interpret, but not obligatory to
observe, in any case not without additional religious authority.
Revealing in this respect is the argument of the Etruscan Lucius,
Plutarch’s friend, who asserted that Pythagoras was also an Etruscan,
though not through his father, as was held by many, but by birth and
upbringing, since the Etruscans were the only nation actually to
observe and preserve the Pythagorean ‘symbols’, such as ‘do not
keep swallows at the house’, ‘pour libations over the handle of the
cup’, ‘do not step over a broom’, etc.”’ Among the Greeks, including
neo-Pythagoreans, of whom Lucius himself was one,™ he knew no
such people. Nor did Porphyry, who gave a symbolic interpretation of

*® Burkert, 151, Riedweg, Pythagoras, 67: “The life of the Py'thagoreans was thor-
oughly ritualized by means of countless prohibitions and obligations.’

According to Aristotle, the explanation of the ban on breaking bread, that it will
affect the judgement in Hades, belongs to later commentators on the Pythagerean
‘symbols’, not to the Pythagoreans themselves (Iamb. VP 86; D.1. VIII, 35 = Arist.
fr. 195); see below= 196f.

7 radra yap €pn vdv Hubayopicdv Aeydvran xal ypagddvrav uévous £pyw Tuppy-
voug ¢bevdafeiofor kal guAdrrew (Quaest. conv. 727 B4-C7),

® See Hershbell, ‘Piutarch’s Pythagorean Friends’.



Mathematici and Acusmatici. The Pythagorean Symbols’ 179

the Pythagorean commandments (VP 41-2). Iamblichus presents
the ‘symbols’ as the ¢idocodia, Sdyuara, codia of the acusmatici
(VP 81-2, 87): they were to be learnt by heart and preserved as divine
commandments, but Iamblichus doggedly evades the question
whether their literal meaning was actually observed. Moreover he
understands perfectly well that, without an allegorical interpretation
of the ‘hidden’ meaning of the ‘symbols’, they may seem ‘siily and
stupid gabble’ (VP 105, 227).

Let us take anather approach to this problem. The tradition of two
directions in Pythagoreanism, of which the story of the mathematici
and acusmatici is a later version, stems from the second half of the
fourth century, when comedies mocking Pythagorists and Pythago-
rizers appeared on the Athenian stage. That these grotesque charac-
ters were the reflection of a certain historical reality is shown by the
figure of Diodorus of Aspendus, who attempted to combine Cynicism
with Pythagoreanism.*® The question lies in what that reality was.
Was there beyond the comic characters a community of superstitious
ritualists who took seriously the observance of the dozens of precepts
in the ‘symbols’? Are they not these very acusmatici whom we cannot
find at all,*® appearing though they do after the mathematici have
disappeared? Let us take a closer look at them.*' The first thing to
strike one is that the Pythagorists come into being as rapidly as they
vanish. Their stage life is limited to the second half of the fourth
century. They are absent both from the Old and from the New
Comedy, though both were eager to portray philosophers. Further,
it is revealing that the comic Pythagorists do not dappear on stage
(they are merely talked about) and are, as a rule, anonymous, as for
example in the Tombs and the Knapsack of Antiphanes, the Pytha-
gorist of Aristophon, and the Tarentines of Cratinus the Younger.
Those who are named, for example Epicharides, Melanippides,
Phaon, Phyromachus, and Phanus from the Tarentines of Alexis
(58 E 1 = fr. 223 K-A), turn out to be, not indigent followers of

¥ See above, 1321,

% Thus, e.g. Méautis, Recherches, 10; Burkert, 198 {f; von Fritz, ‘Mathematiker’;
Giangiulio, Pitagora, i. 197 £,

*1°On Pythagorists in Middle Comedy see Weiher, Philosophen, 55 fi.; Méautis,
Recherches, 91f.; Burkert, 198 ff.; Melerc Bellido, Atenas, 65£; R. Hodek, ‘Die Gestalt
des Philosophen auf der Bithne der mittleren attischen Komddie', Graecolating
Pragensia, 13 {1991), 23-35; ], L. Llopis, ‘Los pitagoricos en la Comedia Media’,
Habis 26 (1995}, 67-82; Arnott, Alexis, passim.
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Archytas (who were of no interest to the Athenian public), but more
or less weil-known Athenians, ‘some of them at least beggars or
paupers whose paraded impoverishment allowed comic poets to
explain their circumstances ludicrously as due to Pythagorist asceti-
cism’.* Epicharides, who eats dogs after first killing them (Pythago-
rists eat nothing alivel), turns out to be a well-known spendthrift,
Phyromachus an even better-known parasite and gourmand, whose
appearance among indigent Pythagorists, dining on barley once in
five days, must have been particularly appreciated by the Athenian
public.”’ In front of us are supposed Pythagorists, ie. Athenians
whose way of life is played on through their illusory Pythagoreanism.
In fact, as Aristophon in the Pythagorist declares, their beggarly
way of living and their asceticism come from destitution: give them
a portion of meat or fish and they will eat it with glee! (58 E 2 = fr.
9 K-A).

The impression is created that the character of the Pythagorist,
cropping up in one comedy after another, is to be found only on the
Athenian stage, to which in reality it owes its appearance. The Pytha-
gorists, not fortuitously, are ignored by all other contemporary
sources,"* so the only real figure remains, as before, Diodorus of
Aspendus. It does not follow that, since Alexis and Cratinus the
Younger gave their comedies identical ftitles the Pythagorizing
Woman and the Tarentines, we should seck Pythagorists in Tarentum
or among women. Tarentum, which flourished under Archytas, is
selected simply as a centre of Pythagoreanism known to all (and
especially to Alexis, who was born in Thurii),*> while Pythagorean
women, in whom other writers of the second half of the fourth century
displayed an interest,* remain for us the same literary characters as the
Pythagorists themselves.

42 Arnott, Alexis, 639,

* Ibid. 635, 640. In the Pythagorist (fr. 10 K-A) Aristophon compares his
starving heroes with the notorious Athemian parasite Tithymallus and the politician
Philippides, no less well-known for his thinness. On them see Arnott, Alexis, 601,
2451, 4491,

** Weiher, Philosophen, 57; the pale, barefoot, and hungry Pythagorist from
Theocritus™ idyll (XIV, 3ff. = 58 E) is, of course, a reminiscence of the comedy,
which is indicated by his Athenian origin.

* The appearance of Pythagorists on the Athenian stage is in no way connected
with an emigration of Pythagoreans from Italy to Greece ¢.390 supposed by von Fritz
(above, 108},

* See above, 68 n. 29,
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The typical character traits shown by the Pythagorists also lead to
the supposition that Middle Comedy did not so much copy reality as
use the ready-made comic figure of the philosopher, with little rela-
tion to the particular school to which he belonged. In contrast to the
acusmatici, obsessed with ritual purity, the Pythagorists are always
dirty; they constantly go barefoot, not only when making sacrifices;
like other philosophers, they wear only shabby cloaks; they live on
grasses and cereals and drink only water, abstaining from meat and
wine. The dramatists™ choice of poverty to explain the Pythagorists’
asceticism is on their conscience; let us suppose that we have before us
a deliberately chosen way of life. Does it resemble what is prescribed
by the ‘symbols'? The only coincidence is abstinence from animal
foods; the test is all at variance: the Pythagorists did not observe what
the ‘symbols’ required, and, the reverse, not one of the ‘symbols’
forbade drinking wine and wearing a clean chiton and sandals. This
one coincidence, moreover, is incomplete: the ‘symnbols’ demanded,
not entire rejection of animal foods, but only abstinence from certain
organs (e.g. the uterus and the heart} or certain kinds of meat (e.g.
from non-sacrificial animals) and fish {Arist. fr. 194; lamb. VP 85).
Hence the Pythagorists turn out to be stricter than the acusmatici on
one point and depart from them on all others.

It is easy to surmise that it was vegetarianism, one of the main
features of Pythagoreanism in popular tradition,”” which became that
final "touch which turned the customary comic character of the
grubby, barefoot philosopher in his shabby cloak into the figure of
the Pythagorist.*® In all other respects the Pythagorists are surpris-
ingly like Socrates and his pupils in Aristophanes’ Clouds and

¥ Alexis in Attis {fr. 27 K-A) exalts Pythagoras through the words of a parasite:
“The first to say that a wise man should not eat anything living was himself a wise
mar’. Subsequently this rule is easily evaded by a familiar trick: everything eaten by
the hero of the comedy is already dead. See also Antiphanes” Neotfis {fr. 166 K-A) and
below, 182 n. 52.

* The appearance of the Pythagorists at Pluto’s feast (Aristophon, fr, 12 K-A = 58
E 2) belongs among common themes in comedy, not to some special Pythagorean
kerdBams els Aidou, In Aristophanes’ Frogs (758 ), the best representatives of each
réxvy; feast with Pluto, and Euripides, taking advantage of the rabble’s favour, takes the
place of Aeschylus. For a picture of gastronomic luxury in Hades see Pherecrates, fr,
113 K-A. In contrast to this picture, in Aristophon the Pythagorists cbserve their diet
even in the underworld.
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other philosophers on the Athenian stage.*” The author of comedies
Amipsias made fun of Socrates’ shabby cloak as early as 423; in
Aristophanes Socrates is poor and dirty, he suffers from cold and
hunger and hence is pale, goes barefoot and does not drink wine
exactly as the Pythagorists did!”® Like Socrates, the Pythagorists
entice the simple into their toils with clever rhetoric, and their Adyeu
Aemrol refer us directly to Clouds.” If, however, the Pythagorists of
comedy turn out to be the same construction of familiar components
as the Socrates of comedy, who then was their actual prototype?
They cannot be identified directly with the Cynics, whom they most
resemble: the Cynics had no ban on meat.”* However, Diodorus of
Aspendus, who claimed acquaintance with Pythagoreans, actually
was an indigent vegetarian, which may have been quite sufficient to
earn the sobriquet of ‘Pythagoras’ henchman’ and ‘Pythagorizer’.>® If
there were in Athens other such figures as Diodorus, comedy could
have taken from them some crucial details, transforming the by now
dated character of the poor philosopher, Socrates, into the figure of
the indigent vegetarian-Pythagorist. The readiness of comic authors
to adopt the successful devices of their colleagues is well known, and
should caution us against identifying a particular comic type with
some Pythagorean community existing at that time. In fact the
comic writers themselves, calling their characters Pythagorists and

* For an analysis of the image of Socrates in comedy, see Weiher, Philosophen,
5f; K. J. Dover (ed.), Aristophanes. Clouds (Oxford, 1968), pp. xxxii ff.

* Amips. fr. 9 K-A = D.L. 11, 27-8; Ar. Av. 1554; Nub. 103, 175,362 1, 4141, 8361,
1112, Cf. ‘the lean and hungry Sophists from the Lyceum’ {Antiphanes, fr. 120 K-A);
Weiher, Philosophen, 401, Seeing the resemblance of the Pythagorists and Socrates,
Melero Bellido, Afenas, 83ff, even supposed that the Pythagoreans were ridiculed in
Clowds.

5L Rheteric: Cratinus the Younger's The Tarentines (58 E 3 = {r. 7 K-A); Adyo
Aerrrof: Alexis’ The Tarentines (58 B 1 = fr. 223 K-A}, of. Nub. 153, 320, 1496,

*2 Weiher, Philosaphen, 57 £. True, the Cynic Onesicritus maintained in conversa-
tion with an Indian gymnosophist ‘that Pythagoras taught a similar doctrine, and
enjoined his disciples to abstain from whatever has life; that Socrates and Diogenes,
whose discourses he had heard, held the same opinions’ (Strab. XV,65 = FGrHist 134
F 17}. Socrates’ appearance in this company is highly symptomatic. - Another detail,
own, found in Alexis’ Pythagorizousa (58 E 1 = fr. 201 K-A), has a paralle] in
Diogenes the Cynic {D.L. VI, 31), who taught that cne should make do with simple
food and water and go about in only a cloak, barefoot, and silent {guwmnAods).

3 See above, 1331,
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Pythagorizers, were making it clear that they drew a distinction
between them and the entirely respectable Pythagoreans of the past.”*

5.3 FORMATION OF A LEGEND

Although acusmatici cannot be found among the Pythagorists, in the
end these two categories have turned out to be connected. Through
their very obvious differences from the ancient Pythagoreans, the
Pythagorists of comedy and the real Pythagorizers iaunched the
tradition of the existence (and then the coexistence) within Pythago-
reanism of different directions, as a result of which the mathematici
and acusmatici appeared. Admittedly, this took five hundred years.
The historians and biographers of the late fourth century, as has been
noted, did not notice the Pythagorists of comedy. Aristoxenus, often
criticized for ignoring them, in this respect was no different from his
contemporaries. Comments on Diodorus of Aspendus, inciuding the
very earliest, emphasize, not only his resemblance to the Pythagore-
ans, but also that he differed from them. Timaeus teports that ‘he
introduced the eccentric way of life and pretended to have associated
with the Pythagoreans’ (FGrHist 566 F 16). Accordihg to Sosicrates
{c.150), Diodorus adopted the wearing of a long beard, put on a worn
cloak, and grew long hair, introducing this practice as an innovation
in order to gratify a kind of vanity, since the Pythagoreans before his
time always dressed in white clothing and made use of baths, oint-
ment, and the customary mode of hair-cut’ (fr. 15, tr. Gulick). If
Sosicrates still takes account of the difference in time between the
Pythagorizing Diodorus and the Pythagoreans who lived before him,
later it becomes erased, with the Pythagoreans and the Pythagorists
becoming contemporaries. In scholia on Theocritus, who referred to a
paie, barefoot, and hungry Pythagorist (XIV, 51.}, we read:

The Pythagoreans differ from the Pythagorists in that the Pythagoreans
take great care of their bodies, whereas the Pythagorists lead a very
simple and wretched life. Some consider that the Pythagorists accept the

5% Sometimes, probably for the sake of variety, comedy also uses the usual terms,
Huﬁ‘ayépews (Alexis, Ir. 201, 223 K-A) and Huﬂayopmés' (Antiphanes Ir. 158 K-A;
this last, however, is often corrected to ITvfayopioris). CE. Weiher, Philosophen, 56;
Burkert, 198 n. 25.
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rules of Pythagoras, but not his opinien, whereas the Pythagoreans hold
to the same way of thinking as Pythagoras.®

Hippolytus formulates the same more briefly: the esoterics were
called Pythagoreans and the others Pythagorists.”® Elsewhere Hippo-
lytus reports that Pythagoras named these two groups esoterics and
exoterics, initiating the first into the nobler sciences and the others
into the humbler; he was, after all, said to engage in magic and
invented physiognomics.”” Finally Iamblichus, who could not admit
that followers of Pythagoras, however remote, might lead a life of
poverty, provides the following explanation: Pythagoreans differ from
Pythagorists in the same way as ‘Attics’ (Arrixol) from ‘Atticists’
(Arruoral); Pythagoras identified the former as his true followers
and the latter as emulators of these { VP 80-81). The only aspect of the
way of life of the Pythagorists to be reported was that these retain
their own possessions but meet together to study with one another.
At some stage, alongside the binomial construct, there comes into
being a trinomial, occurring first in an anonymous biography of
Pythagoras in Photius.®® Pythagoras’ close associates become here
ITvBayopixol, their pupils ITvfaydperor, and those who imitated
Pythagoras outwardly and in some other way (of 8¢ dAAws é€wlev
{niwral) IMTufayopiorai. Alongside this scheme another was pre-
sented: those who devoted themselves to fewpia were called ce-
Baorikoi; those who enpaged in human affairs modirixoel; and
specialists in mathematical sciences (geometry and astronomy) wa-
anaﬂxot’.sg On the whole these two divisions do not infersect,

i diagépovar 8¢ [Tvdayopixal vaw ITvlayopiordv, 81t of pév ITulayopixol néoay
dpovride mowivrar Tol sduatos, of 8¢ Huflayopioral mepiearadpdy wal edypnpd
Siaimy xpdvraw Twes 8¢ [Tulayopiords pév Adyovor 7ovs dmobexoudious 76 Mufla-
‘YC’PPOU, ‘LLT‘!, 3V7a§ 8(‘ Tﬁs E’KEL’VOU 3651}'5‘, HUBQ?OPLKO?JS‘ 85‘ TOI‘)S‘ Td HU&H.}M;‘OOU
dpovodvras {XIV, 5a, cf. another version in XIV, 5¢). ~ The oldest scholia to Theo-
critus stem from the Lst cent.

56 Ref 1,2,17. The same in Origen (Contra Cels. 1,7).

37 Ref. 1,2,4. Echoes of the same tradition are found in Artemidorus (2nd cent. an),
where the Pythagorists appear in bad company with all kinds of pliysiognomists and
fortune-tellers, whose teaching is accounted false (11, 69).

*8 438b23-5. For the same scheme, see Schal, Theocr., XTV.5b; Suda, sv. Pytha-
goras. On dating Anonymus Photii see above, 72 . 48; on the scheme itself: Dortrle,
Platonismus, ii. 2611.

%% 438b19-23. This scheme is reproduced by Schol. Theocr., XIV,5b; Suda, s,
Pythagoras. Beyond these three places, seflaoricof are not found in Greek literature,
unlike oefaarof. Cf. oeflaorindy and sefeaorucds: Porph. Quaest. Hom. 1, 215; lamb.
VP 17; Protr., 110.9.
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so that in the second scheme there is no place for Pythagorists.
Another trinemial construct, mentioned by Aulus Gellius (I, 9, 1-8)
with a reference to his teacher, the Platonist Calvisius Taurus (acme
¢.150 ap), differs from the others in that all three categories in it
represent successive stages in a Pythagorean’s education,” The can-
didate underwent a physiognomic test, then joined the drovarixof,®
who were to hear Pythagoras in silence, in two years progressed to the
category of palyuaricol, engaged in uabipara, and later became one
of the $uaixol, devoting himself to philosophical research proper.®*

So we find in the literature of the first three centuries Ap various
schemes of dividing up the Pythagoreans, most of which are based on
the degree of closeness to Pythagoras: his chosen pupils take up
worthier things than outside supporters or novices (Pythagorists,
exoterics, acustici). The ‘symbols’ do not figure in a single one of
these schemes; the two traditions hitherto have a separate existence.
Clement, the first to make a brief reference to the mathematici and
acusmatici (Strom. V,9,59),%% still makes no evident connection with
them when he considers the ‘symbols’ (V,5,27-30 and 8,50). The first
to connect the two traditions in sources available to us was Porphyry
(VP 36-43), in whom, as has been noted, there are no groups other
than the mathematici and acusmatici:

Pythagoras instructed the pupils who came te him either through a
detailed exposition or through symbols, since he had two methods of
teaching, and of those who came to him soine were called mathematici,
and the others acusmatici: mathematici were those who studied a
comprehensive and detailed exposition of his scientific teaching

& See M.-L. Lakmann, Der Platoniker Tauros in der Darstellung des Aulus Gellius
(Le1den 1995), 9ff,

! No other substantivized dxouvsricol are found in the literature: cf, lamb, VP
163 = DK 58 D 1.4 on the Pythagoreans: siwmndovs 8¢ elvar xai drovorixols
(probably from Aristoxenus).

®2 These three categories correspond to the three groups of Pythagoras™ pupils in
Socrates” epigram (AP 14.1; conjectural date, 1st cent. 4D: Burkert, 193 n. 6): Some
study nature, some are engaged in ;af7pera, the others are silent. The groups are not
named in the epigram, As von Fritz, ‘Mathematiker’, 5, notes, the privileped piace of
the ‘physicists’ reflects the Stoic view of philosophy, particularly typical of Posidonius
(see Zhunud, Origin, 288 f£.),

& Nai pay &kad i IvBaydpov guvovala kal 5 mpos Tovs duidnrds Sirrs xovewrin,
drovguaTicods Tobs moddels xal rwas pelnuarucods érdpovs kadodoa, Tols yrnaiws
dvfarrondovs s dhocodias.
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acusmatici were those who listened to chief heads from the works
without a more detailed explanation (VP 36-7).54

Porphyry has little more to say about these two groups than Clement,
moving on immediately to Pythagoras’ teaching, at first his teaching
by means of detailed exposition (37-41), then with the aid of the
‘symbols’. The ‘symnbols’ in Porphyry become the philosophy of the
acustnatici, while retaining their old name.

The fullest account of the tradition of the mathematici and acus-
matici is found in lamblichus, where there are two contradictery
versions. In VP 81, 87-8 the acusmatici recognize the mathematici
as Pythagoreans, while the latter do not recognize the former, assert-
ing that the doctrine of the acusmatici derives from Hippasus. In
Comm, Math., 76.16-78.5 all is reversed. Tamblichus copied both
versions at different times from Nicomachus,®> Comm. Math. retain-
ing the original text, as was shown by Burkert, while Tamblichus
introduced two substantial amendments into VP 81-8.° In the first
place, he changed the mathematici and acusmatici around, turning
Hippasus into an ‘acusmatic’;*” in the second place, he inserted into
this account a long passage on the ‘symbols’ (VP 82-6), which is
absent from Comm. Math, Nicomachus’ original version is this:

There are two kinds of Italian philosophy called Fythagorean, for there
were two kinds of those pursuing it: some were gcusmatici and others
were mathematici. Of these, the acusmatici are agreed to be Pythagor-
eans by the others, but the acusmatici do not agree that the mathematici
are Pythagoreans, saying that their philosophical activity derives not
from Pythagoras but from Hippasus. Some say Hippasus was a Cro-
toniate, others that he was a Metaponiine. And those Pythagoreans who
are concerned with the gafjuara agree that the others are Pythagore-
ans, but say that they themselves are even more so, and that what they

* $oa ye ].LT‘}V Tois Tpooiolot SieAéyero, Tv}' Srefodurcdis 1,1' Uuluﬁof\uftbs wap?ivez. Surrdy
yép M adrol Ths Sibagrarlas T8 exHpe. kal Tdv wpomdvray of wév drkadolvro
'lLO.fJTHLELTLKDL’, 01‘: 8, &KDUU}LQT{KUU:. Kﬂ.l: ”-Laza']]’u.ﬂ.TLKOE 'LLE‘V CH.= Tav WEPLTTO’TEPOV Kﬂ.i ﬂpas‘
depiflecay Siamemormudioy tis dmoriuns Adyor kpepalnudres, drovoparicol § of
povas Tis wepadarddas vroliras Tdv ypapudrwr dvev drxpiflerépas Suppioews

KTKOOTES,
° Rohde, 138 f; Bertermann, De Iamblichi, 75; Thesleff, 91.
8 Burkert, 192 1.
%7 The confusion with Hippasus continues in a further text of lamblichus (In Nic.,
10.20, 116.4): First he is called an ‘acusmatic’, then a ‘mathematic’. On the other hand,
in Comm. Math,, 77.20 lamblichus confuses a hexagon with a pentagon.
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say is true. And the cause of the dissimilarity between them was the
following.

‘When Pythagoras arrived from Ionia and Samos during Polycrates’
tyranny, while Italy was flourishing, the foremost men in the cities
becaime his associates. To the older amongst these, who had little leisure,
being busy with political affairs, he spoke simply, since it was difficult to
teach them scientifically with proofs. He considered it no less beneficial
for them to do what was necessary, even without knowing the reasons
... But those who were young and able to work hard and to learn, he
addressed with proofs and mathematical sciences. They themselves,
then, the mathematici, descend from these, but those, the acusmatici,
descend from the others. As for Hippasus, they say in particular that he
was one of the Pythagoreans, but because of having disclosed and given
in writing for the first time the sphere constructed from the twelve
pentagons, he perished in the sea, since he committed impiety. He
acquired fame as having made the discovery, but in reality all the
discoveries were of “that man’, for so they refer to Pythagoras, and do
not call him by his name (Comm. Math., 76.16~77 .24, tr. after Dillon &
Hershbell}.

Of the three histories of the mathematici and acusmatici available
to us, at least two, those of ITamblichus (both versions) and Clement,®®
derive from Nicomachus, and Clement’s version, despite its brevity,
allows us to obtain a fuller idea of the context of the history in
Nicomachus. It turns out that to this context also belongs the
pseudo-Pythagorean letter of Lysis to Hipparchus,®” presented by
Tamblichus immediately before the story of the two groups.”® Clem-
ent retained the same three elements as Iamblichus, but in condensed
form and with the order changed: immediately following the short
quotation from Lysis’ letter, Hippasus is mentioned {V,9,57), and

*¢ Burkert, 459 n, 63; Stidele, Briefe, 204 ff,, 208 n. 12.

% Rohde, 138; Burkert, ‘Hellenistische Pseudopythagorica’, 17 ff, 24 n, 1; Sti-
dele, Briefe, 205 ff. Delatte, Lit.,, 85 f,, wrongly connected the letter with Apollonius.
Lysis’ tetter exists in two versions, the original (Epistol. gr., 601f) and the revised
(lamb. VP 75-8). Butkert, ‘Hellenistische Pseudopythagorica’, 20 n. 2, 24 1. 1,
thought Tamnblichus himself the author of the revised version, Stidele, Briefe, 208 £,
Nicemachus. Burkert’s arguments seem more convincing to me. Another quotation
from Lysis’ letter in Strom. IL7,3-4 was discovered by M. Tardieu, La Lettre 2
Hipparque et les réminiscences pythagoriciennes de Clément d’Alexandrie’, Vig.
Chr. 28 (1974), 241-7, but it does not enable us to determine which version was
quoted by Clement.

70 yp 75-8. Ch. 79 is lamblichus® own; Ch. 80 deals with the Pythagoreans and the
Pythagorists {from Apollonius); Ch. 81 with the mathematici and acusmatici.
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then the mathematici and acusmatici following an intervening pas-
sage (V,9,59). Admittedly, Clement calls Hippasus Hipparchus, tak-
ing him to be the addressee of the letter, also accused of revealing
secrets.”’ Moreover he gives a different version of the legend of
Hippasus: he was driven out of the community and a stele set up to
him as if he was dead.”” This version has a closer connection with
Lysis® letter than death at sea; Clement probably chose it for this
reason out of the two variants in Nicomachus.”

So the story of the mathematici and acusmatici in Nicomachus
occurred alongside other pseudo- and neo-Pythagorean material
which sheds light on its origin. Like Lysis’ letter, it deals with oral
and secret doctrines,”* and its narrator is a contemporary of the
Pythagoreans (this is emphasized by the regular use of praesens),
listening to the views of each of the groups. This takes the author
into a time before Aristoxenus, who always described the Pythagore-
ans in the past, i.e. it actually makes him a contemporary of Lysis!
This pseudo-contemporary tone, however, cannot mislead: synchro-
nizing Pythagoras with the tyranny of Polycrates points to Aristo-
xenus.”” The oral and secret teachings of the Pythagoreans were
invented not earlier than the third century (above, §4.3 b-c), and
the image of the politicians without the leisure to study the sciences
appeared scarcely earlier than the Hellenistic age, when the examples
of Archytas and Eudoxus no longer had currency.

"' An analogous error: Tertul. De an. 5,2; Macr. Somn. Sc. 1,14,19-20, The confu-
sion occurs in reverse in Diogenes Laertius (VIII, 42), who names the addressee of the
letter as Hippasus.

* faot yoiv “Irrmapyor Tov Ivfaydpeiov, alrior dyovra ypdfiaoler ra 706 ITufla-
yépou capds, fehadivar THs Swurpifis wel oridny én wdtd yerdobar ofa vewpd
(v.9,57). Cf. Tambl. VP 88: wai ypdguofa mpirws odaipay ... VP 74 (from Nicoma-
chus) also refers to expulsion from the community and the setting up of 2 memorial
stele.

“* In the letter Lysis warns Hipparchus: if you do not change your ways, for me you
are dead (Bpistol, gr., 603.12), Tamblichus gives both versions of Hippasus® death in VP
246-7, in which Rohde, 168, noted reminiscences from VP 76, 88, i.e. froru Nicoma-
chus, Deubner also notes in the apparatus of lamb. VP (pp. 43, 132) parallels between
Lysis’ letter, VI 246 (from Nicomachus), and Clement (Strom. V,9,57).

™ In the middle part of Lysis’ letter, Pythagoras was not called by name either
(Stéidele, Briefe, 206), The same in JTamb. VP 255 (from Nicomachus).

7 Fr. 16. The same is indicated by the reference to Hippomedon of Argos (VP 87},
whose name occurs only in Aristoxenus’ catalogue (DK [, 447.8). Aristoxenus wrote of
the last Pythagoreans that they ébddatar 7d é¢ dpyts 67 kail 7o palifuara (fr. 18) — in
our story this is put into the mouths of the mathematici.
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lamblichus inserted into his revised version of the story of the
mathematici and acusmatici a description of the ‘symbols™ (VP 82-6)
absent from Comm. Math. and the corresponding section of Nico-
machus. Since this description unltimately derives from Aristotle,”®
Delatte attempted to link with him the story of the mathematici and
acusmatici as well.”” Burkert supported and developed Delatte’s idea,
but later distanced himself from it.”® In fact the differences between
the two layers, VP 81, 87-9 and 82-6, are self-evident: Aristotle
ascribes the explanations of the ‘symbols’ to outsiders (VP 86); in
Nicomachus both groups take them back to Pythagoras, while the
account of the nathematici is essentially absurd: how could
pabiuara and arddefis serve as a basis for the precepts? Aristotle
sourced the ‘symbols’ in Anaximander the Younger, but how did he
come to be acquainted with the substance of the dispute beween the
groups, of whose existence we first learn from Nicomachus? Had
Aristotle actually known custodians of the Pythagorean tradition,
the information we have from him on Pythagoreanism would have
been immeasurably greater than that which we have before us.

A close lexical analysis of Lysis’ letter has shown that it was written
not long before Nicomachus, probably in the first century ap.”® Did
the story of the mathematici and acusmatici appear before Nicoma-
chus, or did he make it up himself? The answer to this depends largely
on whether we can establish the source of Porphyry’s version (VP 37),
and here a number of difficulties arise. Rohde considered the source
of Porphyry’s entire section VP 32-45 to be the romance of Antonius
Diogenes; subsequently he excluded VP 37-43, 45 from Antonius’
material, but this idea was taken up again later.® Rohde did, however,

6 See below, 197 n. 110,

7 Delatte, Lit, 271 ff, This reflected his general tendency to date many Pythagor-
ean apocrypha to the Sth—4th cents; see above, 10 nn. 19-20 and below, 18% n. 79.

7 Burkert, 192 ff; of, id. ‘Pythagoreische Retraktationen’, 314 ‘Daf der exzer-
pierte Text allerdings ein Werk von Aristoteles war, ist ebenso einleuchtend wie
unbeweisbar’.

7 Stidele, Briefe, 212 ff; Du Toit, Theios Anthropos, 234. Earlier it had been dated
in the 3rd cent. (Burkert, ‘Hellenistische Pseudepythagorica’, 24 f; Thesleff, ‘On the
Problem’, 78), and Delatte (Lit, 31 £} even saw in it a genuine letter of Lysis. Against
this H. Dérrie, ‘Lysis’, KP 3 (1975), 844, suggested the st cent. ap.

® Rohde, 126, cf. his Roman, 272 n. 2: only VP 32-5, 44 go back to Antonius.
Conversely, H. Jager, Quellen, 36 If,, 43 ff; Reyhl, Antonius Diogenes, 20 ff; W. Fauth,
‘Zur kompositorischen Anlage und zur Typik der Apista des Antenius Diogenes’,
Wiirzburger Jahrh. 4 (1578), 61, 66; Sodanc, ‘Analisi’, 66 n. 61, as before link VP 37
with Antonius. See also Burkert, 99 n. 9; des Places {ed.), Porphyre, 15 .
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have sound grounds to change his position: in his novel, especially in
Astraeus’ story of Pythagoras, Antonius could not quote the sources
directly, as Porphyry does in VP 41, referring to Aristotle. Moreover
Porphyry took from Antonius a description of ‘the everyday way of
life’ of Pythagoras (VP 32), to which the subjects of the mathematici
and acusmatici and the ‘symbols’ (VP 37, 41-3) bave no direct
relation.®’ Hence we must either postulate another unknown source
of this legend or investigate whether Porphyry’s VP 37 depends on
Nicomachus, who would, in such a case, become the source of all
three passages.*”

Porphyry’s words 8crrov yap v avrod 715 Sidaokaiias 70 oxfua
are very reminiscent of Clement’s §) mpos Tovs optAnras Sirry xovwvia
(Strom. V,9,59). Further, according to Porphyry, the actsmatici only
heard ras xeqﬁaz\atcﬁaﬂg T;‘.TO&]iKCI.S‘ Tww ‘,vpay.,udfwv. These words have
even closer lexical parallels in the material from Nicomachus. While
trobrras refers us to the divine commandments (felas vmofixas),
received by Pythagoras’ hearers,” the passage on the Jast Pythagor-
eans says: they composed certain memoirs summarizing their teach-
ings briefly (¢mopmijuara kedadaiddn ouvraldueror).”” It is indicative

¥ Relating Parphyry's VP 37 to Antonius, we are faced with the following choice.
Since Clement and lamblichus did not make use of Antonius, but sourced the
mathematici and acusmatici from Nicomachus, then Nicomachus must have reiied
on either Antonius (if the latter invented the story) or an earlier source which he and
Antonius used independently one of the other. Both these propositions hang fire,
since there is no trace of Nicomachus' use of Antonius’ romance, or tndependent
evidence of the presence in this romance of the mathematici and acusmatici. Antonius
is now dated c. ap 100-30 (sec above, 74 n. 53), making him a (younger?) contem-
porary of Nicomachus, whase chronology is, however, very approzimate.

%% Rohde, Reman, 272 . 2, found in VP 37-43 ‘not the slightest trace of Nicoma-
chus’. H. Jager, Quellen, 43 ff,, supposed that Porphyry had copied the whole section
VP 32-47 from Antonius, who had in turn used a biographical manual (Handbuch A),
one of the main sources of Diogenes Laertius. The resemblance to Clement was
explained by Jager through their common dependence on the manual, averlooking
that the mathemnatici and gcusmatici are absent from Diogenes Laertius and from all
other authors who made use of this manual, while the corresponding passage of
famblichus (VP 81, 87-%) goes back to Niconachus. Hélk, 15, presumed the depen-
dence of Porph. VP 37 on Nicomachus without presenting any argument.

# Porph. VP 20 = lamb. VP 30 = Nicom. FGrHist 1063 F 1. tmofxn does not
occur anywhere else in Porphyry’s ¥P. Cf. also feia Soypara in Jamb. VP 82 {(from
Nicomachus).

84 Porph. VP 58 = famb. VP 253 = Nicom. FGrHist 1063 F 2-3, See Rohde, 115{f;
Burkert, 98 n. 5; Stadele, Briefe, 206 . Since PorphyTy denied the presence of published
works by Pythagoras (VP 57), +d ppdppaere In VP 37 is used in the sense of
vmomuare, unpublished, but used in the presentation of the note. See Hiffineier,
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that Porphyry names Lysis among these last Pythagoreans (VP 58),
while the end of this section contains a quotation from Lysis’ letter to
Hipparchus, which Nicomachus had earlier presented in full. Hence it
is very probable that Porphyry’s VP 37, like the passages in Clement
and Tamblichus, goes back to Nicomachus.*® Whether Nicomachus
was the author of the story of the mathematici and acusmatici remains
open to question. Although much points to this,? there is insufficient
evidence for a definite conclusion, Anyway, even if an earlier source
for this story did exist, the search for it would be unlikely to take us
back further than the first century Ap.

It remains for us to consider whether Nicomachus himself con-
nected the mathematici and acusmatici with the ‘symbols’, or Por-
phyry and Iamblichus came to this independently and detached one
from the other. Although Iamblichus’ passage on the ‘symbols’ (VP
82-6) is taken from Nicomachus, it is by no means obvious that, in
Nicomachus’ biography of Pythagoras, it was part of the story of the
mathematici and acusmatici. The original version of the story, copied
by Tamblichus from Nicomachus (Comm. Math., 76.16-78.5), con-
tains no ‘symbols’, while in VP 81-9 they are inserted into the story
with clear signs of editorial emendations by Iamblichus,®*” Clement
does not connect the ‘symbois’ with the mathematici and acusmatici
either, although he deals with them in the same book. A comparison
of the treatment of the ‘symbols’ in Clement, Porphyry, and lambli-
chus confirms that, in Nicomachus, these topics were treated sepa-
rately. Whereas Clement and Porphyry coincide in many respects

Spriiche, 106 f. dmojuare appear in the same sense in Lysis’ letter (Stidele, Briefe,
249).

* Note that Porphyry and Clement abridge and alter Nicomachus® text, unlike
Tamblichus® Conm. Math, Parallel borrowings from Nicomachus demonstrate that
Porphyry habitually abridged greatly, while Tambtichus, whose book was five times
longer, provided a fuller version (H. Jager, Quellen, 42). If Clement, for whom
abridgements and transpositions were a normal method, retained the quotation
from Lysis’ letter and the reference to Hippasus {Hipparchus), Porphyry had no
interest in Hippasus (he does not mention him at all}, or in Lysis’ letter.

# There are no traces of this legend before Nicomachus. Apollonius scemed to
know only the classical {Tv8aydpeio and ITvfayopiaral {Rohde, 138); the names of all
the other groups appear in the 2nd~3rd cents. an. The legend of the mathematici and
acusmatici is closely linked with mathematical discoveries and the ‘disclosure’ of
Pythagorean geometry (Iamb. Cormr. Math., 77.18~78.5 = VP 88-9) - both topics
must have been of particular interest to the mathematician Nicomachus.

7 See above, 186. One of these is 2 new designation for the ‘symbols’, dxovouara,
which he invented and which is absent fromn Cleinent and Parphyry.
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and go back through Nicomachus to two common sources, Aristotle
and Androcydes, lambiichus here uses Aristotelian material, and not
that of Androcydes®® As is clear from Diogenes Laertius, different
ways of interpreting the ‘symbols’ coexisted peacefully in one and the
same biography,*” so Nicomachus too was quite capable of quoting
Aristotle in one chapter and Androcydes in another, linking neither
of these traditions with the mathematici and acusmatici. Hence
Porphyry took the commandments as treated by Androcydes and
made of them the philosophy of the acusmatici, whereas lamblichus
took them as treated by Arstotle. The motives for their choices
remain beyond the bounds of our investigation.

5.4 THE ‘SYMBOLS’

While, in the later sources, we encounter the most varied types of
lower-rank Pythagoreans (Pythagorists, acustici, exoterics, acusma-
tici), we do not find among them those who followed the direct sense
of the ‘symbols’. In fact this is as it should be. Once a metaphorical
interpretation of the ‘symbols’, the model of which Androcydes’ book
had become, came to dominate in the literature of the Imperial age,
there was simply no place left for Pythagoreans observing the literal
sense of the maxims. The moralizing allegory of Androcydes did away
with the direct meaning of the taboos: if ‘do not walk on public roads’
actually meant not following popular opinion, and ‘do not poke the
fire with a sword’ meant not inciting anger, then a Pythagorean was

% Clement and Porphyry present only the first and third kinds of ‘symbols’,
Tamblichus all three. Both ‘symbols’ of the first kind in Clement {Strom. V,8,50)
coincide with those given by Porphyry (VP 41, five in all), but not one coincides
with the two ‘symbols’ in lamblichus (VP 82), Of the eight commandments in
Clement (V.5,27-31), five are identical with those presented by Porphyry and anly
two with those presented by lamblichus. The main point is that Clement and
Porphyry give identical moral grounds for the commandments, while ITamblichus®
interpretation, taken from Aristotle, is of a quite different nature. Porphyry gives the
‘symbols’ of the first kind with a reference to Anstotle {VP 413}, but the command-
ments and their interpretation in Clement (V,527-31; VI1.6,32) and Perphyry (VP
42) go back to Androcydes. Androcydes is mentioned both by Nicomachus {Ar. £,3,3:
lamb. VP 145, from Nicomachus; Rohde, 1543 and Clement {Strom. V,8,45). See
Rohde, 139 n. 1. Hélk, 50£; Holk, 60, was wrong to exclude Clement.

8 DL. VIIL, 17-18 - from Androcydes, 24-5 - from Aristotle.
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free to go wherever he wished and poke his fire with whatever he
wished. The concealed, deeper meaning which was sought in these
sayings was accessible only to the initiated; the rest were compelled to
be content with the direct, superficiai meaning.”® The names borne by
the ‘symbols” confirm that they were treated as sayings, the true
meaning of which was hidden from outsiders, not as rules governing
the everyday life of the ancient Pythagoreans.”'

To enhance the integrity of his collection Androcydes, it would
seem, rejected.the ‘symbols” of the first two kinds; at any rate they do
not appear in the material which goes back to him.”* From the third
kind he selected those commandments which lent themselves to
metaphorical interpretation, adding new ones to his taste.”> The
presence of a commandment in Androcydes” collection is no guar-
antee that it was included in the two collections of the classical period
known to us, those of Anaximander and Aristotle, and vice versa.” If
we wish to know which commandments Anaximander and Aristotle
treated as Pythagorean, we must, as in all other instances, separate
from the later material everything which can be taken back directly or
indirectly to the sources of the fifth-fourth centuries and focus our
attention on this evidence.”> Although Androcydes’ collection con-
tains a number of ancient superstitions, only a comparison of his
material with sources previous to him can establish whether anyone
before him connected them with the Pythagoreans.

In the earlier pericd there was no unanimity in interpreting
the ‘symbols’; they were understood both literally and allegorically.
The only fragment of Alexander Polyhistor’s book On Pythagorean
Symbols says that Pythagoras was taught by Zaratas the Chaldean,

%0 plut. fr. 202; Clem. Strom. V,9,57.

ot Afvt’}'p.a'ru., dx\)&nyopfub, (i’iTO(]S&G’(LS‘, &170:;595")/,1.1.(11'0., yrapes, ypfgﬁor,s- doikdra,
ﬁéyy.a‘m,, wﬂ.pﬂ.yyé/\pafa, cfﬁy.ﬂo)(a, ﬁwoﬂﬁ.‘(m, doctrina, sententiae (Holk, 12, 1i8;
Hiffmeter, Spriiche, 141f).

52 For evidence, see Halk, 50 f; Burkert, 170f. In Porphyry and Clement the first
kind are taken from Aristotle, the third from Androcydes {see above, 192 n. 88).
Maxims of the type ‘“What is best? were totally unsuited to allegorical interpretation,
while the ‘symbols’ of the first kind evidently did not provide Androcydes with the
moral meaning he required.

2 Among them was a common proverb (Bochm, no, 50; LS], s.v. duls),

#* In Boehm 22 commandments derive from Aristotle, 15 from Androcydes; 6 of
them coincide (nos. 8-9, 11-12, 41, 61): two more of Androcydes’ commandments
coincide with Anaximander (nos. 30-33).

% As a result Boehm’s collection is reduced to a third, from 75 to 24 command-
ments (n. 94, above).
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but, in the Pythagorean Memoirs (late second - early first centuries),
much quoted by Alexander, there is a whole series of taboos which are
understood literally and which forbid the eating of beans, eggs, and
various kinds of fish.”® Among the four Pythagorean precepts passed
on by Hermippus, not one coincides with the carlier or the later
collections.” This demonstrates once again that the collections of
precepts were not constant. At least one taboo in Hermippus assumes
literal understanding; the two others permit both interpretations.
The closer we get, however, to the classical period, the clearer it
becomes that there are no differences of principie between the early
and late traditions. It is not real people observing the commandments
who await us in the fifth—fourth centuries, but still the same sayings.
It is evident that we are not dealing with a historical tradition of the
lives of Pythagoreans, known or unknown to us, but with a literary
tradition of interpreting the ‘symbols’ begun by Anaximander the
Younger's SupBdAwy ITullayopelwy éédymars (58 C 6). The title of the
book was (and still is) itself the main guarantee that all these ‘symbols’
are actually Pythagorean. Are we unreservedly to trust Anaximander?

The allegorical interpretation of Homer originated in the sixth
century and was very popular in the fifth.”® What results can come
from this method were shown by the author of the Derveni papyrus
(a contemporary of Anaximander), who applied it to Crphic theog-
ony. Among the very few things known about Anaximander, it is
notable that he belonged to the allegorical interpreters of Homer.”
Although the fruits of his work in this area have not come down to
us, they were in demand in Athens, where Anaximander taught for a
time, asking a considerable fee from his pupils. In the Suda, however,
he is called, not a Sophist, but a historian, probably on the strength

*® EGrHist 273 F 94; F 95 = D.L. VIII, 35,

" The Pythagoreans abstained from cypress coffins, since the sceptre of Zeus was
made of cypress {fr. 23 = FGrHist 1026 F 22; Boehm, no. 25; Burkert, 173). This
commandment has its paralle] in the Latin Tepds Adyos {lamb. VP 155; see above, 177
n. 34}, which is not, strictly speaking, a collection of commandments. Cf. the remain-
ing three taboos: ‘Pythagoras prescribed not to walk past any place where an ass has
crouched down, to abstain from water that causes thirst and to avoid all kind of
defamation’ (fr. 22 = FGrHist 1026 F 21 with comm.). It is quite possibie that
Hermippus himself invented them.

% J_ Tate, ‘On the Early History of Allegorism’, CQ 28 (1934), 105-i4.

## Xenophon mentions him together with Stesimbrotus of Thasos {Symp. 111,6),
also known for his allegorical interpretation of Homer (Pl Ior 530c—d). Metrodorus
of Lampsacus also belonged to this trend (DK 61},
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of a work in which he continued the tradition of Hecataeus of
Miletus." How long he stayed in Athens is not known; the only
mention by Xenophon indicates that it was not long. All of this
brings us to the problem of his sources. Did Anaximander know any
Pythagoreans? If so, then which ones? Did he rely on oral or written
tradition? Was this tradition Italian or Ionian? Only a conjectural
answer can be given to some of these questions. We know nothing of
the Pythagoreans at Miletus.'”" In the Athens of the late fifth and
early fourth centuries, Anaximander could have encountered Hip-
pon (if he was still alive), Theodorus, Philolaus’ pupils Simmias,
Cebes, and Echecrates, and possibly Xenophilus. None of those
looks like an informant from whom something interesting about
the ‘symbols’ could be learnt. There are no traces of Anaximander’s
making use of the Italian tradition on which Aristotle relied.'** He
wrote in the Jonian dialect and a number of ‘symbols’ from his
collection are clearly of Tonian origin.'*® Tf Anaximander did rely
on some written sources, they are not available to us. In any case his
material indicates oral tradition.'**

Everything points to Anaximander’s understanding the odufola
he collected as sayings, the meaning of which was obscure and which

100 58 C 6 Schwartz, ‘Anaximandros’, 2086,

164 Aristoxenus linked a number of Pythagoreans with Samos, Paros, and Cyzicus
(DK 58 A).

12 The identification of Pythagoras with the Hyperborean Apollo shouid evidently
not be related to the ‘symbols’ (thus Delatte, Lit,, 278 f; Burkert, 170, ¢f. 141 n. 117;
otherwise Holk, 22 ff). It is first found im Iamblichus, in a form like the form of the
‘symbols’, but not identical with it: ‘One of their acusmata is this; “Who are you,
Pythagoras?” For they say that he is the Hyperborean Apollo’ (VP 140; the text of the
question is damaged and everyone restores it in his own way: Holk, 23£; Lévy, 14 n. 3;
Deubner, ‘Bemerkungen’, 677 £.). In the remaining sources this subject is related, not
to the ‘symbcls’, but to the Italian legendary tradition: ‘Aristotle says that the
Crotoniates called Pythagoras the Hyperborean Apello’ (Ael. VH II, 26 = fr. 191,
see ibid. IV, 17; D.L. VIIL, 11, cf. Iamb. VP 30). Since traces of that tradition are cleatly
visible in Tamblichus’ VP 140-1 also, and the ‘symbol’ he quotes appears nowhere else
in the form of a question, it is very probable that lamblichus himself turned the
identification of Pythagoras with Apollo into a “symbol’.

Y Dialect: D.L 11, 12 = 58 C 6. The ‘symhol” of the white cock, sacred to the
god Men {Moarn), comes from Asia Minor (Burkert, 172 n. 47), See also parallels
with Hippocratic material, below, 201.

%% An oral tradition of Pythagoras was quite vivid in [onia. Herodotus heard the
legend of Pythagoras and Zalmoxis from Greeks living in Pontus and on the Helles-
pont (IV, 95); Ion of Chios drew together the Pythagorean teachhig on the soul and
the Orphic (B 2); Andron of Ephesus passed on legends about the wondrous predic-
tions of Pythagoras (FGriist 1005 F 3-4).
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required interpretation: hence é&#ynais.'® This is fully apposite for
the ‘symbols’ of the third kind and in part for those of the first, but
not for the sayings of the second kind, the sense of which is quite
transparent. Note that interpretations of the ‘symbols’ of the first two
kinds have not come down to us and it is not known whether there
were any. Anaximander’s material is very heterogeneous, and it could
be supposed that, choosing a general title for the whole collection, he
focused on the commandments, as the most numerous kind of
‘symbols’ and the kind which interested him most, selecting various

interpretations for them. It seems likely that Anaximander had in

mind less the usual meaning of ovuBodoev, a ‘conventional sign’,'*®

than that which the word had acquired in the mysteries, the Orphic
cults, etc. Here svuBola indicated cryptic formulae, the sense of
which was intelligible only to the initiated.'”” Hence they acquired a
secondary meaning, ‘sayings with a concealed meaning’,'® which is
the one used by Anaximander.'”

What were the interpretations proposed by Anaximander? The
Suda quotes three of his ‘symbols’—‘do not step over a yoke’, ‘do not
poke the fire with a sword’, ‘do not eat from a whole loaf” (58 C 6)—but

95 Yn Theophrastus’ Characters, the superstitious man who has 3 mouse gnaw a
hole in a sack of grain asks an exegele (éfqymris) what he should do (16,6).

1% In a story going back to Aristoxenus {famb. VP 238 = 58 D 7), oUpfolor means
a ‘conventional sign’ intelligible only to Pythagoreans, rather than a saying. In Aristox.
fr. 43 = DL, VIIL, 16 oduBoAor probably belongs, not {o Aristoxenus, but to Diogenes,
who offets a collection of 'symbols’ in VIII, 17. Cf. Rohde, 149 n. 1; Delatte, Vie, 185;
Aristox. fr. 43 with comm,, and above, 159 n. 85.

*7 See e.p. the ‘symbols” on the Orphic tablet of the 4th cent. from Thera: sipSola.
Hv<3>p£x€11m563vpcrov. ﬂvSpmﬂrmSéHupaov. Bpr,;.m’). ch,u.cf:. el agel<e> :'Ep&v Asquﬁva.
dmowas yap 6 plorys; in A, Bernabé (ed.), Poetae epici Graeci: Testimonia et frag-
menta, ii. 2 (Munich, 2005), 72, fr. 493; cf. 154, fr. 578 = Pap. Gurob I, 23b, 3rd-cent.
magic papyrus). ‘Passwords, For man-and-child-thyrsos, For man-and-child-thyrsos.
Brimo. Brimo. Enter the holy meadow. For the initiate paid the price’, J. N. Bremmer,
The Rise and Fall of the Afterlife (London, 2002}, 22. ‘Bit by bit edufela acquired the
meaning of “symbolic reference”, or of “hidden allusions” (“symbolic” in our current
meaning) to profound beliefs, with phrases that superficially seem to mean something
else’, A. Bernabé and A. [ Jiménez San Cristébal, Instructions for the Netherworld: The
Orphic Gold Tablets (Leiden, 2008}, 153,

% See J. G. Smyly, Greek Papyri from Gurob (London, 1921), 7.

™ Let us note that only the secondary meaning of ovufole was transferred to the
Pythagorean ‘symbols’, but in no way their function as 'passe-paroles’, ‘passwords’ to
the mysteries or directly into the other world (thus W, Muri, “ZYMBO.10N: Wort-
und sachgeschichtliche Studien’, in Griechische Studien (Basel, 1976), 374; Burkert,
176). Leaving alone that the Pythagoreans had no mysteries, dozens of sayings could
not serve as ‘passwords’ of this kind.

i
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does not provide a single examnple of interpretation. Fortunately,
Aristotle’s material, preserved in Diogenes Laertius and Jamblichus,'®
throws light precisely on Anaximander’s treatment of the taboo con-
cerning the loaf. Tamblichus says the following about the command-
ments as a whole:

In the case of some, a reason why is added . . . but for other (instructions)
no reason is added. And some of the reasons given seem to have been
attached from the beginning and others later; for example, not to break
bread, because it is not advantageous for judgement in Hades, The
probable explanations given about such matters are not Pythagorean,
but were devised by ingenious outsiders trying to give a likely reason, as
for exarnple, that now mentioned, why one should not break bread,'!
some say one should not separate that which unites (for in the past, all
who were friends came together for one loaf of bread, as barbarians do),
others that cne should not make such an cmen at the beginning of a
meal by breaking and crushing (VP 86, tr. after Dillon & Hershbell}.

The fragment of Aristotle in Diogenes Laertius contains the following
additional details:

Not to break bread; for once friends used to 1neet over one loaf, as the
barbarians do even to this day; and you should not divide bread which
brings them together; some give the explanation of this that it has
reference to the judgement of the dead in Hades, others that bread
mnakes cowards in war, others again that it is from it that the whole
world {rd dAcv) begins (VIII, 35 = fi. 195, tr. Hicks).

As these passages show, in the collections of Anaximander used by
Aristotle, the commandments were accompanied, first by an indica-
tion of the reasons why the commandment should be observed, and
second by explanations (i.e. interpretations). Among the reasons are,
for'-exémple, the following: ‘Not to sacrifice a white cock, for he is a
suppliant and sacred to the god Men’, or ‘not to drive out one’s own
wife, for she is a suppliant’. These indications, attached only to a few
commandments, were considered by Aristotle to be Pythagorean, as
distinct from the explanations (which probably accompanied all the

PP Arist. fr. 195 = D.L. VIII, 33-35; lamb, VP 82-6, p. 47.11-50.17 (= 58 C 3-4),
See Rohde, 139; Holk, 10, 31 ff.; Boehm, 43; Delatte, Lit., 279 £; id., Vie, 237 f,; Burkert,
1661 ff. There is, however, no certainty that lamblichus’ VP 82-6 derives wholly from
Aristotle; cf. above 170 n. 2, 171 n. 4 and below, 303 and n. 62.

"' ‘Do not break bread’ and ‘Do not eat from a whole loaf” are synonymous: bread
was to be cut with a knife (Bochm, no, 39; Burkert, 172 n. 51).
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commandments), ‘added from without by those who attempted to
think up a likely reason’. Among the exegetes Aristotle no doubt had
Anaximander in mind, but not him alone. In }amblichus the ban on
breaking bread is accompanied by two explanations; Diogenes Laer-
tius adds three more; and both refer to certain authorities {‘some -
others’). So many explanations should not dismay us: in Aristotle, the
ban on beans was accompanied by six different explanations.'
Clearly Anaxirnander relied on some tradition of interpreting what
he called the Pythagorean ‘symbois’.

As distinct from Androcydes’ entirely metaphorical interpretation,
the interpretations of the ‘symbols’ collected by Anaximander did
not, as a rule, dismiss the direct meaning of the precepts, but only
attached to it a new meaning, sometimes unexpected ('this dismays in
war'), and sometimes wholly symbolic (‘from this the whole world
begins’). As follows from 6 §Aov (twice in Aristotle) and the ‘cosmo-
logical’ interpretations of the taboos underlying it, however, the
boundary line between the various kinds of allegorical interpretations
was very fine, and one could easily turn into another. ‘One should not
destroy that which unites’ could easily become the ‘true’ meaning of
the ban on breaking bread; even if it did not dismiss the direct
meaning, it did not in any case imply its unquestioning observance.
Aristotle rejected the interpretations of the commandments collected
or presented by Anaximander himself, preferring their literal under-
standing and the primacy of their religious ‘justifications’.'" Logi-
cally and historically Aristotle was right: the direct meaning of most
(though not all) of the commandinents is primary."** The only

M® Fr. 195 = D.L. VII1, 34: ‘Pythagoras counselied abstinence from beans. either
because they are like the genitals, or the gates of Hades, *** as being alone unjointed or
because they are injurious, or because they are like the form of the universe (5 dAav),
or because they belong <not> to oligarchy, since they are used in election by lot” {tr.
Hicks). Markovich notes in his apparatus a lacuna after ‘the gates of Hades' (see DK I,
463.110), where the plural changes to the singular, and inserts into the text Richards’s
conliectm'e 871 <odk> dAryapyiedy, which makes much better sense.,

'Y Delatte, Lit,, 285; Burkert, 174.

Y% In a number of cases the initial meaning was figurative, as von Fritz, ‘Mathe-
matiker’, 16, supposed {cf. Burkert, 177 n. 82} in relation to the cornmandments ‘do
not poke the fire with a sword” and ‘do not step over a yoke™ {{»dv could mean both
‘yoke’ and "balance beam', which was understood as ‘one should not violate justice’).
The commandment ‘do not help to unload a burden (because it is wrong to encourage
tack of effort), but help to load it’ (Boehm, no. 61), as its justificatior. indicates, had
from the outset a figurative meaning; hence in Androcydes its justification is un-
changed (D.L. VIII, 17; Porph. VP 41; lamb. VP 84; Delatte, Lit., 288).
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question is when, by whom, and in what situation it was observed. If
Aristotle- did know of Pythagoreans observing all these command-
ments, nowhere did he concede it. A different version is much more
probable: Aristotle learnt that all these sayings and commandments
were Pythagorean ‘symbols’ from the same source as everyone else:
from Anaximander’s book.

Let us note in connection with this a circumstance which has not
hitherto attracted the attention it should. Beyond Anaximander’s and
Aristotle’s books, the tradition of the Pythagorean ‘symbols’ is sur-
prisingly meagre. In the sources of the Classical period either they are
not found, or, if they are found, they are in no way linked to
Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans - like the proverb ‘Friends share
everything’ (above, §4.3a). Only one of the first kind of ‘symbols’, on
the tetractys, exists in its own right, but even that one is not attested
earlier than the first century.''® Aristotle in his treatises often refers
to metaphorical identifications of numbers with justice, marriage,
opportunity, etc., identifications which can well be allotted to the
first kind,*'® although there is no evidence of them in the tradition
stemming from Anaximander. That some ‘symbols’ of the first kind
imply direct understanding (earthquake = gathering of the dead),
while others imply figurative (Oracle of Delphi = tetractys), produces
a strange impression. The group of cosmological ‘symbols™ (Porph.
VP 41 = Arist. fr. 196) seems doubtful.''” Of the ‘symbols’ of the

1% A8t 1,3,8. See below, 300f In Speusippus (fr. 28) the tetractys as such does
not figure; what does appear is the first {(arithmetical) progression (1, 2, 3, 4), the sum
of whose parts is equal te 10; nothing is said aboeut its relation to music. Cf, Frank,
260 n. 1; Burkert, 72, 186 f; Tardn, Speusippus, 273 £; for later evidence, see Delatte,
Lit., 249 {f. The identification of Pythagoras with Apollo {above, 195 n, 102) is not
related to the ‘symbols’.

M6 Met. 985b29-30, 990223, 1078b22-3; EN 1132b23; MM 1182all; fr. 13 Ross =
162 Gigon (see below, 446 £.). For example, justice is four, because it returns equal for
equal.

"7 An explanation of them as ‘remnants of ancient astronomical nomendature’
{Delatte, Lit,, 278) is unconvincing, yet no better one has so far been proposed (cf.
summary of opinions: Hiifftmeler, Spreiche, 250). “The sea - the tears of Cronus” and The
planets - the dogs of Persephone’ are also found i several late sources (Plut. De Isid. 364
A; Clem. Strom. V,8,50); no trace of two other ‘symbols’, “The Pleiades — the lyre of the
Muses’ and “The Great and Little Bear - the hands of Rhea’ has yet been found in ancient
literature (cf. Huffmeier, Spriiche, 241f). Could Porphyry or his source have
erred in connecting these ‘symbols’ with Aristotle? Numenius, amply used in Porphyry’s
On the Cave of Nymphs, was very much interested in astral interpretations, referring
to Pythagoras in this context, see below, 220 n. 116, A similar cosmological ‘symbol
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second kind one maxim similar in form is known, which Eudemus
ascribed to an anonymous Pythagorean.''® Of the commandments,
only the taboos on the meat of non-sacrificial animals and on beans
are more or less reliably linked to the Pythagoreans;' the ban on
interment in woollen garments is also known (Hdt. II, 81), but it is
absent from Anaximander’s and Aristotle’s material. It is these bans,
each time intersecting with the Orphic, which contemporaries took to
be the customs of the Pythagoreans or of Pythagoras, not as ‘symbols’
requiring interpretation of some kind. There is one more command-
ment, a parallel to which can be found in the early tradition on
Pythagoras.'* Thus only a handful of the ‘symbols’ are reliably linked
to ancient Pythagoreanism; all the rest derive from a great variety of
sources, some of which can be easily established.

Aristotle had noted that in form some ‘symbols’ resembled the
maxims of the Seven Sages (Iamb. VP 83); parallels in content are also
evident. The commandments on good advice and the choice of a wife
are identical with the maxims of the Sages or very like them; one of
the ‘symbols’ directly quotes Bias that most people are bad.'*! The
saying ‘Tt is right to die standing one’s ground and having wounds in
the front, but to have them on the opposite side is wrong’ has the

in Iamb. VP 82, “What are the Isles of the Blest? — The sun and the moon’, also does not
have direct paralleis; see Delatte, Lit,, 274 £ and the apparatus in Deubner’s edition.

Y% Bud, fr. 90, cf Arist. Phys. 227b17: Simonides called time cogéirarov and a
certain Pythagorean called it duaféararow; see Burkert, 170. Of course the Pythagor-
eans, and Philofaus in particular, cow/d have thought that number js wisest and
harmony is most beautiful, but we cannot here go beyond probability. There is no
direct proof, and moreover not only Pythagoreans thought in this way.

1% The tradition of vegetarianism is highly contradictory. If Eudoxus wrote that
Pythagoras abstained from animal food and even avoided cooks and hunters (fr. 325),
the “symbols’ assert that the most just is to sacrifice, and prohibit only the meat of
non-sacrificial animals. Heraclides ascribed to Pythagoras the introduction of a meat
diet for athletes {fr. 40}, and Aristoxenus refuted the ban on meat and beans {fr. 25,
28-9). Fort more detail see below, 234 1.

120 “One should not have children by a woman who wears gold jewellery’ is close to
the tradition of the speeches of Pythagoras, who persuaded women to renounce
clothes embroidered with gold (lust. XX,4,11, from Timacus; see above, 93). Pytha-
goras shared with many others the ideclogy of combating luxury; see n. 121, below.

2 ‘Give only the best to one asking advice’ (Arist. ap. lamb. VP 84} Cleobulus:
‘Give best advice to the citizens' (10 A 3, no. 9}, Solon: ‘Give the citizens not the most
pleasing advice, but the best’ (12). ‘One should not have children by a woman who
wears gold jeweliery’ (Arist. ap. lamb. VP 84}); Cleobulus: "Mate with one of your own
rank’ {18); cf. Chilon, ‘Do not make an extravagant marriage’ {§). Arist. ap. famb. VP
82, cf. Bias (1).
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appearance of a typical Spartan virtue akin to those extolled by
Tirtaeus. ‘Labours are good, but pleasures are bad in every way; for
having come for punishment, one must be punished,” one of the
‘symbols’ asserts, whereas Aristotle in Profrepticus ascribes this idea
to Orpheus and the Orphics, and pseudo-Philolaus ascribes it to
‘ancient theologians and seers’.'** Anaximenes wrote that ‘the rain-
bow is the brightness of the sun’ (A 7, 18). Even the saying ‘the wisest
is number’, which appears to be fully Pythagorean, is known from the
tragedy of Aeschylus.'®

It has long been known that the commandments contain super-
stitions widely encountered; Boehm found many parallels in the
folklore of the Indo-European peoples.'” There were many Greek
cults, the Eleusinian mysteries in particular, which practised the ban
on beans, eggs, and various kinds of fish- the same kinds, morcover,
which figure in the tradition of the Pythagoreans.'”® Particularly
suggestive are the coincidences already frequently noted between
the commandments and a passage from the Hippocratic treatise On
the Sacred Disease (2), the author of which was an older contempo-
rary of Anaximander and also an Ionian. The method of treating
epilepsy practised by magi, purifiers, begging-priests, and frauds
{udyoe Te xat kabdprac kal dydprar xai arafdves) which he refuted
included the following measures: the patient must not wash in the
baths, eat the flesh of certain animals and birds (in particular dogs
and cocks) and also certain fish (among them red mullet and black-
tail), must not wear black or sleep on a goatskin, place one foot on
another or one hand on another, etc. The picture drawn by the
Hippocratic is important in many regards: as a possible source for
Anaximander, an indication of the boundary between reason and
superstition in the last quarter of the fifth century, and as an example
of how the Pythagoreans should have appeared to their enlightened

2 Arist, ap. lamb, VP 85, cf. Arist. fr. 60 = Protr. fr. 106 Diiring (of 7ds rederds
Aéyovres, of dpyardrepod); Philolaus (B 14). See Burkert, 168 n. 14, 248 n. 47; Huffman,
Philolaus, 402 ff. This saying in form is uniike the commandments with which it is

laced.
F 123 Arist. ap. Ael. VH IV,17; lamb. VP 82, of. wavoodas dpfuds (Aesch. fr. 181a
Radt).

122 Baehm, passim,

* Delatte, Vie, 231F; Burkert, 177f; Parker, Miasma, 291 ff, 358 ff, The fish
usually named are: sea anemone {dwaiddn), red mullet (rpiyin) and blacktail
(uerdrovpas), See Arist. fr, 194-5; D.L. VIII, 33, from Pythagorean Memoirs; this
paragraph is erroneously included in Arist. fr. 195, see Burkert, 166 n. 4.
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contemporaries, had they observed everything prescribed by the
‘symbols’. Is it only by chance that in the classical sources there is
no such portrait of the Pythagoreans, individual or collective?

Some ‘symbols’ contradict what we know of the Pythagoreans,
others each other, and still others any plausibility. Hippasus con-
ducted an experiment with bronze discs (Aristox. fr. 90), confirming
the numerical expressions of the principal concords discovered by
Pythagoras; in the ‘symbols’ the sound made by bronze when struck is
the voice of a daemon. Alcmaeon knew of the independent move-
ment of the planets from west to east (A 4); Eudemus ascribes to the
Pythagoreans of the fifth century the correct order of the planets
(fr. 146}; in the ‘symbols’ the planets are ‘the dogs of Persephone’.
Could it be that the very same people believed that ‘an earthquake is a
gathering of the dead” and yet provided a quite scientific explanation:
‘the rainbow is the brightness of the sun? Would those who believed
that ‘the strongest is insight’ and ‘the wisest among us is medicine’
collect ancient superstitions from everywhere and blindly follow
them? In Anaximander's Pythagoreans one perceives more than a
split personality; it is rather a splintered personality. Some ‘symbols’
imply scientific astronomy and mathematics, others lead straight to
the “superstitious man’ from Theophrastus® Characters, others to the
Seven Sages, and yet others to sacrifices, mysteries, and purification
ceremonies. The Pythagoreans of Anaximander in some things recall
the author of the Derveni papyrus, also characterized by a highly
original combination of ‘myth’ and 'logos','zs with, however, the
difference that they were the subject of interpretation, while he was
an interpreter. What he brought together in his book belonged to
different worlds outside it. To what world and to what time did
Anaximander’s ‘symbols’ belong and in what did their Pythagorean-
ism actually consist? The overwhelming majority of the taboos col-
lected by him are in no way connected with the fundamental religious
doctrine of Pythagoras, metempsychosis. In Homer and Hesiod, in
popular superstitions, and in the practice of various cults we find

128 ‘At ditferent points of the text, he emerges as an enlightened exegete of sacred

lore, an allegorical expounder of religious texts as well as rituals, an acerbic critic of the
conventional polis religion, and a maverick intellectual who advocates a Presocratic
Welthild derived from Anaxagoras and Diogenes of Apollonia. Wearing multiple hats,
the Derveni commentator resists being classified by his outlook or identified with
known figures of the late fifth-century enlightenment’, A. Hentichs, *Hieroi Logoi and
Hierai Bibloi', HSCP 101 (2003), 232.
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many parallels to them which show that they certainly did not
originate in Pythagoreanism.'?” Besides, the taboos of the cults were
restricted in number (normally not more than 5-7) and in time: they
were observed over several days once a year, or once in two to three
years, or even once in a lifetime at initiation into the mysteries.
Inclusion in Anaximander’s collection removed them from their
natural environment; instead they acquired a cumulative effect and
a timelessness which they did not initially possess, as if dozens of
commandments regulated the entire life of Pytliagoreans from begin-
ning to end!*** It is by no means obvious that Anaximander himself
reckoned on such an effect. Timaeus ascribed communal property to
the Pythagoreans, basing this first on the Pythagorean origin of the
proverb ‘Friends share everything’ and second on its being taken
literally (above, §4.3a). Anaximander, it seems, stopped short of the
second step. Nothing implies that he intended to analyse the Pytha-
gorean way of life on the basis of the sayings he collected.

Just as the figure of Pythagoras became a magnet for legends which
had no initial connection with him, so it was that very few Pythago-
rean sayings and maxims formed the basis of Anaximander’s collec-
tion.'*® Since we are dealing with oral tradition, we must be aware
both of a huge expansion of the initial nucieus and of all manner of
distortions in the tradition. The tradition of the Seven Sages provides
an obvious example of both. Initially just one saying was attributed to
each, whereas two collections of the late fourth century (Demetrius of
Phaleron and Sosiades) contain respectively 124 and 143 sayings,'”
the maxim ‘Democracy is better than tyranny’ being put, as if by
design, into the mouth of the tyrant Periander! None the less the
tradition of the Seven Sages, accumulating ‘popular wisdom’, appears
much more consistent than the highly heterogeneous and multi-
layéred collection of ‘symbols’, full of contradictions both within
each kind and among them. Tt is very difficult to say what criteria

27 Burkert, 188 f; Philip, 136; Parker, Migsma, 296 1.

%8 See Parker, Miasma, 297: “What was apparently [Pythagoras’} innovation, and a
drastic one, was to change temporary abstinence, confined to the period preceding a
ritual act, into permanent rules of life on which salvation depended.’ Cf. ibid. 358 £:
‘Of permanent abstinence from particular foods by devotees of particular cults there is
no trace.”; 365: ‘permanent abnormality of the Pythagorean life’.

*% Cf, Burkert, 189.

130 Stob. 11L1,172-3; Snell, Leben und Meimungen; ]. Althoff and D. Zeller {eds.),
Die Worte der Sieben Weisen (Darmstadt, 2006).
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Anaximander used to select his material. In principle he should have
worked from the similarity of various sayings in form or content, as
did, for example, the Sophist Hippias in his Zuvayans, putting
together related (in fact quite different) sayings of poets and philoso-
phers."’" Contradictions, however, did not disturb Anaximander, as
is evident from the explanations he offers of the ‘symbols’ and even
more so from the very composition of the book. In any case, there can
be no doubt that what Anaximander was engaged in was interpreting
the ‘symbols’, oral sayings to which he, for reasons not always clear to
us, ascribed a Pythagorean origin, and not describing the manners,
customs, and beliefs of a particular group of Pythagoreans. Anaxi-
mander’s contemporaries had no knowledge of such a group, and
hence his Interpretation of Pythagorean Symbols cannot be regarded
as an independent source on ancient Pythagoreanism, still less as a
principal source.

Martin Nilsson regarded the Pythagorean commandments as a
direct continuation of Hesiod’s rules (for example, Op. 727, 742-3)
and saw in them the same legalistic spirit as in the instructions of the
Delphic oracle and the sayings of the Seven Sages."” In principle one
can agree with this. If Pythagoras is to be included within some
direction in Greek religion, then it should be that ‘which strove to
attain the favour of the gods through the exact observance of religious
commandments and rules’,** rather than that which embraced the
mystic and ecstatic. At the same time no one would be ready seriously
to relate to Solon, Chilon, or Thales all the sayings attributed to them
in the fourth-century coliections, or even a part of them."** Which of
the commandments from Anaximander’s collection could have been
connected with the Pythagoreans must be decided in each specific
case. The primary nucleus must most probably contain those precepts
which are in some way linked with metempsychosis and are known
beyond the collection of ‘symbols’. As has heen noted, this takes in the
ban on the meat of non-sacrificial animals, beans, and interinent in
woollen garments. The first two bans are known in Empedocles, and

31 86 B 4, 6; Patzer, Hippias. Herodotus, who identified foreign gods with Greek
gods according to their external resemblance, did the same.

Y2 Nilsson, GGR i. 669.

3 1hid. 578, 662 ff.

" In meisten Fallen wirkt die Verbindung bestimmter Weiser mit bestimmten
Sprichen willkiirlich’, M. Asper, “Literatursoziologisches” zu den Sprichen der
Sieben Weisen’, in D. Zeller and Althoff (eds.), Worfe, 91.



Mathematici and Acusmatici. The Pythagorean Symbols’ 205

all three in Orphism.** In Empedocies we know a total of three food
taboos: on meat, beans, and laurel leaf (B 136-41); in Orphism,
seemingly, three also.'*® Tt is difficult to imagine that Pythagoras
demanded of his followers substantially more than Empedocles did
of his, or that the Pythagorean way of life was much stricter than f{es
Opdiros.

13 B 137, 140-1; OF, test. 212-3, fr. 291.
1% Meat, beans, and eggs; sources: Parker, Miasma, 302; Burkert, Greek Religion,
301. Eggs are mentioned only in the Imperial age (Plut. Quaest. conv. 635 E).






Shamanism and Metempsychosis

6.1 SHAMANISM IN ANCIENT GREECE?

In the 1960s to 1980s the traditional image of Pythagoras the math-
ematician seemed to be slowly but surely giving way to that of
Pythagoras the shaman. At any rate, many leading authorities were
attempting to show that this image was real. In the motley company
of their shaman ‘colleagues’, who included mythological figures
(Orpheus, Abaris) and early Greeck wonder-workers (Epimenides,
Artisteas, Hermotimus), Pythagoras and Empedocles represented
those Greek philosophers who personally experienced the formative
influence of shamanism. In recent decades the position regarding
Greek shamanism has undergone a fundamental change: under pres-
sure from criticism, and partly also from new material, this theory is
now gradually being abandoned by even its most faithful adherents.
It is steadily receding into the sphere of historiography,' as one
further failed attempt to apply an anthropological approach to
Greek religion.

Notions of Greek shamanism form part of the theory of pan-
shainanism which took shape at the end of the nineteenth century.
At that time the study of Siberian shamanism, then still mostly
descriptive, was developing a theoretical basis and seeking compara-
tive material even in remote cultures. If in 1903 van Gennep made a
reproachful reference to an article about shamanism in Assywria,2 later,
in spite of his warnings, the geographical and temporal range of

' rtis revealing that recent criticism of Greek shamanism (Bremmer, Rise, 27 ff.) is
predominantly historiographical in nature. Bremmer independently arrived at the
saime conclasions as mine.

% A.van Gennep, ‘De 'emploi du mot “chamanisme”’, RHR 47 {1903), 51.
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shamanism was greatly extended.” In the latter half of the twentieth
century, the fame of pan-shamanism was due primarily to
W. Schmidt (who conceived a theory of proto-monotheism), and in
particular to M. Eliade, whose famous book was translated into the
main languages of Europe.* According to Eliade, the distribution of
shamanism coincided with that of human beings, and its origins went
back to the Palacolithic era.”

In the Hterature on shamanism from the end of the twentieth
century three main schools of thought can be identified.® The first
canfines this religious phenomenon to a certain geographical area,
usually Siberia, Central and Northern Asia (sometimes including
Alaskan tribes related to those of Siberia). The second considers
Siberian shamanism the locus classicus, but recognizes the existence
of other forms, some of them in regions very distant from Siberia, in
India or Australia, for example, The third takes shamanism to be no
less universal than religion itself. From the standpoint of the latter
two schools, in order to prove the existence of shamanism in anti-
quity there is no need to seek the missing links between historical
Siberian shamanism and ancient Greece. For scholars of religion who
stand close to functionalism and the phenomenology of religion, a
typological similarity between certain features of Greek religion
and shamanism is sufficient. Researchers who are more historically
inclined proceed from the premise that shamanism has its roots in the
Palaeolithic era, and therefore the Greeks could have inherited it.

Fortunately, Altertumswissenschaft as a discipline generally tends
to prefer historical explanations. Here only a view of shamanism
which could point to intermediaries between the Greeks and Siberian
shamanism had any chance of success. It is therefore no accident that,
after what seems to have been the first mention of shamanism, in the
work of Diels on Parmenides, for a long time this topic was not

* A single collection contains works on shamanism among the Afghan Kafirs, the
Hungarians, the Swedes, the North American Indians, in Nepal, and in the Old
Testament: C.-M. Edsman (ed.), Studies fn Shamanism (Stockholm, 1967).

* W. Schmidt, Der Ursprung der Gottesidee, ix-xii (Miinster, 1949-55); M. Eliade,
Le Chamanisme et les techniques archaigues de extase (Paris, 1951). In English:
Shamanism: Archaic Techniques of Ecstasy (New Yerk, 1964).

® M. Eliade, ‘Recent Works on Shamanism: A Review Article’, HR 1 (1961), 153;
‘The only continent where sharnanism is & rather rare phenomenon is Africa’

 Cf H. Motzki, Schamanismus als Problem religionswissenschaftlicher Terminolo-
gie (Cologne, 1977).
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popular. Diels wrote about it in passing, as a parallel which shed light
on certain features of Archaic Greek poetry.” In order to bring these
parallel lines together, traces of actual historical contacts were needed;
an intermediary was necessary. Meuli's famous article identified one:
the Scythians.® Tt was Scythian shamanism, reconstructed by Meuli,
that, in the view of many, was a decisive influence in the appearance
in Greece of a whole pleiad of shamans.” In mid-century Dodds’s
famous work and Cornford’s posthumously published book appeared
at almost the same time.'” Both contained chapters devoted to sha-
manisin, but Dodds’s view turned out to be much the more influen-
tial, because Dodds, relying on Meuli, proposed a historical solution
to the problem, while to Cornford the Greek poets were ‘like sha-
mans’, that is, he was comparing two phenomena from similar
developmental stages. From the beginning of the 1960s the Meuli-
Dodds theory was energetically developed by Burkert,!' who later,
however, moved away from the theme of shamanism.'? In the 1980s
and 1990s inany new works appeared which tock up and elaborated
the theory of Scythian-Greek shamanism, especially in connection
with Orphism."> As Graf has noted, Orpheus as a ‘mythical shaman

7 H. Diels, Parmenides Lehrgedichi (Berlin, 1857), 14f In an article in the same
vear he rejected outright any histerical contact between the Greeks and shamanistic
cultures: H. Diels, ‘Uber Anaximanders Kosmos™ {1897), in his Kleine Schriften, 191

8 K. Meuli, ‘Scythica’, Hermes 70 (1535}, 121-76 = Gesammelte Schriften, ii (Basel,
1975), B17-873. One year earlier the following article appeared: E. G. Kagarov,
‘Shamanstvo i iavleniia ekstaza v grecheskoi i rimskoi religiiakh’, Tzvestiia AN SSSR
OON 5 (1934}, 387-401. Owing to its baldly schematic approach, it was ignored even
by Russian scholars.

® To be sure, Meuli found traces of shamanism even in Homer and among the
Prote-Indo-Buropeans, but these ideas were not taken up by classicists.

Y B Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley, 1951); F, Cornford, Princi-
pium Sapientige (Cambridge, 1952). The preface to Cornford’s book shows that
Dodds had read it in manuscript.

" Burkert, 120ff; id, “I"éys: zum griechischen “Schamanismus”’, RhM 105
(1962), 36-55.

"2 In his history of Greek religion we find only three brief mentions of shamans
{Burkert, Greek Religion, 180, 320, 446), which is only slightly more than in the work
of his predecessor Nilsson (GGR i 164 n. 5, 617f), who devoted a few lines to
shamanism, stressing that on the whole it is not found among the Indo-Buropeans.
Burkert's recent works make no mention of shamanism at all.

13 Gee e.g. West, OP, 4 ff,, 144 f; R. B. Claus, Toward the Sou] (New Haven, 1981),
111£; J. F. Kinstrand, Anracharsis (Oxford, 1981), 181f; F. Hartog, The Mirror of
Heredotus (Berkeley, 1988), 150ff; C. Fiore, ‘Aspetti sciamanici di Orfeo’, in
A, Masaracchia (ed.), Otfeo e Porfisme (Rome, 1993), 409-24; P. Kingsley, ‘Greek
Shamans and the Magi’, Studia Tranica 23 {1954), 187-98.
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or prototype of shamans’ (Dodds) is ‘the most fashionable idea
nowadays’."*

It cannot be said that Greek shamanism has escaped the attention
of the critics, but as a rule critics deait only with certain elements of
the theory. Kahn, for example, convincingly showed that the tradition
on Empedocles does not even remotely recail the history of the sha-
mans; Bolton refuted in detail any shamanist influence on Aristeas of
Proconnesus.'” In his article on Orpheus, Graf mentioned shaman-
ism mostly out of habit, observing each time that in reality these
references do not explain anything'® Dowden demonstrated that
Meuli’s reconstruction was essentially built on sand.!” Pythagoras
has been less fortunate than others: his shamanism has been not so
much refuted as emotionally rejected.'® The most serious and thor-
ough critique of shamanism in Greece accords hardly any considera-
tion to the Pythagorean material.'” Among the many questions which
arise in connection with Greek shamanism in general and Pythago-
rean shamanism in particular, the following appear to be the most
fundamental. First, did shamanism exist at all in the sixth ceatury?
Second, did it exist among the Scythians of the Black Sea coast, and
did it influence Greek cult practice? Third, can traces of shamanism,
or at least of ecstatic practice, which is considered to be the conditio
sine qua non of shamanism, be discovered in Pythagoreanism?

The view that shamanism is ubiquitous and of great antiquity is
based mainly on two misconceptions: first, it is too readily identified
with almost any ecstatic cult of pre-literate peoples,” second, the
beliefs of such peoples are a priori conceived to represent a kind of
primary phase of religion, which originated in the most distant past.”*

12 B Graf, ‘Orpheus: A Poet among Men', in ). Bremmer (ed.), Interpretations of
Greek Mythology (London, 1987), 102 n. 2.

* Ch. H. Kahn, ‘Religion and Naturai Philosephy in Empedocles’ Dactrine of the
Soul', AGPh 42 {1960), 3-35; Bolton, Arisfeas, 1251, 132 ff.

!¢ Graf, ‘Orpheus’. 80 ff

7 K. Dowden, ‘Deux notes sur les Scythes et les Arimaspes’, REG 93 (1980),
486-92.

® A, Maddalena, ‘Pitapora sciamano?, RFIC 92 (1964), 103-17; C. de Vopel,
Phiiosophia, Part 1. Studies in Greek Philosophy (Assen, 1969), 78 ff.

* J. Bremmer, The Early Greek Concept of the Soul (Princeton, 1983), 25 ff; id.,
Rise, 24 ff.
. *% Such is Eliade’s pasition, for exarnple; of. L. Vajda, ‘Zur phaseclogischen Stellung
des Schamanismus’, Ural-Altaisches Jahrbuch 31 (1959), 456-85, at 458 ff. = C. A,
Schumitz (ed.), Religions-Ethnologie (Frankfurt, 1964}, 265--55.

2l See e.g. H. Findeisen and H. Gehrts, Die Schamanen (Cologne, 1983), 20 ff.
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Both these notions have done much to foster the theoretical chaos
which reigns in the study of shamanism, and which the specialists
in the field themselves often lament. In particular they lament the
excessive profusion of definitions of a shaman and shamanism, and
the resulting contradictory interpretations.” Against this background,
Shirokogoroff’s classic work on shamanism among the Evenks (the
Tungus), from whose language Europeans have borrowed the word
‘shaman’, stands out clearly. Shirokogoroff’s analytical rigour, the pro-
fundity of his judgernents, and his great experience of contact with those
who practise shamanism make his work the best point of departure for a
study of the phenomenon.

Shirokogoroff provides the following definition of shamans: ‘Per-
sons of both sexes who have mastered spirits, who at their will can
‘introduce these spirits into themselves and use their powers over
spirits in their own interests, particularly helping other people, who
suffer from the spirits; in such a capacity they may possess a complex
of special methods for dealing with the spirits.** Accordingly, sha-
manism is characterized by the following: the presence of peeple who
have mastered spirits (and not are just possessed by them); a certain
number of malevolent and benevolent spirits; socially recognized
methods of dealing with the spirits; shamanistic paraphernalia (spe-
cial dress; musical and other instruments, at least a drum); a ‘theore-
tical basis’, in the form of common conceptions of the spirits; and
recognition for the social position of shamans.?* On the origin of this
complex, Shirokogoroff offers the following hypothesis: since the
influence of Buddhism and Lamaism (the Tibetan variant of Bud-
dhism) can clearly be traced in shamanism, its genesis should be
linked with the penetration of these religions into Central Asia and
dated to the last centuries of the first millennium ap.*”> Hermanns in
his historical study of shamarrism comes to a similar conclusion,”® He
devotes special attention to the influence of higher farms of religion,
such as Zoroastrianism, Mithraism, and Buddhism, on shamanism.

* See e.g. Vajda, “Zur phaseologischen Stellung’, 456 £; V. Voigt, ‘Shaman - Persen

or Word?, in M. Hoppdl (ed.), Shamanism in Eurasia, 1 (Gottingen, 1984}, 13 ff.

#3§. M. Shirokogoreff, Psychomental Complex of the Tungus (Londen, 1935),
269 (repr. Berlin, 1999).

“* Thid. 271 (.

= Thid, 276 ff, 282 ff.

¢ M. Hermanns, Schamanen - Pseudoschamanen, Erloser und Heilbringer, 3 vols.
{(Wiesbaden, 1970).
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Seeing shamanism as the result of the interaction of the ideology of
hunting tribes and the religions of agrarian peoples with their ad-
vanced ecstatic technique,”” Hermanns takes the place of origin of
shamanism to be the region between Iran, Tibet, and India, and the
period of origin to be the first centuries ap.”®

We may leave it fo the specialists to resolve the problem of the
geographical and temporal origins of shamanisim, and note the points
of greatest importance to us. First of all, shamanism should be seen as
a complex phenomenon. Following Shirokogoroff, Vajda rightly em-
phasized that “shamanism is not an element of culture but a complex
of phenomena having characteristic and meaningful connections one
with another. No single one of its components suffices to define the
whole complex; each one may also be found outside the limits of
shamanism, and only their typical interaction gives rise to the com-
plex phenomenon which we call shamanism,*® Moreover, historical
and ethnographic research into shamanism cannot ignore the fact
that its rise was conditioned by the influence of the new forms of
religion which arose in Asia in the middle of the first millennium sc.
Lastly, the lines of influence and diffusion lead from South-West and
South-East Asia to Central Asia, and on to North Asia, not the
reverse. All these facts make the existence of shamamism as far back
as the Archaic period in Greece highly improbable. A typological
similarity between some elements of Greek religious and folk tradi-
tion and the shamanistic complex is not evidence of the great age of
the latter, not least because we are dealing here with such widespread
motifs as the soul travelling into the underworld, etc.

Meuli reconstructed Scythian shamanism in almost the same way as
palaeontologists reconstruct fossils ~ relying on two bones, or in this
case on two elements. The first of these was a description of a
Scythian steam bath, and the second a reference to Scythian Enarees,
or seers.”’ This in itself is surprising, since shamanism - where it
exists - is easily noticed. Shamanistic rituals, beliefs, costumes and
paraphernalia, and the role of shamans in society - these are all
things that strike an external observer at first glance. To Herodotus,

27

o For a similar approach, see Vajda, ‘Zur phaseologischen Stellung’, 475 f.

Hermanns, Schamanen, i 181 €, 197 f,; ii. 343 ff,
Vajda, “Zur phaseologischen Stellung’, 476.
* Steam bath: Hdt. TV, 73-5; Enarees: Hdt. §, 105; IV, 67; [Hipp.] Aer. 22.

29
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barbarian religion was always one of the first things to caich his
interest, but he overlooked Scythian shamanism; otherwise Meuli
would not have had to reconstruct it, relying on two pieces of indirect
evidence. And although Herodotus was not the only one to write
about the Scythians, who lived side by side with the Greeks for many
centuries, Meuli failed to find anything else worthy of attention in the
Greek sources, and all who wrote later on the subject merely repeated
his arguments.

Not much is known of Scythian religion, of course, but the absence
of both the shamanistic complex as a whole and its most important
elements in the accounts cannot be explained by the poverty of the
sources alone. In effect, we do not even know whether the Scythians
had ecstatic cults, but it is known that their attitude to such cults
among the Greeks was particularly negative: when they learned that
King Scyles had been initiated into the cult of Dionysus, they
promptly killed him (IV, 79). This might be explained by the
Scythians’ distaste for all foreign cults, were it not for the words of
Herodotus: the Scythians rebuke the Greeks for their Bacchic frenzies,
‘saying that it is not reasonable to set up a god who leads men to
madness’ (Olj' yﬂ’.P ¢u0¢ OdeS‘ Efl'al 859‘1" e'fevpt'axew TOI.:'TUI’ 50’715‘
waiveabor évdye dvBpdimous). Everything indicates that the very idea
of a deity that produced a state of ecstasy was alien to the Scythians.
The story of Anacharsis, who paid with his life for trying to demon-
strate to the Scythians the ecstatic cult of Cybele, confirms this (Hdt.
1V, 76).

Let us now turn to what Meuli regarded as the capstone of all
evidence. According to Herodotus (IV, 73-5), following the burial of
a king the Scythians would arrange a steam bath for purposes of
purification: the men pitched a tent, lit a fire in it, and threw hemp
onto the heated stones; when the hemp gave off steam they would cry
out in rapture {dyduevor 71 wuply wplevrar), Herodotus was con-
vinced that all this served them instead of bathing (the Scythians
never washed in water), but it is plain from the context that the main
reason for the Scythians’ cries of joy was the effect of the vapours
from the hemp. What we see here is ritual purification combined with
elements of narcotic intoxication; it would take a vivid imagination to
see it as a shamanistic ritual performance since the most important
elements of that ‘performance’ are absent: the shaman’s dance,
representing a strugple against evil spirits, before his audience; the
beating of a drum or play on another musical instrument, and lastly
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the trance of the shaman himself, a figure who is paradoxically absent
from the scene described by Herodotus!™'

Herodotus™ story has received unexpected confirmation: in the
burial mound of one of the so-called Altai Scythians, aleng with
tent poles, burners containing stones and hemp seeds have been
found.*® It is clear that the Altai Scythians, like those of the Black
Sea coast, used the stones and the hemp seed not only for ritual
purposes, but also in everyday life. However, the use of hemp as a
drug could not have originated in Siberia, and much less be unam-
biguously connected with shamanism.” Among some Siberian peo-
ples, shamans use vodka or tobacco (both taken from the Russians) to
produce an ecstatic state, but by no means all who drink vodka and
smoke tobacco are shamans. It is also uncertain whether in this case
we can use the term ‘ecstasy” as applied in the psychology of religion,
meaning that the soul departs from the body and makes contact with
supernatural beings. In this sense ecstasy, besides a psychosomatic
state, implies a certain ideology, which in the Siberian peoples is
extremely rich but which is absent in Scythian religion.** The
Scythian cult of the dead, in so far as it is known from excavations,
offers no evidence whatever of such an ideology,” and Scythian art
contains no clear record of any such thing.

The interpretation of Scythian Enarees, or seers, as shamans seems
even stranger. Meuli attempted to prove that they were close to
shamans solely on the grounds that they looked like women and
wore womet’s clothes, Cases of transvestism (both male and female)
certainly occur in shamanism, although they are not widespread.
However, what is meant here is precisely transvestism, whereas the
Greek sources persistently speak of ‘female disease’ (#Aea votaos), or
impotence.”® Unlike Enarees, transvestite shamans never constituted
a distinct class consisting of effeminate males. The Enarees served
the goddess Aphrodite (Hdt. IV, 67), whose cult, according to the

1 tgeul probléme: pas de chaman,” observes Dowden ironically (‘Deux notes’, 487).

*2 5. L. Rudenko, Frozen Tombs of Siberia {Berkeley, 1570), 62, 3841,

* Rudenko did not accept shamanism among the Altai Scythians (ibid. 384). An
attempt to prove the opposite (L. Hanéar, “Altai-Skythen und Schamanismus’, Actes
du IVe Congrés intern. des sciences anthropologiques et ethnologigues, il (Vienna,
1956), 183-9) is based only on parallels and is therefore unconvincing.

3 Bremmner, Early Greek Concept, 48.

35 R, Rolle, Totenkult der Skythen (Berlin, 1979), 118 n. 219.

¢ Hdt I, 105; [Hipp.] Aer. 22; Arist. EN 1150bl4.
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Scythians themselves, they adopted from the Syrian city of Ascalon (I,
105). In this Aphrodite it is not difficult to discern the goddess Ishtar,
whose cult was served by eunuch priests.”” On the nature and causes
of the female disease’ of the Enarees, a wide range of views has been
expressed.”® The very first interpretation, offered by a Hippocratic
doctor (Aer. 22), linked it with excessive horse-riding by the
Scythians. The latest, a thoroughly plausible medical interpretation,
sees it as haemochromatosis, a chronic hereditary ailment, in which
iron metabolism in the body is disrupted, often resulting in impo-
tence.> In any case, the only aspect of the Enarees of interest to the
Greeks was the fact that they resembled women, and if they failed to
notice any shamanistic rites or ideas, how could they adopt them?*

Strange as it may seem, the concept of ‘shamanism’ sheds least light
on the very thing for which it was introduced: the spread in ancient
Greece of new ideas on the soul and of ecstatic cults that were
untypical of Homeric religion. This is not, of course, a matter of
terminology: after all, even those who had long been prepared to
dispense with the concept accepted that it helped to perceive the
realia of cult practice behind the legend and the myth.*' Despite the
oft-refuted but nevertheless popular theory that behind every myth
(or legend) there must be a ritual,™ the legends about Pythagoras’
superhuman qualities, his prophecies and his wonders do not lead us
automatically to any Pythagorean cults. The same ot similar stories
were told about Pherecydes of Syros, who is not linked with any

¥ HL Haussig {ed.), Herodot, Historien {Stuttgart, 1963), 642 n. 100; Dowden,
‘Deux notes’, 489,

** W.R. Halliday, ‘A Note cn the @HAEA NOY Z0Z of the Scythians’, ABSA 17
{1910-11), 95-102: A. M. Khazanov, ‘Skifskoe zhrechestvo’, Sovetskaia etnografiia, 6
{1973}, 41-50; ]. Pigeaud, ‘Remarques sur I'inné ef 'acquis dans le Corpus hippocra-
tique’, in F. Lasserre and Ph. Mudry (eds.), Formes de pensée dans la Collection
Hippocratique (Geneva, 1983), 45 ff; A. Ballabriga, ‘Les Eunuques scythes et leurs
fermmes’, Métis 1 (1986), 132 ff.

* E. Lieber, “The Hippocratic “Airs, Waters, Places” on Cross-dressing Eunuchs:
“Natural” yet also “Divine”’, in R Wittern and P. Pellegrin (eds.), Hippokratische
Medizin und antike Philosophie (Hildesheim, 1996), 451-76; Bremmer, Rise, 32;
S. West, ‘Scythians’, in E. . Bakker et al. (eds.), Brill's Companion to Herodotus
(Leiden, 2002), 4491,

% Dowden, ‘Deux notes’, 489.

' PBreminer, Early Greek Concept, 48.

*? Por a convincing critique of the myth-ritualist theory, see esp. J. Fontenrose, The
Ritual Theory of Myth (Berkeley, 1971).
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particular cult.*’ As we have already noted, the legendary tradition on
Pythagoras, oral and written, is far from identical with the Pythagor-
ean tradition. In the fifth century, and even more so in the fourth,
legends about Pythagoras often circulated far outside the Pythagorean
circles (in Tonia, for example), increasing in scale not because of their
‘cult basis’, but thanks to the imagination of writers such as Ilera-
clides, Andron or Neanthes, who combined traditional motifs and
added new ones. To form judgements about the followers of Pytha-
goras on the strength of these legends would be incautious in the
extreme, especially because the Pythagoreans known to us do not pass
on any legends about their Teacher, and they themselves do not figure
in any ‘miraculous’ legends.**

The unconvincing nature of the obligatory myth-ritualist parallels
is particularly apparent in the example of the ‘ritual katabasis’, which
many researchers have attempted to attribute to Pythagoras the Sha-
man. To begin with, the writers of the fifth and fourth centuries still
know nothing of the journey Pythagoras made in his lifetime to
Hades.*® Stories about this first begin to appear in the writings of
Hieronymus of Rhodes (second third of the third century), and then
in those of Hermippus, and both versions are distinctly comical in
their nature. Given the heightened mterest from Old and Middle
Comedy in the world beyond the grave, this is quite natural. Even
before Pythagoras himself was dispatched to Hades, the hero of
Aristophon’s Pythagorist (staged in ¢.340-330), visited it and reported

That the Pythagorists differed much
From all the rest; for that with them alone
Did Pluto deign to eat, much honouring
Their pious habits. — He’s a civil God,

If he likes eating with such dirty fellows.®

In Hieronymus, when Pythagoras descends into Hades he sees the
souls of Homer and Hesiod there, enduring torments for the stories

*? See above, 63 1. 5.

“ On the legends of Hippasus, see below, 275,

* Heraclides of Pontus (fr. 89) wrote of the soul of Pythagoras residing in Hades
during the intervals between his incarnations, but not of his travelling there during his
lifetime (Rohde, Psyche, 600 £; Delatte, Vie, 1541; Gottschalk, Heraclides, 11711;
Bollansée (FGrHist 1026 F 24), 265 £).

“ Fr, 12 K-A = 58 E 3, tr. Yonge. On the coinedic accounts of feasts in the kingdom
of the dead, see above, 181 n. 48.
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they told about the gods. He also witnesses the punishment of those
who avoided sexual relations with their wives; this was why he was
honoured in Croton.”” Hermippus, who was renowned for his fantas-
tic tales, hostile to Pythagoras, remained true to form in this case too.
He reports that on his arrival in Italy the sage made himself a small
subterranean abode and lived there for a while, having ordered his
mother to register on tablets every occurrence and to send her notes
down to him. When he emerged, withered and skeletal, he betook
himself to the assembly and declared he had returned from Hades, and
to prove it he read out to them everything that had happened in his
absence. The lawgivers were moved by his words, they wept and
lamented and became so convinced he was of divine nature that they
sent their wives to him in order that they would learn some of his
doctrines. Consequently they were called Pythagorean women.*®

An interest in the underworld, typical of folklore, is apparent as far
back as in the Odyssey, although the Nekyia is often considered a later
insertion. During the religious revolution which took place in Archaic
Greece, bringing with it new views on the afterlife, this interest only
increased. In their identically titled I7epi 7w év Aidov, Protagoras
and Democritus criticized the then widespread notions of the after-
life* It is understandable that far from all to whom the Greeks
attributed a journey to Hades - Heracles, Odysseus, Orpheus -
were linked with a cult which included a ritual katabasis. Unlike
Odysseus, the epic hero, Orpheus became the central figure of a
religious movement, and yet the myth of his descent into Hades in
search of his dead wife seems more like a poetic invention, having
little connection with Orphism, than a cult my’ch.50 The variety of
motifs appearing in the stories of Pythagoras in Hades shows that in
essence all that they have in common is the figure of Pythagoras
himself, who, being an expert in the immortality of the soul, would
sooner or later have to be credited with a journey into the kingdom of

47 DL VIIL 21 = fr. 42. On the parallel tradition, see Delatte, Vie, 155 £, 194, 244;
Burkert, 155§,

* D.L. VIIL 41 = fr. 20 = FGrHist 1026 F 24. Huflayopuxai recalls the comedies of
Alexis and Cratinus the Younger [Tufayopilovea (38 E 1, 3). On Pythagorean women
see also above, 180 n. 46; on Pythagoras™ instructions to women, 46f. Bollansée’s
commentary on F 24 of Hermippus basically follows Burkert (see below, n. 52).

4 DL IX, 46, 55 Dem. fr. 582 Luria with comm. Heraclides of Pontus also wrate a
work On the Underworld (fr. 22, 68, 72); Gottschalk, Heraclides, 1081,

>0 K. Ziegler, ‘Orpheus’, RE 18 (1939), 1268 ff, 1280 £
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the dead. Are these stories backed by Pythagorean tradition, and if so,
are there grounds for seeing in it an echo of cult practice? - Most
likely not, particularly if we bear in mind that the earliest evidence
comes from Hieronymus, who was writing almost a century after the
demise of ancient Pythagoreanism. There are still fewer grounds for
seeing Hermippus as the keeper of the Pythagorean ritual tradition.”"
Burkert’s reconstruction, in which Pythagoras’ mother, uiryp, is
turned into dnu#ryp, and Pythagoras himself into ‘a hierophant in
the cult of Demeter’,*? is as unconvincing as it is superfluous. One
could equally well show Pythagoras to be the hierophant in a chthonic
cult on the basis of Aristophon’s comic verses; his Pythagorists, after
all, take part in a feast {no doubt a ritual feast) with none other than
Pluto!

Esséntially, of the cultic side of Pythagoreanism we know so little
that it is perfectly reasonable to ask whether the Pythagoreans really
had any separate cult of their own, different from those of the cities
in which they lived. This question has already arisen, in the course of
discussion of the Pythagorean communities (§4.2), and provisionally
been answered in the negative. Indeed, in what sense can one speak
of a Pythagorean cult? Does it mean that Pythagoras introduced the
veneration of some new deities, like the worshippers of Astarte? Or
that he and his followers chose as their patron a hero who was
already present in the tradition, but they lent a particular character
to his cult and made it inaccessible to the uninitiated, as happened
with the Orphics? Among the Pythagoreans we know of no special
deities; Apollo, whom they venerated above all, was a traditional cult
object in Croton. In none of the several dozen cities where, to judge
from Aristoxenus’ catalogue, Pythagorean communities existed, have
any traces survived of a cult specific to them, traces such as the
Orphic tablets, for example, found in abundance in southern Italy.™

*! Hermippus’ story is very similar to the one known from Herodotus about
Zalmoxis' three-year scjowrn in a subterranean abode (IV, 95-6), and may have arisen
under its influence; thus Corssen, ‘Abaris’, 43; Lévy, 39 Boyencé, ‘Abaris’, 335€;
Bolton, Aristeas, 144 F; Gottschalk, Heraclides, 118; contra see Burkert, 156 £; Bollan-
sée (FGrHist 1026 F 243, 267 ff.

*2 Burkert, 159. The only passage to mention Pythagoras in connection with
Demeter is fraom Timaeus: after Pythagoras’ death his house in Metapontum (not in
Croton!) was twrned into a temple to Demeter, and the street in which he lived was
named after the Muses (FGrHist 566 F 131).

#* Bemabé and Jiménez San Cristobal, Instructions.
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But even if some traces were to be found of & special Pythagorean
cult, there is absolutely nothing that might lead one to suspect an
ecstatic cult.

Judging by the account of Alcidamas, Pythagoras was heroicized
after his death, like Anaxagoras, and later Plato and Epicurus.”* Here
it is significant that veneration of heroicized philosophers was not
restricted to their followers, the Pythagoreans and Anaxagoreans:
Alcidamas speaks of the Italians and Clazomenians. Echoes of this
veneration mdy also be seen on coins with idealized images of
Pythagoras, minted in Abdera in ¢.430, and in this case there is no
basis for an assumption of any influence from a local Pythagorean
community. But even if Pythagoras the hero were venerated only by
the Pythagoreans, this would explain very little, since what interests
us is not how he was venerated after his death, but whether in his
lifetime there existed a specific Pythagorean cult which he himself
introduced. All that is known of Pythagorean rites points less towards
a special cult than towards a special mode of life, [Tvfaydpeios Tpdémos
roil flov.>

Unfortunately we know little of the specifics of this mode of life.*®
It is clear that at least in the early period it included a series of
religiously based rules, such as a preference for a particular kind
of sacrifice, for example, a ban {(complete or partial} on certain
kinds of food, or on burial in woollen garments. However, the source
of these rules was no cult, but Pythagoras’ religious teaching, which,
be it remembered, was not binding for all Pythagoreans, and this
meant that the rules and taboos that flowed from it were not binding
either. (As in other similar cases, the features characteristic of Pytha-
goreanism as a whole cannot automatically be attributed to each
individual Pythagorean; see above, §3.2) The specific set of rules
and the rigour of their observation varied with time, and in the end
these were determined by personal taste. Empedocles, imitating

Pythagoras ‘in the solemnity of his way of life and his appearance’,’”

> Arist. Rhet. 1398b9-14 = 14 A 5; of. D.L. III, 2 (on Plato) and D. Clay, ‘The Cuits
of Epicurus’, CErc 16 {1986}, 12-28 = Paradosis and Survival {Ann Arbor, 1998),
75-102,

> Burkert, Greek Religion, 302, admits this.

% Cf above, 111, From Plato’s words it is clear only that those who observed it
stood out as being better than the majority (Res. 600a-b}. As the defining character-
istics of the Blos "Opguxds, Plato cites abstinence from all animal foods (Leg. 782c7).

7 Alcidamas {D.L. VII, 56 = 14 A 5).
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also created a special style of life, but his imitation was as selective as
it was creative. If the tradition is to be believed, he wore purple
clothing, a golden band, bronze sandals, long hair, and a Delphic
garland; his facial expression was invariably dourly solemn, and he
was followed everywhere by his attendants.”® Basing himself primar-
ily on the Orphic version of metempsychosis, Empedocles offered
his followers a set of rules and taboos similar to that of Pythagoras.™
He claimed to have no fewer adherents than Pythagoras (B 112),
although they were not united in communities like the Pythagorean
hetairiai, and therefore the way of life chosen by Empedocles died
with him.

On close inspection, then, we do not find any traces of shamanism
or its most important component, ecstatic cult practice, either in
Pythagoreanism or among the Scythians who supposedly influenced
it, even if we assume that shamanism existed at that time. Further-
more, it seems unlikely that the Pythagoreans had any special cult at
all, of the kind which characterized the Orphics, for example. Given
what we know about the institutional nature of the Pythagorean
communities and the personalities of individual Pythagoreans
(above, §§4.1, 3.3), both these conclusions are only to be expected.
The Pythagorean hetairiai were not cultic communities. In fact, we do
not even know how widespread the cult of the heroicized founder,
later typical of the followers of Plato and Epicurus, was among the
Pythagoreans. Outside Italy, in particular in the Peloponnese, in
Thebes or Athens, where many Pythagoreans lived, there is no in-
formation on it. The biographical tradition on the Pythagoreans and
what has survived of their writings contain practically nothing that
might suggest an interest in the sphere of religion as manifested by,
for example, Xenophanes, Parmenides, or Heraclitus, to say nothing
of Empedocles. (Hippon, by way of contrast, enjoyed the reputation -
perhaps undeserved — of a staunch atheist.)* The personality of
Pythagoras is indissolubly linked with religion, but no similar per-
sonalities from ancient Pythagoreanism are known to us.

8 L. VIIL, 73, Many stories have survived about the wonders of Empedocles; he
himself writes in Purifications of his gifts as a seer and healer, and of his immortality
(B 112).

% See above, 205 n. 135-6 and below, 2341,

0 A2,4,6,8,9. This reputation goes back to Cratinus’ comedy Panoptai (A 2). We
do not know what exactly Cratinus was relying on (Zeller, i. 336).
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6.2 METEMPSYCHOSIS: PYTHAGOREANISM
AND ORPHISM

The name of Pythagoras is so closely associated with metempsychosis
that many regard this doctrine as almost the most important compo-
nent of Pythagoreanism. And indeed the fifth- and fourth-century
sources state quite clearly that Pythagoras taught the transmigration
of souls.®! Unfortunately, this clarity vanishes as soon as we move on
from simply stating the fact to an analysis of the historical and
religious context of metempsychosis. Was metempsychosis borrowed
by the Greeks, and if so from whomi? Who in Greece was the first to
preach it, the Orphics or Pythagoras, and did any Orphics live in
Pythagoras® lifetime? How widespread was it among the Pythago-
reans, and how consistent were they in observing the behavioural
norms that sprang from it, such as the ban on eating meat? Can
Pythagorean metempsychosis be considered an ethical doctrine? Be-
hind each of these questions lies a long history of contradictory
inferpretations. '

Happily the history of Greek religion is evolving not only through
debate but also thanks to new textual discoveries which sometimes
make it possible to resolve old questions. In recent decades a stream
of new Orphic tablets from Italy, Macedonia, Thessaly, the Black Sea
coast, and other parts of the Greek world, and especially the publica-
tion of the Derveni papyrus,®® have, we may say, saved Orphism as a
religious movement from the pitiless and mostly destructive criticism
to which it has been subjected since Wilamowitz pronounced his
famous words: ‘Die Modernen reden so entsetzlich viel von Orphi-
kern’.®® The ‘deconstruction’ of Orphism, which took place almost in
parallel with the ‘shamanization’ of Pythagoreanism, considered
above, seemed to have completely demolished it. Orphism as a term
is an invention of modern scholarship, and one that should therefore

%' Doubts about this (Rathmann, Quaestiones.,, 37 ff.; G. Casertano, ‘Orfismo e
pitagorismo in Empedocle?’, in M. Tortorelli Ghidini et al. (eds.), Tra Orfeo ¢
Pitagora: Origine e incontri di culture nellantichitd (Naples, 2000), 203 {f.} appear to
be unfounded.

% The most recent edition of the tablets is Bernabé, Poetae epici Graeci, ii, 2;
Bernabé and Jiménez San Cristobal, Instructions.; the latest edition of the Derveni
pap}'ms is Kouremenos et al. (eds.), Derveni Papyrus.

% U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Der Glaube der Helienen, it (Berlin, 1933}, 199,
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be avoided: “There is no such thing as Orphisin.®* There were never
any people who called themselves Orphics and formed themselves
into religious communities; Dionysus and the Dionysian mysteries
have nothing to do with Orphism.®® The so-called Orphic tablets in
reality belonged to the Pythagoreans.*® The Orphic poems are either a
doctrinal appendix to the Eleusinian mysteries, or were also written
by the Pythagoreans.” The traditional view, that Pythagoras took
metempsychosis from Orphism,®® is incorrect: in reality the Greeks
owe this doctrine to Pythagoras himself,* and the existence of Orphic
metempsychosis has yet to be proven.”” The new finds, which have
overturned almost all these theories, have once again confirmed that
Orphism was no artificial construct but a real religious movement,”
which Pythagoreanism never was, although it contairied a religious
doctrine. The question of the origin of metempsychosis remains un-
resolved, however.

The earliest evidence, Xenophanes® biting verses (B 7), links me-
tempsychosis with Pythagoras (above, §1.2). From this, however, it
does not follow that Pythagoras was its founding father. Xenophanes
speaks of metempsychosis as something to be taken for granted; it
does not seem as if he is encountering it for the first time, or as if he

M. L. West, ‘Graeco-Oriental Orphism in the Third Century BC, Travaux du
Vie congrés international d'études classiques (Paris, 1976), 221. See also L. Moulinier,
Orphée et Porphisme 4 Pépogue cassigue (Paris, 1955), 116. Cf. U. Bianchi,
‘L’Orphisme a existé’, Mélanges d'histoire des religions offerts @ H.-C. Puech (Paris,
1974), 129-37.

 Wilamowitz, Glaube, ii. 190; Linforth, Arts, 53, 288 F.

56 Zuntz, Persephone, 340 ff, 3921,

5 Fleusis: F. Graf, Eleusis und orphische Dichtung Athens vorhellenistischer Zeit
(Berlin, 1974); Pythagoreans: West, OF, 7 ff.

%8 Zeller, i. 691f, 563 £; Rohde, Psyche, 337; O. Kern, Die Religion der Griechen,
ii (Berlin, 1935), 144; W. K. C. Guthrie, Orpheus and Greek Religion (London, 1935),
216 ff,; K. Ziegler, ‘Orphische Dichtung’, RE 18 (1942), 1383 £; Nilsson, GGR i, 701 f.

® Wilamawitz, Glaube, ii. 188, 192 ff; P.-M. Festugiere, Review, REG 49 (1936),
306-10; Long, Study, 89 ff; Zuntz, Persephone, 265 ff, 321 ff,; Burkert, 1261f, 133;
Bremmer, Rise, 1 ff.

70 Wilamowitz, Glaube, ii. 194 Long, Study, 89 fI.; Graf, Eleusis, 931; L.]. Alderink,
Creation and Salvation in Ancient Orphism (Chico, 1981), 83 £,

7' As seen for example by Guthrie, Orpheus; M. P. Nilsson, ‘Farly Orphism
and Kindred Religious Movements’ {1935}, in his Opuscula selecta, ii (Lund, 1952),
626-83. On Orphism as a religious movement see: Bemabé and Jiménez San Cristo-
bal, Instructions, 179ff. On the history of the study of Orphism, see L. Zhmud,
‘Orphism and Graffiti from Olbia’, Hermes 120 (1992), 159-68; A. Bernabé, ‘Tenden-
cias recientes en el estudio del orfismo’, flu. Revista de Ciencias de las Religiones
{1995), 23-32.
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regards Pythagoras as its founder. We still lack direct and incontro-
vertible evidence that the Orphic poems contained a doctrine of
reincarnation which was adopted and modified by Pythagoras. And
yet such a conclusion accords far better with the facts now known to
us’? than the alternative explanation: that a religious movement,
Orphism, took one of its central doctrines from the thinker from
Samos. According to Ion of Chios, Pythagoras ascribed some of his
poems to Orpheus (B 2). Did Ion really know some poems by
Pythagoras which were unknown to anybody else, and how did he
determine their authorship? Nothing that we know of early Pytha-
goreanism malkes it possible to assume the existence of any authori-
tative religious text emanating from Pythagoras. It is no accident that
the Hellenistic grammarian Epigenes named Brontinus and Cercops,
not Pythagoras, as authors of Orphic poems.”” West's idea of the
Pythagorean community as a kind of creative workshop in which
Orphic poems were written cannot be supported, as we have not a
single Pythagorean reference to Orpheus. Ion’s words are best under-
stood as conjecture based on a similarity between the Pythagorean
ideas known to him and what could be found in an Orphic poem. The
similarity between Orphism and Pythagoreanism lay precisely in
metempsychosis, with all the doctrinal and practical consequences
that flowed from it. Any similarity hardly went further than this.”* In
the mid-fifth century, therefore, Orphism already included the doc-
trine of the transmigration of souls.

If Ton considered Pythagoras a writer of Orphic poetry, his con-
temporary Herodotus posited an Egyptian origin for metempsychosis
(above, §2.3), and noted further, “Some Greeks have also used this
doctrine as their own, some eatlier, some later. I know their names,
but do not record them’ (I1, 123). Whose were the names Herodotus
did not record? The main claimants whose names appear in the
hiterature are Orpheus, Pythagoras, and Empedocles.”” Whether or

> Thus G. Casadio, ‘La metempsicosi tra Orfeo e Pitagora’, in Borgeaud
{ed.), Orphée, 119~55. See also Bernabé and Jiménez San Crist6bal, Instructions, 120.

7> OF, test. 222, On Cercops, whom Epigenes regarded as a Pythagorean, see
above, 116.

* Nilsson, GGR i, 701; Burkert, Greek Religion, 300: ‘Orphic and Pythagorean
coincide in the doctrine of metempsychosis and ascetism’. Other similarities known to
us are matters of detail.

7% See Burkert, 126 n. 38. Although Herodotus’ version of metempsychosis more
closely resembles Pythagoras® teaching than that of the Orphics and Empedocles {(see



224 Pythagoras and the Early Pythagoreans

not the historian meant Empedocles, in a paraliel passage on Egyptian
borrowings in the sphere of religion, he says (IL 81):

(The Egyptians) wear linen tunics...but nothing woollen is brought
into the temple, or buried with thern: that is impious. They agree in this
with the so-called Orphics and the Pythagoreans; for no participant of
their rites can be buried in a woollen shroud. There is a sacred story
({pos Adyos) about this.”¢

The second sentence of this passage appears in the two manuscript
versions: dpodoyéovor 8¢ raiira Tolar ‘Opdicolor vateoudvorar xal
ITubayopelocor (Flor.); dporoyéer 8¢ ralra Toioe "Opinoiol xadeo-
udvoror xal Buxyweoio, éodae 8¢ Alyumricior xal IMTubayopeioio:
(Rom.). The short version speaks of the Orphics and Pythagoreans
(dat. pl. masc.); the long one of the Orphic and Bacchic rites, which
were in fact Egyptian and Pythagorean (dat. pl. neut.). The most detailed
commentary on this passage is by Linforth, and although he had no
knowledge of other instances of the use of "Opeesco in the classical period,
unlike rd "Opexd, relating to the rites and the literature, he showed
convincingly that the long version had arisen as a result of interpola-
tion.”” Linforth’s arguments are all the more valuable because they go
against his own tendency, and that of his time, to deny the existence of
Orphiccommunities in the sixth to fourth centuries. For Pythagorean-
ism this tendency had entirely predictable consequences: if there were
no Orphics, that meant that both Orphic poems and metempsychosis

below, 229 £), the historian may not have known of these differences, or may have
chosen to ignore them.

7S The ban on wool is linked to the vegetarianism that stems from metempsycho-
sis, “T'o be sure, it was possible to obtain wool without committing the crime of
murdering a kinsman, which was involved in eating mutton, but perhaps to rob him
was also considered unworthy of the pure’ (Guthrie, Orpheus, 198); [epds Adyos is to
be seen as an Orphic poem (ibid.), rather than an Egyptian legend (Burkert, 219). Cf.
Henrichs, ‘Hieroi Logot’, 236 f.

77 He referred in particular to a passage in Apuleius (Apolog. 56 = OF, fr. 217)
which preserved the short version (Linforth, Arts, 47). Apart from everything else,
Herodotus could not have supposed that Pythagoras took from Egypt the ban on
burial in woallen clothing and passed it on to the Orphics, as follows from the long
version (see Rohde, Psyche, 349), The historian said nothing about Pythagoras’
journey to Egypt, although he did maintain that the seer Melampus took from the
Egyptians the cult of Dionysus and the sages who came after him gave a fuller account
of the significance of that cult (II, 49). In these sages it is not difficult to recognize
Orpheus and Musaeus (see above, 43); Hecataeus of Abdera wrote, in a context which
shows the influence of Herodotus (above, 5% n. 121), of a journey to Egypt by Orpheus
and Musaeus {FGrHist 264 F 25.96 = OF, test. 96).
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could well have arisen in a Pythagorean environment. However, the
publication a quarter of a century ago of a graffito from Olbia with the
inscription dwo{yvows) — dpduxoi showed that in the mid-fifth century
there were people who called themselves Orphics,”® and lent additional
weight to the short version.”

The inscription on another Orphic graffito from Olbia, Sios fdva-
ros f(ios, and below this — dA7fleia, supports the contention that when
Herodotus spoke of Greeks who taught the transmigration of souls he
included Orpheus. The words imply a belief in life after death,* that is,
in the existence of a cycle in which a temporary death is followed by
rebirth. The words odipa — oy, read by Vinogradov on the recto of
Olbian graffito no. 3, provided even more persuasive evidence.®' IHere
we see the well-known opposition between body and soul, noted
by Plato in his passage on Orphic metempsychosis {Craf. 400c).
Other Orphic tablets also contain clear references to birth following
death.® Metempsychosis is inseparably linked with abstinence from all
animal foods, a fact which is mentioned by Euripides and Aristo-
phanes, and which Plato considered the central point of the Bfos
"Opdirds.”

The earliest of the Orphic tablets now known to us, the QOlbian
tablets, date from the second or third quarter of the fifth century.

"8 A. S. Rusiaeva, ‘Orfizm i kul’t Dionisa v Ol'vil’, VDI 1 {1978), 87-104. These
graffiti can be palaeographically dated to the second or third quarter of the 5th cent,
(Vinogradov, ‘Zur sachlichen Deutung’, 78).

7% The short version is supported by Rathmann, Quaestiones, 52f; Wilamowitz,
Glaube i, 189 n. 1; Nilsson, ‘Early Orphism’, 656 0. 94; Long, Study, 24; Maddalena,
Pitagorici, 326 f; Timpanaro Cardini, i, 21 {; Morrison, ‘Pythagoras’, 136 n. 8. The
following support the long version: Dodds, Greeks, 169 n, 80; Burkert, 127 f (with
some ‘hesitation); Graf, Eleusis, 92 n. 60; West, OP, 8 n. 10; Kahn, 20; Riedweg,
Pythagoras, 77; Bremmer, Rise, 18 n. 61; Henrichs, Hieroi Logol’, 236 n. 100. As
Casadio (‘Metempsicosi’, 128 n. 23) has noted, the find from QOlbia nullifies Burkert's
central argument: ‘the ancient testimonia speak of "‘Opéicd, not "Opguroi’.

B0 M. L West, ‘Orphics in Olbia’, ZPE 45 (1982), 18; Vinogradov, ‘Zur sachlichen
Deutung’, 80.

s Vinograday, “Zur sachlichen Deutung’, 79.

5 I have escaped the cycle of heavy grief and pain’ {A 1, from Thuuii, before 350);
‘From a man you have become a god’ (A 4, from Thurii, mid-4th cent.); ‘Now you
have died and now you have been born, O thrice-happy one’ (from Pellina in
Thessaly, end 4th cent.). Cf. OF 348. On metempsychosis in the texts of the tablets
see Zuntz, Persephone, 335 f; West, OP, 22f; R. Merkelbach, ‘Die goldenen Toten-
pésse: Agyptisch, orphisch, bakchisch’, ZPE 128 (1999), 1-13, at 6f; Bernabé and
Jiménez San Cristdbal, nstructions, 117 ff.

% Fur. Hipp. 952; Ar. Ran. 1032; PL. Leg. 782¢.
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Alittle earlier, in the year 476, at the other end of the Greek world, in
Acragas in Sicily, Pindar’s Second Olympian Ode, composed in
honour of King Theron and containing ideas plainly influenced by
the Orphic teaching on reincarnation, received its first perfor-
mance.* Empedocles, a native of Acragas, was then about 20 years
old. The biographical tradition persistently links him with the Pytha-
goreans and even with Pythagoras himself, whom he greatly rev-
ered.® Nonetheless, the version of metempsychosis preached by
Empedocles in his Purifications is much closer to Orphism than to
Pythagoreanism.*® Thus, within a few decades of the death of Pytha-
goras, in various parts of the Greek world we find traces of the Orphic
teaching on the transmigration of souls and of Orphic cultic commu-
nities, whose rituals imply that teaching. It is superfluous to assert
that any attempt to link these phenomena with Pythagoras will
appear artificial in the extreme. Unlike the Orphics and Empedocles,
Pythagoras avoided leaving any written record of his religious doc-
trines, and other channels of distribution turned out to be more
_problematic. It is hardly possible to maintain that metempsychosis
achieved wide currency among the Pythagoreans (see below); even
the early tradition on Pythagoras oaly infrequently links him with
this teaching.®” In view of all this it is difficult to imagine that already
by the beginning of the fifth century Pythagoras™ doctrine of the
transmigration of souls had reached far beyond the borders of Italy
and, having undergone a transformation, was integrated into the
Orphic beliefs, myths, and cults.®®
Nilsson maintained that what the literature of the fifth and fourth
centuries tells us about Orphism must reach back to an earlier time;

% H.7. Rose, ‘The Grief of Persephone’, HTER 36 (1943), 247-250; H. Lloyd-Jones,
‘Pindar and the After-Life’, in A. Hurst (ed.), Pindare (Geneva, 1984), 245-79.

%5 B 129; see above, 39 £,

% 0. Kern, "Empedokles und die Orphiker’, AGPh 1 {1888), 488-508; W. Kranz,
“Vorsokratisches [, Hermes 70 (1935), 111-19; West, OP, 108; Parker, Miasma, 291;
C. Riedweg, "Orphisches bei Empedokles’, A&A 41 (1995), 34-5% Bremmer, Rise, 24.
Cf. Zuntz, Persephore, 263 £; Burkert, 133 n. 72. On the difference between Orphic
and Py‘thagorean teaching, see below, 2281

7 After Xenophanes (B 7) a hint of metempsychosis may possibly be found in
Empedocles (B 129); it is implied by Ion of Chios (A 2), and referred to by Herodotus
(H, 123), without mention of any names, it is true. In another testinonium (B 4}, Ion
spoke of a happy life after death, while Herodotus in his story of Zalmoxis (IV, 94-6]
wrate of the immortality of the soul.

¥ CE Bremmer, Rise, 24; ‘Orphism was the product of Pythagorean influence on

‘Bacchic mysteries in the first quarter of the fifih century.”
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the heyday of Orphism was in the Archaic period, and some Orphic
poems could even pre-date Hesiod.*”” In recent decades it has become
common to date the Orphic poems, and in particular the theogony,
on which the Derveni papyrus comments, at the turn of the fifth
century or even later,”® For this there are no serious grounds.”'
Pherecydes, who personally experienced the influence of Anaximan-
der’s philosophy, was the author of the first theogony in prose, and in
about 500 Acusilaus transposed Hesiod into prose (9 A 4, B 1). It is
natural to date-a theogonic Orphic poem which followed Hesiod, but
outdid him in shocking details,” to an earlier period. Herodotus
maintained that Orpheus and Musaeus lived after Homer and Hesiod
(IL, 53), but is hardly likely that he meant the turn of the fifth century.
The tradition on the authorship of the Orphic poems is highly
unreliable,”® yet it can yield certain information. The testimonia
linking the editing and publishing or forgery of Orphic literature
with Onomacritus, who lived at the court of Pisistratus and the
Pisistratids, are particularly noteworthy.”* Herodotus reports that
Onomacritus compiled a collection of Musaeus’ oracles, but forged
one of them and for this was expelled from Athens by Hipparchus
(VIL 6). It is very probable that Onomacritus collected and edited
Orphic poetry, and even if late authors write of this in much greater
detail than Herodotus, this will not suffice to dismiss the existence of

' Nilsson, GGR i. 621, 680, 682 n. 4. For similar datings of Orphic poetry, see
Ziegler, ‘Orphische Dichtung’, 1343 f. (6th cent.); Burkert, Greek Religion, 296 {mid-
6th cent.}.

# See e.g. Graf, Eleusis, 14% {end of the 6th cent.}); West, OP, 108 f. (¢.500).

I Thus West's dating (¢,500) is based on the assumption that the poem mentions
{1) the deity Time (Chronos), borrowed fromn the Orient, and (2) the Moon, which is
earth-like, spherical and shines with reflected light (West, OP, 92£, 103 (£, 108 ).
Both these conjectures rely not on the text of the poem, but on West’s supplements to
it, taken from the late Hellenistic Orphic Rhapsodies. Cf. Betegh, Derveni Papyrus,
157 f,, 244 £; Kouremnenos et al., Derveni Papyrus, 25, 189, 260 f.

#2 Castration, eating the sexual organs, incest, etc. Isocrates noted that Orpheus
stood out particularly by the varied forms of bestiality that he attributed to the gods
(X1, 38 = OF, fr. 17).

*% See DK 1 A 1, “That the poems were actually anonymaous, and that no ene really
knew who composed them is clear’ (Linforth, Arts, 351). Most of the supposed
authors of the poems are either unknown to us or fictitious {Orpheus of Croton,
Orpheus of Cainarina), while the reports mentioning Pherecydes (A 2, from the
Suda), Pythagoras, and the Pythagoreans are unrefiable.

#* OF, test. 182-5. The Greek sources date him to 50 OL. (580-577), meawuing his
date of birth; Kern {OF, test, 182} corrected this to 55 O, {560-557). See also F, Stoessl,
‘Onomakritos’, RE 18 (1939), 491; Burkert, Greek Religion, 440 (acme ¢.520).
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Orphic poems in Athens in the last third of the sixth century.” There
is no reason to doubt that in Magna Graecia too, the principal focus of
Orphism in the classical period, these poems circulated before Pytha-
goras arrived in Croton.

Many scholars prefer Pythagoras as the mpdros elperis of me-
tempsychosis simply because, unlike Orpheus, he was a tangible
historical figure. Yet the urge to identify a ‘religious genius’, a fore-
father of metempsychosis, has no more justification than attempts to
present Pythagoras as the transmitter of a borrowed doctrine, an
Egyptian doctrine, in the ancient view, or an Indian one in the
modern view.’® No indications of borrowing have yet been discovered
in Greek metempsychosis, and among the Greeks’ neighbours any
clear traces of metempsychosis are also absent. On the other hand,
metempsychosis does occur in many preliterate cultures from Aus-
tralia to Siberia,”” so there is no need to seek a discoverer for it, or to
link it with any influences or borrowings. The rise of metempsychosis
may be adequately explained in the context of the transformation of
Greek religion which took place in the eighth to sixth centuries and
manifested itself prominently in a change in the traditional way of
regarding man, his relations with the gods, and lastly, his soul.”

Although the old habit of writing about ‘Orphico-Pythagoreans’
(of whom there is no evidence in any sources) has still not died out,
the more we learn about Orphism the clearer its fundamental differ-
ences from Pythagoreanism become, even in what they have in
common, Greek religion was above all a cult; Orphism, besides

> The tradition on (nomacritus is accepted by, among others, Rohde, Psyche
336{f; Guthrie, Orpheus, 13f, 107 £, 115 Kern, Religion, ii. 163; Nilsson, Early
Orphism’, 646; GGR i 683; Burkert, 130 n. 58 {with reservations); Masaracchia
(ed.), Orfes, 22 f; M. di Marco, ‘Dioniso ed Orfeo nelle Bassaridi di Eschile’, ibid.
143f. It is opposed by Linforth, Arts, 350 ff; Graf, Eleusis, 147 ff. (with reservations);
West, OF, 9 n. 13, 249 {,

¢ (Om the absence of metempsychosis in Bgypt, see above, 86 f, india is favoured by
K. von Fritz, Review, Grnomon 40 (1968), 8£; Burkert, 133; id, Greek Religion, 444;
Kahn, 19, The author of a detailed work on Indo-Greek contacts rejects the possibility
of metempsychosis having been adopted from India (Karttunen, India. 112 £); see also
Bremmer, Rise, 24,

7 See e.g. A. Jensen, Myth and Cult among Primitive People (Chicago, 1953), 281 £,
2901

*® Nilsson, GGR i. 694 f; Bremmer, Early Greek Concept, passim. For new views on
the soul, see A. Dihle, ‘“Totenglaube und Seelenvorstellung im 7. Jahrhundert vor
Christus’, in Jenseitsvorstellungen in Antike und Christentum, Gedenkschrift fiir
A. Stuiber {Miinster, 1982), 9-20.
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being a cult, included a religious doctrine, while Pythagoreanisin had
no cult of its own. An oft-quoted description has it that, “Bacchic,
Orphic, and Pythagorean are circles each of which has its own centre,
and while these circles have areas that coincide, each preserves its
own special sphere’”? This description needs some refining. New
discoveries indicate that the Orphic and the Bacchic (Dionysian)
coincide and are often identical,’”® whereas the Pythagorean and
Bacchic circles nowhere intersect. Pythagoras was probably the first
but not the only Greek philosopher to take from Orphism the doc-
trine of reincarnation. Later the same path was trodden by Empedo-
cles and Plato, in whose wake came many known and unknown
followers. Pythagorean metempsychosis looks like a borrowed doc-
trine because, unlike Orphic metempsychosis, it lacks a primary
context and is divorced from the anthropogony and eschatology
which lent it meaning within the framework of a religion of salvation.
According to Orphic anthropogony, as set down in the myth of the
murder of Dionysus by the Titans, man was created from divine and
titanic elements, and from birth carries within himself what is called
(perhaps not entirely accurately) original sin.'”! Notions of the innate
guilt of mankind, of punishment for it by having the soul caged in a
body, seen as a prison, or even a tomb, and above all, the idea of the
possibility of escaping this punishment and achieving eternal bliss
played a central role in Orphism.'** It is possible that the myth of
Dionysus being torn asunder by the Titans, and the consequent idea
of ancestral guilt, on the one hand, and notions of the transmigration
of souls, on the other, have different origins. For us, however, they
appear together from the very beginning of Orphism’s historical

* Burkert, Greek Religion, 298,

190 gee Burkert, Babylon, 76 £; F. Graf and §. 1. Johnston (eds.), Ritual Texts for the
Afterlife: Orpheus and the Bacchic Gold Tablets (London, 2007); Bernabé and Jiménez
San Cristobal, Instructions; A. Henrichs, ‘Mystika, Orphika, Dionysiaka’, in A. Bierl
and W, Braungart {eds.), Gewalt und Opfer: Im Dialog mit Walter Burkeri (Berlin,
2010), 87-114, at 911,

1 Guthrie, Orpheus, 107 £; Nilsson, GGR i, 684 f. L. Brisson’s and R. Edmonds’s
doubts concerning the age of the Orphic myth of Dionysus and the Titans have been
dispelled by A. Bernabé, ‘La Toile de Pénélope: a-t-il existé un mythe orphique sur
Dionysos et les Titans?’, RHR 219 (2002), 401-33; id,, *Autour du mythe orphique sur
Dionysos et les Titans: Quelques notes critiques’, in D. Accorinti and P. Chuvin (eds.),
Des Géants a Dionysos: Mélanges offerts i F. Vian (Alessandria, 2003), 25-39.

Y2 Guthrie, Orpheus, 107 £ Nilsson, GGR 1. 687 £; Alderink, Creation, 65 ff; West,
OP, 221.
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course. The idea of guilt, of ancestral impurity and complicity in
transgression served to explain why in Orphism the soul was doomed
to multiple reincarnations, For the initiated, Orphism offered an
opportunity, by ritual purification and observance of the Sios 'Op-
Puxcés, to rid oneself of guilt and again become one with the gods.

In Pythagoreanism there is nothing resembling this anthropogony,
nor is there any of the eschatology which is linked with it. In none of
the early testimonia on Pythagoras or the Pythagoreans do we find
any evidence that transmigration of souls was seen as a punishment
for any previous sins. The likening of the body to a prison (caopa-
$poupd), ascribed by some scholars to the Pythagoreans, is in fact the
property of the Orphics, as is clear from Plato.!®” The even more
pessimistic likening of the body to a tomb {cdpa—ovjua), in which the
soul is interred for its previous sins, is linked by Plato in his Gorgias
with a certain ‘mythologist’ from Italy or Sicily; Aristotle in Protrep-
ticus attributes a similar view to Orpheus and the Orphics.'™ It is
probable that this idea appears in a spurious fragment of Philolaus
(B 14),% replicating Aristotle’s reference to of madawi feodyor e
kai pdvres, Le. Orpheus and Musaeus, as a result of a conflation
of these two passages. The real Philolaus regarded the soul as the

183 Pl Phaed. 62b {povpd), Craf. 400c (Beopwripov} = OF, fr. 7-8. In the first case
Plato is referring to secret teaching (&v dmoppijrois Aeydpevos Adyos), in the second,
directly to the Orphics. See P. Boyancé, ‘Note sur la @POY P A platonicienne’, RPk 37
(1963), 7 £ Burkert, 126 n. 33, 229 n. 55;]. C. G. Strachan, “Who Did Forbid Suicide at
Phaedo 62b%, CQ 20 (1970), 216-220; C. . Rowe {ed.), Plato: Phaedo {Cambridge,
1993), 128. Cf. Ebert, Platon, 119.

B p) Crar 400c, Gorg. 493a-b {cf. below, 416 n. 5); Arist, fr. 60 = Protr, fr. 106
Diirlng, See Nilsson, GGR i. 687; (. Rehrenbéick, ‘Die orphische Seelenlehre in Platons
Kratylos’, WS 88 (1975), 17-33; A. Bernabé, ‘Una etimologia platdnica odpa—o7jua’,
Philologus 139 (1995), 204-37 (with a bibliography on the subject). Wilamowitz,
Glaube, ii. 199, and those who followed him in minimizing Orphism (Linforth,
Arts, 147 £; Moulinier, Orphée, 24 ff.) attributed this formula to the Pythagoreans.
Burkert, 218 n. 47, was more cautious: ‘we may suppose that, if it is not Orphic, it is
likely 10 be Pythagorean’. While directly linking the formula edpa-ppovpd with the
Orphics, Plato does not indicate the author of the formula sdua—ovfjua, but his
evasions do not mean that it is Pythagorean. By their content, both formulae are
closely linked, reflecting the same view of earthly life as a punishment, a view which is
abundantly represented in the Orphic sources and absent from the Pythagorean
sources. Pythagoreanism, which encouraged athletics {see above, 92), can hardly
have taken such a dim view of the body.

5 Op the spurious nature of B 14, see Burkert, 248 n. 47; Huffman, Philolaus,
402 f.
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principle of life and movement (B 13);*°° there is no evidence that he
believed in metempsychosis.

A further example sometimes adduced to show that the Pythago-
reans shared the theory of ancestral guilt is the commandment passed
down by Iamblichus: ‘Labours are good, but pleasures are bad in
every way; for having come for punishment, one must be punished’
(VP 85).1%7 Although this is taken from the collection of ‘symbols’,
containing basically Aristotelian material (above, §5.4), its form is
unlike any of the three types of ‘symbol’ (What is...? What is the
most. .. ? What should be done?). Instead it is more like a combina-
tion of the first type and the third. This hybrid impression is under-
lined by the fact that oaly the first, anti-hedonistic part of the ‘symbol’
has parallels in the Pythagorean tradition,®® while the second is a
paraphrase of Aristotle’s Protrepticus, excerpted by Tamblichus,'®
The idea of life as a punishment is attributed here t0 of rds rederas
Aéyovres and of dpyaidrepos, that is, to the Orphics and Orpheus.
In this situation it is difficult to assert that this ‘symbol’ is really
Pythagorean, or even that it is taken from Aristotle’s book On
the Pythagoreans.''" Finally, according to the Peripatetic Clearchus,
a younger contemporary of Aristoxenus, a certain Pythagorean
named Euxitheus maintained that the soul was bound to the body
as a punishment, and resided in it until a god set it free (fr. 38). This
fragment aside, we know nothing of the existence of the Pythagorean
Eugitheus; he is clearly a fictitious figure,'!" into whose mouth
Clearchus placed a popular doctrine.

6 gee below, 3901
107 dya@(‘)v DLr TTO’VO!.-, Q.l: BG‘ TjBOVCLE (’K' '7TGVTG‘S‘ TP67TGU K(IKC;V' (’ﬂ'e KOA(]:UEI '}J&.P E’ABC‘VTQ.S‘
Bei xoAaaffvar. See West, OP, 22.

1% See e.g. Tamb, VP 84, p. 48.20, Pythagoras upheld mederation as a way of life
(Tust, XX,4,1-13, from Timaeus), see above, 93 n. 137-8; the PytHagoreans Iccus and
Astylus, whose Olympic victories demanded special efforts, were also distinguished hy
their special moderation (see below, 353). Anti-hedonism may also be seen in the
Pythagorean works of Aristoxenus (fr. 17, 30, 50; Huffman, Archytas, 283 ff., 307 {L.);
an extended passage from the Pythagorean Precepts is particularly revealing: above all
one should beware of enjoyment, etc. (lamb. VP 204 £, cf. above, 75 n. 61). Of course,
there is no mention here of any punishments,

9% 25 ddvar :8dvar Thv Yuxnw repwplav kai [y fuds éml koddoer peydhwy Twdv
duaprnpdrwr (Arist. fr, 60 = Profr. fr. 106 Diring = Tamb, Profr., 47.21 ff.). See above,
230 n. 104, cf. above, 201 n. 122; Burkert, 158 n. 14.

"% To be sure, the tatter does not guarantee Pythagorean origin either; see above,
194 ff,

" Burkert, 124 n. 21.
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The motif of ancestral guilt cannot be found in ancient Pythagore-
anism. On the contrary, early and late sources alike observe that it is
natural and even proper that souls should revolve through the bedies
of humans and animals.''* Diogenes Laertius writes that Pythagoras
was the first to teach that the soul completed a cycle of necessity
(kdxdos dvdyxms), assuming the guise of first one body, then another
(VIII, 14). This notion is very distant from the Orphics” overriding
urge to ‘escape the cycle of heavy grief and pain’, as stated on the gold
tablet from Thurii (A 1), to leave one’s earthly being behind and again
become at one with the gods. If the rotation of the soul is part of the
order of things,"'” it is clear why we do not find in the Pythagorean
tradition the idea that each successive incarnation is not only a
punishment for past sins, but also a step towards a future blessed
state, and therefore must be better than the previous incarnation.*'*
Any soul can inhabit any body, remarks Aristotle, referring to the
‘Pythagorean myths’ (De an. 407b22). Previous incarnations of
Pythagoras do not form themselves into a ‘progressive’ series: first
he was Euphorbus, a hero, then, in one version, a fisherman, and in
another version a hetaira.'"> How did Euphorbus transgress, and
what did the hetaira do to deserve the soul of Pythagoras? What
would await him at the end of all his reincarnations? Would he
become a god, as Empedocles prophesied with reference to himself?
Would his soul return to the gods, as the Orphics wished? To this
question there is no clear answer.''® It is quite possible that the

Y2 Hadt. 11, 123; Her, Pont, fr, 89; Arist. De an, 407b22; Porph. VP 19. In this
connection Marcovich {"Pythagorica’, 38) wrote cf the Notwendigkeit eines Natur-
gesetzes’,

HE CF the teaching of Alcmaeon, who believed that the soul was immortat since it
remnained in eternal rotation, like the immortal heavenly bodies (A 12). See below,
390 £,

14 According to Rohde (Psyche, 375 n. 44), Pythagorean doctrine did determine
each successive reincarnation on the basis of deeds done in the last life, but the
evidence adduced for this is highly unconvincing. ‘Pythagorean justice’ ineant render-
mg equa] returns for equal deeds, but why should this apply to a past or future life?

* Her. Pont. fr. 8% Dic. fr. 36. It is highly likely that the tradition originally
named only Euphorbus, while the others were invented by Heraclides and those who
caine after him (Gottschalk, Heraclides, 116 £).

18 Referring to the wisdom of Pythagoras, lon wrote that Pherecydes after his death
dwelt i joy (B 4), but he did not have metempsychosis in mind {see above, 38).
According to Numenius, quoted by Porphyry, Macrobius, and Proclus, Pythagoras
called the Milky Way ‘Hades” and the ‘place where souls gather” {fr. 32, 34-5 des
Places), but this notion hardly goes further back then the Academy; see Burkert, 360 1T
I. Kupreeva, ‘Heraclides on the Soul and Its Ancient Readers’, in W. Fortenbaugh and
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Pythagorean version of metempsychosis implied the eternal rotation
of the soul {described in Herodotus, 11, 123), and not its final libera-
tion from its corporeal embodiment.'!’

There is, then, much to suggest that in Pythagoreanism metem-
psychosis had ceased to be part of a religion of salvation. For the
Pythagoreans, therefore, it could not have the same significance as
it did for the participants in the Orphic mysteries. We can only guess
at the extent of its diffusion among the Pythagoreans. This is not
simply because of the absence of evidence linking this teaching with
particular Pythagoreans: as we have seen, the sources relate every-
thing that concerns the Pythagorean religion either to Pytliagoras
himself or to anonymous Pythagoreans. There is no doubt that
Pythagoras and many of his followers believed in the transmigration
of souls, yet we have no grounds to link metempsychosis with any
Pythagorean. While the Orphic tablets over many centuries demon-
strate the remarkable stability of rituals and shared beliefs,"'* it is
much harder to discover any unity of views in Pythagoreanism.
Alcmaeon maintained that the soul moved in continual motion like
the heavenly bodies and was therefore immortal (A 12, ¢f. A 1). If this
is connected to metempsychosis, it looks like a transformation of it
into a purely philosophical doctrine, close to the doctrine of eternal
recurrence.””” According to Hippasus, the soul is fiery; Hippon,
who figures in the tradition as an atheist, suggested that it consisted
of moisture; Philolaus probably regarded the soul as the principle
of life and movement, whereas his students regarded it as the

E. Pender (eds.}, Heraclides of Pontus: Discussion (New Brunswick and London, 2009),
10611, .

"7 The contrast between Pythagoreanism and the teaching of the Orphics and
Empedoctes was already noted by Rohde, Psyche, 398 n. 50, but metempsychosis without
final release from the body seemed to him ‘hardly thinkable’. Cf. W. Stettner, Die
Seelenwanderung bei Griechen und Rimern (Stattgart, 1934), 7 ff, 291; B, Gladigow,
‘Zum Makarismos des Weisen', Hermes 95 (1967), 412 n. 6. ‘Es ist zudem itberhaupt
fraglich, obr die Pythagoreer urspriinglich an eine Befreiung aus dem «dixAos gedacht
haben.’

"8 Ch. Riedweg, ‘Initiation-Tod-Unterwelt: Beobachtungen zur Kommunika-
tionssituation und narrativen Technik der orphisch-bakchischen Goldblattchen’, in
F. Graf (ed.}, Ansichien griechischer Rituale (Stuttgart, 1998), 355-98; id., ‘Eléments
d’un Hieros Logos dans les lamelles d’or’, RHR 219 (2002), 459-81,

¥ See Fud. fr. 88; Burkert, 296 n. 97-8. On the other hand, it is difficult to
reconcile metempsychosis with the anatomical experiments of Alcmaeon and Hippon
(below, 375 1£.).
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‘harmony’ of corporeal elements.*?° Aristoxenus, a discipie of the last
Pythagoreans, whose father was close to Archytas, shared the view
of the soul as ‘harmony’ (fr. 118-21) and denied that Pythagoras
observed the prohibitions that flowed from metempsychosis (fr. 25,
28-9). According to Aristotle, some Pythagoreans descried the soul in
dust particles suspended in the air ((dopara), others in what moved
those partictes (De an. 404a17 £.). The last two opinions (anonymous,
be it noted) may have been connected with a belief in reincarnation,
but this is by no means certain.'"”" We cannot rule out the possibility
that the religious beliefs of the Pythagorean philosophers were un-
connected with their theoretical views on the soul, and for that reason
are not reflected in the doxographical sources.'”> However, this
hypothesis too does nothing to clarify what proportion of Pythagore-
ans believed in the transmigration of the soul.

The position with the prohibitions linked with metempsychosis, in
particular that regarding vegetarianism, is also far from clear. If the
Orphic tradition, in the classical period at least, is unainbiguous:
dubiyern dméyestan,' the testimonia of that time on Pythagoras
and the Pythagoreans contradict one another,'* Whereas Herodotus
reports an Orphic and Pythagorean taboo on burial in woollen
clothing (II, 81) which must be linked with vegetarianism and me-
tempsychosis, another part of the tradition knows nothing of any
Pythagorean abstinence from meat or the practice of bioodless

20 For more detail, see below, 389 1.

2L Cf. below, 391. In an Orphic poem it is stated that we inhale the soul, borne by
the winds (Arist. De an. 410b27 = OF, fr. 27). This has been associated, perhaps
wrongly, with the Pythagorean view on fdouara (Guthrie, Orpheus, 94). Aristotle
mentions Pythagorean metempsychosis in a different place (De an. 407b21f). An
affinity between the soul and breath is a general Greek idea. It is expressed in a belief
in impregnation by the wind, which was shared by Aristotle (HA V1,2,15). Whether
this betief was linked in Qrphism with metempsychosis is not clear, although it is
possible (Nilsson, ‘Early Orphism’, 664 f; Burkert, 126).

22 The parallel with Empedocies, whose teaching on the soul was varied, is only
partially apposite, since he set down both his philosophical and religious views in
writing.

12 gEur. Hipp. 952 f; PL. Leg. 782¢ = OF, test. 212-13; | Haussleiter, Der Vegeta-
tismus in der Antike (Berlin, 1935), 83 ff. A 3rd-cent. Qrphic papyrus, on the other
hand, speaks of sacrificial animals: J. H. Hordern, ‘Notes on the Orphic Papyrus from
Gureb’, ZPE 129 (2000), 131-40.

'* Evidence on the subject was collected by Haussleiter {Vegetarismus, 97 ff),
who, unfortunately, placed too much faith in the results of the Quellenforschung of
the early 20th cent., readily attributing many late reports to Tunaeus, ‘Androcydes’,
and others; cf, Burkert, 180 £
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sacrifice. ‘More conspicuously than others Pythagoras seriously inter-
ested himself in sacrifices and in the temple rituals,” writes Isocrates
(Bus. 28). ‘What is most just? — To sacrifice,’ says one of the ‘symbols’
preserved by Aristotle (above, §5.4). The ‘symbols’ did not demand
complete abstinence from animal foods, only from the flesh of non-
sacrificial animals or from certain organs (Arist. fr. 194; lamb. VP 85).
Heraclides of Pontus reports that Pythagoras introduced a meat diet
for athletes and that the Pythagoreans ate the meat of sacrificial
antmals.'?® The second part of this testimonium is confirmed in the
‘symbols’, and the first in the tradition on the Pythagorean athlete
Milon: this modugdyos (Arist. fr. 520) made a name for himself by his
immoderate consumption of meat and wine."*®

Against this background, Eudoxus’ words from Book VII of his
Circuit of the Earth sound a discordant note: ‘Pythagoras was distin-
guished by such purity and so avoided killings and killers that he not
only abstained from animal foods, but even kept his distance from
cooks and hunters’ (fr. 325). As a disciple of Archytas, Eudoxus could
in principle have known the tradition of the Pythagorean school, but
both his reports on Pythagoras are clearly of a legendary nature.'*” In
the second half of the fourth century, both lines are developed further,
and in the popular tradition vegetarianism becomes one of the main
distinguishing marks of Pythagoreanism. Diodorus of Aspendus was
an indigent vegetarian; these are the features of the ‘Pythagorists’
which are given the main emphasis in Middle Comedy (above, §5.2).
Aristoxenus, on the other hand, staunchly maintained that Pytha-
goras abstained only from plough oxen and rams, while using other
animal flesh as food and being especially partial to suckling pigs and

%% Fr, 40 = Porph. De abst. 1, 26, Besides Heraclides, Porphyry referred to a certain
Clodius of Naples (cf. ibid. 1, 3). It is therefore not fully clear what exactly in this
fragment belongs to the Academic (Burkert, 181 n. 111; Gottschalk, Heraclides, 114},
J. Bouffartigue (ed.), Porphyre: De Pabstinence (Paris, 1977), i. 25 £, makes it appear
highly probable that the late compiler Cledius used Heraclides here. See also Wehrli,
comm. on fr. 40,

126 gep above, 139 n. 11.

Y, fr. 324 {probably from the same boak) on the divine origin of Pythagaras. It
is also unclear whether abstinence from meat is linked with metempsychosis or
whether it merely lends emphasis to the “purity’” of the sage of Samos; see F. Lasserre
{ed.), Die Fragmente des Eudoxos von Knidos (Berlin, 1966), 354 £; cf. Burkert, 180 n.
108. The legendary Hyperboreans, renowned for their virtue, also abstained from
meat (Hellanicus, FGrHist 4 F 187b).
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tender kids.?® According to Apollodorus of Cyzicus, Pythagoras
sacrificed an ox on the occasion of his discovery of his famous
theorem, while in Neanthes of Cyzicus he becomes a Syrian because
in ancient times the Syrians did not eat meat or sacrifice animals.'*

In spite of many attempts to divide the evidence by periods (a
complete ban in Pythagoras’ time, with subsequent relaxation} or by
groups (mathematici and acusmatici), all the versions cannot be fully
harmonized. Despite everything that flowed from the doctrine of
metempsychosis, it seems unlikely that Pythagoras adhered to strict
vegetarianism.'*” As for the early Pythagoreans, it seems that only the
extreme positions can be ruled out, that is, that all abstained from
meat or that none of them observed any taboos. The Pythagorean
hetairiai, uniike the Orphic thiasoi, were very closely associated with
political activity, which was incompatible with a complete ban on
eating meat. Any religious holiday would require a politician in power
to take part in sacrificial ceremonies and in the feasts that came after
them. ‘By their refusal to eat animal flesh, the Pythagoreans (whatever
the attitude of the master himself'} isolated themselves from central
institutions of social and even political life, affirms Parker.'*' To be
sure, he gives no examples of such isolation, and the reason for this is
plain: until the mid-fifth century, and often later (in Tarentum until
the 360s), the Pythagoreans were firmly integrated into the socio-
political life of Magna Graecia. As far as we can tell, the way out that
they found was simple and elegant: the souls of the departed do not
enter the bodies of sacrificial animals, and therefore the meat of such
amimals may be consumed without fear. It is precisely this that is
stated in the ‘symbol’ preserved by Iamblichus (VP 85), which nudli-
fies assertions that the acusmatici ate no meat at all, while the
mathematici refrained only partially. The solution found by the
Pythagoreans (perhaps by Pythagoras himself ) made it possible for
those who believed in the doctrine of metempsychosis to follow it
without renouncing political activity. This decision can hardly be seen

128 Qee fr. 25, 28-9 with comm.; Burkert, 180 n. 109, Aristoxenus also mentions
Hippon's ‘experiment’, in which the male is killed immediately after copulation
(fr. 21).

122 Apollodorus (D.L. VIII, 12; see above, 59 n. 120); Neanthes (FGrHist 84 F 29,
32; see above, 68 n. 27).

3 The best-informed writers of the 4th cent. testify against this: Heraclides
(fr. 40), Aristotle (fr. 194; Jamb. VP 85), Aristoxenus (fr. 28-9).

131 parker, Miasma, 296.
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as a late rationalization of what was originally a complete ban on
meat: it was necessary at precisely the time when the Pythagoreans
held power, and not later, when they had come to be less actively
engaged in politics.

The tradition on the ban on eating beans is of a more definite
nature.'” Although Aristoxenus maintained that Pythagoras was
particularly fond of beans,'®* he knew that this taboo was tradition-
ally linked with Pythagoras. A similar taboo existed in Orphism and
in Empedocles (OF, fr. 291; 31 B 141), and in both cases it was
interpreted in the light of metempsychosis. Originally, however, the
taboo bore hardly any relation to the transmigration of souls; it was
practised, for example, in the Eleusinian mysteries.'** Beans, in which
much similarity with the human body was perceived, had long been
linked with various popular superstitions.”™ Aristotle preserved six
different interpretations of the Pythagorean ban on beans, none of
which, incidentally, bears any direct relation to metempsychosis.'*®
Callimachus provides a more rational explanation: beans are difficult
to digest, and therefare, following Pythagoras, it is best to refrain from
eating them (fr. 553). In recent times the medical and dietetic aspect
of the Pythagorean taboo has been discussed in connection with

%2 See Aristotle {fr. 195); Neanthes (FGrHist 84 T 31: the death of the Pythago-
reans at the bean field); Callimachus (fr. 5353). Heraclides’ fr. 41 on the ban on eating
beans is attributed to his book On the Pythagoreans (Wehrli, comm. ad loc; Burkert,
183 n, 124), although the Pythagoreans are not named in it, and it cites a verse from an
Orphic poem {OF, fr. 291). Since Heraclides mentioned the reincarnation of Pytha-
goras” soul in animals and plants {fr, 89), we cannot rule out that fr. 41 could also have
had something to do with the Pythagoreans. For biblicgraphy of the question, see
Burkert, 183 f; Marcovich, ‘Pythagorica’, 29 f; M. D. Grmek, Diseases in the Ancient
Greek World (Baltimore, 1989), 233 ff. It should be noted that the beans meant here
are broad beans (Vicia faba), long widespread in the Mediterranean region.

"3 “OFf the leguminous plants, Pythagoras especially prized beans, for they have a
softening and relaxing effect; for this reason he ate them more often than anything
else’ (fr. 25).

B4 Paus. 1,37,4. cf. VIIL,15,3; D.L. VIIL 33; Porph. De abst. [V, 16. Herodotus refers
tc a ban on beans in Egypt (II, 37}, which, however, has not been confirmed {A. B.
Lloyd, Commeniary 1-98, 168 ). Artemidorus noted the incompatibility of beans
with religious ceremonies as a whole (I, 68).

15 E. Qlck, ‘Bohne’, RE 3 (1897), 619 f; Boehm, 14 ff; R. Onians, The Origins of
European Thought about the Body, the Mind, the Soul, the World, Time and Fate (2nd
edn,, Cambridge, 1954), 111£; Marcovich, ‘Pythagorica’, 29 ff.

16 Fr, 195 = D.L. VIII, 34 (from the book by Anaximander the Younger), see
above, 198 n. 112.
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favism (from Vicia faba),"”” a disease to which historians of medicine
had previously paid little attention. Widespread in Magna Graecia, as
in other regions of the Mediterranean, it is a hereditary allergy to
beans, an allergy which can lead to serious ill health and even death.
Having investigated this topic in detail, M. Grmek concluded that,
bearing in mind the particular attention which the Pythagoreans paid
to the effects of food on one’s bodily state, it could be assumed that
Pythagoras and Empedocles knew of favism, though their knowiedge
was vague,"”*® Without turning a religious taboo into a medical pre-
scription, this conclusion points to the possibility that the two coex-
isted in the Pythagorean environment. To what extent this concerns
Pythagoras himself, who did not go in for medicine, remains un-
known. '

"7 R, §. Brumbaugh and ], Schwartz, ‘Pythagoras and Beans: A Medical Explana-
tion’, CW 73 (1980), 421-2; ]. Scarborough, ‘Beans, Pythagoras, Taboos, and Ancient
Dietetics’, CW 75 (1982), 355-8.

%8 Grmek, Diseases, 2401, Note, however, that Aristoxenus, who wrote particularly
about the various effects of food on the spiritual state (Tamb. VP 207-8, from the
Pythagorean Precepts, see above, 75 1. 61), decisively rejected the ban on beans.
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7.1 GREEK MATHEMATICS AND THE ORIENT

Turning from Pythagorean religion to Pythagorean science, primarily
to mathematics, we retain unchanged the principle which governs our
study of sources: a reconstruction of the scientific work of Pythagoras
and his followers which is to any degree reliable can be based only on
evidence from the fifth and fourth centuries. Contrary to the com-
monly held view, there is quite a quantity of such evidence, such that,
combining it with the few surviving fragments of the ancient Pytha-
goreans and the reliable part of their doxography, we can compose a
much more detailed picture of early Pythagorean science than, for
example, religion or politics. This circumstance is connected, not only
with the quantity, but also with the quality of the sources accessible to
us. For natural reasons the fourth-century tradition on Pythagorean
science contains less distortions than, say, the biographical tradition
on Pythagoras, to which we have frequently referred in previous
chapters, or Aristotle’s philosophical treatment of the Pythagoreans,
to which we have vet to refer {beiow, §12.2). Confusion, misinterpre-
tations, and sheer inventions do occur, of course, in the area of the
historiography of science, For example, Hellenistic doxography as-
cribed to Thales and Pythagoras a large number of astronomicai
discoveries which were not theirs.' This instance is, however, ex-
plained rather by the absence of written works by Thales and

* Thales divided the heavens into five zones {Dex., 340.7), explained eclipses of the
sun (353.20), moanlight (358.15), and the phases of the moon {360 b 14), and believed
the earth to be a sphere (376.22). Pythagoras was first to call the firmament the
cosmos {327.8), knew the five regular solids (334.17), discovered the inclination of the
ecliptic (340.21), etc.
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Pythagoras and the peculiar evolution of doxography after Theo-
phrastus than by the nature of the science history tradition itself
{above, §4.3¢).

Yet systematic aberrations were inherent in the ancient historio-
graphy of science, too. Foremost among these was a propensity to
explain the birth of Greek mathematics and astronomy by the intro-
duction of knowledge from Egypt and Babylon (above, §2.3). A
considerable part of the fourth-century evidence of Pythagoras’
work in the exact sciences links him to the Egyptians or the Babylo-
nians.” There is a parallel and equally persistent tradition of Thales,
regarded as the founder of Greek mathematics and astronomy. Both
these traditions were transmitted from the ancient historiography of
science to the modern, and to this day are the subject of unending
disputes.” Inasmuch as the beginnings of Greek mathematics and
Oriental borrowings therein are connected with early Pythagorean-
ism, they are reviewed in this chapter (on the situation in astronomy
see below, §9.1).

We have in fact already analysed the ‘Oriental trail” in the context
of Pythagoras’ biography {above, §2.3), the result of that analysis
being negative: there is no evidence of a journey to the Orient by
Pythagoras which is at all reliable. This conclusion is not new; it was
drawn in the second half of the nineteenth century and has been
confirmed many times since, which has not prevented Pythagoras
from being seen in each succeeding generation as a bearer of Oriental
wisdom. The image of Pythagoras as a conveyor of Oriental knowl-
edge, esoteric or scientific, has a surprising aptness for regeneration.
The need to consider both the historical background against which
Pythagorean mathematics developed and the modern research situa-
tion prompts us once again to address the issue of Oriental influences,
this time from the standpoint of content. If Pythagoras had actually
been in Egypt (as were Thales before him and Democritus after him)
and even in Babylon {(which Herodotus, for example, succeeded in
reaching), could this have had any tangible consequences for the
development of Greek mathematics?

2 Tsocrates (Bus, 21-3, 28-9), Hecataeus of Abdera (FGrHist 264 F 25), and Anti-
cleides (FGrHist 140 F 1) to Egypt; Neanthes (FGrH/st 84 F 29) and Timaeus {Tust. XX
4.3} to Babylon (the Chaldeans). See above, 60 nn. 121-3.

* See Zhmud, Origin, 34 ff,, 191 ff,, 238 {1
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As carly as the Classical period the Greeks were disposed to ascribe an
Oriental origin to many of their own achievements, including mathe-
matics; later this tendency only increased. According to Herodotus,
geometry was a creation of the Egyptians, driven by the practical
needs of surveying and administration (II, 109). Eudemus in his
History of Geometry also observed that practical needs led to the
appearance of geometry with the Egyptians and arithmetic with the
Phoenicians. Thales, having visited Egypt, was the first to bring
geometry to Greece, while Pythagoras was the first to turn it into a
theoretical science (fr. 133). Aristotle, however, supposed that theo-
retical mathematics also had its origin in Egypt, with priests enjoying
sufficient leisure (oyoA#) to study problems unconnected with every-
day needs (Met. 981b23). Aristotle was not the first to express a
similar view. According to Isocrates (Bus. 21-3), Egyptian priests
took up astronomy, arithmetic, and geometry after they, through
the solicitude of Busiris, had achieved affluence and leisure (oyoAx).
Democritus asserted that no one surpassed him in the construction of
lines with proofs, even the Egyptian harpedonaptai (‘rope stretchers’,
i.e. surveyors)." Everything indicates thal the prestige of Egyptian
geometry was very great in Greece, the talented mathematician De-
mocritus boasting of winning a scientific competition against Egyp-
tian surveyors.

In modern times Egypt continued to be regarded as the home of
almost all the Greeks mathematical achieverments before Euclid,
Apart from the unanimity of Greek writers (and the inaccessibility
of Egyptian texts), the absence of written sources on Greek practical
and computational mathematics of the seventh-sixth centuries, the
background to the theoretical investigations of Thales and Pytha-
garas, played its part. Neither the economic texts of that period nor
the school problems, found in such abundance in Egyptian papyri
and Babylonian tablets of the earlier times, have survived, and we can
judge the level of the Greeks' practical mathematics only indirectly,
from the remains of architectural monuments and engineering struc-
tures. The discoveries of Thales and Pythagoras appeared to come
almost from nowhere; hence a natural impulse to perceive in them
the result of borrowing. This view, shared by the German school of

1 B 299 = test. 14 Luria (contra Diels, Luria defended the genuineness of the
frapment); . Gandz, ‘Die Harpedonapten oder Seilspanner und Seilkniipfer, Qe-St
B1{1931), 255-77.
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the history of mathematics, was reflected in the capital work of Moritz
Cantor: almost all the theorems traditionally ascribed to Thales and
Pythagoras were known to the Egyptians; the distinction between
Egyptian and Greek mathematics lies only in the method - inductive
in the former and deductive in the latter.”

The study of Oriental influences on Greek science was placed on a
sound basis only after Egyptian, and then Babylonian, mathematical
and astronomical texts were deciphered. One of the chief lessons
learnt by the history of science here was this: the Greeks’ testimony
on Oriental mathematics and astronomy can be trusted only when
it is confirmed by the unambiguous data of Oriental texts (see below,
§9.1). The publication in the 1870s of the Rhind mathematical pa-
pyrus, which demonstrated the very primitive nature of Egyptian
geometry, led to a much more restrained assessment of the Egyptians’
achievements and the level of their mfluence on the Greeks. As it was
later phrased by Luria, ‘All researchers agreed on the main points:
1) that the very fact of influences on early Greek geometry must be
recognized as indisputable; 2) that this was not of vital importance,
because, even if the Greeks borrowed some numerical data from the
Egyptians, then the logically clear and consistent system of demon-
strations was independent of this and thanks to Greek genius.®

Pointing out the practical origin of Egyptian geometry, Herodotus
and Fudemus were much closer to the truth than Democritus, Iso-
crates, and Aristotle. After more than a century’s investigation of
Egyptian mathematics, there is no basis to suppose the presence in it
of anything resembling theory or proof. Moreover geometry in Egypt
did not take shape in the milieu of priests and was never their
prerogative.” The Greeks could not borrow from Egypt scientific
notions which were not to be found there, and their high opinion of
Fgyptian geometry merely indicates that they knew of it only by

® See C. A. Bretschneider, Die Geometrie und die Geometer vor Euklides (Berlin,
1870), 151, 43f; H. Hankel, Zur Geschichte der Mathematik im Altertum und
Mittelalter (Leipzig, 1874), 91 £; M. Cantor, Vorlesungen iiber Geschichte der Mathe-
matik, i (Leipzig, 1880), 109, 112 £, 140.

® §. Luria, ‘On the Problem of Egyptian Influences on Greek Geometry’, Archive of
the History of Science and Technology 1 (1933), 45 (in Russian).

7 T. L. Heath, Mathematics in Aristotle (Oxford, 1949), 1951; J. G. Griffiths,
‘Herodotus and Aristotle on Egyptian Geometry’, CR 2 (1952), 10-11; M. Clagett,
Ancient Egyptian Science: A Source Book, iii. Ancient Egyptian Mathematics (Phila-
delphia, 1999}, 15{f.
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hearsay. All reliable evidence on Egyptian borrowings relates to
practical mathematics, moreover to arithmetic, not to geometry.” It
is clear that these practical methods, as a rule quite primitive, were
borrowed and used, not by learned people, but by merchants, navi-
gators, ot technicians of various kinds, connected to the Orient by
much closer links than Greek mathematicians. Even in those in-
stances when a philosopher’s journey to Egypt is indubitable, the
probability of direct scientific contacts appears minute. While it can
quite well be imagined that Democritus, through Egyptian inter-
preters, actually attempted to demonstrate to the harpedonaptai
some theorems or other, does it therefore follow that they responded
in kind? For the work in which Egyptian surveyors were engaged,
proving theorems was of no use whatsoever.” Doubtless Democritus’
attempt to establish scientific contacts would fail on both sides.

Ome of the chief obstacles in this path was the language barrier: in
order to comprehend Egyptian or Babylonian mathematics, a foreign
language and a highly complicated script had to be learnt. In the
Orient, scribes dealing with calculations underwent long vears of
training.'® Could a Greek master them in the course of a short visit?
The stubborn refusal of the Greeks to learn foreign languages is well
known."! It was clearly demonstrated in the Hellenistic age also, when
contacts with the Orient became much more intensive than earlier:
whoever wished to have access to the Greek public had to write in its

® Schalia to Plato’s Charmides (163e¢) refer to Egyptian methods of multiplication
and division, and also to operations with fractions; see Heath, L 14, 4if, 521;
K. Vogel, ‘Beitrage zur griechischen Logistil’, SBAW, math.-naturwiss. Abi. (1936),
366 L, 429 f. Tannery, Géométrie, 48 £, quoting this text, noted that Greek methods
were more advanced. Since our information is based on sources from Hellenistic and
Roman: times, the question when it was that Egyptian methods came fo Greece
remains unanswered. The earliest example known to me of the presentation of
fractions ‘in the Egyptian manner’ is a Greek papyrus from Egypt of the early third
century: D. H. Fowler and E. G. Turner, ‘Hibeh Papyrus i 27: An Early Example of
Greek Arithmetical Notations” HM 10 (1983), 352.

* See abave, 241 n. 4 K. Vogel, Vorgriechische Mathematik, i (Hanover, 1958-
1959}, 59 n. 4.

9 Gee e.g. E. Robson, ‘More than Metrology: Mathematics Education in an Old
Babylonian Scribal School’, m J. M. Steele and A, Imhausen {eds.), Under One Sky:
Mathematics and Astronomy in the Ancient Near East (Milnster 2002), 325-65.

A Momigliano, Alien Wisdom: The Limits of Hellenisation (Cambridge, 1972),
7 {3 ]. Werner, “Zur Fremdsprachenproblematik in der griechisch-rémischen Antike’,
in C. W. Milller et al. {eds.), Zum Umgang mii fremden Sprachen in der griechisch-
rimischen Antike (Stuttgart, 1992), 1-20; A. Strobach, Plutarch und die Sprachen. Ein
Beifrag zur Fremdsprachenproblematik in der Antike (Stuttgart, 1997), 160 1ff,, 187
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language (Manetho, Berossus, etc.). A foreign language might be
learnt by someone needing it for professional purposes: a doctor or
a mercenary serving at the court of an Oriental ruler, a merchant
travelling frequently in Oriental lands, etc.'” Even in later times,
however, we know of not one Greek author who knew the Egyptian
language and script, including those who lived in Egypt and left
accounts of it."” There is no evidence that any Greek scientist knew
the Akkadian language, in which the Old Babylonians’ mathematical
texts were written. Rudiger Schmidt, analysing all references fo
HAootpia | Hepowxd { Xardaica ypdupara, conciuded that, although
the Greeks knew of the existence of cuneiform, they made no distinc-
tion among its different forms, regarding cuneiform as some ‘oriental
script’.'* Hence the figure of the Greek scientist of the sixth-fifth
centuries studying Egyptian hieroglyphics or Akkadian cuneiform in
the hope of penetrating the secrets of foreign knowledge remains the
fruit of learned imagination and bears no relation to actual contacts
between East and West at that time."

The journey of Thales to Egypt scems quite probable;'® on the
other hand, the tradition of his geometrical studies has more than
once been doubted.”” However two theorems worked on by Thales
are reported by Fudemus, our most reliable source on early Greek
geometry (fr. 134-5); two more are mentioned by Proclus (/n Euc.,
157.10f, 250.201), who obtained his information from the same

'2 Egyptians, in fact, interpreted for Greek soldiers in Egypt (Hdt. II, 154). On non-
Greek interpreters see also; Xen. Arab. 1V,8.4; Wemer, ‘Fremdsprachenproblematik’,
12£; P. R. Franke, ‘Dolmetschen in hellenistischer Zeit’, in Miller et al (eds.),
Umgang, 85-96.

1% Tversen, Myth, 41 €.

¥ R Schmitt, ‘Assuria grammata und dhnliche: Was wussten die Griechen von
Keilschrift und Keilinschriften?’, in Miller et al. (eds.), Umgang, 21-35. Schmitt
mentions not one Greek who knew Babylonian cuneiform.

¥ The widespread borrowing of Babylorian astronomical data and methods of
calculation in the 2nd cent. most probably became feasible by dint of their translation
into Greek by some Babylonian expert (below, 470 n. 29).

' Thales proposed an explanation for the Nile floods which Herodotus (11, 20)
mentioned, though without naming him (¢f Diod. 1,38,2). The Peripatetic Hierony-
mus of Rhodes (fr, 40) asserted that Thales measured the height of a pyramid by
the length of its shadaw.

17 See e.g. Nengebauver, ES, 148; Dicks, ‘Thales’; of. Heath, i, 128 ff; id., Euclid: The
Thirteen Books of the Elements, i (Cambridge, 1926), 36{; Becker, Denken, 37 ff;
Burkert, 416, Aristophanes (Nub. 180; Av. 1009) presents Thales as a great geome-
trician, reflecting his reputation in Sth-cent. Athens.
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Eudemus, although indirectly.'® According to Eudemus, Thales 1)
was the first to prove that the diameter divides the circle into two
equal parts (Euc. I, def. 17); 2} was the first to learn and state that the
angles at the base of any isosceles triangle are equal (I, 5}, calling
thein, in the archaic manner, similar, not equal; 3) was the first to
discover that if two straight lines intersect, the vertical angles are
equal (I, 15}, whereas the scientific proot for this theorem was given
later by the author of the Elements; and 4) knew the theorem about
the equality of the triangles that have one side and two angles equal
(1, 26), which he must have used to determine the distances of ships
from the shore. What of this can we relate to Egyptian geometry?
Absolutely nothing. Thales did not need to go to Egypt to be con-
vinced that the diameter divides a circie in half. That the vertical
angles formed by intersecting lines are equal can be easily determined
by the method of superposition, as can the equality of the angles at the
base of an isosceles triangle. As von Fritz observed, the theorems
attributed to Thales are ‘either directly linked with the problem of
symmetry or of a sort where the first step of any demonstration is
based on the consideration of symmetry and the second, which leads
the demonstration to a conclusion, is a simple addition or subtrac-
tion’."? The Greeks did not trouble to seek material for proofs; on the
contrary, the really original and revolutionary idea of Greek %eOmetry
was an aspiration to prove ‘obvious’ mathematical facts.®’ Thales’
theorems of angles and triangles cannot have originated in Egyptian
geometry, since neither did the Egyptians ever engage in comparing
the size of angles and the similarity of triangles. Neither in Egyptian
nor Babylonian mathematics was there the notion of the angle as a
measurable magnitude.®’ The geometry of the Egyptians was ‘linear’,

'® For a detailed analysis of the sources, see Zhmud, Origin, 169, 196 ff.

" K. von Fritz, ‘The Discovery of Incommensurability by Hippasos of Metapon-
tum’, Annals of Mathematics 46 (1945) 259.

' E_ Stenius, ‘Foundations of Mathematics: Ancient Greek and Modern’, Dialec-
tica 32 (1978), 258. It is interesting that Zeuthen wrote in the early 20th cent.
‘However it is difficult to make sense of Eudemus’ ascription to Thales of the theorem
that a circle is divided into equal halves by a diameter, since one can scarcely have
begun by proving something quite so obvious’ (H. G. Zeuthen, Die Mathematik im
Altertum und im Mittelalter (2nd edn., Leipzig, 1912}, 35),

2 See e.g. Vogel, Vorgriechische Mathematik, i. 72; ii. 23 n. 2, 39 n. 4 Becker,
Denken, 39, ]. Hayrup, Pythagorean “Rule” and “Theoremn™, in J. Renger (ed.),
Babylon: Focus mesopotamischer Geschichte, Wiege friiher Gelehrsambkeit, Mythos in
der Moderne (Saarbrucken, 1998), 393-407, esp. 402.
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as distinct from the ‘angle-geometry’ of the Greeks, where angles first
became objects of measurement,?*

Even if it is accepted that Pythagoras travelled to Egypt, the
discoveries attributed to him in ancient tradition (below, §7.3) bear
no relation to Egyptian mathematics. In particular the proposition
often advanced that the Egyptians knew the theorem of Pythagoras,
or, at least, the fact that a triangle with sides 3, 4, 5 is right-angled, is
not confirmed. This triangle’s properties in fact were known in
Babylon, India, and China, i.e. wherever mathematical culture was
to any degree developed. In Egyptian mathematics, however there is
nothing indicating familiarity with this or indeed a single instance of
the theorem of Pythagoras.”

In the 1930s Babylonian mathematics was discovered, proving to be
the most developed branch of pre-Greek mathematics. This turned
the attention of researchers to seeking its influence on Greek mathe-
matics. Egypt receded into the background and began ever more often
to figure as a channel between the Babylonians and the Greeks. Like
all the other mathematics of the Orient, Babylonian mathematics
grew from a practical environment, but, as it developed, came to
solve problems which went far beyond everyday needs. In the scribal
schools of the Old Babylonian period (¢.1800-1600 Bc) quadratic
equations were solved, which, while they were formulated numeri-
cally and took the form of housekeeping problems, clearly served no
practical purpose.** Despite moving beyond the purely utilitarian,
Babylonian mathematics remained pre-scientific and computational:
in the overwhelming majority of cases the objective of research was
to compose a school problem and show ways to solve it'?® The

2 'S, Gandz, “The Origin of Angle-Geometry’, Isis 12 (1929) 452-82; id., ‘Studies in
Babylonian Mathematics, ii. Conflicting Interpretations of Babylonian Mathematics',
Isis 31 (1940) 405-25.

* Heath, Euclid, 1. 352; O. Neugebauer, Vorlestingen itber Geschichte der antiken
mathematischen Wissenschaften, 1. Vorgriechische Mathematik (Berlin, 1934), 122 n.
1, 168; R_J. Gillings, Mathematics in the Time of the Pharaohs (Cambridge, 1972), 238,
242, Some examples known from Demotic papyri are late Mesopotamian borrowings.

2 A A, Vaiman, Shumero-vavilonskaia matematika (Moscow, 1961), 207
]. Heyrup, In Measure, Number, and Weight: Studies in Mathematics and Culture
{Albany, NY, 1994), 45-87, at 82, regards the demonstratior. of technical virtuosity as
one of the chief stimuli in the development by Babylonian scribes of increasingly
complex types of calculation.

3 Vaiman, Shimnero-vavilonskaia matematika, 210. Cf. similar assessment: in
Babylon we find, not pure mathematics, but pure computation {Hayrup, in Measure,
PR AR
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presentation of problems in general terms and deductive proof ap-
peared only in Greek mathematics,*®

If the Greek tradition on the origin of the sciences is accepted, then
the Babylonijans yield emphatically to the Egyptians. One of the most
popular versions holds that the Egyptians invented geometry, the
Babylonians astronomy, and the Phoenicians arithmetic. However
the Egyptians were frequently ascribed authorship of all three math-
ematical sciences, while the Babylonians figured only in connection
with astronomy.”” It was astronomy which was implied by the story
about Pythagoras as a pupil of the Chaldeans, and the actual, though
very few, borrowings by the Greeks in the sixth—fourth centuries also
relate to astronomy.zg On the other hand, Babylonian mathematics is
not once mentioned in Greek literature of the sixth—fourth centuries;
it is hard to say whether they had any knowledge at all of it.”” Not a
single reliable trace of Babylonian influence has yet been found in the
clementary mathematics and computational methods of the time.
Nevertheless the Babylonians are unequivocally more popular than
the Egyptians in the contemporary history of ancient mathematics,
Pythagoras being often portrayed as an intermediary between the
mathematics of the age of Hammurabi and Euclid’s Elements. Even
those who reject Pythagoras’ contribution to mathematics find it
necessary to point out that Pythagoras’ theorem had been known in
ancient Babylon*

The modern view of Babylonian mathematics was largely shaped
by O. Neugebauer, to whoin above all we owe its discovery.31 It was
he who, more than eighty vears ago, drew attention to a number of
possible points of contact between Babyionian calculations and Greek
scientific geometry which are still the subject of discussion in scho-
larly literature and to which nothing new has been added in the

26 Becker, Denken, 11£; van der Waerden, Science, 35; K. von Fritz, Grundpro-
bleme der Geschichte der antiken Wissenschaft (Berlin, 1571), 3351,

% Por evidence see Zhmud, Origin, 297 ff.

*® Including, probably, those of Thales; sze below, 318 f. On the Chaldaeans, see
above, 60 n. 123,

* Tambliclus was the first to connect Pythagoras with the mathematics of Babylon
(below, 266 n. 98).

*° Burkert, 429; Riedweg, Pythagoras, 27, 90.

*' For a history of the study of Babylonian mathematics, sec |. Hoyrup, ‘Changing
Trends in the Historiography of Mesopotamian Mathematics: An Insider’s View’, HS
34 (1996), 1-32.
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interim.** One of them was Pythagoras’ theorem;> the other was the
theory of application of areas (also called geometric algebra), which
Eudemus attributed to the Pythagoreans (fr. 137). Although Neuge-
bauer himself rejected the tradition of the scientific studies of Pytha-
goras, his findings impelled succeeding scholars, van der Waerden in
particular, to see Pythagoras as a link between Babylonian and Greek
mathematics.”*

The theory of application of areas (I, 44-5 and the whole of Book II
of Buclid’s Elements) deals with the transformation of one rectilinear
figure into another. Investigating its propositions, mathematicians in
the eighteenth century had discovered that they could be reformu-
lated in algebraic terms in the form of identities and quadratic
equations. For example, proposition II, 3 can be présented as the
identity (2 + P)a=a” + aband II, 4 as (a + &)* = 4" + 2ab + b*. Since
Tannery and Zeuthen the propositions of book II (and the similar
propositions in VI, 28-9) have come to be known as geometric
algebra and seen as a geometric reformulation of algebraic prob-
lems.”® Finding in ancient Babylonian mathematics corresponding
identities and equations, Neugebauer concluded that the algebra
reformulated by the Greeks was Babylonian, That Neugebauer re-
garded his interpretation as a working hypothesis, unconfirmed by
documentary evidence,*® did not prevent it from soon becoming the
dominant theory.

The similarity of the Babylonian and Greek methods can be ex-
plained both by genetic affinity and as an independent discovery. In
the mathematics of ancient China and ancient India there are also
problems in the application of areas in which the same identities can

*2 Later attempts to extend the list of putative Babylonian borrowings have been
unsuccessful: H. J. Waschkies, Anfiinge der Arithmetik im Alten Orient und bei den
Griechen (Amsterdam, 1989), 71 ff,, 304; J. Heyrup, ‘Dynamis, the Babylonians and
Theaetetus 147¢7-148d7°, M 17 (199C), 201-22.

** It is the subject of one of O. Neugebauer’s first articles on Babylonian mathe-
matics: “Zur Geschichte des pythagordischen Lehrsatzes’, NGWG, math,-phys. Ki.
(1928), 45-8; id., ES, 361.

34 Neugebauer, ES, 148; van der Waerden, Science, 87 ff, 94 ff, 118 fi; id, Pytha-
goreer, 17 £,

% P. Tannery, “De la solution géométrique des problémes du second degré avant
Buclide’ (1882), Mémoires scientifiques, 1. 254-80; H. G. Zeuthen, Die Lehre von den
Kegelschnitten im Altertum (Copenhagen, 1886), 6 ff. Thus, to apply a parallelogram
with a defect (VI, 28) means the construction on a given stralght line a of a rectangle
ax such that when square »” is subtracted a given square &” remains, or ax — x*= b,

% Neugebauer, ES, 147.
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be perceived as in book II of the Elements, but evidently they ap-
peared without any external influence.’” The Babylonian solutions
are complex, require special interest and also special training, and
could hardly have reached Greece by way of aral transmission (as, for
example, occurred with the Babylonian names for the planets). The
notion of a Greek mathematician being apprenticed to a Babylonian
‘colleague’ is not to be taken seriously. The entire terminology of
Greek mathematics is of local origin (with the exception of the word
‘pyramid’), which also casts doubt on the actuality of borrowings; as a
rule, they leave a trail in the Janguage. Last but not least, we have no
evidence of the practice of mathematics analogous to Book II of the
Elements in Mesopotamia in the sixth—fifth centuries: all extant texts
relate to the Old Babylonian period.”® As a result, more and more
historians of Greek mathematics are inclined to believe that the
application of areas was not a reformulation of Babylonian algebra,
but arose on Greek soil in the course of solving purely geometric
problems.™ In recent years experts in Babylonian mathematics have
begun to accede to this view: ‘So Old Babylonian mathematics cannot
have influenced early Greek developments: it was a part of a scribal
culture that all but died out nearly a millennium before the earliest
Greek literate culture, 1200 miles away. ™’

3 E. 1. Berezkina, Matematika Drevnego Kitaia (Moscow, 1980), 255f; 1. G.
Bashmakova and G. 8. Smirnova, ‘Novyi vzpliad na geometricheskuiu algebru drev-
nikh’, IMT 1/36 (1996), 55-65. Van der Waerden practically excluded the possibility of
an independent discovery. Finding similarities among the five ancient mathematics,
he postulated their common source in megalithic culture of the 3rd-2nd millennia sc
in Great Britain: B. L. van der Waerden, Geometry and Algebra in Ancient Civiliza-
tions (Berlin, 1983). See criticism: W. R. Knorr, “The Geometer and the Archaeoas-
tronomers: On the Prehistoric Origins of Mathematics’, BJHS 18 (1985}, 197-212.

% Vogel, Vorgriechische Mathematik, ii. 12 n. 3; H. Gericke, Mathematik in Antike
und Orient (Berlin, 1984), 43; E. Robson, ‘Influence, Ignorance, or Indifference?
Rethinking the Relationship between Babylonian and Greek Mathematics’, BSHM
Bulletin 4 {2005), 1-17,

* A. Szabé, The Beginnings of Greek Mathematics (Dordrecht, 1968), 332 ff;
S. Unguru, ‘On the Need to Rewrite the History of Greek Mathematics’, AHES 15
(1975), 67-114; id., ‘History of Ancient Mathematics’, AHES 70 (1979), 555-65;
L Mueller, Philosophy of Mathematics and Deductive Structure in Euclid's Elements
(Cambridge, 1981}, 1701, 179; B. Artmann, ‘Buclid’s Elements and Its Prehistory,
Apeiron 24 {1991), 45f,; I Grattan-Guinness, ‘Numbers, Magnitudes, Ratios, and
Proportions in Euclid’s Elements: How Did He Handle Them?’, HM 23 (1996),
355-75; C. M. Taisbak, ‘Exceeding and Falling Short: Elliptical and Hyperbolical
Ap4p£icatlon of Areas’, Science in Context 16 (2003), 299-318.

? Robson, ‘Inlluence, 13. CE J. Hoyrup, Lengths, Widths, Surfaces: A Portrait of
Old Babylonian Algebra and Its Kin (New York, 2002), 400 f. Heyrup continues to
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A similar evolution was undergone by Neugebauer’s thesis that the
Babylonians knew Pythagoras’ theorem and also investigated the num-
ber-theoretical problem of producing ‘Pythagorean numbers’ (the
combinations of whole numbers satisfying the equation a* + b* = ¢%).
As Heyrup points out, the Babylonians knew not the theorem, but the
rule for determining the values numerically, which they did not prove
or even formulate explicitly.*' An analogous general rule (a square on
the diagonal of a rectangle or square is equal to the sum of the squares
on the two sides) was known in ancient Indian and ancient Chinese
mathematics, so the Greeks could well have discovered it indepen-
dently. Recently a new interpretation was given to the famous tablet
Plimpton 322 (the age of Hammurabi), which had served as the chief
evidence that the Babylonians knew ‘the fundamental formula for the
construction of triples of Pythagorean numbers’.** A detailed examina-
tion of the tablet has shown that it has nothing to do with number-
theoretical problems in general, nor with Pythagorean numbers in
particular, but contains a school problem using a list of inverse va-
lues.”” While the general method attributed to Pythagoras of finding
Pythagorean numbers is connected to investigations of odd and even
numbers {below, §7.3), there is no reason to suppose that the mathe-
matics of the ancient Babylonian period was familiar with the notions
of odd and even.*™*

So, on closer examination, some similarities between Oriental
calculations and Greek geometry turn out to be delusory, while others
are perceived only by someone raised on the anatytical geometry of
Descartes and capable of translating Babylonian probiems into the
language of geometrical theorems. Many of the facts which served the
first Greek mathematicians as material for proofs were taken from
practical mathematics, and it cannot be excluded that some of them
might earlier have been borrowed by the Greeks from their neigh-
bours. Semitic borrowings in the Greek related to weights, measures,
and practical calculations confirm that this area was open to Oriental

regard the propositions II, 1-10 of the Elerments as based on data taken from Near
Eastern surveyors and transmitted orally.

" Heyrup, ‘Pythagorean “Rule”’, 395

% Neugebauer, ES, 40,

** E. Robsor, ‘Neither Sherlock Holmes nor Babylon: A Reassessment of Plimpton
322°, HM 28 (2001), 167-206; ead., "Words and Pictures: New Light on Plimpton 3227,
Amer. Mathem. Monthly 109 (2002), 105-20.

4 Robson, ‘Neither Sherlock Holmes nor Babylon’, 177.
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influences, though by no means necessarily Babylonian.*® Yet the
scale of these borrowings should certainly not be exaggerated and
their influence on the development of investigations in mathematics
proper has not hitherte found reliable confirmation.

7.2 DEDUCTIVE PROOF

It has long been recognized that the systematic application of deduc-
tive proof was the most important factor in the formation in ancient
Greece of theoretical mathematics on an axiomatic basis. In the first
place this led to the formulation of theorems valid for any numbers,
and consequently to a rejection of empirical, computational mathe-
matics. In the second place, it stimulated the search for the axiomatic
bases of mathematical theory, since deductive constructions, to which
one attempts to give a true and non-contradictory nature, must of
necessity rest on imitial propositions accepted without proof. Never-
theless the deductive method itself, as distinct from simply logical
reasoning, is not something inherent in dealing with numbers and
figures: for thousands of years mathematics developed without it in
the ancient Orient, including India and China. Could mathematics of
the practical and computational kind, as it existed in Archaic Greece,
give rise of itself to a striving for strict prooft Hardly: in geometry, and
later in arithmetic, the Greeks began by proving things of no practical
use and too simple to be demonstrations of technical virtuosity. We
are therefore faced with alternatives: either proof was introduced to
mathematics ready-made from outside, or it took shape within
mathematics itself, but under the influence of external impulses.
This question relates to Pythagoras inasmuch as he, together with
Thales, has traditionally been seen as one of the founders of deductive
mathematics. A theory put forward by A. Szabé (and supported by
Burkert) cast doubt on this tradition.* According to Szabd, Greek
mathematics until the beginning of the fifth century developed em-
pirically, deductive proof, in particular reductio ad absurdum,

45 See e.g. Burkert, Orientalizing Revolution, 36 f.

18 & Szabd, ‘The Transformation of Mathematics into Deductive Science and the
Beginnimgs of Its Foundation on Definitions and Axioms’, Scripta Mathematica 27
(1964), 27-48, 113-39; id., Beginnings, 185 ff. See also Burkert, 425 £; Philip, 200.
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appearing from the philosophy of the Eleatics. The first examples of
deductive proof to have come down to us are in fact fragments of
Parmenides and Zeno. Parmenides advances his fundamental thesis
that being is, but not-being is not (B 8), from which he derives
logically the character of reality: unchanging, unified, eternal etc.,
then, through reductio ad absurdum, refuting other options: the
becoming of being, its qualitative diversity, etc. Zeno, refuting the
possibility of movement and plurality, also has recourse to indirect
proof (A 15, B 1-2). Parmenides was probably the first philosopher to
rely on the deductive method, but did he invent it or take it from
mathematics, ie. from Pythagorean mathematics, as was unani-
mousty held until Szab?*’

Deductive proof, indirect included, in early Pythagorean mathe-
matics will be discussed below (§7.4). As for Thales, Szabé supposed
that he ‘proved” his theorems empirically, relying on the visualizabil-
ity of geometric drawings. Thales did indeed often make use of the
method of superposition, from which even Euclid could not entirely
free himself (Euc. I, 4, 8),*® and relied on facts the truth of which is in
a number of instances clear to the eye. It does not, however, follow
that Thales appealed in his demonstrations to nothing but the visua-
lizability of the geometrical drawing, Aristotle (APr 41b13-22) uses as
an example a proof of a theorem attributed to Thales (Euc. I, 5) which
differs from that provided by Euchid and could well go back to
Thales.* It is based on the equality of mixed angles, in particular
angles in a semicircle and angles of a segment of a circle, which could
be proved only by using the superposition method or could follow
from the definition of such angles.”® The process of a proof which
demonstrates the normal procedure of deductive reasoning can be re-
established as shown in Fig. 7.1:

%7 “System des Parmenides verdankt seine Form der Mathematik des Pythagoras’,
Th. Gomperz, Griechische Denker, 1 (Leipzig, 1895), 139; see also I L. Heiberg,
Naturwissenschaften und Mathematik im klassischen Altertum (Leipzig, 1912}, 10;
Burnet, 69; K. Reidemeister, Das exakte Denken der Griechen (Leipzig, 1949), 10;
Cornford, Principium Sapientige, 117; Cherniss, ‘Characteristics’, 336; L. Tarén,
Parmenides (Princeton, 1965), 4. Parmenides’ teacher was the Pythagorean Ameinias
{D.L. IX, 21); this report of Sotion may go back to Timaeus (see above, 71 n, 42).

*® Heath, Euclid, i, 225f; von Fritz, Grundprobleme, 401 ff,, 477 {.

*° Heath, Euclid, i. 252 f,; Becker, Denken, 38 £; von Fritz, Grundprobieme, 47515
Neuenschwander, VB, 358 f.

*% L L. Heiberg, Mathematisches zu Aristoteles (Leipzig, 1904), 25£
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ABC is an isosceles triangle with its vertex in the
centre of the circle. Prove that its base angles are
equal. Angle 1 is equal to angle 2, since they are
angles of a semicircle; angle 3 is equal to angle 4,
since they are angles of a segment of a circle.
Taking equal angles from equal angles, we ob-
tain that angles BAC and BCA are equal,

Fig. 7.1 'Theorem attributed tc Thales.

In the history of science there are many examples where one
branch of science adopts a method successful in another area of
knowledge. No one, however, is going to adopt a method if its use
has not produced tangible results where it arose. Yet deductive
proof in the philosophy of the Eleatics, indeed in philosophy in
general, does not possess the logical cogency and irrefutability
which it does in mathematics.”* The Eleatics did not in fact succeed
in proving any of their basic theses. Their younger contemporaries,
the atomists, were quick to reject the idea that there can be no not-
being (ie. void, xevdp): it is the void and the atoms moving in it
which make up their cosmos. Zeno’s attempts to refute the possi-
bility of motion and plurality did not, and could not, succeed,”
although the problems he raised stimulated the development of
philosophy. The Eleatics’ influence on the philosophy which fol-
lowed is due to the depth and boldness of their thought, not to the
irrefutability of their conclusions. If the very modest results of the
deductive method in philosophy are compared with its contribu-
tion to mathematics, the question “from whom was it taken? will be
seen to be rhetorical,

Philosophers, logicians, historians of mathematics, and philologists
united in criticizing various aspects of Szabé’s theory;”” it now has no

3L Zaicev, 1721,

*? Interestingty, Eudemus, whose History of Geometry preserved many elementary
theorems, described one of Zeno’s attempts to refute motion as ‘most stupid’ and
concealing evident sophism (fr. 106).

5 Gee e.g. W. C. Kneale, ‘Priority in the Use of reductio ad absurdum’, in I Lakatos
(ed), Problems in the Philosophy of Mathematics (Amsterdam, 1967), 9-10;
P. Bernays, ‘Some Doubts about the Eleatic Origin of Euclid’s Axiomatics’, ibid.
14-16; W. R. Knory, ‘On the Barly History of Axiomatics: The Interaction of Mathe-
matics and Philosophy in Greek Antiquity’, m J. Hintikka et al. (eds.), Theory Change,
Ancient Axiomatics and Galileo’s Methodology, 1 {Dordrecht, 1981), 145-186;
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active supporters. Once again the history of mathematics has turned
out to be a barren field for the application of purely externalist
explanations. Even those, however, who accept that mathematics is
less prone to outside influence than other sciences are unable to
exclude it altogether, particularly in respect of the radical transforma-
tion which Greek mathematics underwent in the sixth—fifth centuries.
If mathematics did not of itself give rise to deductive proof, or adopt it
from outside, then, most probably, it came into being in mathematics
under the influence of external impulses. Among the conceptions
emphasizing social and psychological factors in the birth of theore-
tical mathematics, the theory of cultural upheaval advanced by Alex-
ander Zaicev merits most attention.™ One of its central propositions
is that, driven by specific historical circumstances, in the Greece of the
eighth-fifth centuries, for the first time in human history, all forms of
creativity, all aspects of productive cultural activity, including those
lacking a direct utilitarian purpose, gained public approval.™ It is
only in such an atmosphere that Thales, an influential and wealthy
person, could, without being a professional, as were the Egyptian and
Babylonian scribes, undertake to prove that the angles at the base of
an isosceles triangle are equal. Moreover he not only undertook this,
but achieved in this pursuit public recognition: tradition has pre-
served his fame as a mathematician and passed down to us the
essence of the theorems he worked on. Hence the social climate of
the time encouraged any creative achievements, independent of the
extent of their practical value, thus setting up the most powerful
stimuli for new investigations in this field.

A second important factor in the cultural upheaval was a particular
type of comipetitiveness which characterized Greek society of the
time, recognizing as superior a victory which brought fame, not the
material benefits entailed. This spirit of pure competition arose in
Greek agonistics, then spread to areas of intellectual creativity, first to
literature, subsequently to philosophy and science, multiplying ten-
fold the force of those striving for trath. Once set on the path of free
research, unconstrained by narrow practicalness and corporative

Waschkies, Anfinge, 111, 14 ff; A. Zaicev, "Encore une fois & propos de l'crigine de la
formalisation du rajsonnement chez les Grecs’, Hyperboreus 9 (2003), 265--73,

5 Zaicev, 115ff, 165 ff.

** On the important role of supra-utilitarian problems in the development of
ancient Babylonian mathematics, see Hayrup, Lengths, 362 (L.
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ethos, the mathematicians very quickly realized that to apply strict,
logical proof makes it possible in this pursuit to achieve irrefutable
and hence universally recognized results.

The first mathematical proofs were the natural fruit of a social climate
where the discovery of a new truth not only gave an immediate satisfac-
tion but could also bring fame. For it is clear that in these conditions,
mathematical truths confirmed with proof became a particularly attrac-
tive object of search; one who found & faultless proof could as a rule
count on public recognition, while the achievements in any other field
of knowledge could as a rule be disputed.”

However many times Thales measured the angles at the base of an
isosceles triangle, it could always be objected that one of them was
greater or smaller than the other. Deductive proof was a different
matter: any sceptic could follow all the stages independently and be
persuaded of its irrefutability. The history of geometry in the sixth-
fifth centuries allows us to follow how methods based mainly on the
evidence of the senses were consistently squeezed out and the deduc-
tive method triumphed.”” The incontrovertible nature of the results
thereby achieved was so obvious and alluring that the philosophers
followed the mathematicians in adopting it.

7.3 PYTHAGORAS MATHEMATICS IN
FOURTH-CENTURY TESTIMONIES

Our path to Pythagoras’ mathematics is long and full of a variety of
obstacles. In attempting to show that there was in Pythagoras’ per-
sonality and in the community he founded nothing incompatible
with scientific activity, or that the birth of deductive mathematics is
associated with Thales, not Parmenides, we have covered only part of
that path. If Pythagoras was not a shaman and theorems were already
being proved in his time, this does not imply that he also tried to
prove theorems. Let us take the basis on which rests the notion of

% Zaicev, 167. ‘The competitiveness of Greek intellectual life” was the decisive
factor in the formation of Greek science and, in particular, axiomatico-deductive
mathematics {G. E. R. Lloyd, Ancient Worlds, Medern Reflections (Oxford, 2004}, 133,
140, 144).

37 Reidewneister, Denken, 51€; von FPritz, Grundprobleme, 4191,
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Pythagoras as a mathematician. First of all, this is the firm tradition of
the fourth century, which attributes to him engagement in various
mathémata. Evidence of this appears from the 390s onwards, yet it
does not contradict an earlier tradition ofhis sod{a, aropia, and worv-
pabdia. It is indicative in this context that the authors of the fourth
century associate him with various mathematical sciences.”® Such a
reputation could not have been based only on certain Platonists having
regarded Pythagoras as the founder of number philosophy, which is in
itself very doubtful (below §12.1). :

There is no doubt that the pupils and followers of Pythagoras from
Hippasus to Archytas were engaged in mathémata. It is therefore
quite natural to suppose that these studies were launched by the
founder of the school. It is true that this natural supposition could
have been made in antiquity, indeed even had Pythagoras actually not
engaged in science. The logic of the development of Greek mathe-
matics, which makes up in part for the acute lack of reliable evidence,
permits an escape from this circle of suppositions. Between Thales, to
whom Eudemus attributes the first geometrical theorems, and the
author of the first Elements, Hippocrates of Chios (¢.440}), from whom
came the first mathematical text,” there passed a century and a half,
during which geometry was transformed into an axiomatic and
deductive science. Although we shall never be able to establish the
authors of all the discoveries made in that period, in a number of
cases a combination of historical evidence and inathematical logic
makes it possible to do so sufficiently reliably. If Hippocrates makes
use of Pythagoras’™ generalized theorem for acute- and obtuse-angled
triangles (II, 12-13), it is clear that an analogous theorem for right-
angled triangles had been proved before him. Further, tradition con-
nects the discovery of irrationality with Pythagoras’ pupil Hippasus,

% Isocrates (Bus. 21-2, 28-9)—arithmetic, geometry, astronomy; Xenocrates
(fr. 87)—harmonics; Aristotle (fr. 191)—mathémata as a whole and arithmetic in
particular; Neanthes (FGrHist 84 F 29) and Timaeus (lust. XX,4.3)--astronomy;
Hecataeus (FGrHist 264 F 25.98)-—geometry and arithmetic; Apollodorus (D.L.
VIIL, 12) and Anticleides (FGrHist 140 F 1)—geometry; Hermesianax (fr. 7.85f)—
geometry and astronomy.

* On the squaring of lunes, as reported by Eudernus (fr. 140), see F. Rudio, Der
Bericht des Simplicius diber die Quadraturen des Antiphon und des Hippokrates
{Leipzig, 1907} O. Becker, “Zur Textgestaltung des Eudemischen Berichts iiber die
Quadratur der Méndchen durch Hippokrates von Chios’, QexSt B 3 (1936), 411-19%;
R. Netz, ‘Eudemus of Rhodes, Hippocrates of Chios and the Earliest Form of a Greek
Mathematical Text’, Centaurus 46 (2004), 243-86; Zhmud, Origin, 202 1.
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and the Pythagorean proof that the diagonal of a square is incom-
mensurable with its side, i.c. irrationality +/2, preserved at the end of
book X of the Elemnents, is based on Pythagoras’ theorem. Clearly it
was proved before Hippasus. Finally, Apollodorus the arithmetician,
probably identical with Apollodorus of Cyzicus (second half of the
fourth century}, attributes the discovery of this theorem to Pytha-
goras, to which virtually all the authors of antiquity who wrote about
it assent.”” Is it worthwhile to reject the attribution, the history of
mathematics having not yet proposed a single worthy alternative to
Pythagoras?

Not infrequently even those who accept that Pythagoras engaged in
mathermnatics leave open the question of his specific contribution to
the science.®’ As a rule, this is associated with the custom of the
Pythagorean school to attribute its scientific achievements to Pytha-
goras. Hence we are not in a position to single out the part belonging
to him.® This custom, however, is confirmed neither by early nor late
sources (above, §4.3e). We do not know of a single Pythagorean who
actually attributed his mathematical discoveries to Pythagoras. The
only mention of this custom in ancient literature belongs to lambli-
chus (VP 158, 198) and is his own conjecture. Were Tamblichus
correct, the number of discoveries ascribed to Pythagoras would be
beyond the capabilities of a single person; his name would be attached
to discoveries going beyond the mathematics of his time and attrib-
uted by another branch of tradition to his pupils. Does this picture
correspond to what we know from fourth-century sources about
Pythagoras’ mathematics?

1. According to Isocrates (Bus,28), Pythagoras took his philosophy
from the Egyptians, more precisely the Egyptian priests (above §1.2.).
This is, of course, Isocrates’ invention, but it is extremely interesting
that the philosophy he describes consisted, inter alia, of studies in
astronomy, arithmetic, and geometry (23). It bears no relation, natu-
rally, to the concerns of the priests, but is well in agreement with
the evidence of other sources on the development of mathémata in
the Pythagorean school of the fifth century.®® Clearly, Isocrates

% See above, 59 n. 120 and below, 267 f.; Proclus alone expressed doubt.

61 Zeller, i, 320f; Vogt, ‘Geometrie’, 48 ff,; von Fritz, ‘Pythagoras’, 197.

€2 See e.g. Heath, Euclid, i. 411; Guthrie, i. 149; similarly Becker, Denken, 12.
3 Delatte, Pol., 45; Froidefond, Mirage, 2441f; Eucken, Isokrates, 186 €,
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projected onto the priests what he knew about Pythagoras and the
Pythagoreans.

2. Xenocrates testifies to Pythagoras’ discovery of the numerical
expression of concords; he is quoted by Porphyry through a certain
Heraclides:** ‘Pythagoras, Xenocrates says, discovered also that the
intervals in music do not come into being apart from number, for
they are an interrelation of quantity with quantity. So he set out to
investigate under what conditions concordant intervals come
about, and discordant ones, and everything well attuned and
ill attuned.”®® Xenocrates paints Pythagoras as the discoverer of
mathematical harmony, who investigated the nuinerical nature of
musical intervals.*® Since this is chronologically the first evidence
to attribute to Pythagoras a significant discovery in the area of
mathémata, it is very important to determine to what extent it
is reliable. Burkert places it in the context of Xenocrates™ inter-
pretation of Plato’s Timaeus: Xenocrates’ doctrine of the soul as
a ‘self-moving number’, which doxography takes back to Pytha-
goras (A&t IV,2,3-4), is based on Plato’s Timaeus; hence the
Academic treated the ideas of that dialogue as the teaching of
Pythagoras. Accordingly the link between number and music also

% This was not Ponticus but Heraclides of Heraclea (junior), a musicologist of the
1st cent. ap. On this Heraclides, see D. Creese, ‘Herakleides of Herakleia (junior)’, in
P. Keyser and G. L. Irby-Massie (eds.}, Encyclopedia of Ancient Natural Scientists
(London, 2008), 372 1. For discussion see R. Heinze, Xenokrates (Leipzig, 1892), 51ff;
P. L. Schinberger, Studien zum I Buch der Harmonik des Claudius Ptolemius
(Augsburg, 1914), 113ff; I, Diring, Ptolemaios und Porphyrios iiber die Musik
{Gothenburg, 1934), 154 ff; Guthrie, i. 222 ; Burkert, 64, 380 ff;; M. Isnardi Parente,
Senocrate-Ermodoro: Frammenti (Naples, 1982), 314 ff; Barker, GMW ii. 230; <f. id.,
‘Heraclides and Musical History’, in Fortenbaugh and Pender (eds.), Heraclides, 277
n. 12,

&5 Tubayépas, ds ma. Sevorpdrns, elpuone xal T4 & povod Saorfuara ob
xewpls dpibucid oy yéveaw Exovrar omi yap alykpiows mogol mpde moaby éoxomeiTo
Tolvuw, Tivos supBalverros Td Te odpdwva yiverar Sunorduara kal 7d Sdgewra kal mav
fppooudor xal dvdpuoarov (Porph. In Prel. Harm,, 30.1 £ = fr. 87). Burkert (64, 380)
breaks off the quote from Xenocrates at the first sentence (after ¢yovra) without
producing any argument, cf. Barker, GMW ii. 30 and 235 n. 113); Heinze and Isnardi
Parente, on the contrary, ascribe to Xenocrates the entire reasoning of Heraclides
(Porph. In Ptol. Harm. 30,1-33.4).

% Although Xenocrates does not indicate what intervals are involved, it can be
concluded from the evidence of Aristoxenus (fr, 90) and Eudernus {fr. 142) that the
ratios of the octave, the fifth, and the fourth were ineant.
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derives from Timaeus, not from Pythagoras.®” This construct col-
lapses once we remove its main component: to suppose that Xeno-
crates himself attributed his definition of the soul to Pythagoras is
unfounded and implausible; it is clearly the work of later doxo-
graphers,®® Since there is no other evidence that Xenocrates took
the ideas of Timaeus for the teaching of Pythagoras, this obviates
the necessity to consider this {fragment within the context of Plato’s
dialogue. The link between number and music is an entirely
Pythagorean idea, attested in the tradition regarding Hippasus,
Philolaus, and Archytas.*” Xenocrates’ words at least explicate the
well-known fact that mathematical harmonics began in the Pytha-
gorean school. Tt seems likely, moreover, that Xenocrates knew
much more than was generally known about this subject: he left
behind numerous works on all the sciences of the mathematical
quadrivium as a whole and individually.”® Prominent among them
is the book On (Musical) Intervals {Ilepi Siaomqudrwy), and our
fragment, which twice mentions rd & pouvowy Sroriuare,
matches the subject matter of that book much better than it does
a philosophical interpretation of Témaeus. That Xenocrates’ words
about Pythagoras originated in a special work on music is indi-
rectly shown by their being quoted in works on harmonics from
Heraclides” Introduction to Music onwards.”*

3. A fragment of Aristotle’s monograph On the Pythagoreans
reads: ‘Pythagoras, the son of Mnesarchus, first dedicated himself

€7 Burkert, 64f.

58 See above, 54 n. 103, Dillon, Heirs, 53 £, considers it possible that ‘Xenocrates
himself was concerned to make the connection’, see also Isnardi Parente, Senocrate,
383; D. Thiel, Die Philosophie des Xenokrates im Kontext der Alten Akademie
{Munich, 2006), 333, but even a cursory reading of the section ‘On the Soul’ in Aétius
shows that this was a tendency of the doxographers, not of Xenocrates. For example,
Plato’s doctrine on the ‘ever-moving’ or ‘self-moving’ soul s attributed here to Thales
(IV, 2,1). In Cicero, who was acquainted with the Vefusta placita (Aétius’ source, a
doxographical compendium of the mid-1st cent.), the definition of the soul as number
is attributed to Xenocrates, while the general teaching on the power of numbers is
attributed to Pythagoras, who lived much earlier (Tuse. 1,10,20 = fr. 119; see Dox,,
202). Qutside Aétius’ doxography and the sources dependent on it the connection of
Xenocrates” teaching on the soul with Pythagoras is not attested; see e.g. fr. 1724,

¥ Hippasus (A 12-15), Philolaus (B 6), Archytas (A 16-19); celestial harmony
{Arist. Cael 11, 9).

70 Ifepi 72 pafjuara in six books, Tepi dorpodoyies in six books, ITept
yewperpias in two boaks, [Tepi yewperpdv in five books, IMep! Siaornpdray,
Aoyieried in nine books, fTept dpifuedy, Apifudv Pewpia (D.L. IV, 13-14 = fr, 2).

7> On this Heraclides see abave, 258 n. 65,
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to the study of mathernatical sciences, especially numbers, but later
could not refrain from the wonder-working of Pherecydes’.””
Aristotle speaks, not of specific discoveries of Pythagoras, but in
general of his studies in mathémata, subsequently giving way to
wonder-working in the vein of Pherecydes. This form of words,
revealing Aristotle’s ambivalent attitude to Pythagoras, hardiy contra-
dicts his mentioning Pythagoras only twice in the treatises which have
survived, in no way connecting him with mathémata.”” He also
referred to Hippasus, Philolaus, and Archytas without making any
connection with their work in mathémata,’* attributing progress in
these sciences to ‘the so-called Pythagoreans’ (Met. 985b23 £.). Overall
in the field of mathémata Aristotle is no privileged witness: e.g., he
has not a word to say about Thales” work in geometry and astronomy,
to which Eudemus attests in detail (fr. 133-5, 143-5). In any case
fragments of the Protrepticus’> confirm that Aristotle shared the view
common to the Academy and the Lyceum of Pythagoras’ scientific
activity, and the fragment of the Polity of Samos (fr. 611.32) confirms
that he knew of the tradition which linked Pythagoras with Phere-
cydes. Bear in mind that the monograph On the Pythagoreans belongs
to the same Academic period of Aristotle’s life as the Pro#repticus and,
if it mainly brings together the legendary tradition on Pythagoras,
that does not mean that we should indiscriminately eliminate every-
thing else. It is significative that only those who completely deny
Pythagoras’ scientific work contest the authorship of the lines of
Aristotle cited above.”®

7 Mubaybpas Mvnodpyov vids 70 uév mpdirov biemoveiro mept 7d pafijuara xal
rovs dpibpods, Sorepov 8¢ more kol Tijs Pepextdov reparomaias otk dméary (Apollon.
Mirab. 6 = Arst. fr. 191). The paradoxographer Apollonius (2nd cent.?) goes on to
cite legends about Pythagoras collected by Aristotle. Before Pythagoras, Apollonius
told of wonder-workers from Epimenides to Pherecydes. The material on Pherecydes
was taken from Theopompus (cf. FGrHist 115 F 70).

73 Met. 986a30; Rhet. 1398b14. If Aristotle was the authar of the Magna Moralia
{see above, 90), then in his mention of Pythagoras (1182al2f) a connection with
number can nevertheless be traced.

7 Hippasus (Met. $84a7); Philolaus (EF 1225a30); Archytas (Met. 1043219, Pol.
1340b25, 1412a12).

7% Fr. 18, 20, see above, 88 n. 108.

7€ In an unpublished work Frank ascribed these words to Theopompus, cf. above,
260 n. 72 (see Philip, ‘Aristotle’s Monograph®, 188), In an article dismissing the early
Pythagoreans” contribution to the development of mathematics, Heidel, ‘Pythago-
reans’, 8, contested Aristotle’s authorship. His sole argument was this; ‘There is,
however, no reason whatever to think that the statement derives from Aristotle,
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4. In a fragment of Aristoxenus’ work On Arithmetic we read:
‘Pythagoras more than anybody else seems to have valued the science
of numbers and to have advanced it, separating it from the mer-
chants’ business and likening all things to numbers. For number

contains all things as well, and there is a ratio between all the numbers

to each other’.” Pythagoras’ work on numbers in one form or

another was mentioned in three preceding testimonies. Aristoxenus’
book On Arithmetic builds this work into the historical scheme
adopted at the’Lyceum: mathematics came into being in the Orient
stimulated by practical needs; the Greeks turned it into a theoretical
science,”® In accordance with this scheme Eudemus (fr. 133) claimed
that the Egyptians invented geometry out of necessity {dmé +7s
xpelas), and the Phoenicians arithmetic, being engaged in maritime
trade (éumopia). Making use of the same key notions, Aristoxenus
states that Pythagoras aided the progress of the science of num-
bers, freeing it from utilitarian needs (7 T éumdpwy ypela), i.e.
giving it a theoretical character. In the second part of the fragment
Aristoxenus cites a number of versions of the Oriental origin of
number, or the art of counting, then quotes definitions of unit,

who is expressly cited only as authority for several statements in the sequel’. Philip
(*Aristotle’s Monograph’, 188; id., Pythagoras, 23£) referred to Heidel without produ-
cing any new arguments. According to Burkert (412), ‘the transitional sentence
between Pherecydes and Pythagoras which also separated the two sources, Theopom-
pus and Aristotie, is supplied by the compiler, either Apollonius himself or his source
Bolus’. Nevertheless the first words, rotrous 8¢ émiperdpevos Ihvfaydpas xrh., which
distinguish Pythagoras from all his predecessors, are sufficient for a transition. ¥t is
also hazd to explain why the paradoxographer Apollonius found it necessary to insert
in legendary material a reference to Pythagoras’ mathematics and why there can be
clearly felt in it censure of Pythagoras for engaging in wonders. Despite Burkert, the
notion of Pythagoras as an authority in mashémata is not at ail typical of Hellenism:
Agtius (IV,13,10) attributes it to &veow and it is a frequent aberration in dexography (cf.
above, 239 n. 1; below, 323 n. 34); in its form it looks like a late insertion, If, in the 4th
cent, some ten authors mention Pythagoras’ mathematics, in the 3rd cent. only
Callimachus does so, making use of the 4th-cent. tradition {see above, 59 n. 120}; it
was on this that Cicero and Vitruvius relied in the Lst cent. (see below, 267 n, 100);
Diodorus Siculus (1,98,2) cited Hecataeus of Abdera (FGrHist 264 F 2598},

7 Stob. 1, Proem. 6 = Aristox. fr. 23: Ty 8¢ wepl Tols dplluods mpayuareior
F,a',/\wq-u. TavTWY Teutiaar Soxel Huﬂayépas Kal Tpoayayeiv ls 70 ‘rrpéo‘ﬂev, ci-nayo.yo‘.w
and g TV e’;m’épwv xpefag, TdvTa Ta 'n'pciy’u.m—a drewcdbaw Tols G’.pLB,u.ofs. 74 Te yc‘!.p
dMa dpifluds Eyer xal Adyos dort mdvrwy riv dpllude mpds dAAdlevs ... Wehrli,
following Diels and Meineke, noted a lacuna here. For a detailed analysis of this
fraﬁment, see Zhmud, Origin, 218 f.

8 Zhmud, Origin, 210 1f.
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number, and even and odd numbers, and deals briefly with the
significance of odd days in medicine.

Three of the four definitions cited by Aristoxenus (unit, even and
odd numbers) differ from the definitions in the Elements (VII, def, 1,
6-7) and derive, to all appearances, from Pythagorean fifth-century
work on arithmetic.” Philolaus also mentions the division of num-
bers into even and odd (B 5), and Plato regularly calls arithmetic a
science of even and odd.*” However arithmetic as known from Euclid
is not a science of even and odd. In the three arithmetical books of the
Elements, definitions of even and odd are made use of only once, this
being in the theory of even and odd numbers (IX, 21-34), which, as
Becker demonstrated, belongs to the most ancient stratum of Pytha-
gorean mathematics.*" This theory is of an clementary nature and has
no logical connection with the content of the arithmetical books of
the Elements. The only proposition in which it is used is the ancient
proof that the diagonal of a square is incommensurable with its side,®*
referred to earlier in connection with Hippasus. If Hippasus actually
did rely on the theory of even and odd numbers, then it must go back
to the time of Pythagoras.*® Although Aristoxenus’ fragment does not
directly say that Pythagoras was the author of the theory, it is highly
probable that the Peripatetic referred to it as an example of ‘the

7 A unit is a beginning of number; even numbsers are divisible into equal parts (not
into two, as in Euclid); odd numbers are divisible into unequal parts and have a
middle {cf. Arist. Top. 142b6, 149a30; Soph. el 173b8). To speak of a number as
having middle inakes sensc only where it is seen in the form of counting pebbles,
psephoi, as the early Pythagoreans did (Arist Met. 1092b10 £; Theophr, Met. 6a15£).
As early as Archytas (A 19) and, of course, Euclid, represented numbers are line
segments; hence there is no ‘middle of the number in Buchid’s definitions: the iniddle
of a segment is a point, not another segment. On the other hand Nicomachus (Ar.
1,7.2-3, 8.2), Theon of Smyrna (Exp., 19.21, 21.22), and Iamblichus (In Nic, 12.11},
who preserved Pythagorean material, present definitions of unit, even and odd
numbers similar to those cited by Aristoxenus.

8 Charm. 166a5-10; Gorg. 451bl, 451c2; Res. 510c4; Prot. 357a3; Thi. 198a6.

¥ 0. Becker, ‘Die Lehre von Geraden und Ungerader im IX. Buch der Fukli-
dischen Elemente’, Qe+St B 3 (1934), 533-53; id., Denken, 44 {. Becker dated it to the
first half of the 5th ceut., van der Waerden (392) to ¢.500. Its antiquity is confirmed by
a fragment of a comedy by Epicharmus (born ¢.540) playing on Pythagorean opera-
tions with even and odd numbers using psephoi (B 2). See von Fritz, ‘Pythagoras’,
2041

8 Fuc. X, app. 27. Aristotle referred to it {APr 41a24, 50a37). See Heiberg,
Mathematisches, 24; Heath, i. 90 f; Becker, ‘Lehre’, 544 f, 547; van der Waerden,
398 £; of. Knorr, 22 ff,

% Yon Fritz, ‘Pythagoras’, 203,
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theory of numbers’ (ﬁ Wspt‘ TOvS tipr.@,u,m\)g wpay‘ua'refa} advanced by
Pythagoras.

5. Probably the most controversial testimony on Pythagoras’
mathematics is preserved in an extract from Eudemus’ History of
Geometry, known usually as the catalogue of geometers. This text
contains short accounts of the work of twenty geometers from Thales
to the older contemporaries of Euclid, six of whom are nowhere else
recorded. The catalogue was preserved in Proclus’ commentary on
Book I of Euclid’s Elements, but it was not Proclus who compiled it,
but an earlier commentator, most probably Porphyry, who abridged
and edited Budemus’ text in the Platonic spirit.** The passage which
interests us runs as follows: ‘Pythagoras transformed the philosophy
of geometry into the form of a liberal education, searching in an
upward direction for its principles and investigating its theorems
immaterially and intellectually. He discovered the theory of irra-
tionals and the construction of the cosmic figures.® What is there
in this testimony which belongs to Budemus? He could not ascribe to
Pythagoras the construction of the five regular (‘cosmic’) figures:
according to the information which goes back to him, the Pythagore-
ans had constructed the pyramid, the cube, and the dodecahedron,
and Theaetetus the octahedron and the icosahedron.*® Another frag-
ment of Eudemus attributes the discovery of irrationality to the
Pythagorean school (but not to Pythagoras himself), and the devel-
opment of the theory of irrational magnitudes to the very same

® In Buc. 64.16-68.4 = Eud, fr. 133. Proclus does not mention Eudemus in
connection with the catalogue, but refers to ‘those who wrote the history of geometry
before-Euclid’ {In Enc., 68.4); fragments of the History of Geometry coincide thema-
tically with the catalogue. The opinion that the catalogue derived from Budemus
firmed at the end of the 19th cent. (. G. van Pesch, De Procli fontibus (Leiden, 1900),
80); Eggers Lan contested this m favour of Proclus, Lasserre in favour of Philip of
Opus, both unsuccessfully: C. E. Lan, “Fudemo y el “catdlogo de gedmetras” de Proclo’,
Emerita 53 (1985), 127~-57; F. Lasserre, De Leodamas de Thasos & Philippe d'Oponte
{(Naples, 1987), 433 ff,, 611 fI. For more detail on the catalogue and its authorship, see
Zhmud, Origin, 891f, 179 ff. The condensed version of the catalogue preserved at the
end of Hero’s Definitiones (136.1) relies on Proclus and hence cannot be Hero’s,

B HuvBaydpas 1y mepl abriv (sc. yewperpiav) didoocodior els oxfuo radelas
ehevBépou peréornoer, dvwler Tds dpyds adris émoxomotpevos kal difdws xal voepds
Td Bewpripara Siepevnibpevos, s 81 xai v Tév dASywy mpaypareiar kol Ty Tdv
nmogmm‘w oxnudrey gvoragw dvedper (In Euc., 65.15f = Eud. fr. 133), tr. Mueller.

85 Schol. Eucl XIIL1, p- 654.3 [, Sachs, Die fiinf platonischen Korper, 79 £; Burkert,
450; Neuenschwander, VB, 372
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Theaetetus.®” Whereas Pythagoras was as early as Aétius linked to the
five regular solids,*® the version that he discovered the theory of
irrationals is to be found only in Proclus’ catalogue. In order to
dispose of this discrepancy, it was long ago proposed that, not ‘theory
of irrationals” (rdv dAdywv mpayparela), but ‘theory of proportions’
(réw dvd Mdywv mpayuarela) should be read.*® This reading, however,
is not reliably attested in the manuscripts. Moreover diéidws and
voepads are Neoplatonic terms which could not have been used by
Eudemus, and the statement that Pythagoras gave to geometry the
form of a freeman’s education coincides almost word for word with
lamblichus’ text”® This last coincidence can be explained by the
dependence of Tamblichus and Proclus on Porphyry,”* but this does
not solve other problems posed by this passage”” and leaves open the

8 ¥rom the Arabic version of Pappus’ commentary: ‘This science (or knowledge)
had its origin in the school of Pythagoras, but underwent important development at
the hands of Theaetetus’, G. Junge and W, Thomson, tr., The Commentary of Pappus
on Book X of Buclid’s Elernents (London, 1930), 63-4; cf. Burkert, 440 n. 182; Eud. fr.
141.T; Zhmud, Origin, 172. Scholia to book X (415.7, 416.4, 417.12), following Pappus,
tell of the discovery of irrationality in Pythagoras™ school.

58 A8t 1,6.5 = 44 A 15, see further Sachs, Die fiinf platonischen Kérper, 8.
Speusippus referred to regular solids in On Pyfhagorean Numbers (fr. 28), from
where they probably entered doxography (Sachs, Die fiinf platonischen Korper, 651,
Burkert, 71; cf. Tardn, Speusippus, 2651.). It appears that he connected them with the
Pythagoreans, not with Pythageras; in any case, the doxegraphy of Achilles, who, like
Agtius, made use of the Vetusta placita, has here of Ivfaydpewr (Dox., 334 1. =
Achill. Isag. 6, p.37.29 f.). Unlike Achilles, Aétius has vaayo'pﬂ.g, of dwo Hvﬂayépou
and of ITufaydpeios as practically interchangeable.

8 See G. junge, ‘Wann haben die Griechen das Irrationale entdecki?, Novae
Symbolae Joachimicae {Halle, 1907), 261{f; Vogt, ‘Geometrie’, 38f; DK 1. 98.23;
Heath, i, 84 f; id., Euclid, i, 351; Heidel, ‘Pythagoreans’, 17; von Fritz, ‘Pythagoras’,
198. Cf. Burkert, 411 n, 64,

0 ITuflaydpas miv mepl rd pabjuara dricoodior els oxdpa madelas éhevlepiov
peréoryoe .. . (Comm. Math., 70.1}. See Vogt, ‘Geometrie’, 31; Sachs, Die filnf plato-
nischen Korper, 30 f; Burkert, 409 f.

' In the same work of lamblichus {Comm. Math. 77.24f) there is a short
reference to Theodorus and Hippocrates which is absent from the parallel passage
in his biography of Pythagoras (VP 89). It closely resernbles the place in the
catalogue where Theodorus and Hippocrates are also mentioned together (In Euc.
66.4f = Eud. fr. 133}. Evidenily lamblichus used the same source, derived {rom
Eudeinus, as Proclus (Rudio, Bericht, 99 f; A, Bjornbo, ‘Hippokrates von Chios’, RE
8 (1913), 1782; von Frit, ‘Discovery’, 245; S. Heller, ‘Die Entdeckung der stetigen
Teilung durch die Pythagoreer’, AAW 6 (1958}, 7{; Burkert, 458 n, 59}, ie.
Porghyry.

%2 If it was Porphyry who attributed regular solids and the theory of irrationals to
Pythagoras, why does neither he nor even Iamblichus, prone to pan-Pythagoreanism,
report this anywhere? Supposing that it was Proclus whe did this, we encounter
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question whether Eudemus is responsible for its beginning or for
some other part.

The account of the discovery of proportions helps to solve
this question. The proportions played a very important part in pre-
Euclidean mathematics, and Eudemus touched on them more than
once in the History of Geometry. Hippocrates reduced tlie problem of
doubling the cube to finding two mean proportionals between two
given magnitudes; Theaetetus in his classification of incommensur-
able lines made use of the arithmetic, geometric, and harmonic
means; Eudoxus added to the three known proportions three
more.” Since Eudemus was particularly interested in prétoi heureta,
it is natural to suppose that he referred to the person who discovered
the first three proportions. This is reported in Nicomachus: the
arithmetic, geomelric, and harmonic proportions came down from
Pythagoras to Plato and Aristotle, while the three other proportions
were discovered later.”* This report looks plausible, but lacks details
making feasible a link witlh Eudemus, details which we find in Iam-
blichus” commentary on Nicomachus:

Of old there were but three means in the days of Pythagoras and the
mathematicians of his times, the arithmetic, the geometric, and the
third in order, which once was called the subcontrary, but had its own
name changed forthwith to harmonic by Archytas and Hippasus, be-
cause it seemed to embrace the ratios that govern the harmonized and
tuneful. And it was formerly called subcontrary because its character
was somehow subcontrary to the arithmetic. .. After this name has
been changed, those who came later, Eudoxus and his school, invented

another contradiction: outside the catalogue Proclus was very restrained in his
attitude to Pythagoras: in the whole commentary he mentioned him twice more
and even doubted the authenticity of the story of Pythageras’ discovery of his famous
theorem {see below, 267 £).

% Hippocrates {A 4), Budoxus, and Theatetus (Eud. fr. 133, 1411). Most Greek
authors used the terms upeodrys (mean proportional) and draieyfa (proportion)
interchangeably (Heath, ii. 292 f; E. P. Wolfer, Eratosthenes von Kyrene als Mathe-
matiker und Philosoph (Groningen, 1954), 23 f; Huffman, Archytas, 179).

* Ar 11, 28, p. 14221, cf. 1T, 22, p, 122.11. The theory of the ten proportions
transmitted by Nicomachus {II, 22~28) derives from [Tep! peqorirwr of Eratosthenes,
the discoverer of the last four proportions (lamb. In Nic. 116.1£; van der Waerden,
Science, 385 £; Wolfer, Eratosthenes, 20 ff.). This theory is set out in Pappus {Coil. I1I,
70.16 £, 84.1 £), who frequently referred to On Means (ibid. 637,24, 672.5, cf. 662.15).
Pappus repeats Nicomachus’ short note, omitting all the names. Theen of Smyrna,
who also made use of Eratosthenes, attributes the first six proportions to the Pytha-
goreans (Exp., 116.3).
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three more means, and called the fourth properly subcontrary because
its properties were subcontrary to the harmonic . . . and the other two
they named simply from their order, the fifth and the sixth. The
ancients and their successors thought that this number, ie., six, of
means could be set up; but the modemns have found four more in
addition {tr. D’Ooge).

Clearly we have here a fragment of the history of mathematics derived
from a reliable and informed source. In Tamblichus the names of
Hippasus, Archytas, and Eudoxus, absent from Nicomachus, appear,
together with other details of the history of proportions.”® Archytas’
fragment confirms those details: in music there are three proportions,
arithmetic, geometric, and subcontrary, ‘which we call harmonic’.”®
Eudemus’ History of Geometry is the most likely source of the story of
the discovery of proportions, in which, apart from Eudoxus, Pytha-
goras, Hippasus, and Archytas figured.”” This is m full agreement
with the evidence of Aristoxenus, indicating that Hippasus in his
acoustic experiment made use of arithmetic and harmonic means
(fr. 90). This again is an indirect indication that Pythagoras knew the
first three proportions.98 Xenocrates” assertion (fr, 87) that he dis-
covered the numerical basis of the concords (see below, §7.4) should
also be understood in the same sense. Hence we have tangible con-
finnation of what was supposed by many scholars: Eudemus men-
tioned Pythagoras at least in connection with the discovery of the first
proportions.” Subsequently the compiler of the catalogue and/or
Procius himself edited this passage in a Neoplatonic vein, greatly
exaggerating the merits of Pythagoras.

** Jamblichus twice more addresses this history, introducing, as he usually does,
considerable confusion {(I» Nic.,, 113,161, 116.1 £, cf. 116.5).

96 Porph, In Ptol. Harm., 92 = B 2; Huffman, Archytas, 162 ff.

" Lasserre, Eudoxos, 175, also connected this story with Eudemus, but he regarded
Eratosthenes, not Porphyry, as the intermediary; cf. Zhmud, Origin, 174 n. 33.

# According to lamblichus, Pythagoras took from the Babylonians ‘musical’
proportion {In Nic, 118.19f = 44 A 24), comprising arithmetic and harmonic
means, However, the Babylonians had no notion of proportion: O. Becker, ‘Friih-
griechische Mathematik und Musiklehre’, Archiv filr Musikforschung 14 (1957), 156,
160.

% See above, 264 n. 89. That Pythagoras is absent from other fragments of the
History of Geometry is not a decisive argument: of {wenty mathematicians mentioned
in the catalogue, only six figure in the remaining fragments.
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6. A whole range of writers from Cicero to Proclus mentions or
cites the epigram of Apollodorus Logistikos {Athenaeus calls him the
arithmetician) on the discovery of Pythagoras’ theorem:

As when Pythagoras the famous figure found,
For which a sacrifice renowned he brought."”

The first to report that the epigram relates to the theorem that the
sum of the squares on the sides in a right-angled triangle is equal to
the square on the hypotenuse (Euc. I, 47) was Vitruvius; the theorem
features in all other sources.'®* Doubts which arose related rather to
the sacrifice of a bull'® than to the authorship of the theorem. It is in
this sense that Proclus should be understood, clearly distancing
himself from the story of Pythagoras’ discovery of the theorem,
while not denying it."® Such a durable tradition could hardly rest
on the text of the epigram alone, from which it is not clear which
theorem is involved. Evidently Apollodorus, not for nothing called
the mathematician, provided an explanation on this account (quoted
in particular by Athenaeus and Diogenes Laertius). The most likely

candidate for the authorship of the epigram, Apollodorus of Cyzi-

cus,'® came from a city where a school of mathematicians founded

by Eudoxus was active up to the end of the fourth century.'® It is

190 ‘Hytxa HuvBaydems w6 mepicheds ellpero ypdupa / xeiv’, 2 Sr khewsiv Hyaye
Bovfuainy (AP 7, 119, tr. Thomas). See Cic, ND II, 88; Vitr. IX, praef;; Plut. Now posse.
1094b; Quaest. conv. 720a; Athen, X, 418 f; D.L. VIII, 12, cf, I, 25; Porph. VP 36: Procl,
In Euc., 426.6f, Plutarch, Athenaeus, and Diogenes cite the epigram with minor
variants, Analysis of the testimonies: Junge, ‘Wann haben die Griechen’, 248 f;
Vogt, ‘Geometrie’, 16 ff.; Heath, i. 144 ff,; id., Euclid, i. 3501f.

% Putarch found it difficult to decide whether the sacrifice was made on the
occasion of Pythagoras” discovery of his theorem or of the theory of the apphcation of
areas, which he assessed higher (Quaest. conv. 720a). Nevertheless his words make it
clear that he regarded Pythagoras as the author of the theorem which bears his name.

192 First expressed by Cicero; ‘It is told of Pythagoras that he, having discovered
sontething new in geometry, sacrificed a bull to the Muses, but I do not believe it, his
having refused to sacrifice even to Apollo of Delos” {ND III, 88). Porphyry (or his
source) attempted to resolve the difficulty as follows: of drpifiarepos assert that the
bull was made of dough (VP 36).

103 1 Buc., 426.6 £ Proclus himself went to great lengths to avoid meat (Marin. Vit.
Procl. 12, 19). Interestingly, commenting on the same theorem 1, 47, Proclus reports:
ane of the methods of calculating Pythagorean triples is attributed to Pythagoras (In
Euc., 428.7 £.). Proclus expresses no reservations about the authorship of this method,
which is directly connected to Pythagoras’ theorem.

102 gee ahove, 59 m. 120.

95 Zhmud, Origin, 98 £, 209, 284 The theme of the sacrifice of a bull, contra-
dicting the notion of Pythagoras as a vegetarian which took hold later, also points to
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hard to say on which sources Apollodorus relied; we find no traces of
any mention by Eudemus of Pythagoras’ theorem.

7. The last three testimonies add nothing substantial to what is
already known. Hecataeus of Abdera and Anticleides write of Pytha-
goras” work in geometry and arithinetic in the context of his Oriental
borrowings, saying nothing specific about his discoveries.'