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FOREWORD

Tue study of religions customanly exhibits a range of com-
peting theories—or at least contrasting ideas—as a sign that
the religion is of interest to scholars as well as its adher-
ents. The history of the study of Orphism, however, displays
more than the usual fare of disagreement and conflict. The
case of Orphism is as challenging as any, since scholarly de-
bates include disagreement about the nature of the evidence
as well as clashes regarding methods of inquiry. Indeed, most
scholars question whether Orpheus ever lived and some
doubt that any such thing as an Orphic religion ever existed.
Perhaps one should say that Orphism has been the site of
productive if intense scholarly conflict. Given the disparities
created by sparse and partial data on the one hand, and widely
divergent interests and theories on the other, Orphic mate-
rials continue to give scholars an opportunity to develop their
tools and refine their theones. Scholarly conversation and the
testing of hypotheses usually require examining materials and
evaluating evidence, but knowledge of the ancient world owes
as much to interpretive discussions as it does to the quantity
and quality of data. The prospect of inadequate evidence may
suggest that silence is the most astute counsel, but scholars
inevitably speculate in favor of one hypothesis or another.
Continuing to plow old fields may uncover new materials that
may serve to determine which construct of Orphism is the
more accurate,
Even though substantiating data are important, scholarly
debate in itself can develop the tools necessary to generate
. We can refine research tools and develop in-
terpretive hypotheses with or without much evidence, and
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scholars can work with too few data or too many; theoretical
discussions can extend and develop our knowledge as much as
evidentiary debates. As we continue to analyze ancient Greek
materials, critical readings and appraisals of past scholars can
guide and shape our work. Rereading them can demonstrate
that their conclusions are debatable rather than fixed, and
reappraising them can show how their methods raise ques-
tions as well as produce answers. Scholars love to argue with
each other, which is well and good, but if we can reappropriate
our predecessors as well as argue with and against them, we
honor them as well as benefit ourselves. If knowledge derives
as much from theoretical discussion as it does from observa-
tion, Orphism is a prime case for the study of religion in the
ancient world. Moreover, if we can develop our knowledge of
the ancient Greeks by rethinking key developments in the
scholarship devoted to the Greek world, the work of W.K.C.
(uthrie must be put at the top of our list.

Several contentious issues have long been at the heart of
the debate about Orphism. One is whether Orpheus was a
deity of mythology, a person of history, or a figure of legend.
Many scholars would assert that Orpheus was a figure of
legend, but the agreement ends when the figure is to be
described and interpreted. A second issue is whether an Or-
phic religion ever existed. If it did, was it a community, a sect,
an alternative life style, or the work of Orphic priests who
practiced their craft of rituals and mitiations to relieve their
individual clients of guilt and fear? Did it have characteristic
rituals and doctrines? Did it have dogmas? An authoritative
sacred text? A third issue revolves around the pressures and
influences that gave rise to Orphic matenals, including the
Homeric and Hesiodic as well as the Babylonian, Egyptian,
and Phoenician, dating to the eighth century B.c.E and earlier.
A fourth debate concerns the intellectual interests of the peo-
ple who produced the Orphic literature and their relation to
other similar groups such as the Pythagoreans. A fifth issue,
perhaps the most sensitive and difficult of all, concerns the
sources and their reliability as evidence for “Orphism.” Con-
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troversy rather than agreement characterizes discussions re-
garding the sources, even when new materials are found.

Many ancient historians have tried their hand at Orphic
studies. As a scholar of ancient religion as well as ancient
philosophy, W.K.C. Guthrie stands in the foreground. He
wove all the problems [ have mentioned and more into the first
{1935} and second (1952) editions of Orpheus and Greek Reli-
gion, while approachmg them shghtly differently between the
two editions in The Greeks and Their Gods (Boston: Beacon,
1949). In these books and in several articles devoted to Orphic
studies, Guthrie remained consistent in his approach to the
materials and steady in his method of explaining them; his
interpretation evolved as new studies appeared but he did not
depart substantially from his initial study.

Why have Guthrie’s inquiries worn so well? Why do we
continue to read him? Guthrie's work prevails partly because
his method is cautious and even tentahve, as several re-
viewers commented in the early reviews of Orpheus and
(-reek Religron . By “cautious,” however, we should not mean
that he has “few data, less theory” or even that he is “reluc-
tant to draw conclusions.” Guthrie’s caution is more than hesi-
tation in the face of fragmentary evidence, much of which is
found in authors who lived centuries after the phenomena
about which they purport to provide evidence. Were hesita-
tion the virtue appropriate to the materials, conclusions could
be reached only when they could not be avoided, as though
conclusions were pressed upon scholars rather than drawn by
them. Guthne’s caution is rather a matter of being tentative
with matenials that require reconstruction and that admit more .
than one interpretation, and hence demand both the willing-
ness to qualify assertions and a preference for probabilities
over certainties. The conclusions Guthrie reaches are tenta-
tive, and for that reason they are often more stable than those
that are bolder and more exciting.

How Guthrie reaches his conclusions is instructive for
those reading him more than half a century after he worked
out his interpretation. When we read Orpheus and Greek Reli-
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gion as an “old” book in a “new” context, we reread a text that
warrants new discussion and examination because the issues
It raises are not settled and the contributions it makes are yet
to be realized. Two particular features of Guthrnie’s scholarly
style of reasoning are commendable. The first is his interest in
the matenals, which demonstrates that he 1s as devoted to the
subject under consideration as he is to his compositional idea
of Orphism as a reforming religious movement and Orphic
writers as adapters of literature that already lay at hand. Here
Guthrie differs from many other Orphic scholars. He has aban-
doned the search for a single Orphism on the grounds that no
Orphism would correspond to our contemporary notions of a
religion. Examining the materials to find such a religion, Guth-
rie concludes, will be either frustrating or condemned to nega-
tive results from the beginning by the guiding assumptions.
The subject matter—that is, the content and nature of the
materials—is defined by Guthrie in such a way as to give
direction to his own inquiry without prohibiting alternative
interpretations. Indeed, Guthrie's method invites further ex-
plorations and different hypotheses. Orphism in Guthrie's
terms is an attitude some ancient Greeks displayed towards
social life and literature rather than a set of doctrines, thus
forming a motif that motivates or organizes the texts they
reworked. Interest in a synthetic method means that Guthrie
has abandoned a method that permits only one language of
explanation and instead draws on multiple explanatory de-
vices—inductive, reconstructive, historical, and social, all of
which focus attention on whatever “meaning” may be attn-
buted to the materials.

One of the consequences of Guthrie’s conception of the
content of the Orphic materials and his method for construing
them is that he forswears the quest for an essence of Orphism
as the object of investigation. The search for a “master narra-
tive” or a “single Orphism” must, in Guthrie's view, give way
to a synthetic picture of Orphism, and a debate about the
“correct” Orphism need not be conducted. The positive con-
sequence 1is that another debate can be opened: how many
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pictures of Orphism can we compose besides the “reforming”
Orphism? An Orphism that overlaps with other religious
movements of ancient Greece? An Orphism whose cos-
mogonic literature can be organized into a genealogy of manu-
scripts? An Orphism whose beliefs are expressed in the code
of food and the rejection of sacrifice? Observing Guthrie’s
style of investigation will be illuminating and helpful.

Guthrie followed an inductive method. For example, when
writing about Orpheus, he interrogated many citations of the
name in literature and portrayals in art to reach the fairly
modest conclusions that Orpheus may or may not have existed
as a Greek person of history, and in any case was not one of the
many Greek deities, let alone a deity faded into a hero or a
figure of a fairy tale. This is only part of his conclusion, but it 1s
the part that most attracts scholars who restrict their atten-
tion to matters of fact and to values such as accuracy and
precision. The more interesting conclusion we are offered is
that Orpheus was a figure whose character contained features
and tensions that made him a legend As a poet and musician
with mystical interests in Apollo, in pre-Homeric times he
prociaimed to the Thracians in northern Greece his religious
interests in the immortality and divinity of the human soul as
well as the need for ritual and moral purity, and thus was
adopted by worshippers of Dionysos wanting to reform and
spiritualize a wild, ecstatic, religious energy. The reason
these conclusions are interesting and durable is that they can
be tested and revised or rejected as explanations of the mate-
rials Guthrie allowed as evidence for Orphism. His conclusions
are convincing because the case for and about Orpheus rests
not only on the historical data for a historical figure but also on
the interpretive choices Guthrie made in order to shed light on
the data we do possess. By working through confusing and
disparate data, he drew a picture of a teacher and founder of a
religious style whose message, in literature, appealed to di-
verse interests and groups in ancient Greece. Less like a
person of history and more like a character in a narrative,
Orpheus's image is that of a teacher and founder of a religious
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life embodied in texts, thus serving as a model for diverse
religious and social interests in ancient Greece. It is thus
possible to be agnostic about Orpheus the person but Tespon-
sibly interpretive about Orpheus the figure. Guthrie givesusa
picture of a meaning rather than a person, a meaning whose
elements are at once consistent and comprehensive.

Guthrie also followed a reconstructive method. He built
his interpretation of Orphism by putting materials together
into a sensible shape. For example, his analysis of the Orphic
creation accounts, those theogonies and cosmogonies, is a
patient and painstaking collation and correlation of themes,
motifs, deities, and sources. In the area of Orphic studies
which has attracted the most attention and controversy, Guth-
rie's reconstruction of 1935 has been surpassed only recently,
in 1983, when M. L. West published The Orphic Poems with a
stemma of the Orphic cosmogonic literature. We shall return
to this issue, but at this point it is important to appreciate the
difficulties the Orphic cosmogonies presented scholars in the
1930s. Part of our problem is that comparisons are difficult to
draw, since the Greeks were not generally given to specula-
tion and certainly not to dogmatic statements about the origins
of the world or the gods; Hesiod and Orpheus were among the
few whose myths dealt with their beginnings. While Hesiod
composed a text, Orpheus, mﬂurtunately. like Akusilaos,
Epimenides, and Pherekydes, was merely quoted, often by
writers living centuries after Orpheus first came into purview.
Furthermore, the various parts of the Orphic cosmogonic ma-
terials fit so poorly that a coherent picture does not emerge;
the vanous themes and symbols—such as unusual deities, an
egg, night, Dionysos, and Zeus—appear thrown together
rather than composed. Still another aspect of our difficulty is
that Oriental motifs mix rather freely with Greek themes in
the Orphic theogonies, adding one confusion to another. Fi-
nally, we do not possess the Orphic poems themselves but
know them only from fragments and citations. Lost or frag-
mentary poems can occasion almost as much controversy as
those whose first edition is safely ensconced in a library.
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When Guthrie developed his interpretation of the Orphic
theogonies, the state of the sources was even more confusing
than it is today. Christian Augustus Lobeck’s work of source
criticism, Aglaophamus sive de theologiae mysticae graecorum
causis (1829), had sobered scholars of the antique world by
showing that all that looks Orphic may not be Orphic. Although
Lobeck had checked wild speculation about Orphic matters,
serious argument about the Orphic creation accounts could
continue, with Neoplatonic references as the basis for discus-
sion. In Die Griechischen Kulte und Mythen (1887) Otto
Gruppe argued that various versions of the accounts can be
distinguished: three of them (one by Aristotle’s student Eu-
demos, another by Hieronymos and Hellanikos, and the Rhap-
sodic Theogony) differ from a fourth in the poem of Apollonios
Rhodios and a fifth mentioned by Alexander of Aphrodisias.
Although these versions differ significantly, a central theme
pervades all of them: everything comes from a primal unity
and finally returns to its source, undergoing separation and
division only between the beginning and the end. Since this
theme was at the center of philosophical discussion in the sixth
and fifth centuries B. C.E for the Milesian thinkers as well as for
Empedocles and Heracleitus, Gruppe concluded that the Or-
phic materials are also from that period. Otto Kern, on the
other hand, argued in De Orphei Epimenidis Pherecydis Theo-
aniis Questiones Criticae (1888) that the Rhapsodic Theogony
itself was produced in the sixth century B.C.E.

Guthrie's genius was to begin with Gruppe's modest but
stable conclusion that the date of compilation belonged to the
Hellenistic era, whereas the date of composition should be
located in preclassical Greece. The groundwork for further
discussion was thus laid, breaking the impasse that had
plagued scholars for as long as they had focused on problems
of source criticism. In approximately seventy pages Guthrie
focused his interpretive attention on issues of content, con-
gruence of elements in the accounts, the tasks and functions of
the deities, and the social and religious meanings the accounts
might bear. Above all, he raised issues that continue to inter-
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est scholars today, discussing the literature Orphics wrote,
the sort of people they were, and the religious attitudes,
views, and practices that most aptly characterize them. His
conclusions show that in ancient Greece there was little to
distinguish Orphism from similar movements that promoted
the importance of Oriental influences, Eros as the principle of
life, the idea of a creator and his creation, the myth of Zeus and
his son, Dionysos, the Titans as the central appeal for wor-
shippers, or the significance of the gold tablets.

The Orphism that emerges in Orpheus and Greek Religion
is a construct Guthrie built by combining his theoretical inter-
ests with the historical evidence. His construct can be com-
pared with others. As I have already mentioned, exploring the
maternals for religious meaning motivates Guthrie’s research.
When considering the Orphic eschatological beliefs and the
connections between them and the style of life and practices
that identified the followers of Orpheus, Guthrie followed a
social and historical method. He sought not only to identify
strands of belief in Orphic literature, but also to locate them in
historical conditions by tracking their social sources and impli-
cations. Orphism as a composite religion whose strongest and
most striking feature was its eclecticism thus comes into view.
Were we to search for a distinct, even unique religion with
creeds and dogmas, rituals, and an organization, our phenom-
enon would never come into focus; indeed, whatever we
might want to call Orphic would quickly disappear. Guthrie’s
depiction of Orphism as a reforming tendency with the energy
and intelligence to infuse new meaning into myths already at
hand and thus to construct a code of conduct based on a
preexistent theory of human nature gives us something to
look at. Viewing Orphism as a reform of Dionysiac energy in
the direction of Apollonian sanity allow us to focus on the two
deities who are polar opposites yet mutually attracting in
Orphism.

For an example of his historical and social method, we may
turn to Guthrie’s discussion of Orphic views of a future life,
where he begins by considering two tendencies he finds inter-
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twined in sixth-century Greece. The first is basically Homer-
ic, considering death a negation of all that makes life worth-
while; here, human purposes should be achieved and human
goals should be pursued before death. The second tendency is
more obviously religious and at home in the mysteries, yearn-
ing for an afterlife where unrealized aspirations can be fulfilled;
here, life after death may be a reward or a punishment based
on actions performed prior to death. On Guthrie’s interpreta-
tion, Orphic writers sifted through popular religious attitudes
to organize their own set of beliefs, at the center of which was
the myth of the dismemberment of Dionysos by the Titans,
the revenge Zeus took by striking the Titans with lightning,
and finally the birth of human beings from the smoldering
ashes. Eschatological doctrines could easily be derived from
such a myth: human nature, derived from Titanic actions, is
evil, but escape from an evil present is possible through
proper ritual practices and a strenuous ascetic life. Should an
entire lifetime fail to suffice, a theory of reincarnation can allow
for multiple opportunities to perform purificatory ntes and to
subjugate the body.

Closely related to notions of an afterlife is the regimen
necessary to attain what Guthrie calls a “blissful communion”
with the deity. Because the sources—Aeschylus, Herodotus,
Euripides, Plato—do not require and may not suggest the
existence of a “unified religious sect,” one is tempted to con-
clude that there were no Orphics, and if there were, that they
enjoyed little agreement with each other. Perhaps, as Plato
suggests, there were wandering priests who charged fees to
enable people to feel relief from their guilt and anxiety, if only
momentarily. And perhaps some other Orphic writers formu-
lated a code of conduct designed to express in actions the
religious beliefs they held. With such scanty and contradictory
evidence before us, we can notice a crucial feature of Guthrie’s
approach to the materials. The search for items that can confi-
dently be identified as distinctly Orphic turns up precious lit-
tle, but considering Orphism as a movement which infused
new meaning into older, Dionysiac myths and rites changes
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the focus of investigation. The hypothesis that Orphism was
a reforming tendency in ancient Greece invites us to think
that Orphics were attempting to transform reverence for
Dionysos, however ecstatic it might have been, into a spiritu-
alized Hellenism—that is to say, a calm, sane, and balanced
(that 1s, Apollonian) interest in exuberant yet measured con-
duct linking life before death to life after death. If Guthrie is
right, we should not expect to find a unified religious insti-
tution, but rather an ethical and spiritual reform movement
that combined diverse interests and tendencies by means of a
forthright eclecticism and a willingness to give new meaning to
old myths and to put old rituals to new purposes. Rituals of
initiation and canons of purity thus mark an “Orphic life.”
Eliminating meat from the diet and refusing to use wool in
temples or for bunal express the desire to avoid wolence,
precisely the value expressed in the myth of the Titans and
Dionysos. Refusing to sacrifice to the gods links the religious
violence of sacrifice to the ban on killing for food, and thus
blends ritual and morality in the desire for goodness.

Exactly what nituals the Orphics actually practiced likely
will remain unknown, but Guthrie deploys his central thesis of
Orphism as a reform movement to suggest that Orphic writers
want to purge from the worship of Dionysos the eating rituals
suggesting physical ingestion of the god and to direct energy
and attention toward a life of ritual and ethical purty that
locates the salvation of individual souls at the core of religious
life.

One of Guthrie's fundamental assumptions is that scholars
should attempt to specify the nature of Orphism before they
question its existence. A dogma of individual salvation hardly
requires a formal institution, let alone a corporate organiza-
tion; since ancient Greeks neither knew dogma nor enjoyed
corporate life, the question is moot. At most we would expect
a sect, consisting of people aware of their differences from the
larger society. But is there evidence for such a group? Perhaps
a class of priests did perform rituals, but even here a small
group of individuals could gather briefly to receive the priestly
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ministrations and soon after the ceremonies depart to pursue
their other interests; for this purpose, a free-lance priest
could serve as well as an organized clergy, as Guthrie sug-
gests. Only this much would be required by Guthrie’s thesis of
Orphism as a reform movement. What little evidence exists
provides little opportunity for positive interpretation.

Two comparisons, however, do invite attention as part of a
strategy to portray the contours of a movement that wrought a
new mood from old popular beliefs. A first set of comparisons
could be drawn between Orphics and other groups: Pythag-
oreans with their philosophy and way of life; lonians with their
rejection of mythology and interest in natural explanations; a
group of thinkers such as Heracleitus, Parmenides, Empedo-
cles, Anaxagoras, Aeschylus, Pindar, Euripides, Plato, and
Aristotle. If Orphism is what Guthrie shows it to be, how can
we compare it with other religious views or systems of its
time? A second set of comparisons can be drawn between
Orphics and later Hellenistic times, where warnings about
comparisons between Orphism and Christianity are as neces-
sary today as they were nearly sixty years ago. The mistake
to avoid is assuming that such religions can ever be but one
thing, rather than configurations of items that shift from time
to time, with some items falling away as others become in-
corporated by both external and internal pressures. Despite
their differences, both the Orphic literature of sixth-century
Greece and that of the later Hellenistic times propounded a
theology with a ruling and creating deity and a soteriology with
an explanation for the origin and destiny of the human soul.

W.K. C. Guthrie offers his readers an interesting Orphism.
It is an Orphism that is both eclectic (because it draws on
Oriental as well as traditional Greek sources) and distinct
(because it constitutes a religious system somewhat different
from other religious movements of its day). Perhaps we should
not call it a religion in the modern sense of an organized group
with a clergy and sacred text as well as some concept of
relations to those outside the group. But it is a religious sys-
tem in the sense that it develops its elements into a coherent
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whole: a creator deity who governs the world he made, a myth
of human origins explaining the original impurity that infects
human nature and that humans inherit from events that tran-
spired before they were born, the hope for escape from pun-
ishments after death and for the personal salvation of individ-
ual souls that undergo the proper rituals and follow the
prescribed ethical and gastronomic guidelines.

Guthrie’s Orphism is a religious movement that bears two
marks. First, it evolved as elements were added or discarded;
the reform did not occur within a brief period of time, and it did
not settle itself into strict forms. Second, it held out a hope of
individual salvation to Greeks accustomed to the communal
traditions and experiences of the city-states. Because the
Orphic reform addressed problems of an individualistic age,
went off in new directions, and reworked old traditions, it
appealed to Greeks, yet it still required a strong foundation.
What better foundation than a sacred literature old and tradi-
tional in content but new in design and purpose? If that author-
ity was not enough, then an old and revered figure would serve
exactly that purpose: the Orpheus of old, but remade into a
missionary of Hellenic sanity and beauty, a prophet of Apollo-
nian balance and hope directing Dionysiac energies to replace
ritual exercises with spiritual communion, indeed, a teacher of
a reforming literary religion. Whoever Orpheus may have
been, his followers (or his writers) cast him in the image of a
reformer with an ancient authority.

Drawing on a variety of sources and pulling his materi-
als together rather than distinguishing them into separate
strands, Guthrie construes Orphism as a reforming religion
with a developed theology and a founder and model in the
legendary Orpheus. This interpretation of Orphism, which
Guthrie proposed in 1935, has worn well. In the preface to the
1952 reprint, he remarked that he found major alterations
unnecessary; his confidence in his earlier conclusions enabled
him to use a supplement to mention new writings on Orphics
and to make minor corrections and additions. Such a book and
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such authorial confidence invite readers to think about alterna-
tive explanations.

Although Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf adopted a
skeptical position regarding the Orphic material in volume two
of Der Glaube der Hellenen (Berlin: Weidmann, 1931-1932), it
was .M. Linforth's The Arts of Orpheus (Berkeley: University
of California, 1941) that clearly articulated the position we may
describe as the polar opposite of Guthrie’'s. Although both
books are brilliant studies in their own right, they employ
radically different methods to reach strikingly different conclu-
sions; Guthrie's asserts that there was such a phenomenon as
Orphism and that it can be identified, whereas Linforth denies
any historical content to the term. According to Linforth, the
literary and archaeological evidence adduced for Orphism is
suspect, since the mythological poems associated with the
name Orpheus and the ritual activities said to characterize him
belong to the general category of mysteries and do not repre-
sent specific instances of a religion. Hence, the word “Orphic”
is imprecise. At most it means that religious traditions linked
to Orpheus can be traced to two sources: the mysteries in
general and the legend of Orpheus as a gentle musician, which
fused some time before the fifth century to make Orpheus the
founder of mystery religions. To delineate the differences
between Guthrie's interpretation and Linforth's, the latter’s
conclusions are worth quoting at length:

The things associated with the name of Orpheus are so miscella-
Jneous and so disparate that we cannot recognize a comprehen-
sive and unified institution, however loosely organized, with
creed, ritual, clergy, and adherents. They form, not a unity, but
an aggregation. No idea or practice which is associated with the
name of Orpheus by ancient writers can be called Orphic in the
sense that it belonged to such an institution; still less can ideas
and practices which the ancient writers did not connect with
Orpheus be called Orphic in this sense. The unqualified state-
ment that a given idea or practice is Orphic has no meaning if the
intention is to assign it to such an institution. The loose use of
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the term is to be deprecated as false and misleading. .

must renounce the idea of a single, comprehensive Orptnc rell-
gion, conscious of itself and recognized by the outside world,
and . . . we may abandon the attempt to define and describe it.
(pp. 291—92]

. . . common human need required a religion in which practice
and belief would be united, a religion which would allay the
concern which men individually felt for their spiritual welfare, in
this life and the next. This need was met by the things that bore
the name of Orpheus, the comfortable rites of the mysteries,
with the doctrines that were implicit in them, and the poems
which gave expression to the doctrines and supplied authority
for the rites. This whole manifestation of the religious instinct,
in all its breadth and scope, may fairly be called Orphism, if we
wish to use the name, because Orpheus was conceived to be its
originator and patron. The term may be safely used if it is
allowed to be so comprehensive as to include no less than all the
activities of men who occupied themselves with the religion of
mysteries—their practices, their myths, and their potencies—
and with speculation on the implications of this religion as touch-
ing the gods and the souls of men. Possessing a unity of spirit
and purpose, but no unity of deity, creed, or rites, it shows itself
n a multitude of forms and institutions and is modified during the
course of time by influences from within the Greek world and
from without. (pp. 305-6)

In Linforth’s view, the evidence for Orphism has been
misread by all those scholars who write about Orphism as
though it were a religion or a movement or even as though it
existed. He contends that all those phenomena associated
with the name Orpheus are so varied that neither belief nor
ritual, and neither clergy nor follower, can be identified. As a
result, the word “Orphic” lacks referents; at most, “Orphic” is
a categorical term to designate any and all Greek mysteries.
Orphism for Linforth is a question rather than an hypothesis.
The term will not serve to guide historical research since it
designates a category rather than a phenomenon. As a conse-
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quence, Linforth cannot inductively synthesize Orphic mate-
rials to compose a portrait of Orphism, since there are no
pieces to put together. Any meaning the word “Orphic” may
bear i1s suspect; lacking significant content or clanty, it is next
to useless for historical research. On the one hand, “Orphic”
is restrictive because it describes nothing, but on the other
hand it is open because it designates ancient mysteries in
general. _

Finding two scholars whose methods and conclusions are
more conflicting than Guthrie's and Linforth’s would be diffi-
cult. The differences between the two are stark. Linforth
cannot make a move toward Guthrie’s methods without sur-
rendering his own conclusions. Guthrie can go some distance
with Linforth, however, because of his insistence that Or-
phism is primarily a literature and Orpheus a legendary figure.
Thus, Guthrie can agree—indeed, he insisted on precisely
the point six years before Linforth published his study—that
Orphism was first and foremost a literature. The crux of the
difference, however, comes at the point of defimng the word
“Orphic” in such a way as to be sufficiently broad to include
writers who reworked traditional Greek mythology vet suffi-
ciently precise to guide historical research. Guthrie's words
regarding the concept of religion are worth quoting at length,
for they assume a nonessentialist understanding of religion
that allows for historical and cultural variation:

. . . in speaking of this or that religion of ancient Greece we
cannot draw the sharp distinctions which we might between this
or that religion of the modern world. It is not a question of
tolerance. . . . it is a question of actual unconsciousness in the
mind of the worshipper that differences exist which seem plain
and obvious to an outsider. . . . Almost all the different shades
of belief are to be found which in studying Greek religion we take
such pains to separate. . . . representatives of opposing types
of religion will invoke the same god in an entirely different spirit
. « . [and] gods whom we had thought of as inspiring incompat-
ible beliefs and aspirations are sometimes peacefully united in
the same camp. (pp. 7-8)
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The next move offers a working definition of Orpheus and
Orphism:

For the present we may notice at least that Orpheus was re-
garded by the Greeks as the founder of a certain kind of religion,
that much has been written on the Orphic religion, sometimes
known more simply to-day as Orphism, and that this therefore is
a good place to remind ourselves that the term ‘religion’ is only
to be used in the limited sense here described.

Orpheus, whatever may have been his origin, appears in
history as a human prophet and teacher, whose doctrine was
embodied in a collection of writings. He did not have a new and
entirely distinct species of religion to offer, but a particular
presentation or modification of religion. Those who found it
congenial might take him for their prophet, live the Orphic life
and call themselves Orphics. Their rites would be become Or-
phica, and a new spirit would be infused into their religion; but
they would not be called upon to worship a different god or to
worship their own in a way that was always obviously different.
(pp. 8-9)

One of the most vexing problems for all scholars of Or-
phism is the nature and condition of the evidence. Separating
those who think the word “Orphic” has some content and
refers to actual literature and people from those who deny any
such content and reference is the nature of the matenals
available for analysis. The alternatives require us to think as
much about interpretive commitments and principles as about
texts and statues:

We have reached that great stumbling-block of religious histo-
rians, the scantiness of direct evidence for Orphism. This is a
misfortune which scholars have never ceased to deplore, but
few of them have paused to consider seriously whether it might
not in itself constitute some of the evidence for which they are
seeking. . . . If Orphism is of the nature I have suggested . . .
the comparative rarity of any mention of it or of Orpheus in his
capacity as founder of a religion becomes quite natural and is
indeed only to be expected. (p. 9)

The trouble is that Orphism always was a literature, first and
foremost. The distinction between literature and cult 1s a useful
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one in many ways, but it must not blind us to the fact that a
genuine living religion may well be founded on a collection of
sacred wntings, as Orphism undoubtedly was. . . . The influ-
ence of Orphic ideas on the mind of Greece was profound, but it
is no mitigation of it to say that there may never have existed any
body of people to whom it would have occurred to call them-
selves an Orphic community. (pp. 10-11)

Here we have the two points of methodological conflict
that divide students of Orphism: evidence and religion. With
regard to the first problem, the paucity of explicit and direct
references to Orphism is less the problem than the nature of
the evidence. Consequently, the difficulty is not how to read
the evidence but how to decide what will be allowed to count as
evidence, and thus to formulate a principle to guide historical
research. Put most starkly, the problem according to Linforth
is that we do not have enough evidence and thus must con-
clude that “Orphism” is merely the label of a category. He has
a rigorous check for every datum he will examine. Guthrie, on
the other hand, has fashioned his hypothesis of Orphism as a
reform in order to guide his efforts to interpret the materials.
He has an interpretive frame within which to locate the data he
examines. With regard to the problem of defining religion, it is
clear that Linforth’s insistence that a religion must include
comprehensive and unified institutions with creed, ritual,
clergy, and adherents leads him to deny that any such evi-
dence for Orphism has been found—or indeed, could be
found. When Guthrie relaxes the term “religion” by allowing it
flexibility and variability, he makes room for an “Orphism” that
may fit his definition but also may expand or contract it; when
he defines Orphism as a reform, he makes room to explain a
body of literature by constructing a system of ideas he finds in
it, and he allows for the possibility of practices that are consis-
tent with the beliefs woven into the literature. For Guthrie,
the problem is that there is too much evidence, and thus he
finds it necessary to refine his theoretical equipment in order
to present a more sophisticated picture of Orphism.

How can students of Greek religion in general and Or-
phism in particular work and think between such radically
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conflicting approaches to the materials? If the problem lay in
explicating the materials, scholars could happily contend with
one another and their interpretations could blossom in the
exchange. But between Guthrie and Linforth we have a con-
flict over principles of interpretation as well as sharp differ-
ences over content. As a consequence, discussion must in-
clude issues that we often call “philosophic”—such as the
formulation of principles for including, excluding, and defining
which matenials are allowed to count as evidence for or against
a hypothesis, and even the development of social theories that
make room for debate about what constitutes various religions
and what makes their practices call for attention.

An introduction to a new edition of this book is not the
place to answer questions raised by the author of another
book. Both books stand on their own, and they can face each
other across disputed territory. But this is the place to suggest
that rereading Guthrie and Linforth is not quite the same as
reading them. We can now read their works not only to con-
sider their compositional ideas and to understand their atti-
tudes to their subject matter, but also to reread their books as
moves in and contributions to a debate that is still lively and
likely will continue for some time. The options they chose, the
proceedings each tried to foreclose, and the space each tried
to create for interpretive activity are still before us.

Thus it may be helpful to mention several high points in the
discussions that have ensued as it has become clear that the
differences that separate Guthrie and Linforth are still open to
debate. Interesting exchanges have made for a lively scholarly
conversation. The first steps in such an argument were taken
by Guthrie himself in The Greeks and Their Gods, where he
discusses Orphism without engaging in a debate about the
evidence, but does develop his notion of religion into a explan-
atory, conceptual tool for comprehensive use. Religion, he
suggests, is best understood as a historical phenomenon to be
explained with historical methods and tools; nowhere does he
even hint that religion is an effort to explain natural phenom-

ena, and thus he is not tempted to account for deities as forces
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of nature or prescientific explanations as many scholars did in
the 1930s and 1940s. Religion, he suggests, is best under-
stood as a social phenomenon, and thus the contexts in which
beliefs and practices occur—in his terms, the lives people
lead—offer more satisfying explanations than concepts of
races and racial charactenistics, as used by the great historians
of religions with whom Guthrie was conversant, such as Erwin
Rohde and Martin P. Nilsson. Changes in religion, he sug-
gests, are best explained by dialectical tensions within reli-
gions and pressures exerted upon religions. For this reason,
some of Linforth's efforts to account for religion and religious
changes he finds unhelpful, particularly such morally and even
aesthetically evaluative notions as “the crude, the fantastic,
the tasteless, the indecent in mythology” to interpret the
myth of the dismemberment of Dionysus by the Titans, “fond-
ness for the bizarre and the obscene” to describe fragments of
the Orphic poems, and “an irresistible attraction in ideas and
practices which are repellent to the normal, healthy mind” to
characterize the writers of Orphic poems (Arts of Orpheus, pp.
363-64). Indeed, “normal” and “healthy,” or “elevated” and
“defiled” as descriptions of religious beliefs and actions are of
apologetic rather than explanatory value.

Empirical discoveries as well as theoretical debates
pushed the discussion into new areas by providing new mate-
rials for analysis. One is the discovery in 1962 of an “Orphic
book” near a tomb at Derveni, near Thessaloniki, which dates
to approximately 330 B.c.E. It is a commentary on an Orphic
theogonic and cosmogonic poem dating to the early fifth cen-
tury B.C.E. A provisional text has been published in Zeitschrift
fuir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 47 (1982): 1-12; a stemma of
it and other Orphic poems is provided in the brilliant work of
M. L. West, The Orphic Poems (Oxford: Clarendon, 1983).
Another is the discovery of gold leaves in addition to those
discussed by Guthrie, for which a bibliography and a stemma
are given by Richard Jenko, “Forgetfulness in the Golden
Tablets of Memory,” Classical Quarterly 34 (1984): 89-100.
For further discussion of the leaves, see also Giinther Zuntz,
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Persephone: Three Essays on Religion and Thought in Magna
Graecia (Oxford: Clarendon, 1971), pp. 277-393; Susan G.
Cole, “New Evidence for the Mysteries of Dionysos,” Greek,
Roman and Byzantine Studies 21 (1980): 223-38; Hugh
Lloyd-Jones, “Pindar and the After-Life,” in Entretiens sur
lantiquité classique 31 (1984): 245-83; and Jeffrey S. Rusten,
“Interim Notes on the Papyrus from Derveni (Orphic The-
ogony),” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 89 (1985):
121-40. The discovery—by Soviet archaeologists at Olbia on
the northern shore of the Black Sea in 1951 —of bone tablets
with the name Dionysos carved on them, testifies to the exis-
tence of a group of Orphics, again during the fifth century
B.C.E.; discussion and bibhography are in West, The Onphic
Poems, pp. 17-20; West, “The Orphics of Olbia,” Zeitschrift
fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik 45 (1982): 17-29; Walter
Burkert, “Neue Funde zur Orphik,” Informationen zum All-
spréchlichen Unterricht 2 (1980): 27-42; and Cole, “New Evi-
dence for the Mystenes of Dionysos.”

Theoretical discussion has also enhanced our knowledge
of Orphism. In Greek Religion (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, and
Cambridge: Harvard University, 1985) and Ancient Mystery
Cults (Cambndge: Harvard University, 1987) Walter Burkert
focuses on the practices and beliefs of social groups, empha-
sizing the difficulty of drawing boundaries to distinguish the
various mysteries into separate communities. A significantly
different focus and emphasis—structural analysis—motivates
Marcel Detienne’s Dionysos Slain (Baltimore: Johns Hop-
kins, 1979), where the issues of food, sacrifice, and religious
beliefs are integral to the social history of the Orphic religious
movement.

The possibilities set in motion by the controversial differ-
ences between Guthrie and Linforth mark contemporary dis-
cussions of Orphism. Scholarly conversation has continued.
At the least, the reissue of Guthrie's Orpheus and Greek Reli-
gion puts in the hands of scholars a monument in the study of
Orphism. To repeat, we cannot today read the book the way it
was read in 1935. We can read it now as a text in the history of
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a debate. Some of Guthrie’s conclusions will stand and some
will fall as new evidence and new interpretations put his work
to new analyses. But his method still can be commended to
scholars of ancient Greece, particularly its synthetic, induc-
tive, reconstructive, and experimental aspects. Most strik-
ing, however, will be his persistent refusal to reduce Orphism
to an essence or a single narrative and his insistence on pre-
senting a composite picture of Orphism.

One might be tempted to think that Guthrie's interest in
Orphism and religious aspects of ancient history ended when
he turned to the history of Greek philosophy to produce what
is now one of the standard accounts of ancient Greek thought.
One can also incline to a different conclusion—that Guthrie
showed that the boundaries between poetry, religion, and phi-
losophy are thin and wavy, blurred and porous, and that nei-
ther the study of a religious movement nor the study of a
philosophic history gives us a final version or the true essence
of an ancient culture. Guthrie opened an extended view of the
collection of myths, ideas, and practices which served that
culture throughout its history. When we abandon the quest for
a “true version” or “the real picture” of Orphism in particular
or Greek religion in general, it is possible to move beyond
a picture of a singularly miraculous Greek culture to a concept
of Greeks as a people whose cultural flowering can be attri-
buted to its imagination, energy, and intellectual, technologi-
cal, and economic exchanges with its neighbors in the ancient
Near Eastern world. Guthrie will remain a steady guide and
teacher.

Larry J. Alderink
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PREFACE

* Die Modernen veden so entsstzlich viel von Orphikern.”—WiLamowiTz

THERE are two classes of people who will probably regard
a book on Orphism with suspicion ; there is a third, small
perhaps, but deserving the highest consideration, which
may welcome it. To this last class belong those who have
learned to read and appreciate classical literature, without
ever acquiring a specialist’s interest in matters of religion,
and who since their sixth-form days have felt an un-
satisfied curiosity, not to say exasperation, on reading
in their commentaries or hearing from their teachers that
this or that passage in one of the great writers, Plato or
Pindar or Virgil, is a reflection of Orphic doctrine. *This
passage is Orphic’, runs the simple comment, and the
student is left wondering whether or not his understand-
ing of the text has been helped by the vague associations
which the note calls up, and if not, whether his own or
the commentator’s stupidity is to blame.

Of the two other kinds of people, the first is the reader
whose interests are purely general, and who has come to
look with justifiable suspicion on anything which ends in
-ism as savouring of the abstract, vague and dull. The
second is the professional scholar, who has more than
once been given excellent grounds for believing Orphism
to be nothing more than a field of rash speculation on
insufficient evidence. The first may in fairness be asked
to proceed a little further and find out whether his fears
are justified. Both may perhaps be reassured by an ex-
plicit recognition of their points of view and of the pur-
pose of the series to which this book belongs. A Handbook

XXXV
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of Orphism seemed an unfortunate title, and I have
avoided it, but the requirements of a handbook have, I
hope, been considered. These arc¢ in the main two: it
should be free from unnecessary technicalities, and it
should try to avoid mere theorizing. Aristotle’s maxim
holds good, that every subject must be given the treat-
ment which its particular nature demands, and in the
present inquiry theories not only may but must be dis-
cussed. Yet it is worth while trying to make a sharp
break between a simple statement of the evidence with
the conclusions which may unquestionably be drawn
from it, and that which remains no more than speculation,
however attractive and plausible it may appear.

The book deals primarily with a special problem. It
cannot therefore adequately incorporate the whole back-
ground of Greek religion out of which that problem
arises. To any who feel that lack, M. P. Nilsson's History
of Greek Religion (Oxford, 1925) may be particularly
recommended. Among the many accounts of Greek
religion, I know of none more suitable to serve as an
introduction. Again, the study of Orphism leads in-
evitably, as it has always led, to innumerable questions
of comparative religion. These too have been excluded,
on the ground that an independent study of the nature
of Orphism was a necessary preliminary to them, though
this is a fact that does not seem to be generally realized.
What I have tried to do therefore is to follow one par-
ticular strain as it runs through the literary and other
remains of classical and post-classical Greece, and as
far as possible to describe it and estimate its influence
over the life and thought of the people. It was my
ambition to interest in this way those who have felt a
desire for a more intimate acquaintance with that people
and that age, and also, since it seems inevitable that
writers will continue to compare Orphism with other
religious systems, to provide future researchers with some
sort of matenal for comparison.
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It will be noticed that I have made obvious use of the
personal name Orpheus in the title of the book and the
headings of its chapters. This is not due to a bias in
favour of his historical reality. What it does imply is
a desire to keep closely to what was for the Greeks asso-
ciated with the name of Orpheus, in reaction from the
tendency to regard the term Orphic as vaguely synony-
mous with the whole mystical element in Greek religion.
It is no mere frivolity to remind ourselves that in Orpheus
we are dealing with someone who has many of the qualities
of the Snark and one important point of resemblance to
the Cheshire Cat. This comparison seems less absurd if
we remember the legend according to which his head,
after his death, was found alone, still singing. We can
see it so occupied on more than one monument of ancient
art, where little more is left to the singer than was in the
last stages to be seen of the cat. It may be that our
inquiry too will in the end give him no more tangible
attributes than a mouth wherewith to sing. If this is
s0, and he should turn out to be a voice and nothing more,
we ought to be glad rather than sorry. That voice was
singing for over a thousand years, a difficult feat, per-
haps, had its nature been more corporeal, and we shall be
better employed in tracing the melodies and the power
of its song among the people than in pursuing the search
for something which, when we think we have found it,
may prove to be a Boojum after all.

Any personal help which I have had in the work has
come from Professor A. B. Cook. My debt to him is
manifold. It includes free and informal access to a
vast store of learning, practical help to a beginner in the
tiresome but necessary business of preparing illustrations
(as well as the provision of actual material for many of
them), and last but not least, contact with a personality
whose influence never failed to dispel the occasional
moods of despair to which a writer is subject in the less
inspiring stages of his first book. The complete proofs
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have been read by my friend Mr. W. Hamilton, Fellow
of Trinity College, to whom I owe the removal of a
number of blemishes. It is also fitting that I should
remember here the benefactors to whom in one way or
another I owe the continuancég of my studies, of which
this book is the first concrete result. Their names are
too numerous to mention, but I should not like to omit
the Managers of the Craven Fund, who first made it
possible for me to contemplate an academic life, nor the
Governing Body of Peterhouse, who have allowed me
to continue it in ideal surroundings.

Acknowledgments are due to the Trustees of the British
Museum for permission to reproduce the photographs of
plates B, g and 10, and to the Cambridge University
Press for providing the blocks for several of my text-
illustrations. A more personal debt is that to Commen-
datore Settimo Bocconi of the Capitoline Museum, who
allowed me to take a camera into the Museum and photo-
graph the monuments reproduced on plate 7, on the
understanding that my photographs were not for publica-
tion, and afterwards with great courtesy relaxed that
restriction at my request.

The necessary examination of Greek literature has
been made inestimably easier, one might almost say
that to carry it out efficiently has been made for the
first time possible, by Otto Kemn's collection of the
fragments relating to Orphism, which appeared in 1922.
This book is divided into two parts, fesésmomia and
fragmenta. 1 have referred to the first part by the
abbreviation ‘ Kern, lest.’, and to the second by the
abbreviation ' 0.F." Translation, from both ancient and
modern authors, I have usually preferred to do for myself,
even when an English translation is published, and I
must therefore take responsibility for it except in the
few instances where I have made explicit reference to
a published translation. My bibliographical index in-
cludes only those works which I have had occasion to
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refer to. It is thus neither a complete list of works on
the Orphics nor exclusively confined to them. For a
bibliography of that sort readers may look at Kemn’s
Fragmenta, pp. 345 ff. A number of relevant works
published since 1922 will, however, be found in my own
list. Notes have, after much misgiving, been collected
at the end of each chapter. The printing of the chapter-
number at the head of every page may facilitate reference
to this arrangement. Finally I would express a hope
that my somewhat erratic spelling of Greek names may
be received with toleration, and offer an apology to any

whom it may offend.
W. K. C. GUTHRIE

PETERHOUSE,
CAMBRIDGE,
November, 1934

PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION

THE author of a book of this nature whose publishers
offer to reprint it under present conditions must count
himself particularly fortunate, and I am very ready to
agree with the suggestion that no major alterations should
be made in the. text, but any additions or modifications
confined to a new preface. It would no doubt have been
a good thing to undertake a thorough revision, incor-
porating the many helpful suggestions of reviewers and
other friends as well as the contributions of subsequently
published writings. On the other hand, no striking new
evidence has appeared on the subject or is likely to
appear. It is a question of arguing to different conclu-
sions from the same material, and the views here put
forward may perhaps be allowed to stand alongside those
of others, which anyone seriously interested must read
and compare. I have .summed up my position, with
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some reference to later discussions, in ch. xi of my book
The Greeks and their Gods (Methuen, 1950), which there
is no need to repeat. It will perhaps be helpful in the
present edition (a) to mention the more important writings
dealing with the Orphics which have appeared since com-
pletion of work on the first edition or were overlooked in
it, and (b) to add some notes on points of detail, mainly
by way of reference to relevant passages in books or
articles, though admittedly it has not been easy to select
passages for annotation. This has been done in a supple-
ment. An asterisk in the margin of the text indicates
reference to a note in the supplement.

W. K. C. GUTHRIE

PETERHOUSE,
CAMBRIDGE,
April, 1952



CHAFTER 1

FAMOUS ORPHEUS

* For those who wish lo find answers, il 45 a real slep forward even lo ash
the right guestions,'—ARISTOTLE.

"OvopaxAvrév 'Opdiv—Ffamous Orpheus. In these words, torn
from their context like so many fragments of ancient literature
and imbedded in the writings of a later author, Orpheus makes
for us his earliest appearance in history. They are the words of
the poet Ibykos who lived in the sixth century B.c. Famous he
was at the first date at which we hear of him, and famous he has
been ever since. 5o far is it from being true that the person who
gives his name to this book is recondite, obscure or little known.
Comparatively few Englishmen, it is true, may know very much
about a thing called Orphism (and small blame to them, for the
word, besides being ugly, is of modern coinage and far from being
contemporaneous with that which it tries to describe), but few,
on the other hand, are ignorant of the singer who with his lute
made trees and the mountain tops that freeze bow themselves
when he did sing. A man may take no pleasure in the romantic
poets of the last century , he may even believe with Robert
Browning (though let us hope with more regard for accuracy in
his é:aming of the ancient deities) that the eye of faith has no
nee

To puzzle out who Orpheus was,
Or Dionysius Zagreas.

Even so, he is probably not so unversed in the literature of
his own country as not to have heard of the Muse herself, that
Orpheus bore. Everyone, in short, has heard of Orpheus.

It is when we try to be a little less poetic and a little more
historical that we find our difficulties beginning. As we try to
trace him back through the ages he becomes more shadowy, more
elusive, more Protean in his aptitude for slipping away from any-
one who tries to lay actual hands on him and make him tell just
what he is and what he stands for. Ina way that is a misleading
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statement. If we take it, as I think we fairly may, that most
educated people know and think of Orpheus simply as the great
musician, then they will not be disappointed. That character is
delineated with equal clearness whether we turn to Shakespeare
with his lute or to Pindar with his ‘' Orpheus of the golden lyre,
father of lays

It is only when we have once looked at the ancient world and
found how much more it promises to tell us of Orpheus that we
can begin to feel the longing for a little more express and definite
information than at a superficial view it is prepared to give. We
find ourselves among men to whom he meant much more than
a kind of superior snake-charmer, who understood the power of
melody to sway the creatures of animate or inanimate nature
to his will. That in itself would mean more to the Greeks than
it does to us, for they understood better than most of us do the
intimate connexion between music and the human mind ; but
they saw more in it than that. What I am speaking of now is
something which must appear to every student of the Hellenic
mind as one of the most striking problems which his study
raises, as well as one of the most interesting and at times the
most baffling. 1 mean the contrast which is presented by the
scantiness of the definite evidence in our ssion for Orpheus
and his influence in the classical age of Greece, and the un-
doubted truth, which we all feel to a greater or less degree, that
a distinctive spirit did invade Greek literature, Greek philosophy,
and above all Greek religion, which in some way was associated
with the name. Through the Greeks it naturally affected the
Romans, and Christianity itself has known 1ts appeal. Art as
well as literature bears witness to its influence, and in one way
or another, by a black-figured vase or the words of Ibykos or
Pindar, by the art of the Catacombs or the poetry of those
anonymous writers who round about the birth of Christianity
were still composing verses in the name of their ancient prophet,
we are made aware of its workings from the sixth century b.c.
down to and beyond the beginning of our own era. Few
scholars would deny the reality of this distinctive spirit, or their
own faith that it must have been considerably more widespread
than the actual references to Orpheus and his followers would
seem to indicate. It is one way of stating the purpose of this
book to say that it aims at finding out how far this faith js
justified by the actual evidence at our disposal.

There is one question which springs to the mind the moment
it begins to think about this subject at all. Was Orpheus a
real man, a historic character who at some period in the past
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was born, lived and died like the rest of us, or was he simply an
imaginary creation of the Greek mythological genius ? This is
a natural question, and human curiosity prompts us to make it
the first that we ask. Nevertheless, we may be too hasty in assum-
ing either its primary importance or the possibility of answering
it before we have given consideration to a great many other
questions concerning his religion and his influence. More
urgent, as well as being likely to yield its solution earlier, than
the question * Was Orpheus a real man ? ’ is the question * Did
the Greeks believe he was ? ©° Was he to them a man or a god
or a god-man or demi-god ? And if the last, in what sense ?
It is this which is going to affect the quality of his religion, and
not his historical or mythological existence established as a
question of fact by a consensus of historians. This is not to
deny a connexion between the two questions of fact and of
belief. When we know something of the Greek beliefs about
him, and the way in which his personality and his teaching
worked upon their minds, we shall be more entitled to make up
our minds on the other matter too. In fact, the best evidence
for the historical existence of Orpheus will be found if his
religion seems to be such as could only be set in motion by a
real personal founder. If there were no other evidence for the
real existence of the founder of Christianity, a strong case
might still be made out based on the difficulty a man might feel
in accounting for the rise of Christianity without the impulse of
a historic Jesus behind it. This should make it clear that to
raise the question of the historical existence of Orpheus before
we have examined from as many aspects as we can his influ-
ence over the minds of Greece is to put the cart before the horse
and to neglect our most valuable source of evidence. Other
evidence there is, and we shall do our best to examine it :
but the final answer to the question must lie in the book as a
whole, and perhaps must be left there for each reader to extract
according to the dictates of his own temperament and pre-
dilections.

The discussion ot the other evidence which I mentioned
helungs to another chapter. It may be remarked here that
any direct testimony which we possess to the real humanity of
Orpheus is of very late date compared with the fact to which
it would testify. The bearing which this obvious and insuf-
ficiently precise remark may have on the question cannot yet
be decided. We may notice, however, that the evidence is
vague enough to have called forth the most widely differing
opinions from serious scholars in this and the last century.
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Jane Harrison was one who possessed to a remarkable degree
the faith in the humanity of Orpheus, as well as that faith,
which I have remarked on already, in the breadth and depth of
the influence that lies behind our few classical references to
Orpheus and the Orphics. When she comes to argue the case
for his humanity, it is this faith which is her strongest weapon.
It may well be true that it is as good a weapon as anyone could
desire, when it is founded on the knowledge of ancient religion
which Jane Harrison possessed. The interesting fact remains
that when she turns to discuss the direct evidence which the
ancient sources provide, she relies chiefly on the opinions of
Konon, Strabo and Pausanias. Of these the first two lived at
the beginning of the Roman Empire, and the third a century or
maore after them. Yet they are her witnesses for a man who
lived, as she herself believed, * before the dawn of history '.
Jane Harrison held that to disbelieve in the humanity of
Orpheus was to misunderstand his nature completely. In
support of her belief she cites as direct evidence the opinions
of writers who lived under the Roman Empire. Yet this
evidence is of such a kind that a learned German of the last
century (Bernhardy) could write of Orpheus as ‘ that religious
symbol which even before the time of Alexander did not pass
for the name of any poet who had ever lived . This is the sort
of contrast which we are likely to meet, and it may serve as a
hint that famous Orpheus is not going to yield up his secrets
without a struggle. Herodotus does not mention him in person,
but only ‘ the Orphica’, that neuter plural which cannot be
translated into English until one has decided what is the noun
to be supplied, and made it into Orphic rites or Orphic literature
or whatever the context may seem to demand. Of the other
writers of the classical age in Greece none was very much inter-
ested in the historical question of Orpheus’ earthly existence.
Euripides certainly was not, neither was Plato. Aristotle is
reported to have said that there never was such a person.*
Yet if we say that the lack of early evidence to the contrary
points to Aristotle’s statement being true, an interesting
question remains. Who wrote the body of writing current in
the fifth and fourth centuries which Plato could quote un-
hesitatingly and cheerfully as the poems of Orpheus? Did
he believe in the attribution which he himself was making ?
Were they really from the workshop of Onomakritos, the pious
forger whom Peisistratos kept at his court, or of some South

* See below, pp. 58 1.
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Italian devotee who hid his identity under the revered and
ancient name ? No less an authority than Aristotle lent his
weight to the theory that Onomakritos was the author, It is
when we bend our mind to problems of this sort that those two
words of Ibykos, if they recur to us, may seem to have been
flung across the abyss of two and a half millenniums simply as
an ironic comment on the voracity of time and the secrets which
have become lost to us in its passage. It is our task to see
whether, in this matter of famous Orpheus, long and unnum-
bered time, as it hides what is apparent, may be persuaded
to complete the circle of birth and bring things forth from

their obscurity in due-course.



CHAPTER 11

WHAT IS MEANT BY ORPHISM ?

THE NATURE OF THE EVIDENCE

"Now all these evemis arose from the same cause, and a multilude
of others besides, more wonderful even than these, buld through length of time
some of them have beem suppressed allogether, and others have beem lold to
us scallered, each one apari the other.'—PLaTO, Politicus, 269b (referring
lo the stories of the age of Kronos).

GREEK religion was a many-sided thing. To the mind of a
studious age it appears rather to be a medley of religions, and
as investigators we try to separate the threads and trace each
one back to its own beginning. It is right and proper that we
should. In the Greece of historic times, the most obvious
division to make is that between Olympian and chthonian
religions, the cults of the pure air about the tops of the sacred
mountain with their accompanying characteristics of sanity,
light-heartedness, frankness, and the cults of the earth and
the regions beneath it, often marked by a darkness and im-
pressiveness and mystical yearnings after a union between
man and god. When we have noted this we can draw further
distinctions of increasing complexity and subtlety, to which no
limit is set save by the industry and perspicacity of the scholar
himself.

The perception of these distinctions is a necessity for anyone
who wants to understand the Greeks and their religion. Yet it
may lead to error if certain precautions are not taken. It is
inevitable that in discussion of the different varieties of religious
belief and experience with which the Greek world presents us,
the term ° religion ' should frequently be applied to each one
separately. We speak naturally of Olympian religion, chthonian
religion, Dionysiac religion, and so forth. This usage by its
familiarity may cause us to lose sight of a fact worth remem-
bering, which is this. The detached observer speaks also of
Christian religion and Moslem religion ; but here he is not

6
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alone. The people of whom he is speaking are equally conscious
that they belong to different religious worlds. This conscious-
ness is an important part of their religion itself, and they are
ready to kill and be Lilled in the avowal of it. Both may
claim Judaism as one of the ancestors of their faith, and the
Mohammedan may grant Jesus a place among the prophets.
They remain mutually exclusive, in the sense that it is im-
possible to imagine a Christian calling himself at the same time
a Mohammedan, or a Mohammedan a Christian. It would be
possible to write a good book about the nature, origin and
diffusion of Islam with little or no reference to the Christians
save as the enemies whose militant opposition retarded the
progress of the faith. We are apt to imagine that we are
dealing with differences as clearly marked as this whenever
we distinguish between religion and religion, and at the same
time to use those terms in describing phenomena about which
the assumption would be quite unjustifiable. It would be
unjustifiable in discussing the religions of classical Greek or
Graeco-Roman paganism. Hence my appeal for caution. The
term ‘religions ' I retain, for it is a useful one, and innocuous
once we have made up our minds what we mean by it.

To us the differences between the worship of Olympian Zeus
and the mysteries of Demeter may seem as great as those
between any two religions of more modern times. Yet not
only did they never lead to wars or persecutions, but it was
perfectly possible for the same man to be a devout participant
in both. More than this, Kore daughter of Demeter, in whose
honour as well as her mother's the mysteries were held, had
Zeus himself for father, and Zeus could be addressed as
Chthonios as well as Olympios. A totally different god in
reality, you may say. Fortunately there is no need to go
into such troubled questions just now. Totally different he
could not have been for the fifth-century Athenian, and the
instance is only one out of many which might have served to
illustrate the point that in speaking of this or that religion of
ancient Greece we cannot draw the sharp distinctions which
we might between this or that religion of the modern world.
It is not a question of tolerance. A state of tolerance prevails
over a large part of the civilized world to-day, but it has
not obliterated the definite line which can be drawn between
Christian, Moslem and Hindu. It is a question of actual un-
consciousness in the mind of the worshipper that differences
exist which seem plain and obvious to an outsider. A parallel
can easily be seen within the Christian world itself. Its
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differences have not all been unconscious, as the long history
of persecutions bears witness. But there exist to-day, wor-
shipping side by side in the same church and with apparent
unanimity, people of wvery varying degrees of spirituality,
mental powers and education, according to which they believe,
this one in a kindly father-god, another in a righteous but
despotic Jehovah, another in a being whose nature is simply
man's own perfected and with whom complete spiritual union
1s the not impossible aim ; immortality is conceived now as an
expedient of divine justice, with the torments of hell for the
condemned, now with the torments rejected as unworthy of
divinity, now as a realistic extension of the individual per-
sonality, now as an almost Neoplatonic state of union with the
supreme spirit in which the survival of personality may be but
dimly apprehended. Almost all the different shades of belief
are to be found which in studying Greek religion we take such
pains to separate, and the conception of God's relation to men
may vary from one as external as Homer's to the purest forms
of mysticism. Religion in the last resort is of the individual,
and no two men's religions are exactly alike. Those of similar
temperament will prefer to group themselves together, and in
classical Greece there were many kinds of religion to reflect
this tendency. Some of them were devoted to particular gods,
making it easy to suppose at first sight that each god or set of
gods stood for a different type of religion, here the Olympians,
there Dionysos, and there Demeter and Kore. In fact, how-
ever, we find that representatives of opposing types of religion
will invoke the same god in an entirely different spirit (the
change may be marked by a change of epithet), and also that
gods whom we had thought of as inspiring incompatible beliefs
and aspirations are sometimes peacefully united in the same
camp. Much confusion has been caused by attempts to dis-
cover a non-existent order and reason in matters whose
explanation is simply the calm unconsciousness of incongruity
which can be seen within the limits of any one denomination
to-day.

What has all this to do with Orpheus? For the present
we may notice at least that Orpheus was regarded by the
Greeks as the founder of a certain kind of religion, that much
has been written on the Orphic religion, sometimes known more
simply to-day as Orphism, and that this therefore is a good
place to remind ourselves that the term ' religion ’ is only to be
used in the limited sense here described
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Orpheus, whatever may have been his origin, appears in
history as a human prophet and teacher, whose doctrine was
embodied in a collection of writings. He did not have a new
and entirely distinct species of religion to offer, but a particular
presentation or modification of religion. Those who found it
congenial might take him for their prophet, live the Orphic
life and call themselves Orphics. eir rites would become

hica, and a new spirit would be infused into their religion ;
but they would not be called upon to worship a different god
or to worship their own in a way that was always obviously
different. Hence the ever-present difficulty of deciding whether
this or that belief or practice can properly be called Orphic or
not. We have reached that great stumbling-block of religious
historians, the scantiness of direct evidence for Orphism. This
is a misfortune which scholars have never ceased to deplore,
but few of them have paused to consider seriously whether it
might not in itself constitute some of the evidence for which
they are seeking. Yet it is a remarkable phenomenon if

hism is to be given the important position as a separate
religion which is sometimes assigned to it.! If Orphism is of
the nature I have suggested (a fact which admittedly awaits
demonstration), the comparative rarity of any mention of it or
of Orpheus in his capacity as founder of a religion becomes quite
natural and is indeed only to be expected. Professor Boulanger,
commenting on the complete absence of epigraphical testimony,
has remarked (Orphée, p. 51) that although the worshippers of
Kybele, of Attis, of Adonis, of Sabazios, of Dionysos, of the
Eleusinian divinities had carved on their tombs an expression
of their faith, nothing of the sort exists for Orphism. This
need not surprise us. In the absence of any other evidence we
cannot HE t the dead worshippers of any of the deities he
mentions had Orpheus for their prophet, but it is quite possible
that some of them did. To assume that every worshipper of
Dionysos was an Orphic is manifutli,r wrong, but it is equally
untrue to say that none was. Only, when it comes to an
inscription on a tomb, a man will be content to avow his faith
in the deity he worships. He will not think it necessary to
mention the name of the prophet from whose books he drew
his faith and his code. grnt; is tempted to remark, without
claiming completeness for the parallel, that, however zealous
a reader of the Old Testament a man may be, at his death he
will prefer to commend himself to God ; his debt to Moses or to
Isaiah will probably go unacknowledged, at least on his tomb-
stone. It can scarcely be objected that this is being too literal,

1
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and that what is meant is not an explicit reference to Orpheus
or Orphici but an undefined expression of the sort of beliefs the
Orphics are known to have held, since for those beliefs we are
certainly not privés de tout document épigraphigue ; the inscribed
gold plates from Italy and Crete are epigraphical testimony of
the highest interest and importance.

It seems worth while dwelling a little on this point, for it
affects our attitude towards one or two of the most important
of our problems. There is for example the question in what
form Orphism survived into Roman times. Diodoros, at the
beginning of the Roman Empire, says, after explaining a myth,
* In agreement with this, it is pointed out, are the expositions
in the Orphic poems and the things which are introduced in the
mysteries, the details of which it 15 not lawful to recount to the
uninitiated ' (Diod. 3. 62. 8 = 0.F. 301). Pausanias, writing of
the antiquities of Greece 150 years later, has this remark:
" Whoever has seen an initiation at Eleusis, or read the writings
called Orphic, knows what I mean’ (Paus. 1. 37. 4 = Kern,
test. 219). Both passages have been taken as pointing a contrast
between Orphism as a literary tradition and nothing else, and
the mysteries as living religion, and it is supposed that this
contrast is one which could not have been made in an earlier
age. Thus the passages become evidence for a decline in the
vitality of the Orphic religion in the Roman period. The
trouble is that Orphism always was a literature, first and fore-
most. The distinction between literature and cult is a useful
one in many ways, but it must not blind us to the fact that a
genuine living religion may well be founded on a collection of
sacred writings, as Orphism undoubtedly was. This, in fact,
rather than anything else is what the quotation from Pausanias
brings out, for he is referring to beans, with which in the mind
of the Orphic, as of the Pythagorean, certain prohibitions were
connected. He is quoting the poems as an authority for ritual,
and the contrast in these passages is not necessarily between a
literary tradition, without influence on religious life, and the
living religions of the time as something separate. All that is
said is that you will find more of these matters whether you
look at what people do in the mysteries or at the writings which
for some of them serve as the authorities ¥ . their behaviour.
Franz Cumont wrote : ‘ No-one has furnished the least bit of
certain proof that there existed in Italy at the end of the
Republic or under the Empire a single Orphic community .
He again is arguing for the decline of Orphism as a vital force,
yet it would be far from easy to produce certain proof of
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anything calling itself an Orphic community in fifth or fourth
century Greece. The influence of Orphic ideas on the mind
of Greece was profound, but it is no mitigation of it to say that
there may never have existed any body of people to whom it
would have occurred to call themselves an Orphic community.
The question of course demands further consideration, which
will be more in place later on. The present paragraph may
simply serve to illustrate a wview of the general nature of
Orphism which it seemed better to state at the outset, although
it may depend for its complete justification on much of what
follows later.

It remains for this chapter to give some sort of summary of
the materials available for our study. In order to make quite
sure that we are starting with our feet planted on firm ground,
it will be good, if only as discipline, to confine ourselves for the
moment to explicit information about Orpheus, the Orphics or
the Orphica, resisting the temptation to mention anything else,
however certainly Orphic its character may appear. Since we
are leaving until later the task of unravelling the tales which
the evidence tells, we shall not pause yet to consider whether
the picture of Orpheus which we are getting is a consistent one,
but only try to collect the most important sources of information
in order to gain some idea of their nature and extent. It will
be convenient, and should not now be misleading, to make
a division for this purpose between the evidence for the purely
literary side of Orphism, neglecting the question of its influence
on the popular religious mind, and the evidence for its validity
as a hwng religious force.

It is generally agreed that there was considerable activity,
whether nascent or renascent, in the sphere of Orphic and
kindred religion, in the sixth century B.c. ; but as the argu-
ments for it depend either upon inference or upon the state-
ments of authors living from 8oo to 1Boo years later, the
consideration of them must be left for the present.

To to the first of our two divisions, the existence of a
sacred literature ascribed to Orpheus, evidence is nor lacking to
show that this was in being in the fifth and fourth centuries
B.C., and moreover that it was believed in those centuries to be
of great antiquity. Orpheus heads the list when Alexis, a
fourth-century comic poet, describes a representative pile of
books : ‘ Come and choose any book you Eke from here. . . .
There is Orpheus, Hesiod, tragedles Ehmnlns Homer, Epi-
charmos ' (Athen. 4. 164). In the Hippﬂijfns of Euripides
Theseus, taunting his son with the ascetic life he leads through
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having taken Orpheus for his lord, ascribes it to his ‘ paying
honour to the vapourings of wordy volumes’. Plato mentions
the poet several times and quotes from his writings. Some
examples are : from the Cratylus (402b), ‘' Orpheus says some-
where * followed by two hexameter lines; from the Phslebos
(66¢), * As Orpheus says’ followed by a single hexameter; from
the Laws (2. 669d), * Those whom Orpheus speaks of as having
reached the years of pleasure’, and the famous passage in the
Republic (2. 364¢) where the itinerant priests are spoken of as
producing ‘ a mass of books of Orpheus and Musaios'. In the
Laws again (B. B2g9d) the Hymns of Orpheus are mentioned, and
in the fom (536b) he is spoken of as one of the models of later
hexameter poets.®

Eudemos, the pupil of Aristotle, is quoted by one of the
Neoplatonists as having described a theology ‘ which he called
that of Orpheus ’, and further testimony comes from the master
himself. Aristotle indeed, introducing a spirit of scientific
criticism which showed him to be before his time, ventured to
doubt not only the authenticity of the poems but the existence
of Orpheus himself. He attests none the less the existence of
the literature and its common ascription in the fourth century.
He twice refers a belief to the Orphic poems, but both times
with the reservation “so-called’. On one of these passages his
Greek commentator Philoponos (sixth century A.D.) remarks :
“ He says so-called because it is unlikely that the verses are by
Orpheus, as he himself says in the de Philosophia * (a work now
lost). Besides these two explicit references we shall find when
the time comes that some of his more vague remarks about
early writers on the gods must include Orpheus in their scope.
It is only natural that when he himself felt doubtful about the
authenticity of the poems he should avoid as far as possible
committing himself by mentioning the reputed author by name
more often than was necessary. It is part of Aristotle’s method
to gather in the opinions of all sorts of men as the raw material
of his philosophy, and consequently BeocAdyoi, the old religious
poets, appear more than once in his works. In the Metaphysics,
for example (A3, 9g83b27), he speaks of ‘ those who first in far
off times, long before our own generation, wrote about the nature
of the gods’, and in passing we may note that the doctrine
which he there ascribes to them is identical with that attributed
by name to Orpheus in Plato’s Crafylus (402b). Itisworth giving
serious consideration to anything which Aristotle has to say on
our subject. The combination of fourth-century date with an
acute critical mind and a lively interest in the matter in question
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lends a peculiar value to any relevant pronouncement he may
make. On the last of these qualifications, his interest and his
appreciation of the importance to a philosopher which these
ancient religious poems possess, there are clear indications in
his work, and the point has been well brought out by Professor
Jaeger in his book on Aristotle (English ed., Oxford, 1934, pp.
128 ff.). Other examples of their mention in the Metaphysics
are 100049, 1071b27, 1091234 and b8.®

Interesting are the glimpses which are to be seen of a
tradition as old as the fifth century that there existed among
the mountains of Thrace certain tablets(sanides) bearing writings
of Orpheus, just as the Jews received their sacred law on tables
of stone from Sinai. In the Alcestis of Euripides the chorus
lament that they have found no remedy for the blows of Fate ;
nothing avails, * no charm on Thracian tablets which tuneful

eus carved out’. On this passage the scholiast quotes
‘ the natural philosopher Herakleides * {Herakleides of Pontus, a
contemporary of Plato) as stating that according to report there
actually exist on mount Haimos certain writings of Orpheus
on tablets.* This must surely recur to us when we read in the
dialogue 4 xsochos, once attributed to Plato, that the lot of the
soul in Hades was the subject of the writing on certain bronze
tablets which two seers had brought to Delos from the land of
the Hyperboreans (Axiochos, 371a).

Before we turn to glance at later testimony, an exception
should be made to the exclusion of the sixth century from
the present brief review, and room be given to a mention of
Onomakritos. We first hear of this remarkable person in a
passage of Herodotus (7. 6 = Kern, fest. 182). Hipparchos,
son of Peisistratos, had banished him from Athens on account
of an insertion which he had thought fit to make with his own
hand in an oracular saying of Musaios, who usually appears
in tradition as the son or the pupil of Orpheus (ch. v, n. 2
below). Onomakritos had been entrusted with the redaction
of his poems, but his manner of carrying out the task had
caused a breach in what had been a very close association with
the tyrant and his family. Finding, however, that during their
exile at the Persian court he could be of considerable use to
them owing to the very qualities which they had formerly
deplored, the Peisistratids decided to forgive him, and we find
him now with them at Susa helping to persuade the Great King
to lead an e ition against Greece by the simple expedient
of reciting to him all in the oracles that was favourable to such
an enterprise and suppressing anything that boded failure.



14 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION [cH.

For further information about Onomakritos we have to look
to the writers of a later age, but there is the good authority of
Philoponos for supposing that Aristotle himself believed the
Orphic poems, in the form in which he knew them at least,
to be the work of Onomakritos. Among writers of the first
few centuries A.D., both Christian and pagan, the theory was
well known. (Examples—Tatian, Eusebios, Suidas’ Lexikon,
Pausanias—are to be found in Kern, fes#f. 183 ff.) According
to one of the accounts mentioned by Tzetzes (twelfth century),
he was one of a commission of four appointed by Peisistratos
for his recension of the Homeric poems, and there are stories
that in this work too he was at his old game of interpolating
lines of his own invention. (Kern, festf. 189, 190.) e shall
meet him again.

The Alexandrian age is not rich in examples for our present
purpose, but Apollonios in his epic of the Argonauts keeps up
the tradition that Orpheus is not only a singer but a religious
one, and that when he sings his subject is the gods and their
relationships, and the origin of all things (Arg. 1. 494 = O.F.
2g). For a real outburst of interest in the content of the
Orphic writings and quotations from their text we must wait
until the beginning of the Christian era. It was a fashion
among the Neoplatonist philosophers, who were active from
the third century A.D. onwards, to quote copiously from the
poems of Orpheus and thus lend to their doctrines the dignity
which derives from a hoary antiquity. The Christian apologists
too, who made it their business to denounce the beliefs of the
pagans and show their religious practices to be either immoral
or ridiculous, found in the same body of writings a target for
their abuse. Examples from the works of these two schools
are too numerous to make it desirable to quote for the sake of
illustration, and they can be left until their proper place in the
discussion.

No doubt Onomakritos was not the only person to be at-
tracted by the idea of inserting new lines under an old name,
and the poems used by the Neoplatonists can hardly be the
same as those which Plato knew. To what extent they had
been transformed is a problem by no means easy to decide.
The possibilities of transformation in six or seven centuries are
obvious : let us look for a moment to see whether there is any
evidence on the side of conservatism. First of all there is the
question, what's in a name ? There are two names in particular
whose survival is relevant, that of Orpheus as the author of the
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poems and the term hieros logos as the title of the chief of them.
Both are of respectable antiquity. Of Orpheus we already
know something. The term hieros logos, sacred story, is a
common one which must have called up quite definite associa-
tions in a reader’s mind. We meet it in Herodotus (2. 81 =
Kern, fest. 216) in conjunction with Orphic ritual, where,
having commented on a certain practice as being in agreement
with the Orphic, he adds, ' there is a hieros logos which is told
about it . Plato makes frequent use of the term and

t reverence for that which it describes. Moreover, the
teachings which he takes from this storehouse correspond with
what we know from other sources to be Orphic and are certainly
nothing to do with, say, Homer or Hesiod. As an example out
of many the 7th Letter will serve (33568 = O.F. 10): 'We
must ever maintain a real belief in the ancient and sacred
stories, which reveal that our soul is immortal, and has judges,
and pays the utmost penalties whenever a man is rid of the
body’. The possibility of new lines or whole poems being
inserted under these venerable names depends on the view
which was taken of such conduct at the time, as well as on the
strength of the tradition and consequently of the old associations
which the names called up. These are things which it is not
time to measure yet, but it is a line of inquiry which may well
bear fruit.

As more immediately convincing evidence that the Neo-
platonic versions of the writings contain a large amount of older
material we have one or two striking coincidences with quota-
tions in Plato, which show beyond a doubt that both authors
were excerpting from the same poems at the time.* Moreover,
as has already been mentioned, Damaskios, a Neoplatonic
philosopher of the sixth century, gives Eudemos as the authority
for one of his quotations.

Finally we have to mention the existence of certain complete
writings which have come down to us with the name of Orpheus
attached to them. Of these the most important are an account
of the voyage of the Argonauts, in which the singer himself
plays the central part, and a collection of 87 hymns to various
deities. The exact date of these writings is difficult to decide,
but they cannot well have been put together in their present
form before the beginning of the Christian era, and their date is
probably to be set between the limits of the second and fourth
centuries A.D,

We turn now to the second of the heads under which we are
considering the material, and look to see what evidence there is
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that the teachings of Orpheus affected the life of the people,
how far he gave them a religious ritual,-set tabus in their way,
or otherwise determined their conduct. I would once more
emphasize the fact that much of what has already been men-
tioned as Orphic literature may well be the visible basis of a
genuine religion with its roots in the hearts of the people,
although we have not yet considered it from that point of
view . there are no a priori grounds for believing that a clearly
marked division between literature and cult ever existed. To
those new to the study of these subjects, this may seem a
superfluous insistence on an obvious truth, but such a division
has nevertheless been frequently taken for granted. Of course
if it can be proved that in a certain instance a written work,
religious in form, has actually no more than a purely literary
significance, there is no more to be said ; and I am not trying
to deny that such instances occur. I only say that it is not an
assumption which can be made offhand without an inguiry
into the merits of the individual case.

The most ancient surviving testimony to Orphic practice is
in Herodotus, and takes us back therefore to the fifth century
B.c. It is a reference to the prejudice against introducing
articles of wool into the temples or being buried in them. This
is an Egyptian custom, says Herodotus, and ‘in this they
agree with the practices which are called Orphic and Bacchic,
but are really Egyptian and Pythagorean’. He adds that there
is a sacred story, or precept (hieros logos), on the subject.
This prohibition is probably closely connected with the next
that we hear of, to take the surviving evidence in its chrono-
logical order, that against the eating of animal flesh. Our
earliest witnesses for this are first Euripides (Hipp. 952 f.,
quoted n. 2), and second Plato. In an important fragment of
Euripides we have another mention of this form of abstention.
It is not there attributed by name to the Orphics, but the
parallel as well as other indications make it clear that the
passage describes many traits of the Orphic religion (pp. 199 {.
below). It is here that we find one of our earliest references to
the god Zagreus, whom many have thought to deserve above
all others the name of the Orphic god.

Orphism was a way of life, and an ascetic one. When Plato
mentions as Orphic the custom of abstaining from animal flesh,
he does so in the following words | (He is dividing the men of
the past into two classes, those who both ate animals and
sacrificed them, and those who held that to do either of these
things was impious: of the latter) ‘' They abstained from
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flesh under the impression that it was impious either to eat it
or to pollute the altars of the gods with blood ; and so there
was appearing among our ancestors the kind of life which is
called Orphic, and which keeps to everything that has no life
in it and abstains from all living things’. Aristophanes is

bably referring to the same thing when he says it was
Erpheus who taught us to abstain (the same Greek verb) from
bloodshed. He may be thinking of cannibalism, a feature
which Orpheus was said, at least by later writers, to have
eradicated from primitive life (see n. 5). The two were prob-
ably thought of together ; Plato, immediately before the words
just quoted, speaks, in the same breath and with reference to
the same practices, of animal and human sacrifice, and the
ancient sacrifice was generally a meal as well.*

As founder of mystery-religions, Orpheus was the first to
reveal to men the meaning of rites of initiation (feletai). We
read of this in both Plato and Aristophanes. (Arist. Frogs
1032, Plato, Rep. 364¢, a passage which suggests that literary
authority was made to take the responsibility for the rites.)
It is little enough, but quite definite and valuable testimony.
In the same of Plato we read of a class of priests who
went about preaching the way of salvation in the name of
Orpheus. To hear these people mentioned by a special name
of their own we have to wait until a little later, although we
are still in the fourth century B.c. when Theophrastos gives
a picture of the Orphic initiators (Orpheotelestai), who have
the superstitious at their mercy (Theophr. Char. 16 = Kemn,
test. 207). Yet Plutarch * tells a story of the encounter of one
of them with Leotychidas, son of Ariston, who was king of
Sparta in the first quarter of the fifth century (Apophth. Lacon.
224¢ = Kern, fest. 203). They seem to have been a kind of
false prophets such as almost every religion knows, who made
a living by painting vivid pictures of the rewards and punish-
ments of the future life and representing their own ritual (to be
performed for a consideration) as the only way of securing the
former and avoiding the latter.

This l:is i;:_rurthjr buth cethrt:mly popular side of OEphism is
represent us again charms or incantations (¢appaxd,
Jaﬂ-&uj of Orpheus, which we may also read of as early as the

mturjr Our awthority is Euripides. We have already
noticed the ' charm on Thracian tablets ' in the Alcestis, and
in the Cyclops one of the lazy and frightened Satyrs, unwilling

* Or his imitator, There is got f the A to
- goed reason for supposing the Apophikegmala
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to help Odysseus in the task of driving the burning stake into
the single eye of the giant, exclaims : * But I know a spell of
Orpheus, a fine one, which will make the brand step up of its
own accord to burn this one-eyed son of Earth' (Eur. Cydl.
646 = Kern, lest. 83).

This brief summary has included a mention of all the
important places in classical Greek literature where direct
allusion is made to the influence of Orpheus on the popular
mind. It does not represent all the evidence which we shall
take into consideration when we are trying to estimate the
extent of that influence and determine its nature, but it is
well to remember that it is a not unfair representation of the
amount of express contemporary testimony to which, in the
last resort, all our investigations of this period must go back.
As examples from the wider field of evidence, whose value we
shall try to determine later on, may be mentioned a number
of other passages in Plato, certain extracts, eschatological and
otherwise, from the poets, and the inscribed gold plates from
the South Italian graves. The possibility that Orpheus may
at some time have made his presence felt at the Eleusinian
mysteries also is one that can scarcely be dismissed without
discussion ; and with due caution it may be noted that where
a writer like Plato has mentioned a belief or a rite without
adding the information that it is Orphic, the fact is frequently
suggested to us by one of his assiduous commentators in the
first few centuries of the Christian era.

This brings us conveniently to the mention of the writers
of the Graeco-Roman period, among whom allusions to Orphic
rites are frequent. Again much of our information comes from
the Neoplatonists and their opponents, the Christian apologists.
When a Neoplatonist quoted the Orphic writings, it was often
to impart an aroma of antiquity to his doctrines. When we
find ritual referred to it seems most often to be due to one of
two intellectual features of the age. They may be briefly
mentioned here. I am excepting the zeal of the Christian
writer to find material for destructive criticism. The first was
the spirit of study. Writers of the Roman Empire were by no
means pioneers in the field of learning and scholarship. They
had the traditions of the Alexandrian period behind them, and
it is likely that, had not so many of the writers of that period
perished, we should know a great deal more about Greek
religion than we do. The real pioneer of scientific study for its
own sake was Aristotle, but the ideal was pursued with almost
excessive enthusiasm in the libraries of Alexandria, where the
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term grammaticus, man of letters and learning, first gained a
meaning. This ideal, foreign to the spirit of classical Greece,
was inherited by men of all nationalities under the Roman
Empire, along with so much of the Hellenistic world, and the
study of religion had its place among the rest. It is an ideal
not usually sought in a period remarkable at the same time for
its creative originality, and in this the Alexandrian and Roman
were not exceptional. In the sphere of religion this lack
of originality had effects which do not at first sight seem
consistent. In popular life it led to an artificial striving after
new religions, not prompted by a true spiritual revival or in-
spired by a new reil.g'mus genius, but often imported from other
countries simply in a weary search for noveltv. On the other
hand, the need for a living religion, as well as reaction from the
futili.t_i_.r of those which were being popularly put forward as
substitutes, drove some of the better spirits to an attitude of
religious conservatism. This is the second of the intellectual
features of the age that I have thought worth mentioning. As
the best example of both I would cite the name of Plutarch.
Now it is true that Orphism does not seem to have escaped
contamination from the waters of the ubiquitous Orontes. 5o
little hope was there of this that one would be fairly safe in
assuming, on the circumstantial evidence alone, that contamina-
tion had taken place. Yet the name persisted, and that could
not have been without significance. It meant that certain
beliefs and ceremonies, as well as certain poems, were being
associated in some minds with what was believed to be one of
the oldest religious traditions of Hellenism. Evidence for the
extinction of the Orphic religion by the time of the Roman
Empire is of the sort I have already mentioned (p. 10). Evi-
dence for its continuance is not lacking. Cicero speaks of
Orphic rites in the present tense (' a fourth Dionysos . . . in
whose honour the Orphic rites are believed to be performed '),
a fact which is brought home to us in a significant way by the
arrangement of Kern, who prints side by side with the passage
a quotation from Johannes Lydos (early sixth century) con-
taining the same comment in exactly the same words, except
that Lydos ends his sentence ‘in whose honour the Orphic
mysteries used fo be performed’. There was still a trade in the
charms and spells of Orpheus in the time of the patriarch
Athanasios (early fourth century), who waxes indignant over
the old women who ‘ for twenty obols or a glass of wine will
disgorge a spell of Orpheus at you'. This is the sort of thing,
he thunders, for which you spurn the Cross of salvation. It is
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curiously parallel to Plato’s denunciation of the wandering
priests of his own day.”

With the spirit of study was born naturally the desire
to travel as a means of acquiring education, and it was this
which produced the work of Pausanias on the antiquities of
Greece as they appeared to the curious traveller in his own day.
His interest was by no means limited to the ancient buildings
which he saw, and although sometimes inclined to be credulous

he is a mine of in-
formation on subjects
related to religious,
and especially local,
cult and ritual, both
of his own and of
previous ages.
Orpheus, Orphici and
Orphica all find scat-
tered mention in his
descriptions.

Finally, this out-
line summary would
be inadequate with-
out a reference to
the possibility (I shall
not call it more at
present) that in the
collection of hymns
in hexameter verse
which have come
down to us under the
name of Orpheus we
have documents of
genuine popular re-

FiG. 1.—FRoM A BLACK-FIGURED VasE. Lvme- ?510“1'1. The E“‘i‘:n“
PLAYER AND INSCRIPTION Xalpe "Opdei. or this, as well as

the evidence for con-
necting them with any form of. Orphism, belongs to a later
stage of the inquiry.

The foregoing summary has included no mention of the
artistic tradition. This is because it is less prominent than the
literary in a discussion of either the writings or the religion of
Orpheus. In art the emphasis is rather on his own legend and
character, although there are one or two monuments whose
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possible religious significance has been the subject of much
discussion. A brief description of our knowledge of Orpheus
in art seemed therefore to form most naturally a separate
division of the evidence.

He appears on a number of vase-paintings, of which the
earliest is black-figure (fig. 1). We see him enchanting by his
music, pursued by the enraged Maenads or prophesying in the
form of a trunkless head after his death. Most famous are a
series of vases from Italy, which show Orpheus playing his lyre
in the world of the dead and the presence of the underworld
deities. These have provoked much discussion, as possibly
throwing light on the eschatological beliefs of the Orphics.

In sculpture he appears on a metope of the Treasury of
the Sicyonians at Delphi, a work of the sixth century. He is

(@) (B)
Fic. 2.

(a) Reverse of a Thracian coin of the beginning of the third century A.p.

(b) Reverse of a coin of Alexandria, time of Antoninus Pius,

() Reverse of a Thracian coin of the time of Gordianus Pius (238-244 A.D.).
The relief of pl. 3 may be compared.

standing with his lyre beside the ship Argo, on whose expedition
legend says that he sailed. At his head his name is written in
the form Orphas. There exist also copies of a relief of about

B.C. showing Orpheus taking farewell of Eurydice, whose
right hand is held by Hermes, the guide of souls to the under-
world. A statue of the first century B.c. found in Rome gives
an early example in art of the animals gathered round Orpheus
listening to his song (but cp. ch. iii, n. 14 below). Another
example is to be found in our own country, on a Roman
mosaic from the Isle of Wight (see frontispiece). According
to R. Eisler (Orpheus, 1925, p. 97), the mirror reproduced in
fig. 9, p. 66 is of the fifth century B.c. Numismatics has a
contribution to make, for several cities in regions with which
he was associated by legend chose his portr-it as a device for
their coins (fig. 2).

* ¥



7

T T —
C‘Lﬂzﬂ“:-._\
— 5= *\{“_J

I1G. 3.—OrPHEUS PLAYING TO THE MusiEs AND HERAKLES
From a wall-painting at Pompeii
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Other extant artistic monuments to him are of much later
date. He is to be found for example on wall-paintings at
Pompeii (pl. 1 and fig. 3), and was a favourite subject of early
Christian art. The common representation of him sitting playing
his lyre surrounded by beasts wild and tame who are lulled into
amity by his music suggests naturally the picture of the lion
and the lamb lying down together, and he was also taken as the
symbol of the Good Shepherd. This was for various reasons,
some of which may interest us later. He is therefore a familiar
figure in the paintings of the Catacombs. In speaking of
Christian art one may mention the enigmatic seal in the Berlin
Museum which has carved on it a human figure nailed to a
cross (fig. 19). Above the cross are seven stars and a crescent
moon, and around and beneath it the words Orpheos Bakkikos.

Besides the representations which we can still look at for
ourselves, we are allowed to form an idea of others now perished,
from the words of those who saw them. Pausanias is our most
fruitful source of information. The extant examples of Greek
painting, except vase-painting, are necessarily few, but an idea
of the content of some of the better-known pictures is to be

ined from descriptions in literature. Pausanias gives a
detailed account of the most famous of all, the great fresco
which Polygnotos in the fifth century painted on the walls of
the lesche at Delphi. Here was the underworld depicted, and
there was Orpheus. His attitude and surroundings are de-
scribed by Pausanias with great precision of detail. From
Pausanias we also hear of statues and images of Orpheus in
various parts of Greece. Some were of the primitive form
called xoamon. Plutarch also speaks of a xoanon of Orpheus
in Macedonia which was made of cypress-wood.®

NOTES TO CHAFPTER 1II

! The interesting line of thought suggested by the comment of E. Maass
(Orpheus, pp. 69-71) on Eur. Rhes. 972, that the name of Orpheus is suppressed
out of reverence (ibereifrige Ehrfurchi und Scheu), muldrﬁuﬂl}r be made to
explain the rarity of Orphica, which are certainly not more frequently met
with in ancient literature than Orpheus himself. FPossible, but less likely than

the explanation offered in the text, is the assumption of intentional secrecy
due to persecution or ridicule (which are just arguable from such a passage
as Eur. H:’pp.!gﬂ. fi., quoted infra, n. 2) or to the esoteric (dmdppyror) character

of m? -religions.
: * Eur. Hipp. 952 ff. = Kern, lest. 213: gy vwv afiyn, xai &' Popds oir'
wcamihen, * T Iurr':z-nv H.mm'n?wg;dmtmﬂmqum ,

Flato, Cral. b=0F.1 iﬂgﬂumxﬁ' . ér Lwiaves mpditos wallippoos

Fhal. 66¢ = O.F. 14: " & poved, dnoly '0., vararadsare xdopov dodis.
I.‘. %hﬂr'mir n'apuﬂrq-; rfp;m:. e



24 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION

Rep. 2. 3642 = O.F. 3: Bif\wv 8¢ Spalor wapdyorrar Movodiov wal "Opdéws.

Laws 8. E:gc]{m O.F. 12.

Tom 536b = Kern, lest, 244 ¢ s &f Sw (52. Tav mou al eloi
ol 1o 53 A 44 HJ“IE ( griv) ad fprmudvos

3 Eudem. ap. Damask., de prim. princip. 124 = O.F. 28. Arist. de. an. As
410028 = O F. 27, where also is the note of Philo . For a fuller discussion
of the significance of this note in its context; see be ﬂﬂnﬂ i

4 Eur. Alc. 65 fi., to be found with the scholiast in “lest. Ba,

$Cp. Plato, Symp. 218b =0.F. 13: ... d mg dlog dovl vt xal
dypowcog, milas wdww ueydlag roiy wolv drifecfe, with the ning a poem of
Orpheus quoted by Christian writers (0O.F. 245 1): ol Blpug dovi -

Bipag &' émifeofe Bdfndor. It is also instructive as an example to trace the
Orphic saying that Zeus is or holds the beginning, the middle and the end of
all, from the time of Plato down to that of the Neoplatonists, O.F. 21.
Ef. Kern, de theogg. 33 Gruppe, Sugﬂ 703 f. Again, the lines on the subject
cannibalism quot h{l tus Empiricus from a poem of Orpheus (and
perhaps referred to by Horace, A.P. 391 u can be traced back on good
grounds into the fifth century, See the parallels in O.F. 292, and ¢f. Maass,
Orph. p. 77. n. 104. The discussion of this question belongs to chapter iv.
rj;Hpuﬂ 2. E:L Kern, fest. 216 uﬁ&b?ﬂ'ﬁr&“ {Aag"zﬁi‘mlpr;;m
sipiven o0di ovyxaraldwreral ogi: ol ydp . Bd rois 'Opduroion
® wai Baxywoio, oo B¢ A wai [Tvbayopelown - odbi Totrwy
T lww periyovra dowe dore dv elpao for 8d mepl ipds
. Abstention from meat, Eur. ap. Porphyr. de absiin, 4, p. 261,
Nauck = fr. 472 Nauck; Plato, Laws 6. 782¢ = Kern, fest. 212; Arist. Frogs
1032 = Kern, fest. go.
*Cic. de mal. deor. 3, Ch. xxiii, and Joh. Lyd. de mens. 4. 51 = Kern,
fest. g4. Athanas. cod. Reg. 1993, f. 317 = Migne PG 26. 1320 = Kern, fesi.
154. Cf. also Achilles Tatius [end of third l:untu?; A.D., Schmidt-Stahlin,

Gesch. Gr. Lit1* 2. 1047) in Arat. Phaen. = O.F. p. 150 #s 8éfns &yorras of vd "Opduxd
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¥ Individual references will be given later, but most of those that are

uired for the representations of Orpheus in art which I have mentioned
will be found in Kern on pages 43 and 44.

It is possible that the soana might have a bearing on future research into
the origin of Orpheus, and the hint is perhaps worth throwing out. The question
of the nature of soana is interesting, and Stanley Casson (Technigue of Early
Greek Sculpiure, Oxford 1933, pp. 50 fi.) suggests the ibility that they are
Minoan or Mycenean cult-figures which have lunr:i\rns the influx of invading
races. They often existed, as he points out, in very inaccessible places, in
particular the more remote and hidden parts of the Peloponnese. Anyone
thinking on these lines would of course have to satisfy himself that ima
believed to represent Orpheus were in fact intended to do so by their maker.
The unrealistic shape of roana probably precluded the presence of attributes,
which when they occurred are likely to have been later additions (Casson,
P- _ﬂl. Account would also be taken of the general evidence for the survival
of Minoan-Mvcenean cults themselves, as it is set forth by M. P. Nilsson in
The Minoan-Mycenean Religion and ils Swurvival in Greek Religion (Lund 1927).



CHAPTER 111

ORPHEUS AND HIS STORY

WE must not expect to find the legend of Orpheus told as
a simple and single story, without variations and without in-
consistencies. That would be surprising, if we consider the
different people who have told it, the variety of the motives
which wgted them, the remoteness of the times to which
they bei'?m their stories to refer, and the ever-present doubt
whether even the basis of those stories, the one-time existence
of their hero, is a historical fact or not. Even persons whose
existence is incontestable, but whose fortune it has been to fire
in some way, religious or otherwise, the imagination of their
generation, have frequently in the course of time had a string
of quite legendary stories associated with their name. With
varying of certainty these can be detached and the
historical kernel at their centre laid bare. Here we have not
nu:{ the remoteness and elusiveness of the hero to contend
with. There is another consideration which makes it inevit-
able that the web of his character and his story should be
well tangled by the time it reaches us. Many have become
the subject of legend because, like Mahomet, they were the
founders of a great religion ; others because, like Alexander
or our own King Arthur, they have appealed to the imagination
of poets and artists. The appeal of Orpheus, on the other
hand, has always been much more universal than that of most
other great figures of legend. Some revered him as a religious
founder. Others, at times, have seen in the magic of his

ying, in his gentleness and his tragic death a rich material
or the exercise of their artistic skill. Considered as such, his
story can be severed from all connexion with religion, and
moreover the artist is thinking in every case of his own composi-
tion, his poem or his vase, not of the preservation of a consistent
tradition or the aching head of a twentieth-century mythologist.
Thus besides the inconsistencies caused by the existence of two
kinds of tradition, distinguished by their motives (religious or
2 25
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artistic), there are more to be expected within the limits of each
division. It is not only the artist who adapts a tale to suit his
own purposes. I have said that religion is of the individual,
and each man will see in his prophet that which his own tem-
perament leads him to expect from religion. Orpheus has
played many parts in his time, according to the religious out-
look of the author who was writing about him and according to
whether that author happened to be his admirer or (like so many
of the Christian apologists) his bitter enemy.

Besides the poets like Ovid, and besides the true believers,
there is a third class of those who, like Strabo or Pausanias,
were actuated by a spirit of honest inquiry. They must be
given the credit that is due to good intentions at least.

We may say that Thrace was the home of Orpheus with the
knowledge that we are speaking of him as he was conceived to
be by every normal Greek or Roman from the fifth century B.c.
onwards. One or two of our informants leave some doubt
whether they thought his true origin was Thracian or Mace-
donian, for they speak of him as having been born or as living
in the neighbourhood of Olympos ; but this, though an interest-
ing detail, is a matter of little consequence to history. We may
be content with the words of Karl Robert (Heldensage, i. P 308) :

" Even if it is doubtful whether Thrace was his home, in any
case he was localized there very early, and after that passed
for a Thracian throughout the whole of antiquity .2

His date was generally supposed in antiquity to lie in the
heroic age, several generations before Homer ; and cunsidering
his reputation as the Father of Lays, it is not surprising that
we find him represented by some of the Greek historians to be
Homer's direct ancestor (Kern, festf. 7-g). Thus if we are
asking ourselves what kind of knowledge the ancients them-
selves were likely to possess about his history, we should con-
sider him, in respect of time, on a par with a figure like
Herakles. This was an antiquity sufficiently remote to allow
plenty of room for speculation. Herodotus even gives it as
his opinion that Hesiod and Homer, living about 400 years
before his own time, were the first to give the Greeks a theogony ;
"and the poets who are said to have lived before them are in
my opinion later * (Hdt. 2. 53 = Kern, fest. 10). The reason
for this opinion is probably to be found in the observation of
a scholiast that no poem of the age of Homer's heroes has
been preserved, ' and that too though Homer himself introduces
poets, Phemios and Demodokos, and though Orpheus, Musaios
and Linos are said to have lived before him. In spite of this
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it is true that nothing earlier than Homer's poetry has been
preserved to subsequent ages save a name. We have no poem
earlier than the Iliad and the Odyssey’. (Kern, fest. 11.) It
may well have been a feeling that the poems current in his
time under the name of Orpheus must be later than Homer,
which gave Herodotus His belief that Orpheus himself was
later, without leading him to the even more critical conclusion
that the ancient Thracian had nothing to do with them at all.

eus was the son of a Muse, Kalliope being the one most
often mentioned as his mother. His father is sometimes said
to be Apollo, more often Oiagros, a Thracian river-god.?
(Authorities in Kern, fesff. 22-26.) Of his birth there are no
stories, except for a passing reference at the end of the Orphic
Argonautika to the marriage of his mother with Oiagros
having taken place in a cave in Thrace : ‘ Thence I made all
speed to snowy Thrace, to the land of the Leibethrians, my own
fatherland ; and I entered the far-famed cave, where my
mother conceived me on the bed of great-hearted Oiagros

We are told much about his character and mﬂuence. hut
little of the incidents of his life. The only stories of this kind
are the death of Eurydice, and his journey to the shades to
fetch her, the slender tradition of a sojourn in Egypt, the
voyage of the Argonauts, and the various accounts of the
events which led to his death and the miraculous events which
followed it.

References to the expedition of Jason and the Argonauts in
search of the Golden are frequent in Greek literature
from Homer and Hesiod onwards.® Yet they remain isolated
and unsatisfying references until the time of Pindar, who gives
us the first attempt at a connected story and incidentally the
first mention of Orpheus as a participant. A little earlier than
Pindar (sixth century) is the sculptured representation of
Orpheus with the Argo which is at Delphi (pl. 2). Apart %
from Pindar’s lyrical account, which simply forms an episode
in the body of a poem whose object is the glorification of a
winner in the Pythian games, we have to rely largely on epic

ms of a later date, the Argonautika of Apollonios Rhodios
¢, 240 B.c.), Valerius Flaccus (¢. A.D. 80) and Orpheus, the
anonymous poem, perhaps as late as the fourth century A.p.,
which tells in the first person of the adventures of Orpheus with
the heroes. These with occasional references in some of the
later prose authors make up the sum of our authorities for his
activities on the voyage.
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We may ask ourselves briefly here of what sort these
activities were, and in what ways he made himself of use to
the expedition. This was something that exercised the minds
of antiquity too. ‘It is a question’, says the scholiast, com-
menting on the introduction of Orpheus in Apollonios (Kern,
test. 5), " why a weakling like Orpheus sailed with the heroes.
It was because Cheiron with his gift of prophecy told them that
if they took Orpheus they would be able to pass the Sirens.’
This passage gives an indication which side of his character
comes to the fore in the narratives of the expedition. It is by
the magic power of his song that he earns his place among the
heroes. The uses of this gift are many and various. At the
outset he is called on to assist in settling a quarrel by making
the participants forget their wrath in listening to his singing
(Ap. 1. 492 ff.). This story of Apollonios is left out by the
Orphic Argonautika, which makes up for the omission by telling
how Argo at first resisted all the efforts of the heroes to drag
her into the water, until Jason signed to Orpheus to take up
his lyre, and how she then slid into the sea of her own accord
(0.4. 245 ff.). His actual office was that of Keleustes, singer of
the chanties which gave the rowers their time ; but his music,
as we have seen, could do much more than that. There is one
story that he calmed a stormy sea by its power (Philostratos,
Im. 2. 15), and according to the Orphic account he successfully
charmed the Clashing Rocks while the Argo passed through
(0.4. 680 fi.). By the same power, when Kolchis was reached,
he called down sleep upon the eyes of the dragon which guarded
the Fleece (0.4. gg1 fi.).

We find also that he was not only a musician, who could
work magic by his music, but in all religious matters the leading
spirit of the expedition. This is naturally most obvious in the
Orphic version of the story. There we find him performing the
inaugural sacrifice before the start, persuading the Argonauts
to become initiated at Samothrace into the mysteries for which
the island was famous, sacrificing after the accidental killing of
King Kyzikos, performing ﬂuriﬂcatﬁr}? rites at Malea on the
return journey to free the heroes from the curse which King
Aietes had laid upon them, and finally, his last act before
returning to his home in Thrace, staying behind alone to offer
sacrifice at Tainaron (believed to be one of the entrances to
Hades) to the rulers of the world below. These are incidents
of the Orphic version, but he is prominent in the other stories
too. Itisfrom others that we learn how he saved the company in
a storm by praying to the Dioskuroi, gods of mariners, because
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he was the only one who had been initiated in their mysteries
(Diodoros, 4. 43. 1), how at lake Tritonis he bade them take
the tripod of Apollo and offer it to the gods of the place if
thg wanted a safe return (Ap. Rhod. 4. 1547), and how when
Jason dedicated the Argo at Corinth, it was Orpheus who com-
sed the dedication-hymn (Dio. ChI}FE 37. 15 = 0.F. 290).
orth noticing too is the subject of the song which he sings in
Apollonios to calm the Tnts of the quarrellers, and that which
in the Orphic Argonautika he sings in the home of the Centaur
Cheiron. In both his song is of the origin of all things, of the
birth of the world and the gods.

The story of the wife of Orpheus is bound up with his descent
to the world of the dead, and so lets us see him in one of his
most interesting and important aspects. The secrets of Hades
were in his possession. He could tell his followers what the fate
of their souls would be, and how they should behave to make it
the best possible. He had shown himself capable of melting
the hearts of the powers below, and might be expected to
intercede again on their own behalf if they lived the pure life
according to his precepts. That was the important thing.
The reason which once took him there was secondary.

It is not so easy to decide whether it is secondary in time
also. Our evidence for the beliefs about Orpheus before the
sixth century is so scanty that it is difficult to judge with
certainty whether he was originally an underworld spirit, to
whm'n was later attached the romantic story of the descent
in search of a lost wife, or a follower and imitator of Apollo,
who took a nymph for wife and for whom the journey to Hades
to fetch her was an adventure into unfamiliar surroundings,
though he later became the patron of a religion which laid great
stress on the life after death and so had this purely personal
errand magnified into a reason for knowing all about the realms
of the dead and possessing peculiar powers as adviser and
intercessor. The latter view suggests a further possibility,
that the whole story of the descent may have been attached to
one who was originally a follower of Apollo only when he had
been appropriated as founder by the aforementioned mystical
sects. I hope to show later that this is the most reasonable
supposition. There certainly seems to have been, in every age,
enough of the Apolline in Orpheus to support the opinion that
he belonged at first to the sunny, open-air religion of the
Hellenes, a priest of Apollo bearing in himself many of the
attributes of the god he served ; it was later that he met
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Dionysos and became the expounder of a sacramental religion
and of the life hereafter. For the present we had better
continue the legend.

In the description which Pausanias gives of the underworld
scenes painted by Polygnotos, there is no mention of Eurydice
being present to explain the situation (Paus. 10. 30. 6 = Kern,
test. 69). It may be that in the eyes of some, his followers,
Orpheus had an established position there, as it were in his
own right. No particular errand had to be supposed to account
for his presence, for by the time of Polygnotos he was certainly
the patron of a religion in which all the emphasis was laid on
eschatological dogma. If Pausanias is to be trusted (and there
is no reason to doubt that, in describing things he had seen
himself, he was a careful, as he was a detailed, recorder), this
is our earliest piece of evidence for the presence of Orpheus
among the dead. Yet it is of course late enough to make it
certain that the conjugal motive, even if it were a later addition
to the story, must have been added long before then. Its
omission in the painting at Delphi cannot be due to its not
having yet been invented. The famous relief of Orpheus and
Eurydice (pl. 3) belongs at latest to the beginning of the fourth
century. Both Euripides in the fifth century and Plato in the
next speak of the descent of Orpheus to fetch his wife. Neither
of them mentions her by name, and our next witness, the
Alexandrian poet Hermesianax, calls her Agriope, a name (" wild-
eyved ' or wild-voiced ") which suits well the Thracian nymph or
Dryad whom he might naturally be supposed to have married
(Kern, fest. 61). Eurydice (' wide-ruling '} we first hear of in
literature in the lament for Bion (first century B.C., Kern, fest.
62), though one or two of the South Italian vases, which furnish
after Hermesianax the next evidence of Orpheus in the under-
world, put her in the picture with her name written beside her.
Most of them, however, like Polygnotos, show an Orpheus who
might well be supposed to be at home in the underworld, with-
out the necessity of any conjugal errand to account for his
presence.

After the Alexandrians the Romans, and it is only in them,
in poets like Virgil and Ovid, that we get the theme elaborated
into a complete and circumstantial story. 5o suddenly does
this seem to happen, and so many are the Alexandrian models
of later poets which are lost to us, that Gruppe (in Roscher’s
Lexicon, 3. 1159) supposes a particular poem of late Alexandrian
date, now lost, to have fixed the legend in the form in which
it burgeoned in Roman times.*
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The wife of Orpheus, whatever her name, was probably a
Thracian nymph-or Dryad whose love he won by the sweetness
of his music.®* She was killed by the bite of a snake, which
according to Virgil's account she trod on while trying to escape
the attentions of an unwanted lover, Aristaeus. Orpheus, after
wandering disconsolate and turning vainly to his lyre for solace,
descended at last through the gate at Tainaron to the realm of
Pluto. There he began to play, and the shades crowded round
him as birds to a leafy tree at évening or in time of storm.
The Eumenides and Kerberos himself were softened, and Ixion’s
wheel stood still. Thus he obtained his prayer to lead Eurydice
back to the upper air once more. It is possible that in one
version of the story he was successful in this. The reference in
the Alcestis (357 = Kern, fest. 59) suggests success rather than
failure, and Hermesianax definitely affirms it. Plato, in a
dla.logu: full of fancies which it would be absurd to regard as
simply taken over from existing' mythology, speaks of his
failure, but not in the familiar form. He says that the gods
sent Orpheus back empty-handed from Hades, showing him
only a phantom of his wife, not giving him the woman herself,
for the reason that he was only a poor-spirited musician trying
to get down to Hades alive instead of having the courage to
join his beloved in the proper way, by d}fing (Symp. 179d =
Kern, fest. 60). That at least has the merit of being a reason,
and not simply a tabu like the prohibition against looking back
which is familiar to all. The element of tabu might seem at
first to argue a primitive origin for this part of the story, but
not only did the belief in injunctions of this sort never die out ;
it had a vigorous recrudescence in the superstitious Hellenistic
and Graeco-Roman ages. The story of failure through looking
back, therefore, may well be an addition by no means univers-
ally a.dctpt&d until Alexandrian times, if not invented by the
Alexandrians. It was at all events a story well suited for
exploitation in the romantic and pathetic spirit which they
were the first to bring into literary favour, as has been amply

roved by its treatment in subsequent ages. A wvariation on it
is that the tabu was one against speech (Cwlex,. 291).* In
Ovid’s story Orpheus made an attempt to return, but found
the way ha.rred by Charon.

After the loss of his wife, and the period of niourning which
Virgil and Ovid describe him as passing by the banks of the
Strymon, Orpheus shunned entirely the company of women,
and so did not avoid the report which so often attaches to
those who live celibate lives, of having another outlet for ‘his
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passions. He became for some the originator of homosexual
love. Mention of this occurs in an Alexandrian poet (Phanokles
= Kern, fest. 77), and though Virgil does not repeat it, Ovid
characteristically inserts three pretty lines on the subject.

About the cause of his death there are various accounts,
though about the manner of it there is no doubt what was
the most popular belief. Pausanias, indeed, trying to give, in
addition to his own opinion, some account of the ‘ many untrue
things ' which the Greeks believe, mentions a story of suicide
after the loss of his wife.” Another story is referred to in the
epitaph on the tomb of Orpheus which was shown at the town
of Dion in Macedonia. According to this he was a victim of
the thunderbolt of Zeus (n. 11 below). Pausanias mentions
this story too, and adds a statement of the offence. Orpheus
gave trouble in much the same way as Prometheus, for * in his
mysteries he taught men things unknown to them before’.
Strabo accounts for the tragedy by a conspiracy among those
of his countrymen who did not accept his teachings. (Quoted
at end of chapter, p. 61.)

Strabo, for all we know, may have been historically correct
with his picture of a religious reformer who got a little above
himself and whose excessive zeal or ambition met with the
common fate ; but nevertheless his version was not the one
most commonly believed. In the established tradition it is
the women of Thrace who make him their victim. On the
reason for this there is some divergence of opinion. The
dramatic version of Aeschylus, which is the earliest that we
know of, told how Orpheus was a devoted worshipper of
Apollo the Sun-god (Kern, fest. 113). It was his custom to go
up to Mount Pangaion first thing every morning in order to
greet the sun. In this he incurred the anger of Dionysos, who was
winning Thrace to his own wild religion, and Dionysos sent. against
him his savage women converts, the Maenads. These tore him in
pieces, as in their orgies they were accustomed to dismember animals,
and as in the Bacche of Euripides they tear Pentheus (Kern, fest.
113). Virgil seems to follow Aeschylus in describing the murder as
an act of Bacchic frenzy:

Inter sacra deum nocturnique orgia Bacchi
Discerptum latos iuvenem sparsere per agros,

but he prefers to account for their fury in another way. It was
caused by the disdain with which he treated them after the

death of Eurydice. Konon mentions that he refused to
initiate them into his mysteries (fesf. 115, p. 61 below), and
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Pausanias that he enticed their husbands away from them.
Phanokles gives jealousy as the reason, and Ovid, as we noticed,
follows him.

Among our earliest evidence for the legend of Orpheus’
death are the representations of it on vase-paintings, which go
back to the fifth century B.c.* On these Orpheus is never
depicted as torn to pieces (it has been suggested (Robert,
Heldens. 1, p. 404, n. 3) that this may have been for artistic
reasons), but the infuriated women. are provided with a large
assortment of weapons for the deed. Sometimes only one
attacker is shown, some-
times more. Some are
armed with spears, some
with axes, some with
stones; others have
snatched up in haste
more homely implements,
sickles, pestles, even spits.

This seems to imply the

story of natural feminine

wrath rather than of divine

command, which is better

suited by making him the

victim in a Bacchic orgy.

Virgill can combine the

two with the freedom of a

great poet, but Phanokles,

who tells the first story,

makes the women accom-

plish their vengeance with

swords, not with the

frenzied hands of Maenads.

That the vase-painters had = * Red-figured vase,

in mind, as motive for the

murder, the enticement of the men and indifierence to the feelings
of their women is also shown by several examples where the
theme of the murder is combined with another, that of Orpheus
charming Thracian warriors with his lyre * (see figs. 4 and 5
and pl. 4).

The late mythographical writer to whom we owe the
reference to Auch]rlus pla]r about the death of Orpheus, adds
that he was buried by the Muses, his mother and her sisters.
Killed as he was in Thrace, they may have buried him-near
the spot or taken the remains to the neighbourhood of Mount
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Olympos (see n. 1). Pausanias says that the tomb was near
the town of Leibethra on Olympos. An oracle of Dionysos told
the Leibethrians that if they allowed the bones of Orpheus
to see the sun, the city would be destroyed dwé ovds. Not

FiG. 5.—Desicy o¥ A RED-FIGURED VASE IN NAPLES.

(Upper half) Women preparing to attack him.
(Lower kalf) Orpheus playing to Thracian men.

unnaturally, they made light of the idea, and one day it hap-
pened that the tomb was overturned and broken ; whereupon
the Zvs, one of the torrents of Olympos, flooded and washed
away their city. After this the inhabitants of the neighbouring
city of Dion gathered the bones and gave them fresh burial
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At Dion the tomb was shown as late as the time of Pausanias
himself : * If you leave Dion by the road towards the mountain,
when you have gone twenty stades you see on your right a
column with a stone urn set upon it. According to the local
story, the urn contains the bones of ﬂrpheus Pausanias,

he knows of the story that Orpheus was struck down b}'
a thunderbolt, says that the tale told locally around Dion is
that of the murderous women, whom the inhabitants believe
to have carried out their crime in their own neighbourhood.®
Pausanias was a traveller who visited the places he wrote about,
so it is unlikely that the inscription on the tomb was in reality
that quoted by Diogenes Laertios, which contains a reference
to the thunderbolt of Zeus. According to the account of
Konon (first cent. B:c.; Kern, fest. 115, and cp. Harrison,
Prol.* 467 ff.), Orpheus was buried by the Thracians.

More firmly established was the claim of the Lesbians to
possess at least the most important parts of Orpheus and to
have erected a shrine to him on their island. The form of the
legend with which Milton shows himself familiar in Lycidas
was also the most widely spread in antiquity. The head and
the lyre of Orpheus were thrown into the river Hebros, whence
they floated across to Lesbos off the Asiatic coast, the head
singing as it went. The Lesbians buried the head, as Phanokles
says in his poem and also a third century writer of paradoxa,
quoting the work of a local historian. Lucian tells us that the
temple of Bakchos on the island in his time was said to have
been built over the spot where the head was buried. The lyre,
tradition said, had n dedicated in the temple of Apollo,
‘ where it was preserved for a long time'. Philostratos (third
cent. A.D.) tells how the head attained wide fame as a giver
of oracles. This in his time was only a tradition of the past.
His story is that the prophesying was suppressed by Apollo
himself. Finding that his privilege was being infringed, the
god stood over the head as it spoke, and said, * Cease from the
things that are mine, for I have borne enough with thy singing ’
(Phanokles = Kern, fest. 77; Antigonos of Karystos Para-
doxographos = fest. 130 ; Lucmn adv. indoct. 109 fl. = lest. 118 ;
Philostratos, life of Apulilnmus 4. 14 = fest. 134 fin.). Acl:urdlng
to the account of Konon (p. 62 below), the head was found at the
mouth of the river Meles, by Smyrna. This is interesting when
we consider, as we shall later on, how many indications there
are to direct the mind to Anatolia when thinking of things Orphic.

Ancient art provides a number of interesting illustrations of
this myth. An Etruscan bronze mirror from a tomb at Chiusi
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(Clusium), whose style points to its having been inade at the
end of the fourth century B.C., shows the head of Orpheus
looking up from the ground with parted lips (fig. 6, and
see the discussion in Mon. d. Linc. 30, 1925, 542 ff.). I mention
this first because it is the only example with an inscription.
Beside the head is written (to be read upside-down, and from
right to left) YP®E. A number of people stand around listening,
of whom the seated youth on the right is taking down the
oracles on tablets. (The Etruscan inscription on the tablets
has unfortunately still to be deciphered.) With this is to be
compared the design on a red-figured Kylsx of the fifth century
(hg. 7, from G. Minervim in Buli. Arch. Nap. 6 (1858), pl. 4).
Again we have the head prnphes}ung with parted lips, and a
seated youth busily writing down its responses on tablets.
On the nght stands Apollo, and although his attitude has
been variously interpreted, it is most naturally taken as re-
ferring to the story of his disapproval. Throwing out his
hand with a commanding gesture, he is saying, ‘' Cease from
the things that are mine ! © The reverse of the vase shows the
finding of Orpheus’ lyre by two Lesbian women. Through the
kindness of Professor Cook I am able to publish for the first
time a vase in his possession which shows a similar scene
(pl. 5). This is a red-figured hydria, noted by Professor Cook
as Attic work of the last quarter of the fifth century. We see
here the head in the same attitude of prophecy, with Apollo
standing over it, his head wreathed with bay, and a lyre and
a long bay-branch in his hands. The identification of the
women on this vase is more difficult. She on the right is
probably the Pythia, who by the delicate gesture of her right
hand seems to sympathize with the hero and to deprecate the
stern measures which Apollo intends to take. The woman on
the left stands closely wrapped from head to foot in chston
and Asmation. Her hair falls about her shoulders and she
wears a look of great distress. She might be the mother of
Orpheus were it not that she does not correspond in type to
any of the Muses. Perhaps Professor Cook is right in wanting
to identify her as the ghost of Eurydice. There is no mytho-
logical point in her presence by the oracle on Lesbos, but
another female figure was needed to complete the painter*s
pattern, and while he was thinking of Orpheus, Eurydice is the
one who would most naturally come into his mind.

The oracle of the head of Orpheus is also the subject of the
carvings on a number of ancient gems, which are discussed
by A. Furtwingler in Antike Gemmen, vol. 3, 245 fi. That
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reproduced in fig. 8 is again from Professor Cook's collection.
It is a carving in sliced chalcedony, of Hellenistic date, and
resembles those illustrated on pl. 20. 53 = pl. 22. 5 in vol. 1
of Furtwiingler’'s book.!?

The individuality of Orpheus refuses to be submerged.
That is one certain conclusion from a study of the complex
character with which the ancient evidence presents us. There
are times when he seems on the point of becoming merged with
the lyre-playing god Apollo, and others when, thinking of his
death perhaps, we wonder whether he is only an incarnation
of the Thracian Dionysos. Always he emerges as something
different, not quite like either of the gods and definitely more
than a mere abstraction of certain of their qualities. The
complexity of his character, indeed, has sometimes caused
scholars, both ancient and modern, to suppose
that he is not a single personality but two or
more. The first thing to do is to try to describe
the character itself.

Some sides of this character we have already
become acquainted with in describing the sources
of our knowledge and in telling the story of

. One at least is so well known that
little need be said about it. Orpheus is first
and foremost the musician, with magic in his

Fia. 8.

H G
notes. Aeschylus knew him as the man who T:ur:]:mciu:;

charmed all nature with his singing (Agam. Two® or Pror

1629 f.). In this he was not alone among the *"'{E:il::,fnfl
heroes of legend, which contained also figures o
like Linos (sometimes represented as master of Orpheus, Diod.
3. 67. 2 = Kern, fest. 43), Musaios (usually his pupil, see Kern,
testt. 166 fi.), Thamyris of Thrace and Amphion of Thebes ; but
just as Apollo had no serious rival among the gods, though
Hermes might have invented the lyre, so heus among the
heroes was supreme in his art. (Cp. Athenaios 14, p. 632¢ =
Kern, tesi. 46. In festi. 46 fi. are collected passages which testify
to the musical powers of Orpheus.)

Closely allied with music in the Greek mind was magic, and
for some the name of Orpheus was associated with charms,
spells and incantations. For at least a thousand years it was
a name to conjure with. (Cp. pp. 17 {., 19, above.)

Orpheus was the prophet of a particular type of mystery-
religion, a modification of the mysteries of Dionysos. His
teachings were embodied in sacred writings. Such was the
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belief in his antiquity that, coupled with his reputation as a
poet, it made some regard him as the inventor of writing, while
others thought of him as so old that they could not believe he
wrote down his own poems (Kern, fes#t. 123 [Alkidamas], 32
[Aelian]). So stmn%was the religious purpose of these writings
that to a mind like Plato’s it sometimes seemed wrong to class
them with poetry at all. The passage where he draws this
distinction is interesting. It is Prolagoras 316d = Kern, fest.
g2 : ‘In my opinion the didactic art is an ancient one, but
those among the old writers who practised it were afraid of the
odium of the name and so took refuge in a disguise. For this
purpose some, like Homer, Hesiod and Simonides, used poetry,
others religious rites and prophecies, I mean the school of
Orpheus and Musaios.’

The influence of Orpheus was always on the side of civilisa-
tion and the arts of peace. In personal character he is never a
hero in the modern sense. His outstanding quality is a gentle-
ness amounting at times to softness. (Cp. pp. 28, 31, above.)
From warlike attributes he is entirely free, differing in this from
the archer-god whom in some other ways he so closely resembles.
The atmosphere of calm which surrounds him differs strangely
too from the normal habits of the wild mountain-god whose
religion he adopted. Music may excite as well as soothe, but
the cymbals and tympana of a Thracian or Phrygian orgy seem
at first to have little to do with the sweet tones of Orpheus’
lyre. The power of the lyre was to soften the hearts of warriors
and turn their thoughts to peace, just as it could tame the
wildest of the beasts. Not only animals but men gathered
round to listen to the song. In the vase-paintings which show
this scene, the expressions on the faces of the listeners leave no
doubt of the effect which the music is having (pl. 6). This
is reflected in the statement of a later author that Orpheus ‘' by
his playing and singing won over the Greeks, changed the
hearts of barbarians and tamed wild beasts " (Ps.-Kallisth.
1. 42, 6. 7 = Kern, fest, 144). He made men give up cannibal-
istic feasts, an achievement which in Graeco-Roman times was
attributed to many gods without much discrimination ; but for
Orpheus it can be traced back to the fifth century. (See ch.ii,
n. 5.) He taught men also the arts of agriculture and in this
way inclined their natures towards peace and gentleness.
Themistios, who lived in the first century of the Byzantine
Empire, but was a zealous reader of Plato and Aristotle, writes :
* Even the initiations and rites of Orpheus were not unconnected
with the art of husbandry. That is in fact the explanation of
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the myth when it describes him as charming and softening the
hearts of all. The cultivated fruits which husbandry offers us
have a civilising effect on human nature in general and on the
habits of beasts ; and the animal passions in our hearts it excises
and renders harmless ' (Them. Or. 30, 3400 = Kern, fest. 112).

Orpheus was not regarded as a god, but as a hero, in the
sense of some one who could claim close kinship with the gods,
in virtue of which he had certain superhuman powers, but who
had to live the ordinary span of life and die like any other
mortal. The tomb would be regarded as a sacred spot (there
would in all probability be more than one), and a cult of the
dead hero be found there. In general such a cult is quite
clearly distinguished from the cult of a god. The cuilt of
saints forms a serviceable parallel. Orpheus was probably
never, certainly scarcely ever worshipped as a god.’* He was,
however, essentially a prophet and high priest of religion. This
makes the question of his relations to the gods a particularly
interesting one. Moreover, these relations appear a little
stra‘r'lfe if looked at in detail.

e can be quite clear on what I should say was the most
important point to one who wants to know the facts about
classical Greek religion. To the question ‘ who was the god of
the Orphic religion ? ' there can be but one answer—Dionysos.
Orpheus was a religious founder, and the religion he founded
was a species of the Bacchic. This remains a fair answer in
spite of the qualifications with which it is at once necessary to
safeguard it. First of all the remarks at the beginning of the
last chapter must not be forgotten. Other gods not only
existed (and the writings of Orpheus included a theogony), but
were owed their due of prayer and sacrifice ; but Dionysos was
the centre. Secondly, Dionysos, like many other deities, was
Polyonymos, worshipped under many names, and also with
many different epithets before his name. The names and
epithets of a god, though sometimes obscure, may reveal many
things, ¢.g. the aspects of life that are his particular province,
or the fact that among some people he has usurped the cult once
paid to another deity in the same place. In the course of time
he can accumulate a mass of these titles which leave no doubt
of his composite origin, without necessarily losing unity in the
eyes of his worshippers.

Certainly from the time of Herodotus the Orphic religion
was Bacchic. Yet we have seen that Orpheus himself is far
from being a Bacchic figure. If he preached the religion of

3
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Dionysos he at the same time reformed it. Tradition puts his
home in the country from which Dionysos-worship spread
through Greece, but there are stories which suggest that the
relations between the two were not always peaceful. The only
legend which shows a striking parallel between the two is the
story that Orpheus was killed by being torn in pieces just as
Dionysos was said to have been torn by the Titans and as his
symbol was torn by his worshippers during the orgies of his
religion, and this was connected in the minds of the Greeks with
the idea of bitter enmity between the two ; for tradition said
that the dismemberment of Orpheus was executed at the com-
mands of Dionysos. This incident reminds us that Orpheus was
not only unlike Dionysos but in many respects similar to and
closely connected with another god, Apollo. In the legend it
was jealousy at being neglected in favour of Apollo that drove
Dionysos to the murder. In himself Orpheus has many
Apolline characteristics, his music, his calm and civilised air.
A Roman statue of late Republican date found on the Esquiline
Hill {probably but not certainly from the monument of a guild
of flute-players) shows him for once as a completely Apolline
type, a nude youth crowned with bay playing the lyre (pl. 7).
The statue might well be taken for Apollo were it not for the
animals and birds which in the well-known way crowd around
him and even perch on his knee.'® [t is worthy of mention
that Apolle’s music too was said to gather wild beasts around
him. See the choral ode to Apollo in Euripides, Alc. 578 fi.
This brings the two figures into very close connexion indeed.
Besides the Apolline side of his nature must be mentioned his
frequent connexion with Apollo in myth. Other instances are
easily found besides the legend used by Aeschylus of his in-
curring the anger of Dionysos by assiduous worship of Helios-
Apollo. The tradition that Apollo was his father was not the
prevailing one in the classical age, but in Pindar he is * sent by
Apollo ".*®* The story of Apollo, jealous of his rights, putting
a stop to the successful career of the head of Orpheus as giver
of oracles in Lesbos, argues the sort of rivalry which is evidence
of very closely related functions. The gifts of poet and seer
were near allies, as the history of the Latin word vates shows,
and Orpheus too was a prophet, a talent which always belonged
par excellence to Apollo. As ' companion of Apollo ' (*AmdAAwros
éraipov) he appears on the metrical inscription copied from
a basis seen in Thrace.!®

It is well to bear in mind, before we leave the question, that
these two gods, in spite of the persistent antagonism of their
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characters and of the religious spirit which each represented,
were not always separated in the minds of the Greek people,
nor their cults kept strictly apart. This is seen best at the
most famous of all seats of Greek cult, at Delphi. Among the
gods whom Apollo was supposed to have superseded at the
shrine Dionysos is mentioned, and the Delphic Oracle was
instrumental in spreading the worship of Dionysos. This alli-
ance meant a modification for both types of worship, though
they were too radically different ever to become merged.’” This
did not prevent the flexible mind of the Greek from associa-
ting the two in cult and so, by a step easier for them than for
us, addressing the two at the moment as one. A late (A.D.)
oratorical writer says, addressing Apollo: ‘at Delphi they
honour thee with double title, calling thee Apollo and Dio-
nysos’; but we are not compelled to go beyond the classical
age to find an example. A fragment of Euripides contains the
invocation : ‘ Lord Bakchos to whom the bay is dear, Paian
Apollo, sweet musician'.*® This union was the work of Delphi.
The Orphics never had the power to bring it about, but it was
their purpose to foster it, and in their syncretistic literature
they identified the two gods by giving out that both alike were
Hl:lws the Sun. Helios = supreme god = Dionysos = Apollo
Kcm. Orpheus, 7). So at least the later writers say.
ympmdom (O.F. 212) speaks of ‘ Helios, who according to
Orpheus has much in common with Dionysos through the
medium of Apollo’, and according to Proklos (0.F. 172)
‘ Orpheus makes Helios very much the same as Apollo, and
worships the fellowship of these gods’.. Helios and Dionysos
are identified in Orphic lines (0.F. 236, 239).

In view of the interest in life after death which is such a
prominent feature of Orphic religion, and the legend of the
descent of Orpheus to the shades, one would expect to find a
close connexion between him and the underworld gods, Pluto
and Persephone. In fact, however, his relations with them
seem to have been purely external. He intercedes and has
influence with them, but there is no evidence for a belief that
he was their priest or representative, nor are there traits in his
character which might make us suspect that he was at one time
identical with Pluto. Nothing, that is to say, suggests the
intimate relations, difficult to disentangle and appraise, which
unite him with Dionysos and Apollo. Gruppe {Roscher 3.
1108) can mention only one or two instances of a cult connexion
at places like Tainaron, which might even be the result of the
legend of the descent. Apart from this there are only the
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theories that his name might be connected with dp¢wvn, * dark-
ness ' (one of many suggested etymologies), and that Eurydice,
the wide-ruling, might be a title of Persephone. Both are
doubtful.*®

What were the original religious connexions of Orpheus
in prehistoric Thrace, it may well be thought impossible to
decide. Most probable is the theory which makes him a figure
of the Apolline religion, priest or in some other way satellite
of the god. Later he, or those who followed or believed in
him, embraced the established cult of Thrace, that of Dionysos.
In doing so they modified and civilised it considerably by the
addition of some Apolline features and some which were orig-
inal and can only be called Orphic. There will be more to say
about this sequence of events before we close the chapter.

The character of Apollo in historical times gives him the
right before all others to be called the typical god of the Greeks.
We may say that his history too gives him additional claim to
the title, since whenever and wherever the Greeks may have
found him, he was in all probability with them when, some
time in the second millennium B.c., they came from the North
to overrun the original stock of the Peninsula.®® Compared
with his cult, that of Dionysos, in its pan-Hellenic form, was
a later intrusion. I say in its pan-Hellenic form, for it is
difficult to penetrate far enough into the mists of antiquity to
say how long it was known in Greek lands or to what people
it originally belonged. Whether or not the theory is right
which sees its origin in East Boiotia and Euboia, from which it
was carried to Thrace by early colonists,® it was in Thrace
that it first began to gain more than local importance and from
Thrace that it started to make its conquest of Greece in historical
times, so that in the eyes of the historical Greeks Thrace was
its place of origin. If therefore it were a question of the religion
of Greece proper, the view that the Orphic religion resulted
from a toning-down of Dionysiac cult by its contact with that
of Apollo would seem all the more probable ; it would fit in
with the picture of a wild and barbarous religion capturing the
fancy of a more civilized people but being inevitably remodelled
to suit their more advanced, and in many ways different
culture. Arguments of this sort fall to the ev~und if we follow
Orpheus back, as a religious founder, to his original home in
Thrace. There, as the Greeks saw it, Dionysos too was at
home, and it is at least possible that he was established there
early enough to exclude such a sequence of events as took place
in historical Greece. Thus the question whether Dionysos or
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Apollo is the younger god cannot, so far as our knowledge goes,
either support or disprove the theory of an Apolline origin for
Orpheus. It yet remains a likely view that, as stated by
E. Gerhard,*® Orpheus was originally a figure in a purely
Apolline cult which kept itself free from contamination in spite
of the orgiastic Bacchic religion of neighbouring Thracian
tribes. The later identification of Orphic with Dionysiac
religion Gerhard regards as the natural result of the original
Tiefsinn of the Orphic and the ever-increasing supremacy of the
Dionysiac. The religion which was gaining such a general hold
on the Greek mind would natumll}r ally itself with the best
and highest elements in older t .

If one thinks of Orpheus as having been originally a
Hellene, and transformed into a Thracian by a tradition
which was only gaining ground in the fifth century B.c, it
becumu yet easier and more natural to believe in his primary
connexion with Apollo. Those who do so think of him bring
forward as evidence the vases of the fifth century which show
him in Greek dress, and which emphasize that dress, as Kern
(Orph. p. 15) points out, by showing it in contrast to the

ian costume of the men who stand around him ** (pl. 6).
Let us draw our own conclusions from the same facts. Orpheus
is in Greek dress but with Thracians surrounding him. Where
then is Orpheus ? In Thrace. The vases, it is rightly pointed
out to us, are valuable as illustrations of an earlier belief about
Orpheus than that reflected in the paintings and literature
which depict him as a Thracian ; but we must make use of all
they tell us. Orpheus is neither a Thracian himself nor a
Hellene living quietly at home. He is a Hellene living in
Thrace. How he got there the vases do not tell us, but the
fact of his presence is much, especially when we consider how
good a parallel it forms to the story in the tragedy of Aeschylus.
On the vases we see him surrounded by foreign men, tc whom
his appearance affords the sharpest contrast, though his music
is successful in transforming their possibly hostile intentions.
In the play we saw him coming into conflict with the god of
these people, the Thracian Dionysos, whose religion, thuugh it
may have cost him his life, he succeeded, as subsequent history
shows, in ta as he tamed the spirits of his worshippers in
the paintings. It is difficult to rid the mind of this picture of
Orpheus as in origin the missionary of the Hellenic spirit in a
land whose religion, like the rest of its civilization, was barbarous
and untamed. His activity lay in Thrace, and the religion
whose possibilities for reform he seized on and exploited was
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Thracian. 1s it now surprising if later tradition made him
into a Thracian himself ? To go further back than I have here
tried to do is to enter the realm of pure conjecture. Orpheus,
or (to remind ourselves that we are not committed to a belief
in his existence) the spirit which that name represents, may
have come northwards with colonists from Thessaly or Boiotia ;
or perhaps he was an invader who, coming down from the
original country of the Hellenes, stayed in Thrace to propagate
the religious ideas which fired his brain as in his northern
home he worshipped the god of a people from yet further north,
the Hyperborean Apollo. There can be little profit in further
speculation on this subject.

Little though it is, we must not ignore the evidence that the
alliance between Dionysiac and Apolline cult existed from an
early date. In the Odyssey, the honey-sweet wine with which
Odysseus drugged the Cyclops had been given to him as a
present by one Maron, at Ismaros in Thrace, the later Maroneia.
This Maron is called priest of Apollo bg Humer and described
as living in Apollo’s grove (0d. g 197 fi.). Yet even here he is
the dispenser of godlike wine, and he whom Homer names as
his father, Euanthes, is said by the scholiast on the passage
to have been son of Dionysos. Elsewhere, ¢.g. in Euripides
(Cyclops, 141 fi.), Maron himself is son of Dionysos and nursling
of Silenos. Macrobius, in a chapter full of interesting quota-
tions designed to prove the identity of the two gods (1. 18),
mentions that they were worshipped as one in Thrace,

S0 far we have been proceeding on the tacit assumption
that because Orpheus himself came originally from Thrace,
and in prehistoric times, the same is true of the phenomenon
known as the Orphic religion. This is not necessarily correct.
The Orphic religion, whose features are to be described in the
following chapters, does not seem to have existed before the
sixth century, and makes its first appearance in South Italy or
Athens. This makes very attractive the view, so well set forth
by Professor Boulanger, that Orpheus existed long before
Orphism. In Italy in the sixth century there were sects
practising a form of mystery-religion which had much in
common with Pythagorean beliefs. ‘' One can easily see the
reasons which led the pre-Orphic thiasoi of Southern Italy to
seek the patronage of Orpheus. Instead of deifying the founder
of the sect as the Pytbagoreans did, they wanted to give their
doctrine the appearance of centuries-old antiquity. And they
could not have chosen a more venerable authority than that of
the inspired theologian, who was believed to be much older
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than Homer and happened to possess at that.time, by a singular
combination, the double authority of antiguity and of living
presence ' (A. Boulanger, Orphéde, 1925, pp. 30 f.). We shall
perhaps find more definite reasons for his adoption as well,
(Cp. pp. 219 {. below.)

No one would suggest that a figure like Orpheus had
nng"mal.l_',r no connexion with religion of any sort, and this
opinion of Professor Boulanger accords well with the theory of
an Apolline origin for him. If then we sum up what we have
been saying, we get something which is consistent in itself and
does not come into violent conflict with the ancient evidence.
Orpheus was a Thracian hero closely associated with the cult
of Apollo, and was therefore in his early days in conflict with
the pre-eminently Thracian worship of Dionysos, an essentially
different type of religion. He was thought of as a figure of
peace and calm, the maker of a music with magically soothing
properties.*® As a singer he was also a theologos, that is to say,
his song was of things divine, the gods.and the universe. He
was adopted as founder and teacher by mystical sects probably
early in the sixth century. The leaders of these sects some-
times did not hesitate to take the ancient name themselves
and compose religious poems in it, openly and with no in-
tention of deceiving. Somnetimes the sacred writings were
believed to have been really the work of the adopted founder
of the sect. The gods worshipped by these Italian devotees
were chthonian, and the religion in Greece at that time became
identified with the worship of the chthonian Dionysos. There
is plenty of evidence for the interaction of Apolline and
Dionysiac religion before then, and some of the work of re-
conciliation may well have been attributed already to one
who was so well-suited to act as mediator, one who, though
priest and prophet of Apollo, had in the first place always had
a streak of mysticism in him (such as would be better satisfied
by a purified Dionysiac religion than by Apollo), and secondly
was thought to be familiar with Dionysos because a dweller in
his country. The relations of Athens with South Italy were
close, and it is scarcely possible to give an opinion on a point
of detail like whether the first Orphic religion arose in the one
or the other (see pp. 216 f. below). We may say then, with
Aristotle in one of his rare fits of modesty, that to make this
our hypothesis is in accordance with good reason, though the
words ' necessarily true ' may be left for mightier brains to
pronounce. Of course if we believe the Orphic religion to have
arisen far from Thrace and much later in time than Orpheus
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himself, we are not thereby denying the admixture of Thracian
elements in Orphic beliefs. Even if those who adopted him
had at the time no connexion with the land of his origin, they
could not first of all have taken Orpheus for their patron and
Dionysos for their god had their religion been antagonistic to
the Thracian, nor could they, having done so, have prevented
the infiltration of more and more Thracian elements into their
religion in succeeding centuries.

Some may think that this picture has too much an air of
cold-blooded deliberation, of committee-work in fact, to be
historically probable ; I mean the picture of certain chthonian
sects adopting Dionysos as their god but purifying and exalting
his orgiastic religion by the introduction of Orpheus as high
priest and mediator. They may be reminded of the practice
in the early Church of taking over pagan festivals and legalising
them by attaching them to saints, and of the motives which
led to this procedure. In an age when the worship of Dionysos
was spreading like wildfire through Greece, it would naturally
have particular attractions for the adherents of already existing
chthonian cults. The similarities were obvious, but at the same
time the excesses of a Dionysiac orgy may well have been repel-
lent to some sensitive spirits among the older sects. Seeing the
impossibility of making their followers give up the new god,
they would then have sought to turn this devotion into better
channels by accepting it and making the calm and civilized
Orpheus into the prophet of Dionysos himself. Supposing the
events to be as I have imagined, this is the sort of motive which
must have led to his adoption.

We can scarcely reflect on the evidence for the story and
character of Orpheus which has been set down, without having
somewhere lurking in our minds the question of his possible
historical existence. This is a question which will always be
decided by the temperament of the individual reader rather
than by strict deduction from unmistakable ancient informa-
tion. The sources of our knowledge of his age and country are
too dark and troubled: but a decision had better take account
of what information there is, and we may try to state the case
impartially so far as it emerges from evidence already con-
sidered. Ii. favour of his historical existence is his individuality.
I hope I have shown what I feel sure is true, that he refuses to
be merged in the nature of any of the known gods, Apollo,
Dionysos, or even, I should dare to add, the gods of the under-
world, in such a way as to suggest that he was merely a
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projection into humanity of any one of them. It might be said
indeed that this complexity of character, which makes it im-
possible to pin him down and identify him with any one god
although he seems to share in the attributes of many, goes so
far as to deserve the name, not simply of complexity, but, to
put it bluntly, of scrappiness. No human being could have had
this character, and he was perhaps, instead of being a weaker
reflection of one god, a hypostasis of qualities taken from
several. We should of course admit at once that the character
of Orpheus grew like a snowball with the passage of the centuries.
Hut:h had g;en added to it by the classical age, when he was
the recognized founder of a highly developed religion.** When
in the course of time that religion was subjected to all the
influences of a wider Hellenism, Orpheus adapted himself to
the change. Even in the earliest form of his character which
we know, the magical element is prominent. This, however,
should not deter us from believing in his humanity if we want
to. If the attribution of magical gifts were really a deterrent,
we should have to disbelieve in the real existence of Pythagoras,
and not only of him but also of Plato and Virgil.

In the story of Orpheus which I have outlined there is one
element which has not received much attention from com-
mentators. Little has ever been said on the subject of Orpheus’
relations with women. One might call it the misogynistic
element in the eus-legend. That active misogynism was
a part of C}rpheus character, and that he was not simply a
passive and innocent victim of the mad frenzy of Maenads, is
emphasized in many ways by legends attested for us from the
Alexandrian age. There are strong suggestions in the vase-
fa.mtmgs that the same legends were current in the fifth century.

have referred to them above : the choice of men only to form
his audience, and the homely assortment of weapons with
which the women attack him, making it clear that he is not
taking the part of victim in a Bacchic orgy. The simple story
demanded of Aeschylus by the requirements of tragedy may
not have been the only one at his disposal. It does not of
course exclude the other, since a refusal to worship the Thraman
Dionysos, with the rites which that worship demanded,
very natural corollary of anti-feminism ; and one can then under-
stand all the better the willingness of the women to become
the instruments of divine vengeance.

This personal antagonism of Orpheus to women, and their
resentment of it leading to his violent death, were represented
as the ground for practices current in historical times. In
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Konon's version of the legend, Orpheus showed his dislike by
his refusal to allow them to participate in the rites he taught,
and at the end Konon mentions that entry into the sacred
precinct round the shrine of Orpheus is still strictly forbidden

3 to women (p. 62 below). Similarly the practice of tattooing
among Thracian women was said to be the punishment inflicted
on them by their husbands for the murder of Orpheus. To
Plutarch indeed it does occur that to protract the punishment
thus far shows a certain lack of proportion: ' We can find no
praise for the Thracians, that they brand their wives to this
day to avenge Orpheus’.®

We may compare this with other examples of respect shown
to a hero's prejudices in later years. Rohde (Psyche, Eng.
trans., p. 134, and n. 107 on p. 153) mentions several, e.g.
no woman was allowed to approach the sacred grove or the
grave of the hero Eunostos at Tanagra. Rohde rightly stresses
the fact that heroes are most frequently historical persons, and
this evidence of characteristics shared with other heroes might
be used as an argument in favour of the real humanity of
Orpheus.

As such, however, it would be difficult to defend. Not only
does the example of the tattooing show how easily stories of
this sort may be purely aeticlogical, but the institution of
exclusive rites for one sex only, and the division of the sexes
into two hostile camps, is a well-known fact of primitive life, of
which the misogynism of Orpheus is no doubt a later reflection.
Nevertheless, the tradition does present peculiar features
(absent for instance from the myth of Pentheus), which to
some extent weaken its aetiological character. This character
would be much stronger if women had been actually excluded
from Orphic rites in historical times, but, if we may trust
Plutarch (Alexander, ch. ii), they took a keen part in these
rites as in all types of Dionysiac religion.

The survey of Orpheus’ character in isolation, as we have
so far made it, is not the only evidence to be taken into account
in deciding this question, which may be given some further
discussion before we close the chapter. There are two classes
of testimony, first our own deductions from what is known of
his story and character, and secondly the opinions of ancient
authors on the point. With regard to the first, the classificatory
methods of mythologists seem to have limited the possibilities
between which we have to choose when trying to determine
the nature of a figure of legend. It will probably be wisest
to limit ourselves to the divisions they have discovered. Not
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that way lies the danger that the hard and fast methods of
the classifier may lead to error, but in ignoring the possibility
that the same figure may at a certain date belong to several
classes at once. If we say that it is not the character of x at a
certain date that we are seeking, but the origin of x, the answer
may be that, if we go back to his origin, there just is no such

n as the x whom we know, say, from a fifth-century
tragedy and later testimony. Follow up that part of the story
which says that he slew a dragon and afterwards married the
princess whose life he saved by the feat, and you cry trium-
phantly that he is the invention of popular imagination, a
creature of pure Mdrchen. But perhaps there is some action
attributed to the hero, say a realistic stroke of policy, which
has no parallel in such tales. Ah, then he is after all a historical
prince of olden times ; or this fact may be pointed to in some
other way, for instance by archaeological evidence. There was
then a historical person culled x. True enough, we say con-
vinced, but this is nevertheless not a complete answer to the
question, into what class of legendary figure falls the x we
know, the hero of Sophocles’ play, the person of whom Plato
tells a story. We must be more explicit about the threads
which are there interwoven.

This may prove in the present case to have been a digression,
but even a brief and tentative trespass into these dangerous
regions is the better for some statement of policy. For the
present we need only note that a Greek hero will probably
fall into one or more of three classes. He may have arisen from
the imagination of simple minds, making up stories for their
children or each other, a creation of fairy tale, usually known
to mythologists by its more general German name of Mdrchen.
Secondly, he may have been a god whom time has degraded to
the heroic plane, or thirdly he may be a historical character.
The stories told of him may be similarly divided each into one
or more of several classes. They may be fragments of other-
wise lost history, fairy tales, or aetiological myths. This last
term is used in at least two senses not always made distinct.
The fact to be explained may be a rite or custom, practised
from time immemorial for long forgotten reasons and so
accounted for in historical times by a suhsec'luentljr invented
myth ; or the myth may be the result of man'’s early curiosity
about the universe. Some phenomenon of weather or season
has to be explained, and this is done in an unscientific and
imaginative age by the invention of a story with personifica-
tions of the forces involved. Again a hero or a story may be
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invented because some family or city, or perhaps religious sect,
having attained a position of influence, wishes to attach to
itself the nobility of an ancient ancestry. The hero may be
created, and his name forged out of their own, or he may be
borrowed from elsewhere, and a myth be invented to establish
the connexion.

In recent centuries, theories about the original character of
Greek legendary figures have followed each other like waves,
and each wave when at its height tended to swallow every
hero and every myth without sufficient discrimination, though
there were many which did not deserve to be included simply
because the theory was the favourite one at the time. If we
look at the present state of these studies, it is probably fair to
say that the days of the indiscriminate application of sweeping
theories are over. The present age has seen too many waves
disintegrate on the firm shore of common sense, and proceeds—
the only reasonable way—to judge each case on its merits, not
by neglecting previous theories but by treating each one as a
possibility to be considered, not a certainty.

This brief mention of the possibilities which exist on general
grounds is enough to make it clear that some are much more
prominent than others in the present case. There is little
element of Mdrchen in the legends of Orpheus, nor would one
expect an origin in Mdrchen for, nor an accumulation of
Mdyrchen motifs around, a figure possessing the close and in-
fluential connexion with religion which he always, to our
knowledge, had. If Professor Rose is right in regarding the loss
of Eurydice by looking back as ‘ a very old tale’, we would have
in that a folk story based on the primitive belief in tabu ; but
that is for one thing an unimportant detail, not generally
agreed on, in the story of Orpheus, and for another, 1 have
shown reasons for believing, with others, that it is a late
addition. These reasons at least make it uncertain that it is
early. (See p. 31 above and n. 6.) As for the journey to
Hades itself, that, if it is old (and similar journeys are well
attested from primitive peoples), is an instance not of Mdrchen
but of sincerely held belief. In a primitive society, those who
told, or had told of them, that they had visited the realm of the
dead, firmly believed in the reality of their journey, which was
in their eyes one to another part of the physical globe. But
these descents (xarafdoeas) were fashionable at every period,
and the ascription of one to a hero when he had become the
patron of a religion whose appeal lay in its eschatology makes
one at least suspicious of the antiquity of that part of his story.
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The conjugal motive for the exploit may make us think of old
tales, but these tales were available also to the seventh or sixth
century story-teller who wanted a model, and the fact itself is
one ascribed to Pythagoras.

If anyone chooses to believe that the story of Eurydice
contains an element of Mdrchen (and though I have shown
myself inclined to believe that it does not, I cannot see that the
word ‘ prove ' has any place in this discussion), he has not of
course shown thereby that the origin of famous Orpheus is to
be sought in that quarter. There are many more characteristic
stories of him than that, and none of them, so far as I can see,
resembles folk-tale. Is Orpheus then a faded god ? 1f so, he
will probably be one of the spirits of the life-giving vegetation
which springs from the earth. The two possibilities may be
discussed as one, since all the evidence for his having been a god
at all is at the same time evidence for his having been a god
of vegetation. In discussing the faded-god hypothesis, we are
fortunate in having, amid the many border-line cases which
always haunt these fields of investigation, one certain instance
which may be used for purposes of comparison. No one would
deny that Hyakinthos was the deity of vegetation belonging to
a certain locality in pre-Greek times. It is needless to go over
the evidence for this again, but one or two relevant points may
be mentioned. His death was the most prominent feature in
his legend, as the death of a veﬁal.:un-dut vy must always be.
His tomb was shown as bein th the altar of Apollo at
Amyklai, and since his cult as a god had been superseded on the
coming of the Greeks by that of Apollo, his legend was adapted
to fit this by a later myth which made Apollo responsible for
his death, The death of Orpheus, too, is a highly important,
pethaps the most important, part of his story, and moreover
according to a widely spread version it was caused by Dionysos,
god of the vine and frequently of the fruits of the earth in
general, In the same version too (the version of Aeschylus)
this death took the form of a ritual act, suggesting that the
story is aetiological, in which case Orpheus would be the god
himself, torn to pieces in his own rites according to the savage
form of communion to which the name omophagia bears witness.
Orpheus would then be a form of Dionysos himself, or (to use
our comparison with Hyakinthos) a pre-Greek d&lt}? of similar
function whose place Dionysos usurped, this piece of history
being represented in the myth by the attnbutmn of his death
(the original and essential part of the story) to the instigation

of the usurping god.
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On the other side we may say, first, that the comparison
with Hyakinthos does not take us very far. Both died, and it
is necessary for every vegetation-god to die. What we should
have to prove, though, is not this but its converse, that every one
who dies is a vegetation-god, and death is rather too common
a phenomenon for that. Also, it must be admitted that the
obviously non-Greek name of Hyakinthos was one of the first
things to attract the attention of scholars, and has always been
given first place among the evidence for his origin ; and the
name of Orpheus is not obviously non-Greek. Many experi-
menters in etymology might be quoted as having proved to
their own satisfaction that it is Greek.*” [ need scarcely return
here to what | have emphasised all along, that Orpheus is a
much fuller, more many-sided character than Hyakinthos.
More important is the point that Hyakinthos was attached in
classical times to one god only. His cult was replaced by that
of Apollo, and being thus degraded to the rank of hero he
became the companion of Apollo, killed by him in error. Orpheus
too was the companion or worshipper of Apollo, from the time
of Aeschylus at least to that of an inscription of perhaps the
second century A.D. 1 have expressed my opinion that this
connexion is an essential and original one, an opinion based
on his thoroughly Apolline nature. There is indeed nothing
Dionysiac about him, save his connexion with a particular
(not the ordinary Dionysiac) type of mystery religion, and this
suggests that he took over the religion of Dionysos from outside,
because he saw possibilities of niodelling it on new lines. Yet
it was to Dionysos and not to Apollo that (I repeat, according
to one version) he owed his death.

Thus the simple sequence of one-time god replaced by an
invader’'s cult, and sinking to the position of hero in attendance
on the newcomer, while his death, originally one of his essential
myths as vegetation-deity, becomes attributed to his successor,
is pretty thoroughly broken by the presence of a different god
putting in a strong claim to even closer kinship with the hero.
It was in fact jealousy at being neglected for Apollo that drove
Dionysos to the deed. While we are meditating on this, it
naturally recurs to the mind that there is another version of his
death besides the one which attributes it to the agency of
Dionysos. There is the story, which I have related, of the
women of Thrace acting on their own account, angered by the
indifference, or active hostility, which Orpheus showed towards
them, and his success in enticing their men away from them.
This is the version of Phanokles the Alexandrian, Konon,
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Virgil and Ovid, and one of those recorded by the antiquarian
Pausanias. I have given my grounds for believing that it is
also the one which the fifth-century vase-painters depicted.
Even the killing at Dionysos’ instigation showed Orpheus
as the apostle of a hostile religion (not killed in error, as
Hyakinthos by Apollo), and this other tale of feminine wrath
bears less obviously the marks of an aetiological story, if
we except the method of killing by tearing to pieces, which
appears in Konon and Virgil's poem, but not in Phanokles or on
the vase-paintings. At a time when both versions existed, this
sparagmos might well have been taken from the other, which gave
Dionysos as the author of the murder, or from the common
equation of Thracian women and Maenads. There are many
stories of women being driven mad by Dionysos from the same
motive of resistance to his cult. Thus for example he dreve
Agave to murder unwittingly her own son Pentheus, maddened
the daughters of Minyas, and the women of Argos who were cured
by the seer Melampous. We may notice one thing about these
stories : it is generally agreed that they are comparatively late
among the myths of Dionysos, reflecting indeed the historical
fact of the resistance offered to his cult as it spread through
Greece. This gives further encouragement to believe, if there are
already other grounds for doing so, that the myth which makes
Dionysos cause the death of Orpheus through the agency of
frenzied women may be later than that which makes the women
act on their own initiative.

It will perhaps be expected that at this point something more
will be said about the chthonian aspect of Orpheus. When 1
said that all the evidence for regarding him as a god pointed at
the same time to his having been a god of vegetation, I implied
the identification of wvegetable and chthonian deities. The
primitive mind, having postulated a spirit of the fruits of the
earth, was quick to see a connexion between that spirit and the
underworld kingdom to which not only fruits but also men when
their time comes are taken by death. The corn spirit dies each

and is reborn with the new shoots in spring. He comes up
g::rrl the earth into the sunlight, and it is natural therefore to
suppose that having died in the autumn he returns to spend the
winter in the subterranean regions whence he sprang and will
spring again. This then is the common if not the universal
belief. (He may be thought of as not dead, even temporarily,
but lying bound in a distant wintry land.) The phenomena of
birth, death and rebirth take place before our eyes in the flowering
and withering of plants in their seasons, and so when man feels a
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desire to know more about these mysteries, and derive therefrom
some hope and comfort for himself, the gods of the cornfield and
the vine become also the patrons of those religions which seek to
probe the secrets of the ﬂfter-llit In this way Kore-Persephone,
Dionysos, Pluto, Adonis, Osiris get their double réles, and it is
ever so. When therefore I spoke of the possibility of

being a god of vegetation, I meant a spirit of the earth and the
regions beneath it, with all that that implies, but have so far only
spoken of one of the two aspects which this character would give
him. About the other aspect I have not much to say at this
point. That I do not think Orpheus likely to have been an
underworld god must have emerged clearly from the picture I
have given of him. One or two isolated points have already been
mentioned, the connexion of his name with qu which is, tﬂ say
the least of it, not without a rival among etymologies, the Apolline
cast of his character, and the impression (perhaps too personal)
that his relations with the underworld gods have always been
markedly external. 1 would add the probability that his close
connexion with the underworld did not exist before he became the
patron of sixth-century mystics. This is a view which can only
be justified by the evidence distributed through this and other
chapters.

It remains to refer again to the remaining hypothesis, that
there once existed, in prehistoric Thrace, a person called Orpheus,
What evidence for this we may draw from his own character as
painted in the legends, has already been pointed out. It is per-
missible to add that any reasons we may have succeeded in pro-
ducing against the supposition that he is in origin a faded god
have a certain value as negative evidence for believing in the only
likely alternative. To me it seems probable that it is the true
one, but what we may say about this shadowy figure beyond the
fact of his existence is even more doubtful than that fact itself.
Probabilities are that he was a Greek, that he was a bard and
musician, that he was officially a servant of Apollo but dis-
tinguished from other worshippers of the god, as indeed from most
of his fellow-men, by a type of quiet mysticism rare in any age.
In this form of religion he tried to interest the men, and the men
only, of Thrace. Judgment on this view I am content to leave to
others. I have tried to give a likely account in a consistent form,
mainly in order to give anyone who may wish to form his own
opinion something definite with which to compare it. But the
important thing is this. Apart from the uncertainty of the
results, let no one think that, even if they are infallibly correct,
we have discovered ‘ the origin of Orpheus’. The question we
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ve been discussing may have an interest of its own, but the
whom we know and are interested in is, other
, the man who wrote this or that cosmogonical poem
Plato and many a one after him could quote line for line,

gg

EE

urngunthemanwhumt down to Hades and charmed Per-
sephone by his playing ; and whatever else may be uncertain in
this subject, I am ready to assert with confidence that no living

E

tant of prehistoric Thrace ever did either of these things.*
In one of the remoter parts of Asia Minor, near what was once
the suuthem boundary of the Phrygians, there is a warm spring
flanked by a Hittite monument, and kmown to the Turks as
Plato’s Spring* The reason for the name is that it was at this
spot, according to Arab legend, that Plato succeeded in stopping
the Flood by making the waters run underground. Perhaps the
relations between the Athenian philosopher and the magician
of the Arabs are comparable to those between the historical
musician and priest (whose existence, alas! unlike that of the
, must possibly remain an undemonstrable postulate

of our own) and the magical player in Hades. Perhaps they are
closer, perhaps more distant. Speculation on this point is a

pleasant and possibly fruitful occupation.

We turn to our second class of testimony, the opinions of
ancient authors. There was little scientific study of mythology
before the Alexandrian age. Of the researches of later antiquity
a great many are lost, and some of those which have survived
are marred by obvious bias, some by a conspicuous lack of
the scientific spmt Too many of the later authors had their
own axe to grind, and others were hampered by their own
lack of discriminating powers. There was one notable exception
to the lack of scientific students of the subject in pre-Alexandrian
times. The mind which founded scientific logic and biology did
not fail to include even mythology in its illimitable range.
Amid the many treatises on the subject which time has
swallowed up, few, surely, are so much to be regretted as
the first book of Aristotle’s de phslosophia. The de philos-
ophia was a general and systematic exposition of philosophical
questions, and the first book contained a history of philos-
ophy and pre-philosophical speculation, taking the subject as

‘Thamrﬂwhhhllmtrmmn y is essentially that which has been
put Frofessor Cornford in these s: ' That the content of every divine,
ivine, or heroic figure is, either wholly or in part, a projection from the mind
n!thpnupwh:hmnumthumlt:ppuummmubvhmhct The only
question in any particular case is whether there was, or was not, a single important
historic person to serve as a core round which the projection could crystallize.’

4



58 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION [cH.

far as Plato. It was Aristotle’s habit to introduce a subject
by a survey of the achievements of previous thinkers. Thus at
the beginning of the Melaphysics we find him reviewing his
decessors in Greek philosophy from Thales downwards. The
difference in the de lﬁpﬁdns ophia was that he did not stop at the
beginnings of scientific Greek thought, with just a passing reference
to the older tribe of theologos, or at the most a mention of the
Egyptians as the inventors of mathematics. The few quotations
that we have show that he discussed in some detail the ancient
forerunners of philosophy, both Greek and Oriental. He was not
here content with a vague expression like ‘ those who first, in
far off times, long before our own generation . . ." (cp. p. 12
above). The scientist in him wished to decide which were the
oldest of Egyptian priests and Persian Magi, and when he comes
to the ancient theological poets of Greece itself, there is something
quite reminiscent of modern criticism in his note on the authen-
ticity of the Orphic poems. In view of the interest which must
attach to Aristotle’s opinion on the historical existence of Orpheus,
no excuse is needed for appending a short discussion of the two
passages which promise to let us know what it was. These are:
Cicero, de natura deorum, 1. 38. 108, and the note of Philoponos
to Aristotle’s de anima, 1. 5. 410028, printed by Kern as fest. 13
and fr. 27 = fesi. 1B8.

The passage in Cicero is simple and its sense is plain. Orpheum
poetam docet Aristoleles nunguam fuisse—' Aristotle says that the
poet Orpheus never existed’. [ cannot understand how some
have taken the passage to mean ° Aristotle says that Orpheus
never was a poet ', since to do this involves complete neglect of the
context. The speaker is contesting the Epicurean theory that
both perception and thought take place as a result of the effluence
from objects of their images, these images being themselves
material, composed of fine atoms thrown off by the actual objects.
How then, he asks among other questions, can I form a mental
picture of some one who never existed? Yet Orpheus, or as you
would have it, his image, often enters my mind.

I believe, though the evidence is only circumstantial, that
Cicero is using the same portion of the de philosophia which
Philoponos expressly says that he is quoting. This makes it even
more important than it would otherwise be that there should be
no discrepancy hetween the two passages. The words of Philo-
ponos are these :

Aeyopdvows (sc. 'Opdurois Emeo) elmer, dmei pv) Sowei "Opdéws elvau
Td €y, W5 xal atros & Tois mwepi Pdooodlas Adyer - alrod pdv pdp

elo 1d ddypara, radra 8¢ ¢now Ovopdrpirov év Emeor warareivar.
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I read for the moment ¢now with Rose (Arist. fr. 7). If these
words are translated as if the whole sentence adrof—xarareiva
were to be taken as coming from the de philosophia, I do not see
how it could possibly be reconciled with the statement in Cicero.
Yet this is how they are usually taken, and E. Gerhard (diber
Orpheus, n. 2) says that it is ' no contradiction of the denial of
Orpheus’ existence as a historical person if he has laid stress on
his legendary personality in order to draw attention to his teaching
as distinguished from the revival of it’. This does not reassure
me, but I see no reason why we should take the words as Aristotle’s.
To do so is to translate the sentence as if it ran adrod pév ydp

v elvar Td doypara, Talira 8¢ 'Ovopdxpitov év €meot xarareivar.
It is part of the duty of a commentator to add words of his own
in amplification of the meaning of his author. Philoponos as
good as tells us that that is what he has done here, and we are
not bound to believe that he and Aristotle were in agreement
about the existence of Orpheus. He mentions it as a fact which
is generally believed, as in Neoplatonist circles it was. We may
then translate : * He says so-called, because it is unlikely that the
verses are by Orpheus, as he himself says in the de philosophia.
The doctrines are his, of course, but it was Onomakritos, said
Aristotle, who put them into verse.” If we read gaow in the
last clause with Kern, the question becomes even easier, since we
need not suppose that any of the sentence atroi—xarareivar is to
be attributed to Aristotle.

I should like to close this chapter by setting down, without
further comment, some of the accounts of Orpheus given by the
scholars of the ancient world. These are they whom I mentioned
at the beginning as a third class of writer, neither poets nor
religious devotees, but men actuated by a spirit of honest inquiry,
whose intention was to attain objective truth :—

1. Paus. 9. 30. 4 ff., in Kern, fes#f. 142, 93, 116, 123, 120.
The passage comes at the end of a description of the statuary
in the sanctuary of the Muses on Helikon.

* Orpheus is represented with Telete standing at his side, and
around him are carved stone and bronze animals listening to his
song. Among many wrong beliefs which the Greeks hold, is
the one that Orpheus was the son of Kalliope the Muse, not of
the daughter of Pieros, that the animals were drawn entranced
towards his music, and that he went down alive into Hades and
begged for his wife from the gods below. Now in my opinion
Orpheus was one who surpassed those who went before him in the
composition of verses, and reached a position of great ‘power
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owing to the belief that he had discovered how to initiate into
communion with the gods, how to purify from sin, to cure diseases
and to avert divine vengeance. They say that the wives of the
Thracians plotted his death, because he persuaded their husbands
to follow him in his roamings, but that they refrained from fear
of the men until they had filled themselves with wine, when they
carried out the impious deed. Others say that it was through
being struck by a thunderbolt of the god that Orpheus met his
death, and the reason for this was the doctrine which he taught
to men in the mysteries, things which they had not heard before.
Yet others declare that after the death of his wife he went for
her sake to Aornon in Thesprotis, where there was of old an
oracle of the dead. Thinking that Eurydice's soul was following
him, and then turning back and losing her, he took his own life
in his grief.’

2. (@) Before translating the first short passage from Diodoros
(first cent. B.C.), I cannot resist quoting what he says two
chapters before as he first approaches the subject of Dionysos.
It is interesting to see how ancient are the difficulties with which
we are wrestling, and the passage lets us know the treatment he

mg:sedtu ive his subject.
P iod : 62 (in I{ern O.F. 301). ‘The ancient mytho-

graphers ami poets in writing about Dionysos contradict one
another frequently, and have left us many portentous stories.
This makes it difficult to give a clear account of his birth and his
acts. Some say there was one Dionysos, others that there were
three, others demonstrate that he never was born in human form
nor existed at all, but consider that Dionysos is just the gift of
wine. For ourselves, we shall try to run briefly over the chief
points of each account.’

In relating the myths of Dionysos, he comes to Orpheus in
this way (3. 65). The story he is telling is one which he introduces
with the words ‘ mythology tells that . . . Dionysos, who is
treated as a human being, is invading Europe from Asia by the
Hellespont. Lykurgos, king of Thrace, plots against him and
the plot is revealed to him by ' one of the natives, whose name
was Charops.®® . . . After this, in return for the service rendered
him by Charops, Dionysos is said to have given him the kingdom
of Thrace and taught him the ceremonies and rites of initiation.’
(What follows is in Kern, fesi. 23.) ‘ The myth goes on that
Oiagros, the son of Charops, inherited the kingdom and had
with it the mystic initiation ceremonies handed down to him,
which later Orpheus the son of Oiagros learned from his father,
Orpheus, being by training and natural gifts a quite exceptional



1) ANCIENT WRITERS ON ORPHEUS 61

character, made many changes in the rites, and for this reason the
initiations which owed their origin to Dionysos came to be called

() Diod. 4. 25. The name of Orpheus has occurred in
connexion with a story of Herakles, that he became an initiate
at Eleusis at the time when Musaios, son of Orpheus, was presid-
ing over the ceremonies. From there I translate, noting that
whereas the last passage was in indirect speech, as being only the
relation of a myth, this one is in direct speech.

" Since I have mentioned Orpheus, it will not be inappropriate
to make a digression and say a little about him. He was the son
of Oiagros, a Thracian by race, in culture, music and poetry
eaml'f the first of those whose memory has been preserved ; he

aﬂwtr}f of a merit which astonishes, distinguished by its
emepnnn melodious quality. His reputation grew so great
thathewasbeheved to move both the beasts and the trees by his
song. When he had spent much time in study, and found out
the myths which are concerned with theology, he went to live in
Egypt, where he added greatly to his knowledge and became the
foremost of the Greeks in theology, cult ceremonies, poetry and
music. He was a member of the expedition of the Argonauts, and
out of love for his wife was led to perform the incredible feat of
descending into Hades, where he charmed Persephone with his
music and prevailed on her to further his desires and allow him
to bring up his dead wife from Hades like another Dionysos ;
for the myth says that Dionysos raised his mother Semele from
Hades and gave her a portion of immortality, changing her name
to Thyone. Now that we have told of Orpheus, we shall return
again to Herakles.’

3. Strabo, 7. 330, fr. 18 = Kern, fest. 40. " Beneath Olympos
is a city Dion. Neat it is a village called Pimpleia. It was there,
they say, that Orpheus the Kikonian lived, a magician who at
first was a wandering musician and soothsayer and peddler of the
rites of initiation. As time went on he began to think more of
himself and aim at getting power and an unruly following. Some
received him wi]lingly. but others, more suspicinus, used both
guile and force against him and destroyed him.’

4. Konon, fab. 45 = Kern, festf. 39 and 115. ° Orpheus, the
son of Oiagros, and of Kalliope, one of the Muses, was king of the
Macedonians and of the country of the Odrysai. He was skilled
in music and particularly in the lyre; and, since the Thracians
and Macedonians are a music-loving race, he won great favour
with the people thereby. The manner of his death was this: he
was torn in pieces by the women of Thrace and Macedonia because
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he would not allow them to take pact in his religious rites, or it
may be on other pretexts too; for they do say that after the
misfortune that he had with his own wife he became the foe of
the whole sex. Now on appointed days a throng of armed
Thracians and Macedonians used to gather at Leibethra, and come
together in a certain building which was large and well adapted
for the performance of initiatory rites ; and when they entered
to take part in the rites, they laid down their arms before the door.
The women watched for this, and, filled with anger at the slight
put upon them, seized the arms, slew those who attempted to over-
power them, and rending Orpheus limb from limb, cast the scat-
tered remains into the sea. No requital was exacted from the
women, and a plague afflicted the land. Seeking relief from their
troubles, the inhabitants received an oracle, saying that if they
should find the head of Orpheus and bury it, then they should
have rest. After much difficulty they found it through a fisherman
at the mouth of the river Meles. It was still singing, and in no
way harmed by the sea, nor had it suffered any of the other
dreadful changes which the fates of man bring upon dead bodies.
Even after so long a time it was fresh, and blooming with the blood
of life. So they took it and buried it under a great mound, and
fenced off a precinct around it, which at first was a hero-shrine
but later grew to be a temple. That is, it is honoured with
sacrifices and all the other tributes which are paid to gods. No
woman may ever set foot within it.’

NOTES TO CHAFTER III

The authorities for the story and character of Orpheus are set forth most com-
pletely (apart from the ges in Kern's festimonia) bv O. Gruppe in Roscher’s
Lexikon J: Klass. Myth. 3. 1058 fi., and the legends aie outlined and briefly
discussed by K. Robert, die griechische Heldemsage |(Berlin, 1920), 1. yoz . Cp.
Harrison, Prolegomena,? chap. ix.

! The traces of belief in a possible Macedonian origin in the neighbourhood
of Olympos seem to be these. Apollonios (Arg. 1. 23) says that he was born
at Pimpleia, a village near the town of Dion on the north side of the mountain,
and Strabo (7. 330, fr. 18 = Kern, lest. 40) says that he lived there, though he
calls him a member of the Thracian tribe of the Kikones. Konon (fab. 45 =
Kern, fesi. 39) says that he was a king ruling over both the Macedonians and the
Thracian Odrysai, which is not very helpful and reminds us how close together
were the people who are disputing ownership of the singer, Euripides (Bacchae
560 = Kern, fesi. 38) ducriﬁe: him as exercising the spell of his music in the
shady grottoes of Olympos. Besides the indiffierence of some writers whether
he was Thracian or Macedonian must be reckoned the fact that the district
by Olympos to which he was assigned, Pieria, was originally inhabited by
a Thracian tribe, the Pieres, who according to Thucydides (ii. gg) took to Thrace
on being driven from their home by the Macedonians and settled in the country
about Mount Pangaion. Even Apollonios in the above-mentioned story of
his birth gives him the Thracian Oiagros as his father, and the Scholiast on
Apollonios 1. 31 speaks of Pieria itself as a Thracian mountain (Kern, fesi. 5).
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Another complication, similar to that caused by the migration of the
Pierians, is the existence both of a town Leibethra in Macedonian Pieria and
a tribe of Leibethrii in the neighbourhood of Pangaion (v. Maass, Orph. p. 135,
with the quot. from Himerios in n. 18). This makes it difficult to judge of
the statement attributed to Aeschylus in the Bassarides (Ps.-Eratosth., Kern,
fesi. 113) that he met his death while worshipping Apollo on Pangaion and
the Muses took his body and buried it 'in the place called Leibethra’. That
he lived and was buried in the Olympian Leibethra is the story of Pausanias
(9. 30. g = Kern, fesi. 129). See on this point Maass, Orpk. pp. 134 fi.,, who
wishes to make the whole scene Thracian, in the neighbourhood of Pangaion.

K. Robert (Heldensage, 1. 410 ff.) argues the probability that Olympos is
the original home of Orpheus, for (i) the tradition that he had a Muse for mother
is almost universal and that which gives him Apcllo, another 0Ol m]:u:an

re, for father is probably older than that which gives him the Thracian

: though he sensibly adds that in the earliest times it is improbable
that anyone inguired at all who his parents were : (ii) the vm-ggintingn
which him in Greek dress are earlier, those which give him Thracian
dress are later. Against this has been quoted the principle that all early
vase-painters were reluctant to depict barbaric costume, even where it was
appropriate, but that later this reluctance dis?pl:arcd_ This principle is
enunciated e.g. by W. Helbig (Unters. ib. die Campan. Wandmal. 176 1),
who mentions examples of obviously Asiatic figures so treated : ' Whereas
the Amazons on r.f. vases of severe style are armed like Greek hoplites, they
usually appear on later types with Asiatic clothing and armour. ith Priam,
Paris, Memnon, Medea and other heroes and hercines of Asiatic origin, the
earlier vmapninﬁniq;im no expression to their Oriental character, or at
most hints at it." evertheless, some of the vases which show Orpheus as
a Greek show him also in the company of Thracians whose native dress has
been by no means shirked by the painter. These vases rhay have more to
tell us about the original character (if not the actual native spot) of Orpheds,

Cp. LP 45 above.
onsideri the confused nature of the evidence, and more especially
the close relationship of the places and pmﬁlu which come into the question,
I think the conclusion to be drawn is that the matter is of comparatively little
importance. Granted that one or other of the two traditions represented the
true and ultimate. provenance of Orpheus, it would not even then settle with
finality the important question whether he is in origin barbarian or Hellene ;
for the claim of the Macedonians to be genuine Hellenes was lool 2d on doubt-
fully by a Greek of Attica, and the Thracians themselves, in spite of their
backwardness in civilisation, were bound to the Greeks by many ties of tra-
dition and spoke a kindred language. Jor further details of the modern con-
troversial literature, see Gruppe in Roscher's Lexicon, 3. 1078 fi. Maass
(Orph. esp. pp. 157 fi) nﬁuu that Orpheus was in the very first place a god of
the Minyai in Boiotia. is religion went to Thrace, where it first opposed the
native Dionysiac religion and later allied itself with it. Against this course of
events is the opinion of Gruppe that the Dionysiac religion itself came from East
Boiotia to Macedon and Thrace, districts colonised by Boeotian and Euboean
. Grupm evidence is a mass of instances of the same cults and the
same places in h parts. There was ¢.g. yet a third Leibethra in Boiotia,
the cult of the Muses is found on Helikon as well as on Olympos and Pangaion,
etc., etc. (Gruppe, Gr. Myth. pp. 211 fi.)
® Diagros, a river in Thrace. See authorities in Robert, Heldens. 1. 410,
n. 5, esp. Servius ad Virg. Georg. 4. 524 : Oe Sfiuvins est, paler Orphei, de
guo H mascifur. The name looks te?gn ly Greek, but there is little
ment in the etymol pro : e is the lone hunter according to
(Orph. p 154). Fick (ap. Kern, Orph. 16* makes him the lone dweller in
the fields, Kern remarks (sb.) that owner of sheep and lands is also possible.
Cp. n. 28 below,
* The Argonautica has recently been edited with translation by
G. Dottin (Budé, 1930). References for the expedition of the Argonauts
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in literary tradition are conveniently collected by him in the preface, pp. i-viii.
See further André Boulanger, I'Orph dans les Argomautiques d'Orphde, Bullstin
Budd, Jan., 1939, 3-:-.;5 which I ru.d after writing the description in the text.
We await an edition by Miss ?

* The locus classicus is of course thu beautiful passage in Virgil, Georg.
453-527. The story is told by Ovid in Mei. 10. 1-B5. Gruppe gives a !u‘h
list of references to it in thl Roman age.

¢ Cp. E. Maass, Orph. 0, 0. 40 (on the wall-painting at Pompeii, Helbig,
Wandg. Camp. no. Egg.p. m .

' | h. p. 151, n. 43 fim) ru;nd.l the Pl'ﬂhlhltlﬂﬂ not as primitive
tabu but as ' dogmatischer Glaubensmoral * as eppo an.itim ythus .
He thus reaches on quite other grounds the r:.uul:lull.nn have suggested in
the text. To Rose (Handbook of Greek Mythology, Methuen, 1930, p. 255)
it is ' a very old tale . . . of the man who went to the other world to fetch
wife and (usually) lost her after all his efforts because he broke some tabu’.
These quotations are chiefly interesting as illustrations of how far mjrthnln[].r
is from being an objective study. For an example of the tabu against looking
in an American story, see Frazer's Pausanias, vol. 5, p. 155. That the failure
nf tl:m mission is an Alexandrine addition to the story is the opinion of Kern,

P 3. 24 1.
Rugnrt Hl.Him I. p. 403, n. 6) s g:l-t: that this rationalistic account
may have Inl:n out of the passage in Plato's Symposium referred to on the

]}I'I‘"I"I.ﬂ'tl.l
mwmg is a list and brief dmnphun of the most important vases
lhuwm; the death of Orpheus. It will, I hope, make them easier to find than
they have been hitherto. Each has been pu ished so many times that when
two writers give a different reference it is not easy to find out at once whether
they are referring to a different vase or not. Enough time may be wasted
in the search even without the additional difficulty uuwd'h‘iv naccuracies.
This makes it justifiable to note at once a confusion in so l-used a work
of reference as Roscher's Lexicon.. The vase Mus. Greg. 2. 60. 1 (no. il 'h-ulnd
is identical with the amphora from Vulci reproduced by Gerhard, Trinksch.
Gefdsse, 2, pl. ]. 1, and illustrated in Roscher, 3. 1183, 4, no. 8. In Roscher it
is identified with the stammos from Chiusi l'{m fii below) reproduced and de-
scribed in Ann. del I'nst. 1871, fap. d' and pp. 128 i, and also shown
ﬂ Gerhard, #b. pl. J. 3. See the iden tion in the text of Roscher, 3. 1184
(Dy and the illustration, ib. 1187, no. 12. The mistake continues in Harrison,
Prol® 462, n. 4.
th: illustrated list in Roscher, H. Heydemann in a note to his
article ln Arch. Zeit. 1868, pp. 3 fi., gave a list with I'u.ll nrn.’ of the vases known
at the time. A later list is in Robert, Heldens. 1. p. . 0. 1. These lists
often give fuller reff. than I shall. Those in Hujrd.ﬂn:.nn ist I mark with H.,
those in Robert's with R. Where I have not attributed the description to
anyone else it is my own, from the vase itself or a reproduction. e de-
scriptions are only intended to facilitate identification :—
i. The subject of Heydemann's article in Arch. Inil. 1868, pp. 3. Hegives
a drawing lsrnduud in Harrison, Prol.? 4
Ri iydnn from Nela. O. sits on a rock ph}rin;,m a Greek chiamys, naked
from the waist up, crowned with bay. A satyr listens behind him, a man in
Thracian dress in front. One woman hurries up with a large pestle, another
stands with a spear.

ii. Museo Gregoriano, 2. 60. 1 (the ref. 2. Bo in H:gd is & mistake) ; Gerhard,
Trinksch. u, Gef. 2, pl. J. 1; uhtnhinﬂuinhﬂ ,no. 8. H.

R.f. amphora from Vulei. O, in in girdled i:.htnn w:.t chlamys across arms,
long hair wreathed with bay, stands shrinking back. The lyre 1s in his lowered
r. hand, his l. is raised to ward off the blow. A woman is attacking him,
brandishing a double axe over her head. Behind her a tree.

iii, Amn. del Imst. 1871, pp. 128 f., tav, d'agg. K; Gerhard, Tr. w. Gef. 2,
pl. J. 3 ﬂ:t-::hu in Roscher, 3. 1185 ﬂ figs. 11 and 12; and Hlnild:ln,Pfﬂ‘
463, fig. 142. R. (= my fig. 4).



NOTES TO CHAPTER III 65

0. is 1n the attitude most familiar in these vase-
2z was a variation. He sinks back with his 1.
for suppert, while his r. holds the lyre aloft
He wears only a chlamys which leaves him
by two women on foot to 1., armed with stones,
r., armed with a spear.

Naples, Heydemann in Neapl. Vasens. Mus. Nas.
only), sketch by F. Hauser in Arch. Jahrb. 1014,

us, Borb. g. 12. R., H. (= my fig. 5).
:Dlltlpdy nnlrnckllletnnhilhur
one shoul re. Omn either side of him two
All stand leaning on spears except one, who

four women and two I’hl.l.thl, running, and all
|spears, axe, staff and the implement usvally taken

Mus. at Naples. Heyd. N.V.M.N. no. j114 (description only}.

v,
R., H.

(Short description from my own notes made in Naples revised with Heyd.)
R.. Nolan vase. O.with long hair bound by & fillet, chlamys over 1. shoulder,
sinks back in the familiar attitude. He is attacked by a woman with an axe.

vi. Gerhard, duserl. Vasenb. El:ﬁ R., H.

R.1. stamnos. O, in Greek cl:ut his long hair escaping fromn under a
fillet, sinks to the ground in the hm r attitude. He is attacked by seven

women. The nearest has stuck her spear into his breast. Arms of women :
Imlﬂ axe, stone, sickle with toothed edge, and something which looks rather
muﬁhpm but is perhaps intended for a species of knife (? pestle half

nd another re).

vii. Robinson, Cat. of the Vases of Boston, no. 432, reproduced by F.
Hauser in Arch. fahkrb. 1914, p. 27, fig. 1. K. (= my pl. 4).

R.A. hydria. O. with long curls escaping from under fillet, wearing chifon

and chlamys, is attacked five women variously armed (spears,

m:r. sickle). He sinks down in the familiar attitude in front of a tree. At

end stands a youth with spear in short tunic and cloak. One of them
wears & Thracian cap.

viii. In Munich. O. Jahn's cat. (1854), no. 383. H.

(From Jahn's description.) A r.f. vase. O. in chlamys, looking back and
falling in the familiar attitude, is attacked by a woman with drawn sword.
Her arm is tattooed.

ix. Some fragments rapmdm:urd and described by Harrison in J.H.5.
IHl. r'ia ff. with pl. 6

painting on whita ground. O. is sinking back in the familiar
ltﬂtnda Facing him is a woman, her r. hand (lowered) holding a partly-
preserved weapon which looks like a double axe. Her right arm is tattooed
with a stag, her |. with a pattern resembling a ladder.

x. Gruppe in Roscher (3. uﬂq,{ﬂ'_i. 1185, 6, fig. 10) shows a drawing of
a2 vase for which he gives the single ref. Mon. I'med. 8. 3-: It should be g. 30.

R.f. Nolan vase, showing O., his long curls bound by a fillet, wearing only

5 which leaves him naked in front, being attac by a woman who
steps on to him and drives her spear into his breast. He sinks down in the
familiar attitude. On each side a woman comes up with a stone.

* Cp. nos. 1, 4, 7 in the above list.

19 stories of Pausanias referred to in this paragraph are in book g,
ch. ao someé printed in Kern, fesif. 129, 123, 120.

Diog. L. 1. 5 (Kern, fesi. 125) :

An epigram with the same second line is quoted by Alkidamas (fourth
cent. B.C. ; or his imitator) as being on the tomb of Orgheus, though which
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tomb he does not mention, and there must have been more than one. Again
in the FPeplos (a work once ascribed to Aristotle), two lines are quoted as being
from the tomb of Orpheus among the Kikones in Thrace, and of these the first
is a variant of Diogenes’. Diog. has simply, it would seem, confused these
two epigrams. See Kern, fesif. 123-125 for texts and reff., and cp. Maass,
Orph. p. 140, n. 24.

u& e oracle-shrine of Orpheus at Lesbos, see Harrison, Proleg.® 465 fi.,
and Kern, Orph. lq:u,t]:g. 9 f. Kern, following K. Robert, contests the view
that the vase illustra in my fig. 7 has anything to do with the Lesbian
oracle mentioned by Philostratos.

1* The sentence in Konon (Kern, fest. 115 fin., remarked on by Harrison,
Prol.* 468 1.) is interesting as showing how a cult may develop : ‘' So they
took it (s¢. the head of O.)
and buried it under a
great monument, which
they surrounded with a
sacred precinct. The
place was at first a hero-
shrine, but later came to
rank as a temple, for it is
celebrated with sacrifices

scribed in Helbig-
Amelung, Faihrer durch
die Samml. Klass. Ani. in
Rom, 1913, no. 1039. So
far as 1 know, no repro-
duction of it has ever
been published. At the
Fia. g.—Bronze Mirror oF THE Firra CENTURY B.C. time su it to
be the earliest represen-

tation in art of the beasts listening to O. Frazer, at least (Paus. 5. p. 155).
referring to a list of the works of art depicting this lu'l;;m:t given by Stephani
in the Compie Rendu (St. Petersburg) for 1881, says " None of these works of
art seems to date from before the beginning of our era . R. Eisler, however
(Orphens, Teubner, 1925, p. 95, Abb. 34), illustrates a bronze mirror depicting
the ::u.hjer.ig whose style suggests that it is to be dated in the fifth century
B.C. R

1% This e in the 4th Pythian (1 has often been taken as meaning that
Apollo was his Lther, h:t ]E':rn [Gr:jll?lﬂl, 6) has pointed out that the words
do nn;umr that sense. e

1 ished in Bull. Corr. Hell. 2, p. 401 ; copied by an American missi
and now l{upugnt] lost. ©° Roman II‘EP::II]. dl.'rr. 7 onary

17 See Rohde's Psyche, Eng. trans. 287-289. In A. W. Pickard-Cambridge's
Dithyramb, Tragedy and Comedy (Oxford, 1g927), figs. 1 and 2, may be seemn
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reproductions of two vases illustrating Wie presence of Dionysos at Delphi.
Rohde (ib. 290 {.) makes a well-drawn distinction between two types of
prgphur.jr. One is prophecy as an art, the knowledge of how to interpret signs
and omens, telling the will of the gods from the flight of birds or the entrails
of a sacrificial victim. The seer remains perfectly human and self-possessed,
but, because instructed, claims to be able to read what the god has to say.
The second is the y of inspiration. When the prophet speaks he is
not himself ; the god has entered into him and him, and he is only
a mouthpiece through which the ﬁd himself is :pnki:g, I should add that
the distinction is clearly made by Plato, Phasdrus 244 a-d. (Latin expresses it
well, even though it was in another connexion that Tacitus wrote this sentence :
s¢ emim minisiros deorum, illos comscios putamt) Of these two kinds, the first
is the original gift of Apollo. The (the type of prophecy which was made
famous by his priestess at Delphi) is an innovation in his cult, but is exactly
the type of prophecy which had always been associated with Dionysos.

ﬂ this distinc in mind we m{vght ask ourselves which type of prophecy
mm:lﬂmpnrlr to belong to Orpheus, if we want to decide whether he was
origin { an Apolline figure. should reply emphatically in favour of the
former, use to me the idea of a frenzied or Orpheus seems
utterly foreign to all that we know of him. (Macchioro's view may be con-
trasted : see below, n. 24.) There is little direct evidence on the subject.
One might quote the opinion of Pliny, N.H. 7. 203 = Kern, fest. 8g : Auguria
ex avibus Car . . . adiecil ex celeris animalibus Orpheus. The taking of auguries
from birds and animals is the most usual form of the first kind of prophecy.

W Menander Rhetor, p. 446, 5 Sp.

Eur, ap. Macrobius 1. 18, Seowéra dulddagdee + Mawdr "AwéMor efdupe.
Macrobius also quotes Aeschylus as writing ad candem senlemfiam, d xoowis
‘AwdMwr ¢ Baxywios ¢ pdrmis.

WThat O. is in origin an underworld god, consort of Eurydice the
underworld queen. is one of the main theses of E. Maass' learned work Orpheus
:H.uuil;h. 1895). G-ruprw (Roscher, 3. 1108) also thought probable the identi-

of Eurydice with the underworld goddess, and it was the opinion of

ane Harrison. 5See her note in Arch. filr Religionsw. 1909, p. 411, where,

ver, she admits that Dieterich thought the view wmnwahrscheinlich. In-

cidentally, the name is not confined tn wife of 0. The Kypria (Oxford

text, fr. 22) speaks of Eurydice as the wife of Aeneas. (If Eurytﬁ-;n were the

of the underworld, it would not necessarily follow that O. is an under-

world god. He would still in all probability be the human hero, who marries this

infe queen. [ learn from Frofessor Cook that this motif is commeon in Celtic

folklore, and it is noticeable that O. is a Northern figure, as also is Odysseus, who
Pll.{l the same part with regard to Circe and Calypso.)

®* To say this is to take sides in a vexed question. Wilamowitz held that
the nri;in of Apollo was in Asia Minor. M. P. Nilsson, a follower of this view,
has epitomi his own ments in a note to Minoan-Mycenean Religion
etc. (1927). p- 443. n. 1. e gives some references for the controversy. he

te view has been clearly stated by H. ]. Rose, Hdbk. Gr. Myth. pp. 135 1. ;
see also the references in his n. 2, p. 158. The tradition which supports iim
most convincingly is that which connects Apollo with the Hyperboreans.
Rose points out that worship in Asia Minor may mean no more t that the
Greeks brought Apollo there in the age of colonization. Is it fanciful, in
the present state ol our knowledge of early Greek infiltrations, to suggest that
the same le coming from the Neorth, and worshipping Apollo, may have
split and descended some into Greece and some into Asia Minor, so that the
introduction of Apollo into both countries may have been simultaneous, and
in both cases from the North?
h'l Maintained by O. Gruppe in Griech. Myth. (1906), pp. 211 . See n. 1 fin,
above.

" [Jber 0. und die Orphiker (Berlin, 1861), p. 11. In n. 25 of the same
-mnmh will be found summarized earlier statements of the opposite view
fe.g. t of O. Miiller, Preller, etc.) that O. was from the beginning closely
connected with Dionysos-worship.
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B 1 may mention here the view which Kern is defending when he makes
these observations about the vases. It is that the name and whole personality
of Orpheus are a creation of sectarians of the sixth century. If I cannot agree
that he has proved his case, I hope I may recall with gratitude many of the
keen observations which he has made in its support, the more 50 as [ bold that

a ent on the character of Orpheus as it was imagined in the sixth and
filth centuries is of far greater importance than any question of his arigin.
¥ It is difficult not to think of these qualities, and those | ment on

P. 40, as essential and original elements in the character of O. That is why [
cannot agree with V. Macchioro, who bases his conclusion about O. on *
tradition regarding O. as a musician, who by means of music and divination
brought about the orgiastic frenzy of initiations’. [ doubt whether this applies
necessarily and originally to Orphic initiations, though by Plutarch's time
the rites may have deserved the name he gave them of xardropos wai mepiepyos
. acchioro concludes that Orpheus is a similar figure to the primitive
Jewish prophets, the Nebi'im, in describing whom he says : ' From time to
time . . . they fell into a sort of frenzy ; they undressed ; they lay on the
round unconscious ; they looked like madmen’. I cannot imagine Orpheus
having like this. (Macchioro, From Orpheus to Paul, 1930, pp. 133, 135.)

" Kern (Orph. 31 1.) takes the various traits in the character of Orpheus and
sets them side by side with writings on similar subjects which were composed
at various dates and attributed to him. There were for instance a collection
of oracles, works on medicine, magical poems, works on agriculture. This
juxtaposition afiords him proof that the characteristics gathered round Orpheus
as a result of the existence of the writings. It seems to me more likely that
a writer on, say, medicine, wishing to attach to his treatise a name of authority,
would choose the name of one known as a healer than that he should choose
a name just because it was held in general reverence, and the name, revered
before, owe its reputation for med ut:n ﬂml:;t'tlt::'vu- of this tl‘-;tialm The
assum is moreover unn n character o heus.
What m natural than th.lte::“r at 'f"-'P (a side of him which not even
Kern can trace to an origin in ic writings) should have magical powers,
or that the hero-priest of Paian Apollo should be versed in prophecy and heal-
ing ? (As regards the latter, the belief in the healing power of music itself
must not be forgotten.) 1 have mentioned some ways in which their func-
tions were alike, and the chorus of the Aleestis recurs to the mind (965 f.) :
wpeigooy obddy "Avdyxas nlpor, 00bd v gdpuaxor Bpfeoais dv edmow, de 'Opdela
yipus, ovd’ doa Poifios "Aoxinmdlas (Bowsre gdppara.

* Plut. Ser. num. vind. 5574 = Kern, fesi. 77 fin.; the custom also mentioned
by Phanokles, Kern, ib., and on vases the attacking women are sometimes
shown tattooed. Cp. n. 8, nos. viii. and (esp.) ix.

¥ Mention must in fairness be made the well-founded view that the
termination -eus belongs to pre-Greek names, and the obvious ibility that
the name of a pre-Greek hero may have had its stem Gnu‘.bas and provided
in later antiquity with a Greek derivation. (See M. P. Nilsson, Homer and
Mycenae, Methuen 1933, pp. 81, 65.) Although I have not much faith in
the power of etymology to give certain results, I think that it is here if ‘any-
where that a solutio ‘Fl.ﬂ to the problem of the origin of the name heus.

¥ Of etymologies there is no end. Charops means gleaming-eyed. Gru

% (in Roscher, 3. 1112) says that he must therefore be the dog of the lone hunter
(Oiagros), and hence apparently his father| Maass (Orph. 153, n. 46) connects
the name with Charon and so with Hades. (It occurs in er as the name
of a Trojan, Il. 11. 426, and was also an epithet of Herakles.)



CHAPTER 1V

THE CREATION AND THE GODS AS PRESENTED BY

ORPHEUS
sermo de antiguilalis origin ribitur,
sud:rn’mﬂ,w:: :lu}"ﬂ‘ :Hu': -

dividuniur, id est, secundum
el ea quidem quae secundum litteram
Ea vero guae secundum allegoriam

el eruditorum loguacilas admirala est.’
wriling which has arisen.among the Greeks on
origins of the world is attribuied io many authors,
Orpheus and Hesiod. Now the writings of these
according lo the way lhey are interpreled, liler-
parts that are taken literally have alivacled
but those whose value lies in their allegory
commenis of philosophy and scholar-

we usually find, just as in ancient Greece,

" Master,” "' Mahker,"" and also the crowds

myths which are in flagrani conivadiction

of that belief. . . . For the preseni, we can

conceplion uprises [rom the Auman intellect

contemplation and submission : while the

mood, that of playful and erratic fancy.

even in Christianily, The former, that

contemplation, declaves itself in prayers, hymns

cathedrals. The second mood, that of playful

in the buffoonery of miracle plays, in

tales abowt owr Lord and Apostles,

sculpiures on sacved edifices. The

in through the whole religious history

stand as near each other, and as far apart,
LANG.

that Orpheus was known to everyone as the author
based on the written word. The most important
Bible was that which told of the Creation.

for many things, but best of all, perhaps, he

as theologos, one of the most famous, if not the
of all that tribe. It is only what everyone would

69
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expect that when Apollonios in his epic makes him raise his voice
in song, the theme of his lay is cosmogonical. Yet the writings
on these subjects which are attributed to him have been the
subject of endless comment and controversy. This has not been
primarily concerned with the independent question of the content
and meaning of the poems, though they have had their due of
exegesis too. The differences of opinion have arisen mainly out
of this, that after speaking of Orpheus as the author of a quotation
from a cosmogonical poem one has to put the name mentally
between inverted commas and admit that there is a great deal
more to be said before he knows who really wrote the lines or
even at what approximate date they were composed. Of all the
problems that beset the student of Greek literature, none, surely,
1s more vexed than the question of the dates and contents of the
various theogonies. Many points which we should like cleared
up must remain in doubt for ever. That is an admission which
the scantiness of the remains renders necessary at once. It will
be well to say something of the nature of the difficulties with which
we are faced.

Curiosity about the origins of the world was a never-failing
characteristic of the Greek mind. This found expression in two
ways, the mythological and the philosophical. Mythology came
first, naturally, and then in the sixth century B.C. arose the
first school of philosophers, who in their own eyes at least were
enlightened, having freed their minds from the unreasoning accept-
ance of myth. In later years the attitude of philosophy to myth-
ology varied, and the two main views it adopted are seen at their
best in Plato and Aristotle respectively. Plato spoke of the
theological poets as ‘ divine men’, or the sons of gods, who
may be expected to know the truth about their own parents’, that
is to say, as men inspired, to whom a more than human insight
had been granted (p. 240 below). If they did not use reason, that
was because to them had been granted a faculty which transcended
reason. The truth implied by this might easily be that the
philosopher read into the theological poems a philosophical
meaning which could never have been in the mind of the writer.
If we see this process at its best in Plato, we see it at its worst in
the Neoplatonists, his commentators. An obvious example of it
in Plato is the passage in the Phaedo where he draws the compari-
son between the true philosopher and the man who has been
initiated in the mysteries. When they say that the uninitiated
will have an unpleasant lot in the next world, the religious teachers
are speaking in riddles. In truth they are not such worthless
teachers as men believe who try to force a literal meaning on their
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doctrines. ° For the initiated are in my opinion none other than
those who have been true philosophers.” Unfortunately the gentle
irony of Plato is entirely lacking in his would-be followers (cp. p. 243
below).

The other point of view is represented by the saying of Aristotle:
* But what is given us in the form of mythical sophistry is not
worth the attention of a serious thinker'. Myth is unnecessary
to the philosopher, and can do nothing but confuse the issue.

The reason it has seemed worth while to mention the philos-
ophical attitudes to myth is that the source of our knowledge of
a myth is so often the writing of a philosopher, and the nature of
his reference to the myth may well be affected by the view which
he holds himself. It is time to return to the theogonies, by which
I mean mythological accounts of the origins of the world, what
there was in the beginning, how the gods arose, what were their
relations with each other in those far-off times, and how the
world we know came to be created. Of these theogonies there
were many, but only one, that of Hesiod, exists to-day. Ancient
authors spe.-ak of others, and occasionally quﬂte small fragments
of their writings. Thus we know of theogonies by Akusilaos of
Argos, Epimenides of Crete, Pherekydes of Syros. That these
men lwed and wrote may be taken as certain, though legends
gathered about their names, and we need not assutne that the
% uotations from them in writers of the Christian era are genuine.

pimenides and Pherekydes are well authenticated figures of the
sixth century B.cC., and the latter wins a word of praise from Aris-
totle for having had a more philosophical conception of his subject
than most writers of his class (Met. T0g1bg).

some of the difficulties of research into the ancient theologos
(to give them their Greek title) are beginning to appear. With
the exception of Hesiod, we rely for our knowledge of them on
information which is at least second-hand, or on short quotations
whose genuineness cannot be lightly accepted. For the infor-
mation and quotations we have often to go to writers whose
subject was the same but their conception of the truth about it
quite different. The objectiveness of their report is therefore
under suspicion. To this we must add that Plato and Aristotle,
whose authority would be invaluable, speak with maddemrlg
freq in vague terms. When quntmg a my*thnlnglnal account,
they er to refer it generally to  the theologei * than to mention
any one writer by name.

Amn:rng the many names to whn:h theogonical and cosmo-
gonical writings were attached, two, as is rightly remarked by the
Christian apologist, stand out, Ol‘pheus and Hesiod. The other
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writers whose names I have quoted were always known to be
later than Hesiod, who was sometimes regarded as the father of
this kind of composition. Herodotus thought him so, and there
were others too who doubted the authenticity of the theogony of
Orpheus. The weight of that ancient name, however, was not
taken away from it, and this must have suggested to many of the
ancient world that, if not the poems, at least the stories
which they told belonged to a time before Hesiod and Homer
himself. That was one reason why it stood out. Another
was that it undoubtedly had peculiar features. In Plato we
find one or two quotations from a poem of theogonical content
which is said to be by Orpheus (ch. ii, n. 2), but the bulk of
the direct evidence for the Orphic theogony comes to us from
writers of a much later date. In the later Neoplatonists we
find numerous references to, and actual quotations from, a
poem or poems on the origin of the world, the gods and
mortal creatures, referred to as either ‘of Orpheus’ or *the
Orphic’. These references and quotations are incomparably
more numerous than those in any earlier writers. More than one
consideration helps to account for this lavishness. There was no
doubt that Plato, the hero if not the master of the school, did
make use of the Orphic writings. He found his ideas concerning
the relationship between man and God at many points in sympathy
with the mystical doctrines of the fheologos, which therefore he
did not hesitate to introduce at certain points into his work. It
was the natural tendency of the Neo latun.mts to stress (if I may
use for the present so n:uld a wnrdfthe mystical side of their
master’s philosophy, since their own was so entirely mystical and
they wished to suppose it a legitimate development from
Pla{nmsm In their commentaries therefore they made a oint
of illustrating a sentence of Plato, whmmrtr they could, g;n
quotation from the

There was another, mt‘h unm: an even stronger reason for the
practice. The later Neoplatonists found themselves among the
last defenders of pagan Hellenic culture against the rapidly
advancing power of Christianity. It was too late to use the
cruder method of simply attacking Christianity itself and calling
it all that was bad. The best hope now lay in questioning its
originality, in saying, * What you believe does re t a profound
and valuable truth, but it is a truth that has Enl:mwn to us
Greeks ever since the dawn of our history*. In their attempt to
make this good, they had no better material for propaganda than
the Orphic poems. Here was expressed no mere external rela-
tionship between man and God, but one capable of a highly
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mystical interpretation, a real spiritual kinship as opposed to a
relation as of master and servant or, as in Homeric genealogies,
of physical son and physical father. The resemblance went
further than this. The Orphic doctrines included a belief in
original sin, based on a legend about the origin of mankind, in the
emphatic separation of soul from body, and in a life hereafter
which for the pure-living would be very much better than this
life on earth. The myths themselves in which these doctrines
found expression were often crude and ungainly, but the zest
for allegorizing among the Neoplatonists was not easily daunted.
The bulk of the quotations in the Neoplatonists are by reason
of their subject-matter most naturally to be ascribed to a single
!E-I'il.'.'! of writings. This would give accounts of the origin of the
universe, of gods and of men, and perhaps go on to describe the
religious life and the rewards and punishments which are to be
ours according as we do or do not cultivate and nourish the
divine el-ement in our being ; since all this is the direct outcome
of the dogmas concerning our origin and our place in the cosmo-
logical scheme. If Orphism were a philosophy, one would say it
was a philosophy whose ethic was made duly dependent on its
metaphysic. We find one or two references by name (if it can
be a name) to a series of poems of this sort, and this is in
all probability the one habitually used by the Neoplatonists.
Damaskios (O.F. 60) says he will describe * the theology in the
so-called Orphic rhapsodiai’, and having done so concludes,
‘ This then is the usual Orphic theology’. Suidas (Kern, fest.
223), in a list of the writings of Orpheus, gives ' sacred discourses
in twenty-four rhapsodias (parts or lays) ' (iepol Adyor év paspewdiaus
x8’). It is usually referred to by modern scholars as the Rhap-
sodic Theogony.! Another version, differing in some points from
this, is described (0.F. 54-59) as * the Orphic theogony according
to Hieronymos and Hellanikos ',
The Neoplatonists believed that the Orpheus whose poems
studied was the Orpheus of Greek legend, the singer who
lived in the Heroic age. To them therefore he was, of course,
the same whom Plato knew, occasionally quoted expressly, and
according to their interpretation of him made use of continually.
The question then in its simplest and crudest form is, was the
Rha.paodlt: Theogony, of which the Neoplatonists have preserved
many fragments for us, a work of the sixth century B.C. or earlier,
and identical with that read by Plato, or was it put together at
some later date, and if so when ? Other authors come into con-
sideration, when they show by a turn of phrase or by a thought
an acquaintance with Orphic literature in the sixth to the fourth

5
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centuries B.c. Among these are Aeschylus, Aristophanes and the
philosophers Empedokles and Herakleitos. The relations of these
thinkers to Orphic doctrine deserve special consideration in a
later chapter, and only so much as is necessary to the argument
will be mentioned here.

To expect a complete and definite answer to the problem of
dating the Orphic theogonies would be to show unwarrantable
optimism ; but it is equally true that to attempt a discussion of
their content without first making clear our attitude to the
problem would be to invite confusion of thought. So much has
been written about it that whatever is said here must be largely
a summary and appraisal of previous controversy, in which the
][:rntagnnists, after Lobeck, have been O. Gruppe and O. Kern.?

have chosen to start from Gruppe's arguments for the reason
that, whatever may be said about his conclusions, he more than
any other scholar has a well-defined method of approach to offer,
and thus, besides making it easier to follow his thoughts, holds out
the best hope of coming to a conclusion on reasonable lines. 1
am further tempted to do this because later writers (Rohde,
Gomperz), while recognizing the importance of his work, have
carried single arguments of his to conclusions which he never
intended.

Gruppe begins by mentioning the versions of the Orphic theo-
gony which are known to us from different sources. The Neo-
platonist Damaskios tells of three, one which he calls * the Orphic
theogony which is in Eudemos’ (fourth cent. B.C., the pupil of
Aristotle), another ‘according to Hieronymos and Hellanikos’, and
thirdly the Rhapsodic, of which he says that it is the usual or cus-
tomary Orphic theogony. One would therefore expect it to be
the version from which the other Neoplatonists in general quote,
and this expectation is confirmed by the fragments themselves.
Differing more or less from these three are the theogony put into
the mouth of Orpheus in the poem of Apollonios Rhodios, and the
Orphic theogony quoted by Alexander of Aphrodisias. Finally
Gruppe mentions a theogony in Clemens Romanus not named as
Orphic but belonging to the same circle of thought, which again
shows points of difference from the rest. Putting in the obvious
but necessary word of caution that one cannot trust the accuracy
of a single recorder, he sensibly concludes t* . there is a group
of closely related Orphic theogonies which must be treated as a
class, since it is impossible to separate them.

In this group Gruppe sees one central doctrine, which may
best be summed up in the words in which it is ascribed to Orpheus’
pupil Musaios (Diog. L., prooem. 3): é évés va mdvra yiveola,



1v] ARGUMENTS OF O. GRUPPE 75

xai els ravrov dvaddeofar—' Everything comes to be out of One
and is resolved into One’. At one time Phanes, at another Zeus
contained the seeds nf all being within his own body, and from
this state of mixture in the One has emerged the whole of our
manifold world, and all nature animate and inanimate. This
central thought, that everything existed at first together in a
mass, and that the process of creation was one of
separation and division, with the corollary that the end of our
era will be a return to the primitive confusion, has been repeated
with varying degrees of mythological colouring in many religions
and religious philosophies. The best-known example is our own
Bible. ‘The earth was without form . . . and God divided
the light from the darkness . . . and God made the firmament,
and divided the waters which were under the firmament from the
waters which were above the firmament., . . . And God said, let
the waters under the heaven be gathered together unto one place,
and let the dry land appear : and it was so.” The next point is
to notice that as far as Greek thought is concerned, this funda-
mental idea appears in two different ages. It is first of all the
of the philosophies of the sixth and fifth centuries B.c.

The purely physical systems of the Milesians are based on it, as
well as the more mystical cosmologies of Empedokles and Herak-
leitos. This statement calls forth the caution that, since the Stoics
borrowed the physical side of their system from Herakleitos, the
earlier form did reappear in the later age. The second appearance
of the idea is in thepgehnsuan era, in mystical religious movements
like Neopythagoreanism and Gnosticism, culminating in Neo-
platonism. In this later form the idea is bound up with highly
abstract notions about the effluence of the sensible world from
the Intelligible, which of course are entirely absent from the
early cosmologies. The arguminent then continues its admirably
methodical course by inquiring whether the fragments on examina-
tion seem to belong to the earlier or the later world of thought.
Of course if we took the Neoplatonists’ statements about them at
their face value, there could be no question of assigning them to
the earlier phase, since the Neoplatonists profess to find in them
all that they themselves believed. Few people, however, would
dispute the assertion that they only achieve their end by forcing
into the actual words of the fragments a quite distorted meaning.
Having made this justifiable criticism, Gruppe expresses his belief
that the actual theogonical fragments are quite in keeping with
the earlier stage of thought. These speak of a primitive world-
order, of which the creator is Phanes, and which is swallowed
with its creator by Zeus, out of whom is created the second
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world-order, in which we live. According to the Neoplatonic
interpretation, the age of Phanes is the intelligible world of the
Platonic Ideas, and the age of Zeus the world of matter and
sense. In truth, however, there is nothing in the fragments to
suggest the Platonic antithesis of intelligible and sensible, and
plenty to indicate that the world of Phanes is intended to be every
bit as material as our own, only previous to it in time. Going
further into detail (where we may follow him in a different con-
nexion), Gruppe sees striking resemblances to the thought of
Herakleitos and Empedokles.

(Granted that the Orphic theogonies show a close relationship in
ideas to the philosophies of the sixth and fifth centuries B.C., the
next step is to answer the question, did the philosophers take their
ideas from the Orphic poet, or was it the other way round ? If
the latter, then the poems probably arose in Stoic circles, in
which a revival of Heracliteanism was the fashion. Gru
no reason to doubt that the content of the poems belongs to the
earlier of his two periods of thought, the beginning of the fifth
century or earlier. Ideas in them which have been called Stoic
he finds in the fifth century, e.g. the four elements, which are in
Aristotle and ascribed by him to Em kles. On the contrary,
he finds contradictions between the Orphic writings and the Stoic
beliefs, for example the Orphic statement that the primitive world-
stuff was created in time. The case is strengthenad by the
u:itatiun of parallels between the two Orphic versions of Apollonios
and ‘ Hieronymos and Hellanikos ' and the theogony of Phere-
kydes, and the conclusion is that the later Orphic theology has its

origin in pre-Heraclitean times. Against the argument ex silentio
(absence of reference to this theology in classical times), which of
course is never a conclusive one, Gruppe urges the crudity of the
Orphic myths, which ‘ gave offence to the refined taste of the
contemporaries of Perikles and Plato’, and suggests that the
secret (dmdppnrov) character of much of their content may also
have contributed to the same result. (Another reason is suggested
below, p. 201.) Finally the presence of Oriental elements in the
myths is invoked as additional confirmation of their early date,
since these, in Gruppe's view, are due to early and not Hellenistic
influences. The same fact has of course been used to prove the
opposite view by supporters of the late date of the myths.

That in brief summary is Gruppe's line of argument. I have
omitted the thesis that the theogony in Homer ([liad 14) is
Orphic, as well as the other thesis that the theogony used by Plato
was identical with it and that neither is the same as the version
custornarily used by the Neoplatonists, since these arguments are
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not relevant to the question of the origin of the later versions.
Gruppe’s argument that the Rhapsodic Theogony was not used
by Plato has been taken by later writers as proof that it was
not in existence in his time, and that makes it worth while to
repeat here the definite statement of the author of the argument
[.S'Hﬂ.'l. 742) that * Plato’s lack of acquaintance with our Rhap-
sodies is no clear disproof of their antiquity ’.

Gruppe's conclusion then about the Orphic poems quoted by
the Neoplatonists is that the date at which they were put together
cannot be decided, but there is nothing against supposing that the
main doctrines which they contain belong to the sixth century.
He calls our attention to two things, first that Orphic literature
continued to be written from the time of its origin in the sixth
century or earlier down to the Christian era, secondly that within
this literature there existed such a strong tradition, as far as the
content was concerned, that it always retained the climate of
thought of the period in which it originated—the sixth century
B.C. If it-seems to show Stoic elements, for example, they will
be found to be those elements which Stoicism borrowed from
earlier philosophy. The Rhapsodic Theogony itself is nothing
more than an attempt to put together all earlier strata of Orphic
tradition, reconciled as far as possible. It is not concerned to
make its thought consistent, e.g. to present a single system of
pantheistic philosophy, and the reconciliation attempted is
purely external. It contains no demonstrable traces of late
doctrines, and the date of its compilation must remain obscure.
(The studies of language and metre, he notes, have so far not
helped in deciding that.) Plato shows familiarity with a different
form, but that is no proof of its later date.

‘The power of myth-making was practically extinct in the
Hellenistic age.” The words are those of Gomperz, but the idea,
with very little difference even of expression, is the background
of the argument here.

I have quoted Gruppe's conclusions because they seem the most
reasonable, and his arguments because they seem the most helpful.
Kern's work on this subject has been directed towards proving
that the bulk of the Rhapsodic Theogony is an actual work of the
sixth century. If I have not quoted his arguments, it is not so
much because statements like ‘ simpliciorem fabulam antiquiorem
esse per se patet ' or ‘ inter omnes viros doctos constat Hieronymi
thengomm aetatis Alexandrinae signa prae se ferre * are uncon-
vincing in themselves, as because they are unhelpful in that they
close the way to further discussion. Kern is supported by Gomperz,
who in defending the antiquity of the Rhapsodies exclaims
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indignantly, ' Gruppe's would-be proof that Plato was not ac-
quainted with the Rhapsodist Theogony I regard as wholly
unsuccessful '—as if Gruppe had tried to use that proof to attack
the antiquity of the Rhapsodies. Rohde puts the date of the
Rhﬂ.p&ﬂdll!ﬁ later, maintaining in opposition to both Gruppe and
Kern that "in the very few passages in which a real coincidence
exists between the Rhapsodies and Pherekydes, Herak.lmtm,
Parmenides or Empedokles, the poet of the Rhapsodies is the
borrower not the creditor . He praises Gruppe for supporting his
view by the proof that Plato was unacquainted with the
Rhapsodies ! ?

Having taken the plunge into this dark and tortuous labyrinth,
what thread are we going to catch hold of in order to make our
way back to where there is at least a patch of daylight on which we
can fix our eyes amid the surrounding gloom ? In the first place,
the real differences between the views here quoted can easily be
exaggerated, and are in fact, for the student of Orphic lore in
general, very small indeed. ‘ Viewed in full light,” says Gomperz
generously, * the difference between Rohde and myself shrinks to
a minimum." Kern argues that the poems themselves are old : *
Gruppe says that we cannot tell at what date they were composed,
but that they consist in the main of a medley of older tradition,
a tradition, be it noted, in which conservatism was the dominant
note. Rohde quotes this view with full approval.*

The important lesson to be learned from the controversy
is this of Gruppe’'s, that the date of The Theogony, or even of
This Theogony, is bound to be a date of compilation rather than
composition, and surely this is something which reduces con-
siderably the importance of the question. What is important
is to consider each single feature or element in the theogony
(the same one will probably be repeated in several versions),
and, if we can, say something about its affinities and perhaps
the probable date of its introduction. A glance at the history
of the winged monster Chronos-Herakles, at the story of Phanes
springing from the egg or being swallowed by Zeus, or the place
of principles like Time and Night in the Orphic theogonies, is far
more likely to lead to interesting results than an attempt to
settle the actual date at which the unpoetical verses were written
down in which some of these stories are now enshrined.

The first thing to do will be to give a short account of the
theogony in outline. The version mentioned by Damaskios as

* Neither Kern's view nor Gruppe's, of course, would exclude the
bility of isclated interpolations being inserted in the hieroi logei. O. ﬁ

(p. 141 below) may be cited as an example.
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being that of Eudemos (0O.F. 28) would have especial interest
since Eudemos lived in the fourth century B.c. Unfortunately
Damaskios tells us nothing about it beyond the bare fact that
it made Night the first principle. In this it certainly differs
from the ‘customary Orphic theology ' of the Neoplatonists,
according to which Night had several generations of forbears,
but agrees, according to Damaskios, with the theogony alluded to
by Homer (in [liad 14), though he has to admit that Eudcmns
himself denied this agreement. The omission of the higher prin-
ciples of the Rhapsodic Theogony Damaskios accounts for in
Neoplatonic fashion by the argument that, belonging to the
intelligible world, they are passed over by Eudemos as altogether
ineffable and unknowable.

Of the theogony according to Hieronymos and Hellanikos it
musthesaud with Gruppe (Culte und Mythen, 633), that Damaskios
does not expressl caﬁpet Orphic. He has promised to describe
the Greek theognmﬁ, not the Orphic in particular, and altlmugh
he begmamth that in the so-called Orphic Rhapsodlfﬁ there is
no necessity to suppose that when he goes on with * that of Hie-
ronymos and Hellanikos * he thinks of it as Orphic also. That
it belongs to the Orphic circle we infer from another source,
the Christian apologist Athenagoras, who attributes an almost
identical account to Orpheus. According to these accounts,
there was first water and (presumably) some solid matter, from
which was formed a slime or mud that finally was to harden into
earth.® As it is impossible for a Neoplatonist to conceive of the
Universe as going back ultimately to two principles instead of
an undivided One, Damaskios adds that ' the one principle before
the two is omitted by the account as being altogether unutterable '.
Out of water and earth was born a monstrous figure, a serpent
having the heads of a bull and a lion, and the face of a god between ;
and the name of the figure was Chronos (Time) and Herakles.
Together with him, relates Damaskios, was Necessity, the same
nature as Adrasteia, who broods over the whole universe, reaching
even to its confines. It is with Time that the theogony of the
Rhapsodies begins, and to account for the absence of any remoter
Emmple Damaskios gives the same Neoplatonic reason as when

was speaking of Eudemos: the Rhapsodies omit the two
earlier principles (and the one before them which has been passed
over in silence), and start with the third ‘ as first containing any-
thing which may be spoken of and is commensurate with human
hearing’. (O.F. 54-50.)

We have now entered the limits of the Rhapsodies, and, so
long as the version of Hieronymos lasts, there is not much
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difference between them.* Out of Chronos are born Aither with
Chaos and Erebos, or as the Rhapsodies have it, Aither and a
great yawning gulf, and darkness over all. Next, Chronos fashions
in Aither an egg. The egg splits in two and Phanes, the first-born
of the gods (Protogonos), springs forth. ‘And at the birth of
Phanes the misty gulf below and the windless aither were rent’
(0.F. 72). In the version of Athenagoras the two halves of the
egg form the heaven and the earth, but in the Rhapsodies these
do not appear until a later stage. Phanes is the creator of all,
from whom the world has its first origin. (The seemingly re-
dundant expression is necessary because in the Orphic tale there
is, as we shall see, a second beginning of all things in the age of
Zeus.) He is imagined as marvellously beautiful, a figure of
shining light, with golden wings on his shoulders, four eyes, and
the heads of various animals. He is of both sexes, since he is to
create the race of gods unaided, ® bearing within himself the
honoured seed of the gods' (O.F. Bs). As in its description of
Chronos, the Hieronymian version is more garbled and picturesque.
In addition to the golden wings, it gives him bulls’ heads growing
on his sides and on his head * a monstrous serpent, appearing in
all manner of forms of beasts’. He has many names, Phanes,
Protogonos, Erikepaios, Metis, Dionysos, Eros.

The fragments do not allow us to form a coherent picture of
the creation accomplished by Phanes. He made an eternal home
for the gods and was their first king. The lines describing the
making of the sun and the moon (which is a world in the heavens,
containing ' many mountains, many cities, many mansions’
(0.F. g1)) must be referred to him. There are men too in the age
of Phanes (0.F. g4), but they are not of our race. As we shall
see, all this belongs to a vanished era, and the men of Phanes’ time,
we are told, were the men of the Golden Age.

Phanes bore a daughter, Night, whom he took as his partner
and to whom he gave great power. She assisted him in the work
of creation, and he finally handed over his sceptre to her, so that
she became the next in order of the rulers of the universe. As
a mark of the pre-eminent position which she was afterwards to
hold unchallenged, he gave her the gift of prophecy. She gave
her oracles from a cave, at the entrance to which was the dim and
abstract Orphic goddess Adrasteia (the same as Ananke, Necessity)
whose solemn business it was to make laws for the gods.

Night bore to Phanes Gaia and Ouranos (Earth and Heaven),
who in their turn were the parents of the Titans, Kronos, Rhea,

* The fragments (in the strict sense) of the Rhapsodies are translated in
Appendix 3, pp. 137 i
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Okeanos, Tethys and the rest. To Ouranos Night handed over
the supreme power. There follow the common Greek stories
about the Titans, the supremacy of Kronos, his mutilation of his
father Ouranos (with the birth of Aphrodite), his marriage with
Rhea, his swallowing of his children and the trick by which Rhea
saved the life of Zeus and restored the others to the light of day.
The Kuretes appear as the guardians of Zeus. In the Orphic
version the unique position of Night is continually emphasized.
Each god who is destined to succeed to the supreme power in the
Universe seems to owe something to her care. In this generation
“above them all she tended Kronos, and cherished him ' (0.F. 129).

We are now approaching our own era. Of our world Zeus 1s
not simply supreme ruler, but creator, How can this be, since all
was created before he was born ! There is no subtlety about the
answer. Zeus swallows Phanes, and with Phanes, who is the
first-born and the origin of all, he may be regarded as taking into
himself all things that exist : " Thus then engulfing the might of
Erikepaios, the First-born, he held the body of all things in the
hollow of his own belly ; and he mingled with his own limbs the
power and strength of the god. Therefore together with him all

ings within Zeus were created anew, the shining height of the
broad asther and the sky, the seat of the unharvested sea and the
noble earth, great Ocean and the lowest depths beneath the earth,
and rivers and the boundless sea and all else, all immortal and
blessed gods and goddesses, all that was then in being and all
that was to come to pass, all was there, and ‘mingled like streams
in.the belly of Zeus’ (0.F. 167).

In the work that he has to do, Zeus seeks the advice of Night,
who has lost none of her dignity as the being of supreme wisdom
and prophetic powers, to whose opinion even the highest of the
other gods must show deference. It was Night who unfolded a
plan for the subduing of Kronos, whose place Zeus was to usurp,
and Night he addresses, in the most respectful terms, when he is
in need of help for the creation of the new world. Hather,' he
says (a term of respect, not one implying kinship), lnghest of
the gods, immortal Night, how am I to establish my
among the Immortals?’ (0.F. 164). Again he puts to herwhat
for a Greek was the one eternal problem involved in the
of a universe ; ‘ How may I have all things one and each one
separate { ° And Night answers : ' Surround all things with the
ineffable aither, and in the midst of that set the heaven, and in
the midst the boundless earth, in the midst the sea, and in the

midst all the constellations with which the heaven is crowned '
(O.F. 165).
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Having created all things anew, Zeus becomes, in the famous
line, * beginning, middle and end of all’ (O.F. 21, 168).* As in
the mythology common to Greece, Athena springs from his head
* Gleaming with arms, a brazen glory to behold * (174), and becomes
the ‘ accomplisher of his will’ (176). The Kyklopes, first of all
craftsmen, fashion for him the thunder and the thunderbolt. By
Rhea (identified in the Orphic poem with Demeter : ° Aforetime
was she Rhea, but when she came to be called mother of Zeus she
became Demeter ' (145)) he has a daughter Kore-Persephone, the
maiden who was destined to be ravished by Zeus and carried off
by Pluto. To Pluto she bore the Furies, to Zeus she bore Dionysos,
the last to rule over the gods. (See App. 2, pp. 133 ff. below.)
To him Zeus handed over the power, ‘ for all he was young and
but a greedy infant * (207). He set him on his throne and put his
own sceptre in his hand, and said to the new generatmn of gods :

* Give ear ye gods ; this one have I made your king * (z08). But
the Titans, who of course had also found life again in the new
order created by Zeus (210), were jealous of the child, and plotted
against him. According to some authorities they were incited by
Hera, the lawful wife of Zeus, to attack the son of another mother.
With a mirror and other playthings they distracted his infant
mind, and while he played slew him and tore his body in pieces.
His limbs were collected by Apollo at Zeus's orders and taken to
Delphi (210, 211). The heart was saved by Athena, who brought it
to Zeus that out of it Zeus might cause Dionysos to be reborn.
Alive again, he remains for the Orphics the supreme object of
worship. We remember too that Phanes himself was also called
Dionysos, so that in reality he has existed from the beginning of
all, one god thrice-born, Dionysos-Phanes, Dionysos-Zagreus (as
the Titans’ victim is sometimes called, though not frequently in
the extant authorities), and Dionysos the resurrected.

Thus in the divine dynasty of the Orphic theogony six genera-
tions are represented as having held in turn the supreme govern-
ment of the Universe : Phanes, Night, Ouranos, Kronos, Zeus,
Dionysos, and the command of the p-net is fulfilled, that command
which is expressed in one -::f the few precious lines attributed to
Orpheus by Plato himself : * And in the sixth generation bring to
a close the order of your song ' (Philebos 66¢).*

Yet the story is not quite finished, and in what follows we
have the link between all these warrings in heaven, these seemingly
domestic affairs of the Immortals, and our own religious life. The
most heinous part of the Titans' crime has still to be told. When

* Compare Milton, P. L. 5, 165: *Him first, Him last, Him midst and without
end °.
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they had slain the infant Dionysos, they tasted of his flesh. In
wrath at the éutrage Zeus launched a thunderbolt at them and
burned them up, and from the smoking remnants of the Titans
there arose a race which this age had not yet known, the race of
mortal men. Our nature therefore is twofold. We are born from
the Titans, the wicked sons of Earth, but there is in us something
of a heavenly nature too, since there went to our making fragments
of the body of Dionysos, son of Olympian Zeus, on whom the
Titans had made their impious feast. So now to Dionysos we
make prayer and sacrifice ‘ in all the seasons of the year ’ as the
sacred writings say, ‘ yearning to be set free from our lawless
ancestry ' (232, p. 214 below). Dionysos can free us, wherefore we
call him ‘' Liberator ’, Dionysos the immortal, the resurrected, of
whose nature there is yet a small part in each and every one of us.
Knowing all this, what other aim can we have in life but to purge
away as far as possible the Titanic element in us and exalt and
cherish the Dionysiac ? At this point we must stop for the
present. The story of the Creation is finished, and the rest will
find its proper place later, the questions of how this purification is
to be accomplished, and what reward there is for the pure, and
punishment fur the neglectful, now or in the life to come. Qur
present task is to take the story which has been barely and
uncritically related, and see if the picture can be filled out by
further description or comment on the various figures and elements
which have appeared.

The account just given has been put together solely and directly
from the fragments of the hieros logos and the Hieronymian version
as they have been collected by Kern. Any sidelights obtainable
from other sources have been deliberately avoided in order to give
nothing but the bare outline of the story. The obvious question
to ask before going further is how far this theogony may be called
Orphic in the sense that it was peculiar and differed from the
ordinary background of mythology which was the heritage of
every Greek. A comparison with Hesiod and Homer shows that
much of the mythological background is the same, but that the
differences are in matter many and striking, in spirit so vast that
it is scarcely possible to exaggerate them. The poet was imbued
with Greek mythology and wished to write in its terms, but only
to transform its significance. The same gods appear, but are
given new functions and new duties ; actual lines and half-lines
of Hesiod and Homer are inserted, but put to entirely new uses.
A glance at the beginning of Hesiod's account may serve to bring
out these points. First of all there was Chaos, then Earth (I'f)
and Tartaros in the depths of the earth (yfuwv), and Eros. By
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what means these came into existence is not related. From Chaos
are born Erebos and Night, and from Night Aither and Day.
Earth bears Heaven, who is afterwards her partner. All these are
early principles in the Orphic theogonies as well, and although
their mutual relationships may not be quite the same, that is not
a matter of great importance. Again in the stories of Kronos,
how he attacked his father Ouranos only to be paid back in his
own coin and treated in the same unfilial way by his own son
Zeus, whom he had wvainly tried to destroy at birth, we have
further examples of stories which are related by the Orphic poet
because they are part of the common stock of Greek tales about
the heavenly dynasties. The differences appear rather in what
is present in the Orphic versions but lacking in Hesiod. In
Hesiod there is no world-egg, and although Night finds her place
in the genealogy there is no hint of the unique position which she
holds in the Orphic theogony as protector and adviser of successive
rulers of the Universe. Eros is mentioned as one of the earliest
principles, and the Orphic Phanes is identical with Eros, but with
Hesiod the bare mention of his name, and the words ‘ fairest
among the immortal gods ', are made to suffice. He is not the
flashing, golden-winged apparition of the Orphic poem, nor, what
is more important, is he the First-born and source of all life to
come, and the one supreme object of worship to those who know.
There is no Chronos in Hesiod, none of the curious second beginning
of all things within the body of Zeus, above all none of the story of
Dionysos and the Titans. From this it follows that the human
interest with which the Orphic poem ends is entirely lacking in
Hesiod, and his theogony is divorced from ideas of good and evil.
Hesiod’s narration keeps us in an atmosphere of clear, cold day-
light : it is a straightforward account of plain, if miraculous,
facts. The Orphic poems are pervaded with a sense of the mystery
and paradox of life, from their preoccupation with the eternal
question—how shall all be one yet each thing apart ?—to their
culmination in the revealing of our own half-divine, half-earthly
nature, with the complete change of outlook, the new obligations
and the undreamed-of yearnings which that revelation imparts.
In short, the fundamental difference between the two systems lies
here : the one could never be made the doctrinal basis of a
religious life ; the other both could be and in fact was.

It is in the early stages of the Orphic theogony that we have
for comparison the two versions of (a) the Rhapsodies and () the
Orpheus of Athenagoras and the Hieronymos and Hellanikos of
Damaskios, and it is therefore the differences between these two
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versions which may be expected to arouse first-of all the curiosity
of a systematic reader. It is customary nowadays to regard the
two latter, which I have grouped together, as identical, though
Lobeck (Agl. 493) described the passage in Athenagoras as more
dependent on the Rhapsodies. There are indeed points of dif-
ference between them, notably the way in which, in the Orpheus
of Athenagoras, the two halves of the egg from which Phanes
sprang go to make Heaven and Earth. In Damaskios nothing is
said of this, and Earth had already been formed at an unusually
early stage for any cosmogony.? Their great point of resemblance,
and joint difference from the Rhapsodies, 1s the description of
Chronos. In view of this description, which constitutes its dis-
tinctive feature, the question of the possible date of this version
has a certain general interest, since it opens the discussion of
whether the Greeks were accustomed at an early date {in the
classical periods of the sixth and fifth centuries B.c.) to think of
their gods, and in particular of so abstract a principle as Time,
in the form of monsters which suggest at first sight rather the
extravagance of the Oriental imagination than the traditional
calm and sanity of the Hellenic mind. What far-reaching efiects
the answer to tﬁis question may have, no one will doubt who has
read Robert Eisler's chain of reasoning in Weltenmantel und
Himmelszelt, which is as follows : Time was never thought of as
a god by the Greeks except in the Orphic tradition ; therefore if
a Greek poet ventures so far into metaphor as to speak, like
Sophocles, of ypdvos eduapns Beds, of time as a kindly god, to
indica.te that sorrows are healed by time, or like Pindar of time
as ‘father of all’, he must be supposed on every occasion (aussch-
liesslich) to have the Orphic deity in his mind. But our authenity
for this deity is the theogony of Hieronymos and HEUEIIIkDS
Consequently Sophocles and Pindar are conjuring up in their
minds as they write the picture of a winged serpent with the
heads of animals. That there is another authority for the Orphic
Chronos, that it is this other which is described by Damaskios as
the * customary ' Orphic theogony, and that as far as we know it
gives the god no more exotic epithets than * ageless,” * great,’
* whose counsels never perish,’ is nowhere mentioned by Eisler.®
We cannot learn much about the date of the Hieronymian
version from the mention of its authors or narrators. Hieronymos
is otherwise unknown. If he is the same as the Hieronymns
mentioned Josephus as having written the ancient history of
Phoenicia, that would only explain obscurum per nihilominus
obscurwm. With Hellanikos we are little better off.* In any
case, Damaskios' way of referring to it is a little discouraging.
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* According to H. and H.’ does not mean that he has himself found
it in the writings of these two authorities. What he says is:
" The theogony spoken of as that of Hieronymos and Hellanikos,
if indeed he be not the same man . . '

Let us make quite sure that we have one thing clear. In
contrasting the two Orphic versions we are not at the moment
discussing the presence of Time as a deity in the Orphic theo-
gony, since he occurs in both, but simply his description. This
in Damaskios’ account of H. and H. is as follows: ‘He is a
serpent having heads growing upon him of a bull and a lion,
and in the middle the face of a god; and he has also wi
upon his shoulders, and is called ageless Time, and Herakles the
same . The discussion of date is usuvally made to centre round
the Oriental tone of this description. On this there is little dis-
agreement. For a die-hard defender of the origin on Greek soil
(Hellenic or pre-Hellenic) of Hellenic myths, something might
prehaps be said. Evidence is not lacking for the presence in
Greek mythology from an early age both of monsters and of
winged creatures, for which it is not necessary to seek an Oriental
origin. Without becoming recondite we may remind ourselves
of the winged as well as wingless Nike, of the winged horses of
Pelops, seen by Pausanias carved on the chest of Kypselos at
Olympia, and described by Pindar, and of the strange creature who
was put on the Acropolis in an age before the Parthenon, and may
still be seen there, a coiling serpent with three human heads.
Some, though imported, were imI?orted at an early date. The
Lycian Chimaira is in Homer. For the wings, an attractively
succinct example occurs to the mind. In the Birds of Aristo-
phanes, Peisthetairos is trying to persuade the birds that they
themselves are the real gods, and that they ought to persuade
mortals to honour them as such. The birds object : ‘ And how
are men going to believe that we are gods, and not jackdaws,
when we flutter about and wear wings?’ ‘ Nonsense,’ says
Peisthetairos. ‘ Why, Hermes flies and has wings, though he is a
god, and a whole host of other gods too. Then there’s Nike, who
flies with golden wings, yes, and by Zeus, Eros too. And Hera,
or so Homer said, resembled a wild dove.” Yet when this has
been said, and a great many more creatures of more or less doubtful
origin quoted in support of the same theory, the depicting of
ageless Time himself in this form shows correspondences with
Oriental, and in particular with Persian religion, which are too
detailed and exact to be passed over. This is ground which has
been thoroughly gone over by more competent authorities, and
need not be reworked here.’® It would take us far afield. Still
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less need we re-open discussion on the general & priors possibility
of contact between Greek and Oriental minds at an early date.
This too has often been dwelt on, perhaps most picturesquely by
Gomperz (Greek Thinkers, i, p. 9s5). Professor Cornford (From
Religion to Philos , P. 176) sums up thus, as far as relates to
Orphic thought : ther or not we accept the hypothesis of
direct influence from Persia on the Ionian Greeks in the sixth
century, any student of Orphic and Pythagorean thought cannot
fail to see that the similarities between it and Persian religion are
so close as to warrant our regarding them as expressions of the
same view of life, and using the one system to interpret the other ',
When the fact we are faced with is the resemblance of the Orphic
xpdvos dyipaos (Ageless Time) in its mythological representation
to the Persian Zrvan Akarana (Endless Time), a resemblance not
merely general but extending to detail, then even the " hypothesis
of direct influence * becomes difficult to escape. Yet so it is,
That, very briefly, is the position with regard to Oriental
influence. What effect is it to have on our view of the date of
Chronos the monstrous serpent as a figure in Greek mythology ?
If we read the opinion of one scholar we feel enlightened. As we
compare the inferences of others from the same set of facts, the
fog descends again. Gruppe says that the Oriental elements in
the Hieronymian version cannot be explained as borrowings of the
Hellenistic age, and that the most important of them were already
known to the pre-Socratic philosophers. Kern notes that the
description of Chronos in the Rhapsodies is much simpler than
that in the Hieronymian version, and concludes that the simpler
story is obviously the older. The Hieronymian version, he says,
bears unmistakably the marks of the Alexandrian age, a sentiment
which he contentedly but vaguely ascribes to * umnes viri docti '.
On a more general line of thought, one is inclined to respect and
give wider application to Jane Harrison’s observation that it was
only natural for Greek art to be more susceptible to outside
influences when in its infancy ; as it grew to its own strong and
individual maturity it cast them off. Surely if this applies to
art it applies to the Hellenic mind in general ? Toying with this
idea we are met by Gomperz : * As his (the Greek’s) ancient native
traditions failed more and more to satisfy his increasing curiosity
and thirst for knowledge, foreign sources would be drawn on more
freely in an age of acute intellectual vigour and progress’. To
make any fresh suggestion seems like putting only one more
on an already massive pile of theories fatal to each other and
discouraging to the observer. Yet if the subject is worth discuss-
ing at all, the very multitude of theories is an indication that it is
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time to step back, to recapture if possible a little of that insight
into the general features of Hellenic culture which ought to be the
product of a classical education, and with that for a background
to mediate as far as possible between opposing views and try
to form a synthesis in which their soundest points may be
embodied.

My own solution would be somewhat on the lines of Gruppe's,
and form in some ways a parallel to Jane Harrison's remarks on
the progress of Greek art. The Hellenic mind at its most vigorous
must be distinguished both from the receptive state of its child-
hood and the indiscriminate search for novelty which marked its
decline. In this period of its maturity, covering roughly the late
sixth to the fourth centuries B.C., it was less susceptible to new
influences from outside, and was concerned to modify those which
had already entered its world, and to make them conform more
nearly to its own standards. It did not care for monstrosities
either in its thought or in its art. This was the age which saw
the birth of rationalism in philosophy on the one hand, advocating
the rejection of the myths as not conformable to reason. On the
other hand, among those who remained loyal to the religious
traditions, it saw a purifying of the myths from much of their
ancient crudity. Idealist representations of the gods in art went
hand in hand with the high moral tone and enhanced beauty of
the myths in the literature of a Pindar or a Sophocles. A com-
parison of the sculptured monuments of the seventh century,
which form what archaeologists call the Orientalising period of
Greek art, with those of the classical age, soon makes clear the
development of the Hellenic mind from a slavish imitation of
Eastern types to a realization of its own peculiar contribution to
the art and culture of the world. The difference between the two
has been well summed up by a German writer. Ancient Asiatic
art, wrote Julius Langbehn, is marked by its abstract (begrifflich)
character, fimding its expression in symbolism, which again, to
speak more concretely, shows itself in the production of mixed
animal and human types, and all sorts of winged creatures. It is
in short completely opposed to realism. Some winged creatures,
as we have noticed, are indigenous to Greece, and the difference
between these two has been put with such un-Teutonic brevity
by Langbehn that I must quote it as it stands : diese fliegen, jene
micht)' Greek art on the other hand was founded on poetry,
defined for this purpose as meaning sensibility to natural experi-
ences (Empfindung), though, be it added, to the highest and most
nearly perfect in natural experience. In opposition to the lifeless
symbolism of Asiatic art, classical Greece offers an idealism based
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on realism, that is, the representation of all the finest features in
nature.

For an illustration of the state of Greek culture in the eighth
and seventh centuries, the field of art had to be chosen because in
the history of Greek literature that period is almost a blank page.
Of their art we have specimens, chiefly in bronze, and they show
that it was not lacking in creatures like sphinxes and griffins who
had wings but could never have flown. For example, a glance at
the chapter on * The Early Archaic (Orientalising) Period ' in Miss
Lamb's Greek and Roman Bronzes (Methuen, 1g2q) gives us at
once instances of winged, and of mixed animal and human, types.
A small figure from Sparta (seventh century) represents a lion
with a serpent’s tail; the Tyszkiewicz plate (seventh century,
Lamb, pl. 18b) shows figures with human head, lion’s body and
wings, and other examples include sphinxes and griffins. Crete
was an important centre of Greek art at this time, and a fruitful
transmitter of Oriental types. More important still, its religious
art must have directly affected the Orphics, since they took up
Cretan elements into the very centre of their creed (pp. 108 fi.
below, and for the Kuretes, pp. 160 f.). This makes it particularly
relevant for our purpose to notice the bronze tympanum from the
Idaean Cave, birthplace of the Cretan Zeus (Cook, Zeus, 1, p. 644
and Pl. XXXYV), which shows the Cretan god with his attendant
Kuretes, but shows him as a purely Assyrian type.

We return now to the subject immediately under discussion.
We are presented with two versions of a myth, in one of which Time
is represented as a winged and multiform creature whom one sees
quite naturally, if he makes the picture in his mind’s eye, in the
form of an Assyrian or Persian relief, certainly not in any form
in which he would have been modelled by any Hellenic sculptor
of classical times. In the other version, shorn of his monstrous
attributes, he appears almost in the form in which a Greek
rationalistic philosopher of the sixth century might have cast him,
if he were putting his system into poetic shape—ageless, great,
whose counsels fail not. That time always was, that time has
great power for good or evil, that by time all things may be
accomplished—these surely are sentiments to which the most
philosophic mind might own. ° The simplest tale must be the
oldest °, said Kern. But simple is an ambiguous word. Who has
the simpler mind, the man who conceives of time as a creature of
grotesque mythological shape, or the man who has learned to
think of it without these picturesque and concrete attributes?
I suggest that the latter shows the higher stage of civilization, and
that therefore, on Kern's own argument, that the simpler version

6
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must be the earlier, we should put the grotesque one first
and regard the other as a refinement on it produced by a more
cultured age.

It is right to take into account the fact that Orphism was
somewhat removed from the main stream of Greek culture, and
that a crudity which had been purged away from the upper levels

might have survived in the undercurrent. If the only Orphic
description of Time were the Oriental, this consideration might
welghmﬂlus When, however, wempmuntedmththetwn
versions, it is at least a reasonable supposition that the develop-
ment was in the direction I have suggested and not in the other,
To suppose that everyone imbued with Orphic traditions cut
himself off entirely from the current of thought around him would
be absurd. Again we might be disposed to doubt if there were no
evidence at all for the presence of Time in Greek cosmogony
before the Hellenistic age. Against this is its prominent position
in the cosmogony of Pherekydes as well as in that attributed to
Orpheus. It is, however, to this fact, the comparative seclusion
of Orphic ideas from the main flow of Greek thought, that I am
tempted to attribute something else, namely the survival of
Phanes in his barbaric form into the Rha » which on this
supposition we are regarding as a product of at least the
of the age of enlightenment, say the age of Peisistratos.}* Phijos-
ophy was being born, and therefore a principle like time, which
to the rational thinker is merely an abstraction, could not retain
its fully mythological dress. But Phanes is not the projection
into mythology of a well-known phenomenon of the external world.
He lsagodand nothing else, andﬂhxsdevnteemnuttugwe
up belief in his actual existence, there is not the same necessity,
or indeed opportunity, for modifying his original mythological
character.

We have been led to make one or two general remarks on the
intellectual and religious climate of classical Greece, and these
may help us when we turn to ask, as the arguments of Eisler
demand that we should, what are likely to have been the feelings
of the poets. How would Sophocles, fnr instance, have regarded
this l:md of religious lore when he was composing his own lines ?
One must be careful not to exaggerate. The first im of an
enthusiast is to say that he looked on the world with the eyes not
of a religious teacher, nor of a philosopher, but of a poet. Yet
this would not be true. It would be true if modified to this
extent, that he looked on the world with the eyes first of a poet
and then with those of a religious teacher or a philgsopher, and
that in itself means much. It means, in my opinion, that he did
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not believe Time, the kindly god, to be a monstrous serpent.
But the poets of Greece were none the less more than poets. The
gl:f}!s of Sophocles were performed at the great religious festivals,
ore an audience of the whole city assembled to do honour to
Dionysos, and they had a message to deliver ; so that it would be
wrong to dismiss a priori the possibility of religious influences,
including that of Orphism, on his thought and his work. We
shall find good evidence that Orphism made a strong appeal to
the supple, and hence both receptive and independent mind of
Pindar. Yet Pindar remains the classical example of a great
mind anxious to purge away the grosser elements of his country’s
igious traditions, solely out of the love which he bears towards
those traditions themselves. The argument of the preceding pages
has been directed towards showing that in crediting Sophocles
with the rejection from his own religious thought of the more
fantastic Oriental conceptions we are not attributing to him a
lofty poetic isolation from the religion of his contemporaries.
He was one of the leaders of classical Hellenism, to which the
fantastic was repugnant. It may be that Pindar's poetic de-
scription of time as ‘ lord of the gods ’ betrays an acquaintance
with the Orphic theogony, even, if you like, with the cruder
Orphlc theogony which the authors of the Rhapsodmes themselves
. It is nevertheless a much more important observation
tlmtheleftallthem'udeparunut“

The comparison of the two descriptions of Time in the varying
versions of the Orphic theogony has left little to be said at present
on the general subject of his presence there. The position of time
at the beginning of the world might suggest a more philosophical
origin for the myths, were it not for the probability that it is only
a transplantation of Persian religious ideas modified in due course
by the transforming genius of the classical Hellenic mind. That

is was the course of events I suggest only as a theory, but the
ts of the Orientalists on the point (which I can only

judge on the evidence they themselves set before us) seem difficult
to escape.!* Agpgain, even granted the theory of borrowing from
Persia, we cannot take it as finally proved that this borrowing
took place in early and not in Hellenistic times. Nothing better
can be done than to state what seems the likelier view and indicate
the evidence on which it rests. That evidence is by no means all
included here, because I have not thought it proper that the
question of date should be allowed to dominate the arrangement
of the book. 1 shall, for instance, say in a later chapter what I
can about the relation of Orphism to the philosophies of Greece.
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I can only suggest that, should there be any who wish to make
this sketch the starting-point of their own researches, they should
read the whole before proceeding to form conclusions.

The egg from which sprang Eros-Phanes has the distinction,
rare indeed for an Orphic dogma, of being mentioned in a famous
e of classical literature. The race of birds, in Aristophanes’
comedy The Birds, having wrested from the gods the supreme
power in heaven, are anxious to E:, ove, as many have been since,
that the power which they now hold by force is really theirs b:o,-'
ancient.right. They therefore recite, to a submissive audience of
mere human beings, a new version of the origins of the world,
designed to show that the race of birds is of more ancient lineage
thnn the gods. This not unnaturally involves some perversion
of the usual tales, and even the scholiast on the passage recognised
that it was not necessary to refer the birds’ cosmogony to any
single one of the known theologoi. Except, however, for the line
which speaks of the birth of the birds themselves, the account is
fairly obviously put together out of the stock materials. It runs
as follows (Birds, 693 ff. = Kern, O.F. 1) :(—

* Chaos was and Night and black Erebos at first and broad
Tartaros, but there was no earth nor yet air nor sky. Then in
the infinite bosom of Erebos first of all black-winged Night bore
a wind-sown egg, from which in the circling seasons came Eros
the much desired, his back gleaming with twin golden wings,
swift as the whirling winds. He mingling in broad Tartaros with
winged and gloomy Chaos hatched out our race, and brought us
first to see the light. Before that there was no race of the
Immeortals, until Eros mingled all thihgs together. Then from
their mingling with each other was born Heaven and Ocean and
Earth and the deathless racc of the blessed gods. Thus are we
far the oldest of the gods. ., .

In the study of Orphic dogma, it is in many ways fortunate
that we have beneath our feet several strata of modern litera-
ture on the subject. The labours of others have saved us much
misguided search. The case of the Egg is typical. The first
step was to cast about for a theory of its origin based on .the
discovery of parallel conceptions in the mythology of other lands.
The Egg as the symbol of creation—who was the first to think of
this profound allegory ¢ The hunt was up and examples multiplied
themselves surprisingly. The Egg was run to earth in India, in
Persia, in Assyria, in Egypt, brought in fact ' from the farthest East
and even from the icy regions of Siberia and Kamtschatka'. 1Itis
not left for us to follow it there. It is not even left for us to take
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what is logically the next step, though great minds saw it many
years ago, and with some it has not even yet superseded the idea
of a chain of borrowers. This step is to reflect that in taking the
Egg as the symbol of the beginning of life, the makers of myths
were after all doing a very simple and natural thing, and if it is
common to the stories which many different peoples have made
up about the origins of the world, that is really not surprising,
and there is no need at all to suppose that they handed on the
great thought from one to the other.1®

If we may trust the Neoplatonists, the World-egg was a pro-
minent feature of the theogonies ascribed to Orpheus, and it is
usually referred to to-day, without more ado, as the Orphic Egg.
There is every reason for thinking that the name is justified.
According to a sentence in Damaskios whose meaning is only
partly clear (the Neoplatonic preoccupation with triads and the
intelligible world renders some of it obscure),
this World-egg was also a feature in the cos-
mogony of Epimenides the Cretan. If that
is so (and Damaskios is quoting Eudemos),
it was probably because he found it in Orphic
tradition, which in all likelihood was older
than he. It is, however, a matter on which
one can hardly dogmatize. In this early F10. 10—
part of his cosmogony, Aristophanes may  Tus Oremic Eco.
well have had Epimenides in mind, since This little cornelian
according to them both Night existed before  shows Eros seated in
the Egg, and appears to have produced it.!® %tﬂﬁ'h;ﬂf"h has
In the Orpheus of the Neoplatonists the Egg
was produced by Chronos, whom neither Aristophanes nor (so far
as we know) Epimenides mentioned, and Night is the daughter of
the god who emerged from it. A case has, however, been made
for supposing an earlier version of the Orphic theogony itself in
which she occupied this earlier stage. This will come up for
consideration when we are speaking of Night. In view of the
development of the ‘' question of the date of the Rhapsodies’
into one of the bogeys of modern scholarship, I am going to ask
pardon for repeating the few facts about the Egg in a laborious
way designed to make clear yet once more the policy which is
being pursued here. After that we may perhaps be a little less
meticulous in expression. The World-egg, which is a feature in
the cosmogonies of the Neoplatonic Orpheus, appears in the fifth
century in a cosmogony quoted by Aristophanes, and is attributed
to Epimenides who lived at the end of the seventh century, It
can therefore be traced back to a pre-classical stage of Greek
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thought. We are therefore entitled to say °this bit of the
Rhapsodies goes back to pre-classical times’, since if we say
instead, * in speaking of a world-egg, the author of the Rhapsodies,
at whatever period he—or they—may have lived, was drawing on
a tradition which went back to pre-classical times’, I do not see
that we gain anything by the refinement.

Before we leave the Egg, an interesting path of thought is
opened up by the epithet which Aristophanes appliﬁ to it. He
calls it dwmprépior, a word whose first meaning is * borne or wafted
on the wind'. dov dmpwduor could also mean a wind-egg, one
which is sterile and produces no chicken. No doubt Aristophanes
knew of this, and the incongruous juxtaposition of sense and
nonsense which the association suggests is quite in keeping with
his sense of humour. But it is another meaning which would be
uppermost. According to Aristotle, wind-eggs are those that-are
produced by the hen alone, without impregnation, and Lucian
speaks of Hera as having borne in Hephaistos 'a wind-child
(drmpépior mida), without resort to her husband ' (Arist. Hist.
Anim. 6. 2. 550bz0, Luc. de sacrif. 6). The Egg, then, from which
Eros, creator of gods and men, was to be born, was laid by Night
unaided by any male partner, and this Aristophanes expresses by
saying that it was brought on the winds. The idea behind this is
that the soul, the life-principle, either is itself air or being of similar
substance is blown about with the winds and is drawn into the
body at birth. The breath is the life. The Latin word for soul,
anima, means also breath, and the history of the Greek word
psychc is the same. The word Umpvéuor was becoming a common-
place, as the above quotations show, and examples from ancient
philosophers and poets might be multiplied to illustrate both the
belief that our soul is air breathed in from outside and also the
complementary notion of the impregnation of a female by the
winds.!” The ramifications of these ideas are fascinating, and
sometimes (as when treated by a Virgil) beautiful, but what
interests us particularly here is that they were taken up into
(though doubtless not originating in) the doctrines of Orpheus.
Whether they originated there or not, they became established
as Orphic doctrine quite early, since it is as such that they are
quoted by Aristotle. More definitely, the theory which he
ascribes to the ' so-called Orphic poems " is that the soul ‘ comes
into us from space as we breathe, borne by the winds' (de an.
1. 5. 410b28). The same theory is credited to those near allies
of the Orphics, the Pythagoreans, by Cicero (de nat. deor. 1. 11. 27).
The theory of wind-impregnation was accepted by Aristotle in all
seriousness, and was probably dissociated in his mind from the
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other (Hist. Anim. 6. 2. 560a6). The Attic Tritopatores, who

had certainly been wind-spirits (Rohde, Psyche, Eng. tr. ch. 5,

n. 124), found a place in an Orphic poem as ' doorkee and
ians of the winds' (Suidas, s.v. Tritopatores, Harrison,
.2 179, n. 2).

From the egg laid by Night, say the birds, came Eros. Is this
the same as the Phanes of the Rhapsodies, who was also called
Eros ? Did Aristophanes know that he was called Phanes too,
and call him Eros simply from that strange shyness which seems
to have worked upon all the writers of the classical age to make
them refer to anything Orphic in its least specifically Orphic form ?
We shall probably never know for certain, but let us do our best,
since if it is Phanes whom we have here, it is easily his earliest
appearance. What is there to make us think that he might be
the Orphic god? He is one of those who came at the wvery
beginning of things, not the youthful son of Aphrodite that he
became in classical times. But that might come straight from
Hesiod. He is golden-winged, as he is in the Rhapsodies, and as
he is addressed in his Orphic hymn. The wings themselves prove
nothing, since the figure of Eros as a winged youth was already a
commonplace of art and literature. In all probability Eros always
had been winged. It will be noticed that in this cosmogony Chaos
is winged too, a circumstance for which I know of no parallel, and
can suggest no better motive than the natural eagerness of the
birds to set as many winged creatures as possible among the
highest principles. As for the epithet ‘ golden ’, was not that a
common tag, and very naturally so ? If your winged creature is
a god, it is almost inevitable that you should imagine his wings
as formed of the precious, shining stuff. Only a little way back
in this same play, as it happens, one of Aristophanes’ characters
has been speaking of the winged Nike, and she too is given ' twin
golden wings ' in exactly the same words, down to the dual number,
as Eros. ('m were useful in any case for the anapaestic tetra-
meters in which the characters were speaking.) The description
becomes a little more significant when we notice in conjunction
with the golden wings the epithet ° gleaming’' (or{Afuw). We
recall involuntarily the lines from the Rhapsodies : * And all the
others marvelled when they saw the unlooked-for light in the
aither ; so richly gleamed (dwéoriABe) the body of immortal
Phanes’. Doubting still, we add in our minds the rest of what
Aristophanes has to say about his Eros. He was born from an egg,
and he is the creator of the world and the gods. It becomes
increasingly difficult to withhold belief, and I for one am reidy to
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give up the struggle and affirm that in describing Eros as he did,
Aristophanes must have been playing with the phrases of a poem
in the Orphic tradition. I cannot see any opportunity here to
apply the ingenious argument of turninﬁl::ahe tables, whereby, if a
correspondence is noticed between the psodies and a classical
author, the arguer turns round and answers, * Yes, but the writer
of the Orphic poems which the Neoplatonists quote had obviously
borrowed this from the classic ’.

Extant classical literature offers no other description of Eros
similar to this of Aristophanes, and no single mention of the name
Phanes, which we would conclude from the Neoplatonists’
authority to have been the characteristically Orphic title of the
god. Fortunately we are just saved from entire dependence on
the Neoplatonists or their contemporaries for this name. Dio-
doros, who lived in the reign of Augustus and so some three
centuries before Proklos (see also n. 3o below), quotes a line of
Orpheus which says that the Egyptian god Osiris is called * Phanes
and Dionysos ’. This is the earliest known mention of the name,
unless indeed it is included in the jumble of deities invoked on the
weird and unintelligible inscription of the gold tablet unearthed
in South Italy and known as the Timpone Grande tablet (b)
(O.F. 47). This would give us a foothold three or four centuries
further back, but it must remain doubtful. I can do nothing
better than refer to Professor Murray's clear and reasonable dis-
msm of it in the appendix to Jane Harrison's Prolegomena?
(p. 664).

The derivation of the name from ¢aive is universal in ancient
authorities. He is called Phanes because he first shone forth—
appeared in a blaze of light—or alternatively because he makes
visible, gives light to, the rest of creation, He is sometimes
called light itself, or by a slight and very natural transference is
identified with the sun, though this fusion was probably not made
in the Rhapsodic account of the Creation, which seems to have
been remarkably consistent, and according to which, of course,
Phanes existed before the sun, which was first created by him.
If the name is old, then in all probability, as has been suggested,
the popular etymology is not the true one; but until we can
propose another, that suggestion does not take us very far, and
anyway the popular etymology of a religious name is invariably
more important than the true one.

Sometimes coupled with Phanes as an epithet, sometimes
appearing independently, is the name Protogonos, First-born.
We find this word first in a mutilated fragment of Euripides, who
was certainly not a stranger to the wordy writings of Orpheus
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(0.F. z). It is surrounded by bits of words, all tantalizingly
incomplete. ' A dazzling light . . . asther . . . Eros . . . Night.'
They may be these, but the words are just sufficiently broken
to make other restorations possible, at least of the last three.
Chance has been ungenercus here, and we can do no more. Again,
the recently mentioned tablet from South Italy begins ‘ To
Protogonos Ge the Mother . . " It can scarcely be maintained
that we have here a separate mention of a god Protogonos. The
word is much more naturally taken as dn epithet of Ge, ' Earth
the first-born’. This reminds us that Protogeneia was the name
of a sister of Pandora and daughter of Erechtheus, the chthonian
hero of Attica. Protogonos as an epithet was also applied to the
chthonian goddess Kore-Persephone, The application of the
epithet to Phanes, coupled with his creative powers, appealed to
the Christian writer Lactantius. This theologian's thesis was that
ma.n of the pa.%:n writers, if they had only held fast to what

fu.-lt when they let nature and reason be their guides, would
haw: found themselves possessed of the same true doctrine as the
Christians. He finds a signal example in Orpheus, who taught of
“that first-born god, to whom he ascribes the first place ', and who
was ' the supreme power and the maker of heaven and earth’
(O.F. 88, 8q).

A third name for Phanes is Metis—Wisdom or Counsel. That
Phanes, being what he is, should appropriate this title calls for no
comment. In Hesiod, the first of the many wives of Zeus is
called Metis, and it was her fate, as it was that of Phanes, to be
swallowed by him. She was about to bear Athena at the time,
and Zeus took this course because it had been prophesied that
after Athena she would bear a son destined to usurp the power of
his father. The bringing of Athena into the world was made by
Zeus his own care, and the result was the famous phenomenon of
cephalogony. There is little resemblance indeed between the
Hesiodic goddess and the Orphic Phanes, though a confusion of
the two in the mind of one man may have been responsible for
the second, distorted version of a certain line in an Orphic address
to Zeus. In describing all that is mingled in the body of Zeus
the creator, this hymn enumerates fire and water and earth and

aither, night and day, and * Metis, the first father and Eros of
many delights * (O.F. 168). This line was repeated by Syrianos
in the form (O.F. 169): ‘ And Metis, first mother, and Eros of
many delights '

Yet a fourth title of Phanes in the Orphica of the Neoplatonists
is Erikepaios, a non-Greek name for which no certain interpre-
tation has been found.’® It is not once mentioned in the whole
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of older literature, and our evidence for it would belong entirely
to the Christian era were it not for the recent discovery of a
papyrus which is dated by the experts in the third century B.C.

On this fragment it has been claimed with good ground that the
name appears, in the form Irikepaigos. There is an Orphic
flavour about the whole fragment, with its mentions of One
Dionysos, and of the playthings (tops, knuckle-bones, mirror),
with which the young god is beguiled. (Compare below, pp.
120 fi.) The whole seems to have been a leaf of instructions for
an initiation ceremony, with directions for the sacrifice, formulas
to be repeated and so forth (O.F. 31. First published in 1921).

The three names, Phanes, Metis and Erikepaios, were used by

Gruppe to support a theory of the place of origin of the Phane,s-
myth. It will be interesting to mention it here, in so far as it
concerns these three names, on account of the remarkable piece of
confirmatory evidence which followed it. We need not at the
moment stop to consider the main thesis, which is that the class
of myths which tell of death, or absorption, and renewal of life
(and symbolize, in Gruppe's view, the periodical renewal of the
universe), to which class the Phanes-myth belongs, appeared in its
original form in Babylonia. Thence it spread over the Near East,
and took root particularly in Syria and Asia Minor., The gods of
Babylon themselves were not imported, but the myth was attached
to the local deities of the districts to which it spread. In this way
would arise, for example, the myths of Attis and Adonis. Asia
Minor, with the prominence of Kybele and Attis worship, became
the centre and rallying-point of these myths, and it is to this
centre that Gruppe would assign the origin of the Phanes-myth,
We now return to our three names. In a passage of Johannes
Malalas (an Antiochene historian of the sixth century A.D.) occur
these words : ' And he made known that the Light, cleaving the
asther, lightened the earth and all creation . . . and the name of
the Light the same Orpheus, having heard it by his gift of prophecy,
declared to be Metis, Phanes, Erikepaios ; which being interpreted
in the common tongue is Counsel, Light, Lifegiver .1* Now why,
Gruppe argues ingeniously, should Malalas think it incumbent on
him to translate the word Metis 7 We think of it as a good, well-
known Greek word, a little poetical perhaps, yet surely familiar to
all who spoke the common tongue. He seems to think that all
three are on a , and yet one of them, Erikepaios, does not
suggest to us a Greek word at all. Perhaps then 1o one of his age
they were on a par, having their origin alike in one of those lost
languages, of varying degrees of kinship with the Greek, which
were spoken in places like Thrace and the countries of Asia Minor.
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In these languages it was possible to find, side by side, word-
forms identical with the Greek and others widely different.*®
To one who knew the languages (as they would certainly still
have been known in the sixth century), all alike would be foreign
words. Probably, then, all three, those that sound like Greek
and those that do not, come alike from Asia Minor. Phanes
occurs in Herodotus (3. 4) as the name of a native of Halikarnassos,
and on an Anatolian coin struck probably at Ephesos (Head,
Hist. Num.* 571, C. T. Seltman, Greek Coins, 1933, p. 27, and
pl. 1, fig. 19. Head remarks that it is the oldest known inscribed
coin). * As for Erikepaios’, says Gruppe, ‘it must be admitted
that up to now no traces of his cult in Asia Minor have been
forthcoming." These words were published in 1909, and Gruppe
must have been ignorant of what was then a very recent discovery
made in Lydia by the Austrians Keil and von Premerstein. This
was an altar, with the dedicatory inscription *To Dionysos
Erikepaios '. The occurrence in Anatolia of deities known other-
wise from the Orphic cycle alone is an interesting and promising
line of research, and to those whose interest lies mainly in the
direction of origins may well prove a profitable field.®

The only thing one would wish otherwise in this interesting line
of argument is Gruppe's choice for a starting-point of the fact that
Malalas thought all the words alike in need of translation. Anyone
who has dipped into the works of that foolish man knows that he

an unfailing zeal for explaining things that were in no

need of explanation. The reader of the Orphic Fragmenis has an
example ready to his hand. Fr. 62 is another quotation from
Malalas in which he takes five lines of Greek hexameters and
translates them all, substituting Stvare for xparawd, Bacledaw
for avdoowv, and els 7ov dépa Ugodpeve for depipeve® The:
argument itself, however, remains undamaged, and the glib
translation of Erikepaios, meaningless to modern readers of Greek,
is in itself interesting. On the rendering given by Malalas, * eri ’
would contain the root of ‘life ', and ‘' kep ' or "kap * of ‘ giving ".
(The name of the god occurs h-uth as Erikepaios and Erikapaios
See Gruppe, Suppl. 740.) For the latter, Gruppe pertme.ntly
compares the town of Pantikapaion in the Tauric Chersonese, and
there was a river Pantikapes in European Sarmatia (" All-giving ‘).
For the first part of the name we have no such convincing parallels,
and Gruppe can only suggest as a possibility the Er of the myth in
Plato’s Republic. A. B. Cook, however, compares the mythical
river Eridanos, which on this analogy he tentatively translates
" River of Life ' (Zews, 2, ii. ro25). If we want another instance
besides Malalas of the search for an interpretation of Metis, it

*
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might just be worth while comparing the allegorical-etymological
passage of a Christian writer in O.F. 56 (p. 135). Zeus Beiov
ampdrar mvedpa, omep Mirw éxdlecav. This is so bad that some
one may suspect that no attempt at etymology can have been
intended, but the context leaves little room for doubt, since when-
ever the name of a god is mentioned some similar effort is made.
Here we see some one offering his own interpretation of a perfectly
well-known Greek word, and considering himself at liberty to
propose a meaning quite different from the usual one. ®?

So far we have spoken of those names of Phanes which were
peculiar, or almost peculiar to him. They show on the surface
little trace of syncretism. This syncretism (a word, unfortunately,
too convenient to dispense with) is the religious phenomenon
whereby the personalities of divinities once held to be distinct
become blended and indistinguishable from each other. It has
been succinctly defined as the identification of deities of related
function (H. J. Rose, Hdbk. Gr. Myth. p. 149). This phenomenon
was not entirely absent from classical Greece, but its predominance
dates from Hellenistic times. On the causes of this there will be
more to say later, but we may briefly mention now that it is the
natural concomitant of a tendency towards monotheism. The
many gods of Olympos become the one god with many names.
After what we know already of the Orphic writings, it will come
as no surprise to learn that they were marked by syncretism, so
far as we can judge, right from the outset. Here was a system
which, on the side of doctrine, taught of the absorption of every-
thing, gods included, into one god, and their rebirth from him
again, and on the side of active religion taught the complementary
idea of the worship of one god above all others.

This preliminary mention of syncretism is simply intended as
a very brief preparation for some of the other names which we
find accumulating around Phanes—Eros, Zeus, Dionysos. There
is little further to be said about them, since in the light of the
theogony they explain themselves. He is Eros, because the usual
Greek mythological substitute for evolution was not simply
creation but procreation. Life springs from Love, and so Love
has to be there before life in order to provide the vital force which
will mingle or marry two beings that further beings may be
produced. Obviously he is continuing this same work to-day, so
that the simultaneous existence of the twin conceptions of him—

eval cosmic figure, the first creator, and handsome youth or
mischievous boy going about among human beings with his bow
and arrows—is a simple thing containing no real contradiction.
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Phanes again is Zeus, or rather Zeus became Phanes by the
process of swallowing him, and finally Phanes is Dionysos because
in that form he was reborn from Zeus. Probably the Rhapsodic
Theogony gave him no other names, thus showing itself to be
strictly consistent, and this fact may well give us a general pre-
judice in favour of its early date. In later literature the Orphic
god shared the fate of others and was overwhelmed by the spirit
of the times in a flood of indiscriminately applied appellations.
Phanes was imagined as uniting in himself the characteristics
of both sexes. Bisexual beings were in particular favour in
Oriental mythologv, but were certainly known to classical Greece.
The reasonable Hellenic mind did not like to have them among
its own myths without accounting for their presence. If they
had crept in by natural, popular channels, then a story was either
discovered or invented to account for their form, and frequently
they were introduced deliberately to convey a certain idea or add
force to an argument.* It was different in the later days of the
decay of polytheism. On all sides attempts were being made to
describe the one supreme god, who was really exalted so far above
the rest of creation as to be indescribable. This inarticulate
striving after expression showed itself in many ways, one of which,
the piling on to the one supreme deity of the names and powers
of all the ancient pantheon, has already been mentioned. Another
was to show that in him all contradictions were reconciled, and
the result is a superficially nonsensical description in which the
most contradictory epithets are applied simply because they are
contradictory. The tendency was the same, whether you were a
ﬂenplatﬂnist philosopher wrestling with the ineffability of the One
which is above being and thought or a devout Christian trying to
express the infinite power of God to a pagan world. It robs of
significance such descriptions as that of Synesios (Hym#n. 2. 63 =
O0.F. p. 206} : ‘ Thou art Father, thou art Mother, thou art Male
and thnu art Female, thou art Voice and thou art Silence. . . .’
To return to Phanes, he was composite because he had alone
to start the process of creation, and this he could not do, in the
way in which creation was mythically portrayed, unless he made
up in his own person for the lack of a partner. Not ' female and
male " but * female and father " says the line quoted by Proklos
(O.F. 81). He was described as male and female, said lactantius
(O.F. ib.) ‘ quod aliter generare non quiverit *. Similarly, in the
Hieronymian version the goddess Adrasteia, whu existed from the
first with Chronos, is represented as male and female ‘ as a sign
that she was the cause of bringing all things to birth ' (0.F. 54).
The line * With four eves looking this way and that ' (0.F. 70)
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may be connected with this characteristic of Phanes. He was
in all ways two-formed.®®* To a similar impulse, the impulse to
unite in the creator, who at the beginning of things necessarily
stood alone, the various powers of the creatures, is most naturally
to be attributed the collection of animals’ heads with which
Phanes was credited. According to Proklos (0.F. 81, cp. fr. 82),
the theologos ‘ modelled ' him with the heads of a ram, a bull,
a lion and a snake. He was indeed, to translate literally the
adjective which Proklos applies to him, ‘a very whole animal °’,
From giving your god the strength of a lion and the wisdom of a
serpent it is but a step to imagining him as actually compounded
of these animals. Whether you take that step or not depends on
your mentality. There are those who like to treat a simile as a
simile, and there are others who prefer to see it expressed in a
way which appeals more immediately to the eye, the way of symbol-
ism. We have already noted that the latter is in particular the
way of the Oriental, and the prophet Ezekiel in his first chapter
provides a well-known example.

The position of Night in the Rhapsodic Theogony is remarkable.
Phanes is the creator and first ruler of the gods. In due course
he hands over his sceptre to his daughter Night, who rules in his
place. He himself goes into retirement, and all we hear of
him is the arrangement described in O.F, 105, according to which
he sits in the recesses of the cave of Night. In the middle is
Night, prophesying to the gods, and at the entrance Adrasteia
who makes their laws. Phanes sits still and takes no further part
in things. Night in her turn hands over the power to her son
Ouranos, but unlike Phanes she does not sit back as if her work
was done. She continues to exercise great influence, giving oracular
advice to her successors, who come to her for help and regard her
with awe. This active part she plays right through the reigns of
Quranos, Kronos and Zeus, during which Phanes is as if he had
never been. This seems to me the strongest argument for a theory
which has been put forward on other grounds, and which accords
with Gruppe’s view of the Rhapsodies as a compilation of different
strata of tradition, the theory namely that there was an earlier
version of the Orphic theogony in which Phanes was lacking and
Night had supreme place. Phanes is never mentioned before the
Hellenistic age, and the cosmic Egg only once in Aristophanes, but
the fourteenth book of the Iliad knows that Night is an awful
power superior to the gods, just as she is in the Rhapsodies.
Hypnos relates how once he incurred the displeasure of Zeus, who
wished to cast him down from heaven into the sea, ‘' had not
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Night saved me, the subduer of gods and men. Her I reached in
my flight, and Zeus stayed his hand for all his anger. Yea he
dreaded to do what was displeasing to swift Night." Used to
upport a theory of an earlier Orphic theogony, in which Night had

first place and there was no Phanes, this passage is of course
a weak ally. In the first place it is not explicitly ascribed to
Orpheus, and in the second it simply provides an argument ex
silentio. The striking thing about it is the resemblance which it
shows to the position of Night in the Rhapsodies, and the absence
of Phanes might in this case be best explained by the obvious
fact that he had nothing to do with the story. It is thus an
argument that could not stand alone, but becomes interesting in
the light of the strong suspicion raised in our minds by the com-
position of the Rhapsodies themselves that they contain two
different strata of myth. The same thing may be said about
Aristotle's reference to the theologoi who derive everything from
Night (Metaphvsics 1071b27). Whether he was thinking of Orpheus
among them or not we cannot help wondering, but we cannot say.
There is another passage in which Aristotle is making the same
point against the theologoi. When he speaks of those who derive
the world from Night, he is using them to typify the class of
writers who in contradiction of his own philosophy make the
potential prior in time to the actual, that is to say, the imperfect
and confused prior to the finished and complete. About these
same people he speaks again at 1091b4, and here his commentator
Alexander of Aphrodisias understands him to be referring to
2  Alexander illustrates the point by a partial summary

of the genualugjr of the in Orpheus which is a little confusing.
He gives two lists, the first of generations in order of their birth,
and the second of rulers in order of their succession, and the two
do not tally. Speaking of the generations he says, * First according
to Orpheus Chaos came into being, then Okeanos, third Night,
fourth Ouranos, then Zeus the king of the immortal gods ". The
succession of rulers is, first Erikepaios, then Night, then Ouranos.
One had thought that the generations mentioned in a theogony,
where only one name is mentioned in each, stood for the succession
of supreme gods, so that the two lists should be the same. Yet
the first has no mention of Erikepaios, and the second none of
Okeanos. The second is like the theogony of the Rhapsodies,
the one usually quoted by the Neoplatonists, and the first is not.
At this point another fact begins to assume significance. The
first list 1s given by Alexander in brief, dry prose ; for the second
he quotes hexameter verses. This may be accidental, but on the
other hand it may mean that Alexander took the second list from
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the poems current in his own day, whereas the first was a matter
of tradition which the commentators, convinced of the unity of
Orpheus, fondly imagined to contain-nothing essentially incon-
sistent with the poems they knew. (The passage of Alexander is
quoted in 0.F. 107.)

[ must risk anticipating here in order to mention a theory
which finds exceptional support in this passage of Alexander,
although the evidence here supplied has not hitherto been used
in its defence. It was Gruppe's belief that the Orphic theogony
used by Plato was not the Rhapsodic, but one quite different in
which Okeanos is father of the gods and there is no Phanes. The
details of the argument are difficult, because for one thing it is not
easy to determine exactly what theogonical passages in Plato
have an Orphic poem as their source. They are also, however,
unimportant, because whatever the order of the generations
within the theogony, the fact that it made Okeanos the father of
gods and men, and did not know of Phanes, would be sufficient to
show that it was of a fundamentally different kind from the
Rhapsodic. It is obvious without any further argument that the
existence at least of these two types of Orphic theogony is strongly
attested by the passage of Alexander which we have been dis-
cussing.

The theogony of the Birds is of great value as testimony for
the currency of a creator born from an egg and with the name of
Eros as early as the fifth century. Further than that it would be
unwise to press it. It shows Night as existing previously to the
egg-born god, not his child as in the Rhapsodies, and this might be
taken to represent an intermediate stage. But in the fragmentary
state of our knowledge of the ancient theogonies, it is just as likely
that Aristophanes used a comic poet’s rightful prerogative to make
a hotch-potch of the accounts which he was parodying, and even
perhaps invent a new order of his own.

We have noted that the stories of the Titans, and of how Zeus
was saved from his father Kronos, whose throne he was to usurp,
are retailed in the Rhapsodic Theogony much as they had been in
Hesiod, The next thing to attract our attention is the swallowing
of Phanes by Zeus, with all that it signified. Why this strange
fancy of a fresh beginning of things ? Why, when a creator had
been portrayed, carrying in him the seeds of all things that were
to be, and had safely brought all these things to birth, should
there arise another god who should engulf creator and creation
:n fhi!; Ewn body simply to bring them forth again as they were
refore
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I said a moment ago that if Gruppe was right in supposing an
Orphic theogony in which Okeanos held highest place and there
was no Eros or Phanes, then whatever else there might be to say
about it, it must be of a fundamentally different kind from the
Rhapsodic. It is here that that fundamental difference would lie,
in the representation of creation simply as a genealogical tree and
the absence of any trace of the idea of the absorption of all things
into one and their emergence from one into plurality again. How
shall all be one yet each thing apart ? The poet of the Rhapsodies
had this question in his mind, but it did not trouble the author of
a theogony whose first god was Okeanos. He is more likely to
have been akin to Homer and Hesiod, neither of whom thought of
raising the problem of creation in the form which afterwards
became the typically Greek expression of it. Homer of course
did not trouble himself with the problem of creation at all. Who
then did raise it in that form? Two very different classes of
people, or at least two classes of people who thought themselves
very different. It was raised by the first philosophers in Ionia,
who were convinced that the manifold world must have evolved
from a single primitive matter, and thought that the only problem
to be settled was what that primitive material could have been.
It was raised secondly by those religious spirits whose thoughts
took a mystical turn and who felt a dim consciousness that they
were of one nature with the life-giving god whom they worshipped.
They raised it in the form, * How can I, separate and isolated in
a distinct material body, become one with him ? © The philoso-
phers began to ask their questions in the sixth century B.c. The
others have probably been asking theirs, though sometimes vaguely
and scarcely consciously, since man first had a mind, but we know
that side by side with the speculation of Ionia this spirit also was
emerging into consciousness and taking a firmer hold on the
religious life of a large proportion of the people.

What significance we may attach to this kinship between the
Orphic myths and these two trends of thought, the one dis-
interestedly observing the macrocosm, the other absorbed in the
more intimate problems of the microcosm, is something which may
be left to a later chapter. At the moment we have another con-
sideration to weigh, namely, that although this kinship of ideas
may betray the world of thought in which the Orphic poem had
its origin, and from which it took its colour, the motive which
gave it its first impulse along those lines may yet have been
something different.

More than one person has claimed to put his finger on the one
idea in the Orphic poems which may be called original. It is a

7
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rash procedure, but 1 am going to make one more attempt and
say that the conception which seems to me to have the best right
to be called an Orphic idea is that of a creator.?” The supreme
ruler of the universe is to be at the same time its creator, one
whose way of working resembles that of the God of Genesis rather
than those of the gods of Hesiod. Granted a wish to express in
this way the nature of the deity (a wish, surely, which may have
arisen at some time among the Hellenes as naturally as it arose
among the Hebrews), what was to be done ! The Hellene was an
incurable conservative, at least as far as form was concerned. He
might introduce the most revolutionary theories, but if it were in
any way possible he would squeeze them into the old framework
with an air of having done nothing really new at all. There must
be no wholesale uprooting of the traditional gods and setting up
of strange gods in their place. The gods of Homer and Hesiod
must be respected, and also, perhaps, the gods of the already
existing theogony of Orpheus. These #theologos unanimously
declared that the ruler of our world was Zeus, and every citizen
of Athens was ready to vouch for the truth of it. A religious man
could not ignore this. He would show himself to be as bad
as the atheist philosophers at whom Aristophanes mocked, if he
were to say ‘ Zeus is no longer, but in his place—Phanes now is
king '. There would be natural sectarians who would acknowledge
in their hearts the supremacy of Phanes-Dionysos over all gods,
but a way must be found whereby Zeus could remain formally
supreme, not only to escape condemnation from the outer world
who had not taken Orpheus for their lord, but also because there
would be many who longed for the mystical belief in Phanes-
Dionysos, but were just as pleased if they could tell themselves all
the time that they were committing no disloyalty to the national
gods, since no belittlement of Zeus was invelved in the new belief.
The trouble now was that the ancient poets in whose writings the
character of Zeus had taken shape and hardened into tradition
never intended him to figure as creator. Consequently he was
quite unfitted to play the part. Phanes then must do the hard
work of creation, but when all things are ready we make Zeus take
them to himself and produce them again. By assimilating to
himself the nature of Phanes, that is, of Eros the principle of life,
Zeus acquires creative power in addition to his kingship.*® Faced
with the problem of using it, he has not a plan in his head, but has
to be helped at every stage. Having accomplished the necessary
preliminary step, he runs to Night, the unfailing stand-by of the
vounger gods, and says in effect, * What am I to do next?’
(O.F. 164, 165). Ewven Proklos is afraid there may be something
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shocking in this idea : * The Maker of all is said to have gone
into the oracle of Night before the whole creation, and from there
to have been filled with the divine plans and to have learned the
principles of creation and to have found a way out of all his
difficulties, ¢f 3¢ be not blasphemous lo say so’ (0O.F. 164).

The episode of the swallowing, which for the poet of the
Rhapsodies serves as the device whereby this remarkable trans-
formation is accomplished, was not of course the invention of his
own imagination. That would not have accorded at all with the
conservative spirit of the Greek. Not only was Kronos known to
have swallowed all his children save Zeus, who was saved by a
trick, but Zeus himself in Hesiod had swallowed Metis (p. 97
above), a personality whose name was actually shared by Phanes.
The more we observe the ingenuity of the Greek mind in com-
pletely changing the significance of a story, the less we feel sur-
prised that for all the progress made by their thought, there was
so little change in the mythical material from which it drew its
expression.™

We come now to what must have been for a worshipper the
central point of Orphic story, the tales of Dionysos son of Zeus
and his sufferings. We find these established and widely quoted
as part of the Orphic corpus by the Neoplatonists, and attributed
to a poem of Orpheus by Clement of Alexandria. Pausanias the
student, who must have been alive at the same time as Clement
and about a hundred and fifty years before our Neoplatonist
authorities, makes the following interesting observation: ‘The
Titans were first introduced into poetry by Homer, who said that
they were gods occupying a place under what is called Tartaros.
Onomakritos took over the name of the Titans from Homer and
founded rites in honour of Dionysos, making the Titans to be for
Dionysos the author of his 5ui¥:1?ings' (Paus. B. 37. 5 = Kemn,
test. 194). This is one of the most striking pieces of external
evidence which we possess for the origin in the sixth century of
much of Orphism as we know it. (For Onomakritos see p. 13
above.) The careful statement of Pausanias rings true, and we
need not doubt it on the ground that our other authorities, con-
temporary with or later than Pausanias, refer the story of Dionysos
and the Titans to Orpheus simply. This need not even argue
ignorance on the part of the others of the activities of Onomakritos.
It would be known that he edited the poems of Orpheus, just as
in the same age the poems of Homer were also edited at Athens.
No doubt interpolations were made in the Homeric epics as well,
but the corpus as a whole remained Homer for the vast majdrity
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of Greeks. Certainly the interpolations in Urpheus, to judge by
this statement of Pausamas, were by no means slight, but
the credulity of the very pious must be taken into account.
Onomakritos was to them a fefos dwp, one inspired, and the
certainty that what he added was ifh accordance with the spmt
of prop phecy and truth would induce a state of indifference in
which the line of demarcation between original and reformed
theology would soon become blurred. The result is well illus-
trated in a sentence of Sextus Empiricus, who sees no objection to
quoting as an authority ' Onomakritos in the Orphsca * (fest. 191).

Besides the Neoplatonic references, let us note this of Diodoros

(p. 96 above) : ® ' This god (s.e. Dionysos) they say was born of
Zeus and Persephone in Crete, and Orpheus in his religious writings
represents him as being torn in pieces by the Titans' (DF
p- 231). Plutarch also refers to the story (de esu carn. 1.
0.F. 1b.), and before we go on to discuss its significance it is wnrth
while translating in full the long account of Firmicus Maternus
(time of Constantine and his successor) in his work On the Errors
of Pagan Religions. It will be better to have his story as a whole,
and any parts which do not come directly into the present dis-
cussion form an example of Euhemerism too good to miss (ch. 6,
p. 15, Ziegler = O.F. p. 234). The gods are given their Roman
names, so that Dionysos becomes Liber.

* Liber was the son of Jove, a king of Crete. Considering that
he was born out of wedlock, his father's attentions to him were
excessive. The wife of Jove, whose name was Juno, was filled
with a stepmother’s anger and sought in every way by guile to
bring about the death of the child. Now the father was setting
out on a journey, and because he knew of the concealed displeasure
of his wife, and in order to prevent her from acting treacherously
in her fury, he entrusted the care of his son to guards who in his
opinion were to be trusted. Juno, being thus given an opportune
moment for her crime, and with fuel added to her rage through
the circumstance that the father had on his departure handed
over to the boy his throne and his sceptre, first of all corrupted
the guardians with royal payment and gifts, then stationed
her followers, called Titans, in the inner part of the palace, and
with the aid of rattles and a mirror of ingenious workmanship so
distracted his childish mind that he left his royal seat and was
brought to the place of ambush, led there by the irrational
impulse of childhood. Arrived there he was caught and killed,
and that no trace of the murder might be found, the band of
her followers cut the limbs in pieces and divided them among
themselves, After that, adding crime to crime, on account of
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the extreme fear in which they held their master they cooked
the child’s limbs in various ways and consumed them, feeding
on human flesh, a banquet unheard of up to that day. The
heart, which had fallen to her share, was saved by his sister—
whose name was Minerva—who had herself assisted in the crime,
with the double purpose of using it as unmistakable evidence in
laying information against the others and of having something
with which to soften the brunt of her father's anger. On Jove's
return his daughter unfolded the tale of the crime. The father,
on hearing of the fatal disaster of the murder, was overcome by
the keenness of his bitter grief. As for the Titans, he procured
their execution after various forms of torture. In vengeance for
his son he left no form of torment or punishment untried, but
exhausted the whole range of chastisement in his fury, uniting
to the feelings of a father the unchecked power of a despot. Then
because he could no longer endure the torments of his sorrowing
heart, and no solace availed to assuage the grief occasioned by
his bereavement, he made a statue of the boy out of gypsum
by the modeller’s art, and the heart (the instrument whereby,
when it was brought by his sister, the crime was laid bare) was
placed by the sculptor in that part of the statue where the linea-
ments of the breast were represented. This done, he built a temple
in place of a tomb, and appointed the boy’s tutor (whose name was
Silenos) to be priest. To soften the transports of their tyrant’s
rage, the Cretans made the day of the death into a religious festival,
and founded a yearly rite with a triennial dedication, performing in
order all that the child in his death both did and suffered. They
tore a live bull with their teeth, recalling the cruel feast in their
annual commemoration, and by uttering dissonant cries through
the depths of the forest they imitated the ravings of an unbalanced
mind, in order that it might be believed that the awful crime was
committed not by guile but in madness. Before them was borne
the chest in which the sister secretly stole away the heart, and
with the sound of flutes and the clashing of cymbals they imitated
the rattles with which the boy was deceived. Thus to do honour
to a tyrant an obsequious rnhbla has made a god out of one who
was not able to find S

We have already had occasion to remark on something which
finds further confirmation here, and which throughout our inquiry
cannot be over-em . To begin an examination of Greek
literaturewith theobject of detecting and isolating Orphic elements,
and to find, as the investigation proceeds, the traces of anythmg
thatcanhecalledﬂrphm dissolving one after the other into thin
air, has been the experience of many scholars. It will corrtinue
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to be the experience of all who confine their search to such concrete
phenomena as ' Orphic myths "' or ‘Orphic rites’. A small
residue will be left, certainly, but its scantiness will be a dis-
appointment to the researcher and moreover will by no means
truly represent the contribution of Orphic thought to the develop-
ment of Greek religion. Few who had a message to preach in
Greece would think of doing so by inventing new myths or new
rites, and thus alienating at the outset the conservative minds of
those whom they wished to influence. The change was accom-
plished by the infusion of new meaning into the myths and rites
that were ready to hand. It is not therefore on the myth of
Phanes that our attention must primarily be concentrated, nor
on the sufferings of Dionysos, but on the theories of a creator and
of the divine kinship of mankind. We have now to say something
of a certain Cretan ritual, because it was absorbed by the Orphics
like other religious elements which were suitable to their purposes.
If it was practised at Athens, then no doubt Orpheus was the name
under whose patronage it was brought there. But it was not an
Orphic ritual in the sense that it was invented by the priests of
Orpheus or in its original form had anything to do with them at all.
We can have no sure basis of profitable inquiry until we have
clear in our heads the conception of the Orphic religion as con-
tentedly eclectic in its matter, single and original in the thought
that lay behind it.

The statement of Diodoros establishes the fact that the
Dionysos whose story and whose rites were given such a prominent
place in Orphic belief and practice was the Dionysos of Crete.
We need scarcely remark that Dionysos was worshipped in other
places besides Crete, or that his origin, though obscure, lies more
probably in the North of Greece than in the South ; and we may
say with almost equal assurance that the god of the Cretans was
not originally called Dionysos. There were many Dionysi. A
speaker in Cicero's dialogue De nafura deorum (3. 23) enumerates
five in support of his argument. The god " in whose honour the
Orphic rites are supposed to be performed ' finds fourth place in
the list with the others. The Cretans indeed, in later days at
least, could point to the borrowing of their rites by the Greeks of the
mainland and base on it a claim to the origin among themselves of
all ritual ceremonies. To this extravagant claim Diodoros gives
serious consideration in an interesting passage (5. 77): ‘I have
related the tales which the Cretans tell about the gods who are
said to have been born among them. Now in saying that homage
to the gods and sacrifices and mystic initiations have been intro-
duced from Crete to the rest of mankind, this in their opinion is
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the weightiest testimony which they bring : the initiatory cere-
mony of the Athenians at Eleusis, which is, I suppose, the most
magnificent of all, and that in Samothrace, and that in Thrace
among the Kikones (the country of Orpheus the initiator), all
these, they say, are divulged in the form of mysteries, but at
Knossos in Crete it is the custom, and has been since ancient times,
to let all partake openly of these rites. What in other countries
is divulged under pledge of secrecy, no one in their country conceals
from anyone who may be desirous of learning about such things.’

No doubt the Cretan rite had existed from very ancient times,
and although its elements must have been common to many other
peoples as well, there is no more reason to doubt that it was in
its Cretan form that it was adopted by the Orphics. So much
truth we may for the present allow to have lain in the boast of
the Cretans. We must try to determine more closely what
this Cretan rite was and what religious beliefs must have been
behind it.

The rite has been fully described and commented on by Jane
Harrison (Proleg. ch. 10), so that a short outline will be sufficient
here. Firmicus remains our chief witness. The very unsuit-
ability of parts of the ritual which he describes to fulfil the purpose
which his previous narrative assigns to it, forms a good guarantee
of the genuineness of the ritual itself. A live bull (i.e. raw, Prol.?
485, 486) is torn in pieces and eaten by the worshippers, and they
take to the woods in wild and noisy procession. The orgiastic
music of flutes and cymbals adds to the din, and certain sacred
objects are carried about with them which Firmicus at least
sup to be relics.

classical age provides a striking illustration of this descrip-
tion in the fragment of Euripides’ Cretans quoted by Porphyrios
(De abstin. 4. 19), which runs as follows.*® The chorus, says
Porphyrios, are addressing Minos :

‘ Son of the Phoenician princess, child of Tyrian Europa and
great Zeus,* ruler over hundred-fortressed Crete—here am I, come
from the sanctity of temples roofed with cut beam of our native
wood, its true joints of cypress welded together with Chalybean
axe and cement from the bull. Pure has my life been since the
day when 1 became an initiate of Idaean Zeus and herdsinan * of
night-wandering Zagreus, and having accomplished the raw feasts
and held torches aloft to the Mountain Mother, yea torches of
the Kuretes, was raised to the holy estate and called Bakchos.’

The first conclusion which may be drawn from this passage is
that Idaean Zeus (from Mount Ida in Crete) and Zagreus are one
and the same, and that this god was no Olympian. He belongs
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to the other of the two broad divisions of Greek gods. His
worshippers stand in no purely external relationship to him, in
which sacrifices are performed in a bargaining spirit, as to a ruler
from whom good gifts may be expected if his claim to obedience
is recognized. These are the ceremonies of the mystic, whose aim
is nothing less than to assimilate himself to the object of his
worship, as the last words make clear. These last words also tell
us that this same god of Crete, Zeus-Zagreus, was also called, in
the fifth century, Bakchos or Dionysos. We have then a chthonian
ritual to secure communion with the god, apparently in its most
primitive form. Communion was attained by the eating of raw
flesh, and we may trust Firmicus sufficiently to add that the flesh
was that of a bull. The cista carried in procession, which the
myth made into the receptacle of the heart, is most naturally to
be explained as an instance of the universal mystic chest of
chthonian Dionysos. The serpent who lives in holes in the earth
was sacred as symbolizing the spirit of the earth and fertility,
and in this form the god could be carried, a lwmg image, in the
procession of his wnrshlppers. Pick up any coin of Asia Minor
dating from the end of the third century B.C. onwards, and the
chances are that you will find on it the sacred cssta with the serpent
issuing fromit. Cistophori becamea generally current type through-
out the peninsula, and, as it happened, in Crete itself (Head,
Hist. Num. 534, 479). Finally we have the fact that the central
act of a communion ceremony, allegorized more or less according
to the degree of civilization attained by the participants, is the
absorption of the god himself in some visible, physical form or
symbol, simultaneously with which the worshipper believes that
he acquires the spirit of the god, his strength or his holiness or
whatever of his characteristics he may most desire.

We may now try to picture a little more clearly the nature of
this Cretan mystery-god. He was Zeus Chthonios, that is to say,
he was an example of the great god who lived in the earth.
These deities of the soil are as old as agriculture, and the god-
in-the-earth of Crete must have been worshipped before ever
the gods of Homer, with their human outlook and cuntrasting
personalities, set up house upon Olympos. Then Zeus became
inevitably connected in the minds of Greeks and their neighbours
with the idea of supreme god, and so simple people in speaking of
the god of the earth found it quite natural to say ‘ the Zeus of the
earth’. Etymologically, the uses of the word Zeus no doubt
came in the order, general—particular—general. Historically, if
the supreme chthonian deity of Crete is called Zeus in the fifth
century, it is most likely that he is called by this name because he
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has borrowed it from the supreme god of the Hellenes. What his
name was in the days of King Minos we cannot say for certain,
but it is most likely to have been the name which was Hellenized
into Zagreus. This is a name at whose origin we can only guess,
and which whenever we meet it clearly signifies a purely chthonian
deity. In what is supposed to be the oldest extant reference he
is invoked by the side of Ge, in a fragment of Aeschylus by the
side of ‘ the Hospitable ' (Hades. The authority for this quotation
says that Aeschylus called him brother of Hades), and Kallimachos
calls him son of Persephone.®® As for the name itself, the most
convincing theory of its origin (more convincing, perhaps, than
most etymologies) is that which makes it an ethnic from Mount

n between Assyria and Media (Miss G. Davis, quoted in
Zeus, 1, 651). It was an Oriental name which travelled to Crete
via Phoenicia. The etymology of the Greeks made the name mean
* Great Hunter * (E¢ym. Magn. s.v.). Allthat is to our purpose is to
note that it was Cretan before it was Greek, a fact with which
Miss Davis's idea accords. The scanty references in themselves
give no clue, and we may cling rather to what they do put beyond
doubt, the entirely chthonian character of the god to whom the
name belonged. That Zagreus was the original name of the local
chthonian deity of Crete, to whose name and ritual later circum-
stances brought a more widespread fame, may remain no more
than an attractive theory, although we may add that the original
title of the Cretan god is certainly not represented by any of the
other names by which, in his mingling with a wider civilization,
he came to be called. The suggestion may also be considered as
a protest against the practice of concealing our ignorance with the
formula: ‘It was his Orphic name ‘—by which is meant the
Orphic name of Dionysos. Any references to the Orphic story of
the sufferings of the god, either in the Neoplatonists themselves
or earlier, speak of him as Dionysos or Bakchos. For the name
Zagreus in this connexion we have to look to Nonnos or pseudo-
Nonnos. (Literary references to Zagreus will be found in O.F.

. 230.)

P From the time of Homer onwards the orgiastic worship of
Dionysos, a Thracian god, had been making headway through
Greece against the calm and reasonable religion of the Olympians.
To give a detailed account of that worship here could only be to
make an inferior reproduction of the eighth chapter of Rohde’s
Psyche (Eng. tr.). The character of a Bacchante is in any case
familiar enough to us all to bring up at once some of the right
associations in the mind. A few points may be mentioned to
serve the purpose of comparison. The worshippers trail dancing
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over the mountains, using various means to induce in themselves
the condition desired, namely ' madness " or ecstasy. They utter
loud cries, they make music with flutes and cymbals. Arrived at
the culminating pitch of frenzy, they tear and eat raw an animal
victim. Dionysos appeared to them in the form of a bull. The
ultimate aim was union with the god, by the attainment of ecstasy
and the sacred meal to become oneself a Bakchos.?” Is it sur-
prising, that in an age marked for the Greeks by colonization and
expansion no less than by a lively interest in religion, the Cretan
god should have become Dionysos, and the Cretans be supposed
to be worshipping the same divinity as the Thracians and, by now,
a great many of the Greeks themselves /! 1 am not seeking to
overlook or deny the racial kinship of Thracians and Phrygians,
the similar character of Thracian Dionysiac and Asiatic cults, the
possibility that the Cretans were originally of Southern Anatolian
stock, with the final conclusion that the Thracian and Cretan
rituals may be in their prehistoric origin one and the same thing
born in the same place. These inquiries are alien to the history
of Orphism, for which the important fact is that in the mind of the
historical Greek the two were separated, one to the North of him
and the other to the South, and that he had to notice similarities
and draw his own conclusions.

The accounts of Euripides and Firmicus both come from ages
when the unity of Cretan with ordinary Dionysiac worship was
considered as established. The mysfes of Idaean Zeus became a
Bakchos. Euripides himself makes no secret of the fact that he
is fascinated by the thrilling service of the Thracian god, so much
so that his play the Bacchae is our richest source of information
on the cult. These accounts may therefore be considered suspect
as a source from which to extract the original Cretan form of the
rite. But in meeting the impact of Hellas, or of Thrace through
the medium of Hellas, was it the Cretan religion which was forced
to adapt itself and conform, or did it simply absorb into its own
age-old practices the names of the alien gods ? There 1s strong
a priori evidence for the latter alternative. The great and ancient
civilization of Crete was the teacher rather than the pupil of its
young successor on the mainland. If the orgiastic worship of the
Thracians was received with opposition, as in many parts of Greece
it was, this opposition was largely fed by feelings of contempt for
the Thracians themselves, who to Greek eyes were barbarians and
beyond the pale. It was with far other feelings that the Greek
looked on Crete. Tt was the home and birthplace of his own
Zeus. The incongruity of supposing the Olympian to have been
born there never once tempted him into the heresy that the
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Cretan-born was another, the god of a difierent people who had
taken the name of his own. The sanctity and universality of the
supreme god of Crete were too firmly rooted in his mind, and as
Zeus he reigned unquestioned from the time of Hesiod. It was
left to post-classical writers, like Kallimachos, to play with the
idea of different birthplaces of Zeus, and the subject of his Cretan
origin caused grave misgivings among those of the ancients who
first attempted the science of mythology. It is likely then that
the ritual of the Cretan mystes did not suffer much alteration by
becoming one with the mysteries of the continental Dionysos, but
that the union was made easy by an initial similarity. This is
confirmed in one noteworthy point. The Thracian Dionysos was
imagined in the form of a bull. The worship of a bull-formed god
seems clearly indicated by the Cretan rites. Did the Cretans
borrow the picture from Dionysos ? The stories of Pasiphae, of
the Minotaur, of Europa provide the answer.

It is time to step back from this medley of Thracian and Cretan
reiligiun, in which we are in danger of losing sight of our subject,
which is the Orphics. I am supposing that Orphic religion took
shape in the sixth century. This is an impression which forms
and hardens in the mind as it broods over Orphic thought and
practice. It is difficult to bring together a mass of concrete
evidence for it, since it is largely a matter of the climate of thought
to which it seems most naturally to belong, although the prob-
ability that Onomakritos was one of the founders of the move-
ment lends distinct colour to the view, and other testimony will
come to light as we go on (cp. e.g. p. 126 and App. 2, p. 134
below). I may add in parenthesis that it is a view which in no
way excludes the possibility that in previous centuries poems were
already current under the name of Orpheus. If they were not, it
is not so easy to see why the reformers of the sixth century like
Onomakritos chose to put themselves and their writings under the
patronage of his name. The important thing to remember is that
these earlier poems of Orpheus were not Orphic, using that term
in the sense which will have become clear by the time the end of
this chapter is reached. In the sixth century then, let us say,
a new spirit was being introduced into religion by men who took
Orpheus for their prophet and the cult of Dionysos as the centre
of their worship. From the activities of Onomakritos we may
assume that Athens was a centre of the movement. Now at Athens
in the time of Onomakritos the orgiastic worship of Dionysos was
as well known as in his own home in Thrace. Two passages.in
Aristophanes (Frogs, 357, Clouds, 985) make it clear that the rite
of eating the bull was itself familiar to his audience, though one
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of them implies that it was not the sort of thing that was still
done.*® In fact the cult of Dionysos was already universal in
Greece, there were already ' many Dionysi,” and the Cretan
himself, we may be sure, had already become Dionysos through
contact with the Hellenized form of the Thracian.

To the Orphic, then, who wished to put his new wine into the
old bottles, to set his new thoughts in the framework of existing
cult and myth, there presented itself the phenomenon of Dionysos-
worship going on all around him, with variations no doubt both
of cult and myth according to the locality, and the nature of the
gods whose worship in different places he was usurping or sharing.
We can only inquire which form in particular he chose to make
the interpreter of his thoughts, always with the proviso that the
religious enthusiast does not differentiate with academic nicety
between wvariations which the cult and myths of his god may
have assumed in their transitions through time and space.

Ritual has had an incidental mention in this chapter, but its
object i1s to elucidate the mythology of the Orphics. We have
seen evidence that the myth under discussion, that of the sufferings
of Dionysos, was based on Cretan sources. The question which
we must face is, what did Onomakritos (who will serve as well as
any other name to represent the sixth century reformer) find to
his hand in the way of mythological material in Crete ? Briefly
and broadly, he must have found a blend of the Cretan Zeus with
Dionysos. The ancient chthonian cult was being carried on as it
ever had been, but the mythology of Crete must have suffered a
shake-up from the invasion of foreign deities with similar functions
but different names. When Onomakritos turned his eyes to Crete
and wrote his poem on the sufferings of Dionysos, there would
already be in Crete the state of affairs described later by Euripides,
in which the mystes of Idaean Zeus is initiated at the same time to
Zagreus and his longing is to become one with Bakchos.

So much we may assert, that at the time when the Orphics
were introducing their new ideas there was going on in Crete an
absorption of Dionysiac by the ancient Cretan religion, with a
consequent identification of the ancient Cretan god with Dionysos.
If I go on to suggest in more detail a possible order of events, up
to and including the adoption of these elements by the Orphics,
it must only be after a warning that no more than a possible
account is intended. We are dealing with a topic where no certain
knowledge of detail is available. Yet we have the authority of
Plato for supposing that to think out an account which is possible
and reasonable is never waste of time. In this care it will clear
our minds, and may even help towards understanding the
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complicated interactions of the two elements of religion, cult and
myth. Here then is the account.

There were three prominent features of ancient Cretan ritual,
the procession carrying the serpent-emblem of the chthonian god,
the slaying and eating of the bull, and a warlike dance performed
by the young warriors in which they clashed their arms together.
Evidence for this last is not direct, but rests on the supposition
that the story of the Kuretes is an aetiological myth. It is one
of the most transparent cases, and no one, so far as I know, has
doubted the walidity of the inference. The dance itself has been
variously explained as rain magic, apotropaic magic, initiation
ceremony, greeting to the morning sun, and sheer joy in bodily
movement and noise. The worship of these early Cretans may be
said to be directed towards one god, the ubiquitous and supreme
earth-spirit.

The imaginative Hellenes now enter with their own gods into
the scene of this ancient civilization whose ruins they have
inherited. The supreme god of Crete they identify with their
own Zeus. From this contact comes the story of the birth of
Zeus which we have in Hesiod and elsewhere. These general
terms, unsatisfactory as they are, are all that we can use in
speaking of causes, since who shall speak exactly on the how, the
where and the who of these myths ? The story is this. Rhea
had borne several children to Kronos, which he, having heard
that a child of his own should one day usurp his kingdom, promptly
swallowed. Rhea in grief went to her mother Earth for advice,
and when she was about to bear another child her mother sent
her to Crete. Here she bore Zeus and hid him in a cave on Ida.
The Cretan daemons called the Kuretes danced around the infant
clashing their shields in order that his cries might not be heard.
This tale, so unsuitable to the Olympian Zeus of Homer, obtains
universal assent as part of the canon of Greek mythology. The
armed dance of the Cretan warriors is now regarded as a rite
commemorative of the saving of Zeus. His religion remained
chthonian. He who had performed it became himself a ' new
Kures,” and the god was addressed as Kuros. The latter means
simply * youth ’, and it was from the dance of the Kuroi of Knossos
that the story of the Kuretes had its rise.??

In the meanwhile the orgiastic worship of Dionysos has
descended upon Greece, with its frenzied processions of night-
wandering, torch-bearing, intoxicated worshippers, and its animal-
tearing, flesh-eating consummation. at first, it has
worked itself into the life of the people by its appeal to the feelings,
its satisfaction of the instinct to let oneself go and in the process
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to be exalted out of one's own nature and caught up in the nature
of a higher, more universal being. It reaches Crete, where it finds
that a similar religion has been carried on for centuries, and the
Idaean Zeus becomes Dionysos. Henceforth they are one. But
if Dionysos to his Cretan worshippers was one with Idaean Zeus,
then it was in his honour too that the armed dance was performed.
He too, therefore, must have been saved at his birth by a circle
of friendly daemons. Otherwise why should the commemorative
dance be performed in his honour ? Another circumstance helped
this transference. There was another class of attendant daemons
closely resembling the Kuretes, called Korybantes. These figures
were probably North Anatolian,* and were allied at first to the
(sreat Mother of Phrygia. Her cult was
of the same ecstatic type as that of
Dionysos. To " korybant ™ served as a
verb in Greek, meaning to be in a state
of ecstasy or divine madness in which
hallucinations were possible. Naturally,
then, these attendants of the Phrygian
goddess attached themselves at an early
date to Dionysos, seeing that men of
Thracian race moved over with their
religion into Phrygia at some time in
Fic., 11.—IxFant DioNysos the second millennium B.C. Diun}rs.ns
surrounpen sy Anmep then had attendant daemons already,
Ficures  LEAPING  AND  apd it was easy to sup , if you were
Cowsmmia  Sworos on fe o T e were no others than
NESIA IN JONIA. the Kuretes. Tha; 15 thenry, plausibl¢
enough. This is fact, that as soon
as Greek literature emerges for us from the dark ages, that is
to say by the sixth century at latest, we find that Kuretes
and Korybantes have become identified. They are identical to
Sophocles and Euripides. Orgiastic Korybantic elements are
introduced into the cult of the Kuretes, whose simple, primitive
mystery was probably in the first place free from them. More
important for us, the attendants of Dionysos, be they called
Kuretes or Korybantes, are now represented as surrounding the
god, who is seen as an infant, clashing their shields with their
swords.*® (Cp. fig. 11.)
All that we have so far taken into account has happened
without the assistance of the Orphics. The typical orgies of
* Northern on account of the §, if the etymology from wopwds holds good.
Wilamowitz has recently denied it, solely on the ground that the name Korybant

is not Greck (Der Glaube der Hellemen, i. 129). But surely it is from a closely
allied language ?
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Dionysos had nothing to do with Orphic influences, which form
in many important respects a contrast to them, as we shall discover
when we turn from the myths to the practices of the Orphic. Of
Dionysiac religion in, as it might be called, its raw form we have
no better memorial than the Bacchae of Euripides. The mysteries
of the Orphic, secret, that must not be spoken of, which are hinted
at in some of his other plays (p. 237 below), are banished here in
favour of the freedom and wildness of the untouched Thracian
cult. Yet in the Bacchae are united all the elements of which we
have spoken. One doubt remains. If Dionysos was now imag-
ined as being encircled in his infancy by protective daemons, did
his Cretan worshippers know from what he was being protected ?
It is scarcely probable that the religious mind, although accepting
in general the single nature of Idaean Zeus and Bakchos and
making the attendants of the one wait also, and in the same way,
upon the other, transferred the well-known myth of the birth of
Zeus in its entirety to Dionysos. Hellas itself had made Dionysos
son of Zeus, and that rendered easy the assimilation of their
natures and their servants. But the imagination boggled at
making Dionysos son of Kronos, or even at crediting Zeus, for
the sake of consistency, with the deplorable attitude towards his
children which his father had shown towards him. Of that we
never hear a hint. There were other stories too of the birth of
Dionysos, which certainly made it out to be eventful, but none of
them rendered necessary, or even possible, the presence of an
armed guard., Now it is highly improbable that the inconsistency
thus involved in uniting as if to one god the service paid to Idaean
Zeus and Dionysos appeared to the devout follower in the intel-
lectual way in which it suggests itself to the cold-blooded scholar
in his study. If we ask the question, what did a Cretan at the
beginning of the sixth century imagine to be the reason why the
infant Bakchos needed this protection, the most probable answer
is that he neither knew nor cared. It is not beyond a doubt the
right answer. We do not know. There must have been some
myth of the dismemberment of Dionysos aetiologically connected
with the dismemberment of the animal by his worshippers, and
this myth may have been no more than embellished by Onoma-
kritos in the way which is represented for us of a later age by the
bald statement of Pausanias that he ' made the Titans the authors
of the god's sufferings . At any rate we have brought our tale
down to about the point where the Orphics must have stepped in.
They stepped in because they had a new religion to preach, a code
of conduct based on a theory of the origin of mankind, and they
wanted a mythical framework in which to propound it. In the



120 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION CH.

study of Greek religion, scholars frequently protest, with complete
justification, against those who describe the origin of a myth or
a rite in a way which suggests that it was the production of a
committee or a single man appointed for the purpose of inventing
it. That is not the way in which myths or rites arise. But the
rise of the phenomenon known as Orphism presents an entirely
different problem from that of any individual myth or rite, whether
it be one used by the Orphics or not. All the evidence points to
its having been in its origin the product of a few individual minds
active over a limited period of time. We need not therefore
hesitate to speak in this way of the Orphics, and may conclude
that they meditated on the religious elements which I have
described as existing before their time, and either invented, to
suit their own purposes, a story explanatory of the picture of
the infant Bakchos surrounded by leaping, noisy daemons, or at
least remodelled an existing one. It was they who said that the
child was attacked by the Titans, that his guard proved insufficient,
and that the Titans killed him and tasted his flesh. If there were
already in existence an aetiological tale of the sliying of the god,
the eating of the flesh no doubt formed a part of it, since it was a
part of the actions of the bacchants. (See Appe ndix 1 p. 130 fi.
below.) The essential thing is that the Drphlcs added tEe Titans.
When Zeus made war on the Titans, as every one knew from
Hesiod, his weapons were his thunderbolts and lightnings. With
these he burned up the earth around them, and the hot smoke
scorched antl defeated them. To have as many familiar elements
as possible in their story was very naturally the aim of the Orphics,
and here was one which suited their purpose admirably. Zeus
attacks the Titans, fresh from their crime, with his well-known
weapons. They are burned up, and from their ashes springs the
race of men. The climax is original, is Orphic (and in this all our
evidence concurs), because it enshrines the peculiarly Orphic
thought of our own mixed earthy and heavenly nature. Here
then we may end our reasonable account, like Timaeus with a
prayer to all the gods and goddesses that it may be found to them
not unpleasing and to ourselves not inconsistent.

Before we leave the story of the Titans' crime, a word should
be said about the playthings by means of which, according to the
myth, they distracted the infant god and achieved their purpose.
Clement of Alexandria gives the following account of the deed
(Protr. 2. 17. 2—18. 1 = O.F. 34): ' The mysteries of Dionysos are
simply barbarous. While he was but a child the Kuretes danced
and leaped about him in arms, but the Titans insinuated them-
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selves by fraud, beguiled him with childish playthings, and tore
him limb from limb, helpless infant though he was, as the poet of
the mysteries, Orpheus the Thracian, says :

Tops of different sorts, and jointed dolls, and fair golden
apples from the clear-voiced Hesperides.*

The symbols in this mystery are purposeless objects, but it may be
of some purpose to bring them to your notice—a knuckle-bone, a
ball, tops, apples, a mirror, a Iump of wool.’

Over a century ago Lobeck, in a passage of astonishing learning
(Agl. 6gg fi.), was prepared to show that in spite of the attempts to
attach an nngmal mystmal significance to these objects, every one
of them was in origin nothing but what the story made them out to
be—children’s toys. The strongest support to a contrary theory
was furnished by the words %omos and rhombos in the Orphic
lines. The former means, in the first place, a pine cone, and pine
cones were carried by the worshippers in Dionysiac processions
on the tips of their wands, the thyrsos. The latter means a bull-
roarer, an instrument which when whirled around the head pro-
duces a noise, and is or has been used in the religious ceremonies
of primitive peoples in many lands. It happens, however, that
both words also mean spinning-top,** and Lobeck went so far as
to discover a passage in a Greek writer which explained exactly
the difference between the two, for every small hﬂ_',r. it seemed,
knew that a komos was not the same as a rhombos. One was the
kind you whipped, and the other was not. We shall soon come
to some evidence, unknown to Lobeck, that in the story of the
divine child it was spinning-tops that were in question. The
knuckle-bones, the ball and the jointed dolls speak for themselves.
The last na.'med are literally ‘ toys that bend their legs '—a nice
touch, almost suggesting that the writer, for all his dusty tags
from Hesiod, had not forgotten his own childhood. The last
article in Clement’s list, a tuft of raw wool, has in Lobeck's
opinion crept into the text by some corruption, though he has no
emendation to offer. His argument is that all the articles quoted
by Clement as ' symbols in the mystery ' are simply reminders of
the toys offered to the child. He dismisses the wool therefore
with the words guid enim puer ludibundus lana succida facere possit ?
This is surely question-begging as part of an argument that the
thmgs mentioned are all toys and not objects of criginal religious

ce. When Lobeck himself quotes for us passages from
the Etymologika showing that religious significance was attached to

* wivor wal pdpfos wal malyna xepresiyua,
ﬁﬁﬂﬁrltﬂm%h}m



122 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION [cH.

wool (it was used, say Photios and the Etym. Magn., in mystic
ceremonies and in spells, and specifically at Athens), we are led by
his own learning to doubt his original assumption that all the
objects mentioned are without exception examples of children's
toys. The doubt grows when we find that in all the special section
which he devotes to the discussion of these objects there is no
mention of either the mirror or the golden apples of the Hesperides,
neither of which falls very easily into line with the ball, dolls,
tops and knuckle-bones as part of the ordinary stock-in-trade of
the toyshop. Clement goes on, immediately after the passage
quoted, to reveal the contents of the sacred caskets used in the
mysteries of Bakchos. The list consists partly of different kinds
of sacrificial cakes, partly of the sacred plants, ivy, narthex,
pomegranate, and a serpent is also mentioned. No doubt this is,
as Lobeck took it to be, simply an extension of the previous list,
that of the toys of Dionysos, and Clement means us to understand
that they also were kept and displayed in the cisfae mysticae.
* These then ', concludes Lobeck, ' were the famous mysteries of
the cistae, partly models and memorials of the toys with which
Bakchos played in his early infancy, partly various kinds of
sacred cake." He keeps up to the end the distinction between the
two, but surely the one thing that we can learn with certainty
from Clement’s description is that the two classes of sacred object,
those that were originally simply toys introduced for the purpose
of the story, and those that were originally religious symbols,
were not kept distinct at all, but were confused. He mentions
the toys and immediately calls them the symbols of the mystery,
and then goes on to imply that they and certain other things
which were not toys were kept alike in the mystic caskets. In
these circumstances there is no reason against supposing that of
the actual list of playthings in the story of the infant Dionysos
some were simply toys, which afterwards attained religious signi-
ficance owing to their mention in the story, and others were sacred
objects included in the story because of their already established
sanctity. There is no need, in fact, to lump them all together. We
must remind ourselves yet again that the story in this elaborate
form, with child-god reigning supreme, malicious Titans and list
of playthings, is no product of the myth-making imagination of
primitive folk, but far more probably the artificial production of
a few reforming spirits in a civilized state. Nothing could be more
in keeping with the methods of these people than the insertion
among the toys which their tale demanded of one or two objects
to which they attached a deeper significance. The mirror may
be an example of this. Certainly the Neoplatonists saw in it an
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ellegca?r of the nature of mankind, and one so good that Plotinus
himself deigned to notice it, although elsewhere, unlike his followers
in the school, he preserves an unbroken silence on the subject
of the Orphic theogony (0.F. 20q9). Proklos of course, when he
sees in the picture of Dionysos looking at his reflection in the mirror
an image of the opposition between the eternal intelligible world
and the unreal world of birth and decay, is introducing Platonic
notions which could not have been in the minds of the creators
of the story (0.F. #b). Nevertheless they too had a religious
doctrine to propound, and it may well be that in that same picture
we are meant to see a foreshadowing of the double nature of man-
kind, his heavenly nature which is his real self, and his earthly or
Titanic which is no better than a shadow. So much we may con-
jecture, while admitting freely that a mirror would have served
better than most objects even its ostensible purpose of simply
distracting a child’s attention. If it could not do that in the
place, the story would be marred. The same thoughts arise over
the golden apples of the Hesperides. Nothing, we admit, is more
likely to attract a child than the present of golden apples, yet it
seems a little extravagant to send to the farthest con of the
world for a mythical treasure when the same purpose, it seems,
could be accomplished with dolls and knuckle-bones. Perha
then we may allow ourselves to remember that the apples of t
Hesperides were symbols of immortality, and that Dionysos was
to be born again after his murder, and by his death was to ensure
the hope of immortality for the race of human beings which was
to follow him.

Archaeological discovery has thrown a most direct and un-
expected light on the divine Child and his playthings.** We find
it in the sanctuary of the Kabiroi at Thebes in Boiotia, excavated
by the Germans in the eighteen-nineties. These Kabiroi are gods %
of uncertain origin, possibly Phoenician, but possibly also indig-
enous to Greek soil, whosé chief seat in classical times was the
island of Samothrace. (The locus classicus is Herodotus 2. 51.)
They were kindly gods, givers of the fruits of the earth and pro-
tectors of seamen, and were worshipped on the island by the
celebration of mysteries, into which Herodotus shows himself to
have been initiated. There is little literary evidence for their cult
on the mainland of Greece, though Herodotus hints that it may
have reached Samothrace from Athens, being originally a cult of
the Attic Pelasgoi. Beyond this we had a bare mention of the fact
that they were worshipped at Thebes, and that the worship there
had been founded by one who was an Athenian by birth (Paus.
4. 1. 7). About this cult the excavations have furnished a
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wealth of information of that fascinating first-hand kind which
is the peculiar gift of archaeology. They show the Kabiros
(singular) worshipped by the side of a Child, and the votive
offerings suggest that in the minds of the peasant population of
Boiotia the Child was the more important. Seven hundred little
terracotta figures of boys were found as compared with fifty
statuettes of the reclining Kabiros. On a vase-painting of the
fourth century B.C. we are shown the Kabiros reclining on a couch
with the Child standing before him (fig. 12). Both have titles
written over them, Kdbiros over the reclining, bearded figure, and
over the head of the boy simply Pais—The Child. Now the
remarkable thing about the Kabiros is that he exactly resembles
Dionysos as he is depicted on vases of Attic style. He is a bearded
man in a reclining position, his head crowned with ivy and in his

Fig. 12—FRAGMENT OF VASE FROM THE THEBAN KABIRION.

hand a wine-jar. Were there no name written over him, no one
would hawve hesitated a moment to make the identification.
Everyone knows of course that Thebes, the scene of the Bacchae
of Euripides, honoured Dionysos as its chief god, and it looks as
if the Kah:ros in being transplanted to that city, had become
identified with its god. In the light of this discovery, a possible
mgmﬁcancabemnstna ppear in a remark of one of the much

tribe of scholiasts, hitherto dismissed as merely due to
the confusion of a Emnl*learned mind. The scholiast to Apollonios
Rhodios says (on 1. g17) : ‘' Others say that there were once two
Kabiroi, the elder Zeus, the younger Dionysos'. Confusion there
is in this statement, which nevertheless probably owes its origin to
the existence of this cult in which the worship of Kabiros, Child
and Dionysos had become mingled. With this passage goes the
one in Cicero, de nat. deor., which we have already had occasion
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to quote (above, p. 110). In the list of ‘ multi Dionysi * there
given, the third is ‘ Cabiro patre '.

The most interesting part of the discoveries comes now.
Among the heaps of votive offerings found in the shrine were a
number of objects, some in bronze and some in clay, which are
unmistakably spinning-tops (fig. 13), and yet others in the form
of knuckle-bones. Although these are the most striking examples,
there are others too whose identification as playthings is scarcely
more doubtful, tiny cops and jugs, and glass beads. A list of
dedicated objects has also come to light, and includes four knuckle-
bones, a top, and a whip.

We find, then, that the literary evidence of the Orphic theogony
for the belief in a divine child is
illustrated in the most striking way
by the existence of an actual cult
which takes the Child for the centre
of its worship and causes his adorers
to bring to him as offerings the sort
of gifts which may most naturally
be supposed to please him, namely
children’s playthings. We can
scarcely suppose that the two are
unconnected, but it is important to
see whether we have any evidence
which may explain what their con-
nexion is likely to have been. Almost
of the Kabiroi, independently of the
of t abiroi, independently of t
archacological - discoveries, 15 con- “Sousb " sme Fovems Ko
tained in the of Pausanias  Birion.
which has already mentioned
(4. 1. 7). This passage in full is as follows: ' Methapos was an
Athenian by race, and the founder of mysteries and orgiastic
cults of all sorts. (He was besides the present instance the
founder of the mysteries of the Kabiroi for the Thebans.)
Now he put up also an image in the chapel of the Lykomidai
with an inscription which says . . ." Pausanias’ point is to
prove something by means of this inscription, and the reference
to the Theban cult is simply an aside to illustrate the character
of Methapos. The information which it gives for our purpose
is therefore scanty, but it does tell us that the cult was founded
by an Athenian., There is also significance in the fact that
he was familiar with the cult practised by the Lykomidai, and
indeed, considering that he was thought a suitable person to put
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up an image and inscription in their shrine, was probably a
Lykomid himself. The Lykomidai were an ancient Attic family
who traced their descent from King Pandion, and Pausanias says
of them elsewhere (9. 30. 12 = O.F. 304) that they knew the hymns
of Orpheus and sang them at their religious ceremonies. This
literary evidence for an Attic origin of the Theban cult is sup-
ported by the character of the finds, which in point of artistic
style conform closely to the Attic type. Archaeological considera-
tions also point to the sixth century as the probable date of the
introduction of the cult, since the foundations of the earliest
temple on the site are of sixth or fifth century date. It does not
therefore seem to be one of the cults indigenous to Thebes, or
even one introduced at some time in the dark ages as the cult of
Dionysos may have been, but one artificially planted there in
historic times. (We are reduced to relying on inferences of this
sort since unfortunately nothing is known of the date of Methapos
himself.) This being so, I draw the following conclusion. The
myth of the child Dionysos and his playthings was first expounded
at Athens in the sixth century, as we have already seen reason to
suppose from the reference of Pausanias to the part played by
Onomakritos in its construction. It was an Orphic myth in the
fullest sense of having been composed in the name of Orpheus by
men who were ing in that name a new religious doctrine.
This myth and the Orphic mysteries were familiar, together with a
great deal more mystical lore, to an Athenian of the name of
Methapos who was the first to introduce the cult of the Kabiroi in
Boiotia. A man of whom Pausanias could say that he was a
“ founder of mysteries and orgiastic cults of all sorts * is likely to
have held the belief, easy enough for all devotees of that type of
religion, that the gods worshipped under different names and in
different places, but in the same way, were in reality only different
manifestations of one god. He would not hesitate to identify
two of these gods or to transfer the myths of one to the cult
of the other. The identification of the Kabiros and Dionysos
at Thebes was made particularly easy by the fact that Dionysos
and his mysteries were already established there. Thus it comes
about that, introduced from Attica and at or after the time when
the Orphic reformers were at work, the cult of the Kabiroi adopts
an Orphic colouring. I have said before that the element of
certainty is less present in this work than in most, but here at least
we have a reasonable account which fits the few facts available,
and at least we have avoided saying of a cult, as has been said of
many, that it ‘ shows Orphic influence ' without making sure what
we ourselves mean by the phrase.
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We have been through an account of the Orphic theogony,
told plainly and without comment. We have commented on
different points of detail within the theogony, separately and in
turn. We have not yet paused to consider the theogony as a
whole, its nature, how much religious or philosophical thought it
contains, and of what sort. It will be best not to attempt a full
discussion of these questions at this point, since they will be more
in place when we come to consider the relation of Orphic to other
Greek religious and philosophic thought, a subject which must
clearly be postponed until we have completed the description of
Orphism itself by the addition of chapters on its eschatology and
its religious practices.

There are, however, certain preliminary problems to which this
chapter ought to have given a peculiar contribution. They may
be briefly indicated before we close it, since they are of the sort
towards which we must adopt a definite attitude before we start
upon the business of making a comparison between Orphic and
other Greek ideas. I have just spoken of considering how much
religious or philosophical thought the theogony contains and of
what sort. It is the first of these two questions which I mean by
a preliminary problem, and it is a part of the business of this
chapter at least to set out, more Aristotelico, the problem and its
conditions.

It may sound like giving a glimpse of the obvious to say that
in an attempt to compare Orphism with the rest of Greek religion
we are hampered unless we know beforehand what elements in
Greek religion are Orphic and what are not. Yet even a little
reading in the literature of the subject will bring one into contact
with comparisons made under the limitations of that very dis-
ability, and if we are frank we must confess that it is not an easy
one to be rid of. The difficulty may be illustrated by an extreme
case, the religion of Graeco-Roman times. [t is generally agreed
that the Neoplatonists read into the Orphic poems ideas which
were their own, and had in reality nothing to do with Orphism.
Even that, though it can scarcely be called a rash thing to say,
needs to be supported by a more exact description of the sense in
which the term Orphism is being used. There was still an Orphic
religion (a Christian writer says of the sacra Dionysi, eliam nunc
Orphica nominantur, and a mythographer of the Christian era
speaks of the beliefs of the discipuls Orpher, Kern, test. gg, and O.F.
213), and if we are not going to give the name Orphism to the
beliefs of one who in a certain age called himself a follower of
Orpheus, it is difficult to see what sense we are to attach to the
term. But the belief ascribed to the discipuli Orphei is that the
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dismembered Bakchos was the soul of the world. Iamblichos
too (de anima, Kern, O.F. pp. 96 {.) labels as Orphic the belief in a
single world-soul pluralizing itself in animals. It was the

of their age, and must be taken into account when the Orphism of
that age is the subject of discussion. To the eyes of a student it
may seem a very different thing from the Orphic religion of eight
or nine hundred years before, but, after all, the differences will
certainly be no greater than the differences between the Chris-
tianity of to-day and that of the early Christians would appear
to be, if only we could bring to bear on the living religion the
same objective gaze which we direct at the dead. It may be
that when the mythographer spokc of the discipuli Orphei he
was thinking of the Neoplatonists, whose frequent appeals to
the authority of the Orphic poems might well lead a contem-
porary to think that they deserved the name. I have no doubt
that they themselves would not have resented it, and but little
doubt that some of them were actually initiated into the Orphic
mysteries.

That, however, as [ said, i1s an extreme case, and raises extra
difficulties of its own, which will find their separate place in the
investigation. The main problem that confronts us is the relation
of Orphism to the thought of the classical age, and for that the
necessary preparation is to ask what Orphism was in its original
form. On this point the investigations of the present chapter have
taught one lesson which we must not allow ourselves to forget.
Any argument which implies that Orphism was a primitive form
of religion is condemned to falsity from the outset. The Orphic
showed a genius for transforming the significance of his mytho-
logical or ritual material (he would not have been a Greek if he
had not), and sometimes saw an opportunity of prea-:luug his
religion through the medium of symbols which were in their origin
of the crudest and most primitive. When they became Orphic
they changed, and if we are interested in Orphic thnught we cannot
be too careful in distinguishing between the pre-Orphic character
of a myth or rite, which may be wholly alien to Orphism, and its
character as a part of the Orphic religion. Few would deny this
description of Orphism, or the necessity which it lays upon us,
but nevertheless the pre-existence of much of its material invites
confusion, and the invitation has been by no means always
resisted. It has meant, for instance, that a scholar who was
as keenly alive as any to the spirituality and the transforming
genius of the Orphics did not avoid using the term ' primitive
Orphism ’, 2 term which cannot help bringing loose thinking in its
train.
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The artificial character of Orphism has been betrayed to us by
indications both internal and external to the theogony. I choose
the epithet because it expresses better than any other the contrast
between the careful thought which has obviously been bestowed
by the Orphic writer upon his mythical material and the natural,
spontaneous way in which the myths themselves of a people seem
to arise, but I wish it to be understood without the derogatory
sense which nowadays is commonly attached to it. Internally,
it has shown itself in the ingenious combination of m calcu-
lated to bring out a meaning which the elements of story in
their ive form were never deslg:ned to convey. We have
had strikingly brought to our notice in the tales of the
mlluwiug of Phanes and of the sufferings of Dionysos, the one
illuminating for us the notion of a creative god, the other that of
the admixture of divinity in the natures of human beings. Extern-
ally, the same fact is pointed to by the tendency of the evidence
to concentrate on the sixth century as the most likely period to
which to assign the beginhings of this religion, and on Athens
as the most probable centre of its early development. Sixth
century Athens was not a primitive community, it was a hive of
intellectual activity, the place in fact to which, even without
external evidence, one would most naturally assign the origins of
a complicated system of the nature of that which the Orphic
theogony presents. Thus do external and internal indications
interlock, admittudly with the weightiest part of the testimony
centred in the internal, at least as far as our investigations have
carried us up to now. Externally, we have had little to guide
us so far but the traditions concerning Onomakritos and the
Athenian foundation of the cult of the Kabiroi at Thebes. Other
evidence will come up for consideration in due course. Such will
be the reappearance of Orpheus in Attic traditions (p. 217 below)
and perhaps the mutually inextricable natures of Orphism and
Pythagoreanism, hehﬁudbyﬂmanmentstubetﬂfumdtsﬂithc
same philosophico-religious syst

In the mass of modern writing which exists on this subject,
one returns again and again to the expressions of Otto Gruppe,
relieved and enlightened by the clear thinking and consistent
argument which are there displayed. It is he who hrmgs before
us the picture of the Orphic writer as having a idea
to express, but hindered in his expression of it by the already
existing myths to which he has linked it. There lies the answer
to some of the most troublesome questions with which the student
of Orphism, and still more the student of kindred subjects who
wants to know ‘ what Orphism is * but cannot devote a period of
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specialized study to it, has always found himself beset. What is
“an Orphic myth'? Can we suppose that myths as crude as
those which we find in the Orphic writings were intended by
their authors to convey a spiritual meaning ? Of course not, if
we suppose the Orphic writers to have been the inventors of the
myths. Yes, if we suppose them to have caught up the material
handed down from a more primitive age and remoulded it to suit
their own conceptions, as we have now seen them doing. Why
did they trouble to remould it instead of breaking loose from its
trammels 7 On that point also we have said something already
(p. 106 above), and in this summing up I prefer simply to counter
the question with another: why is the story of Jonah and the
whale still read aloud in churches in the enlightened twentieth
century ?

When Gruppe argues that the Orphic theogony was intended
by its authors to express a philosophic idea, he was prepared also
to say what in his opinion that philosophic idea was. In this we
shall try to follow him, as I have said, at a later stage in the book.
But we are not closing this chapter without having obtained some
light on a question which has its importance, considered as an
approach to that later stage, the question, namely, what grounds
we have for believing, a priors, that the Orphic theogony contained
any philosophic thought at all.

APPENDICES TO CHAFTER 1V

1. The Rending of Dionysos. (On p. 164.)

I have made the outline in the text as short and simple as possible
for the sake of clearness. On the subject of the rending of the infant
Dionysos there is more evidence to be considered. Let me describe the
evidence first.

(i) In the British Museum is a red-figured Attic vase dating probably
from the early fourth century B.c. on which the scene is depicted. (B.M.
Cat. Vases, 3. 188, no. E246; JH5 11,1890, 3431.; A. B. Cook, Zeus, 1, 654 1.
See fig. 14.) In the middle stands a bearded ﬁg'uu in Thracian dress holding
in his left arm the limp and naked body of a child. With his right hand
he conveys to his mouth a limb of the child which he has torn from the
body. On the left stands Dionysos, recognizable by long, wavy hair
wreathed with vine or ivy, and the thyrsos in his right hand. His left
hand he holds out towards the central figure. On the right a tall, bearded
Thracian carrying a staff is running away with a backward glance over his
shoulder. The interpretation of gestures and facial expressions on Greek
vases is very much at the mercy of subjective impressions, but I cannot
feel any doubt that Dionysos by his look and gesture ex dismay and
protest, and the Thracian on the right both alarm and disgust. (I write
from a view of the vase itself.)



SOSANOI(] 40 oMlaNZTY ERI—F1 'DI1g



*

132 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION [cH.

(ii} The Lenaia was the winter festival of Dionysos at Athens,
so called from Mpal = Maenads. (Hesych. Aypal- Bdxyms, and see other
evidence in Cook, op. cil. 1, 667, n. 4.} The scholiast on Aristophanes
(Schol. Rav. Ar. ran. 479) says that the ceremony included a cry of
summons to the god, made by the people at the bidding of a t,
and no doubt this was followed by his epiphany. Clement of Alex-
andria (Protr. 1. 2, 1 {. p. 3, 26 ff. Stahlin) the tragic poets ' Lenaean '
{Anvailovrar), and his scholiast makes this comment on the word:
“ A rustic song, sung over the wine-press, which itself included the
rending of Dionysos .

To take the second piece of evidence first, if this song was accom-
panied by 'a mimetic performance, a passion play’, then it may well
represent the origin of Attic tragedy, as Cook (op. eid. 1, 678) has argued.
Tragedy was ormed in the service of Dionysos, and the number of
plays which dealt with the tearing in pieces of heroes, some of them
closely akin to Dionysos, is surprising. Cook notes that besides the
Bacchae of Euripides, there were plays about Pentheus and Pelias
by Thespis (Pelias was cut up and boiled in a cauldron by his daughters
in the belief that it would restore his youth), two plays on the Pentheus
theme by Aeschylus, and more by Iophon and others. We may add
the Bassarids of Aeschylus which told of the dismemberment of Orpheus
(p. it:uabuﬂ}.

re relevant for our present purpose is the song, ' which itself
included the rending of Dionysos ', and for which this clear testimony
is of the greatest value. It must certainly have contained the germ
of the Orphic hieros logos on the subject, and who knows but that by
the fifth century the logos of Onomakritos may itself have been the one
adopted, and sung at the Lenaia by a rhapsodist ? This is not to assert
that those taking part in the festival were in the full sense Orphici.
None knew better than the Orphic himself that there were many who
took part in similar rites but few who were in their full communion
(moddol piv ropywoddpo, walipor 8¢ ¢ Pdxyos. Below, p. 194.) Those who
deserved the Orphic title of pure had undertaken a more exacting
and self-denying course, but the dogmas contained in Orphic literature
were known to a wider circle than these.

The interpretation of the vase is a more difficult matter. In the
first place, I am sure that we confuse the issue unnecessarily if we sup-
pose that any of the figures must represent the Titans of the
story. The slaying and eating of the god in the form of an infant were
memorials of the fierce ritual of an earlier, darker age, which had not
faded from the memory of a people to whom the thought of actually
performing soch a sacrifice would have been abhorrent. (For further
evidence of survivals from a period of human sacrifice, see ¢.g. the section
in Zeus on human omophagy (1. :‘51 fi.), and cumcgaru the cult of Zeus
Lykaios (sb. 654) and the sacrifice of infants at Tenedos, #b. 675. Human
sacrifice to Dionysos Omestes before the battle of Salamis, considered
a terrifying notion but carried out, Plutarch, Themistohles 13, quoted
Zews 1. 657, n. 1.) Even in the Thracian religion, an animal was early
substituted for the human victim, and the Athenians became content
to sing a song describing the deed which the ritual was supposed to
commemorate, and perhaps to ummpnnty the song with a pantomimic
performance. Yet the original form of the rite was not forgotten,
indeed it probably exercised, for all its horror, a kind of superstitious
fascination as being after all the real thing, and there was not the
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same objection to depicting it in that form on a vase as there would
have been to committing the act oneself. It is a rite that is being
represented, not a myth. It scarcely needs remark that there is no
inco in the presence of the god at the orgies of his own wor-
shippers. he devout performer of them firmly believed him to be
there. There is, however, a suggestion of a mask about the slightly
grotesque head of Dionysos which may mean that the figure represents
a worshipper taking the part of the god in a sacred drama.

If the Athenians had lost their taste for human sacrifice, it was
eéven more mmlﬂn{ to the true Orphic, as I hope to show later. If,
then, we are to look for any traces of Orphic influence in this painting
(and nothing is more li in a Dionysiac scene painted at Athens
in the fourth century), I would see it in the protesting attitude of the

and the horrified retreat of the second T ian. Orpheus taught

people that they were worshipping the right gods in the wrong way.
Dionysos seems to be saying, like Jehovah through the mouth of Amos,
* Though ye offer me burnt offerings and your meat offerings, I will
not accept them'. To point this moral, a man of Orphic persuasion
would very naturally t the rite in the crude and horrible form which
had long been abandoned, but which the Dionysiac worshipper was
logically forced to confess he regarded as the authentic one. The
ic did not teach disbelief in the dismemberment of the infant

, but he drove home the lesson that it was nothing more nor less
than a loathsome crime.

2. Kovre.

There were two Orphic myths of Kore, the story of her wviolation
by her father Zeus and that of her abduction to the lower world
by Pluto. Only the former fits in as a part of the theogony and
anthropogony, and the account of the latter has therefore been left
out until now. The former is an essential link in the chief and char-
acteristic creation-myth, and its presence needs no justification.
The motive an Orphic version of the familiar rape of Kore by Pluto
is not so clear. It may well have been competition with Eleusis, in
the form either of trying to gain a footing in the shrine or of enabling
the rival system to compete with the established Attic mysteries on
their own ground. It is, moreover, a surprising fact, in view of its
obvious Cretan and Anatolian affinities, that in the Orphic religion so
far as we can see no important place is given to the Mother or the
Virgin dess, to any figure corresponding in nature to the Ephesian
* Artemis * or Kybele. The adoption of the story of Demeter and Kore
may be due in part to a realization of this deficiency in the mythical

on which the main body of doctrine was founded. We shall see
in a moment that the modifications introduced by the hics into the
Homeric story consist mainly of importations from Anatolian cult.

Kore, whose name means simply the Maiden, is identified in all
traditions known to us with Persephone, the daughter of Demeter and
Zeus. Being the daughter of the fruitful earth, or of the corn-goddess,
she probably had a double function in purulu imagination, as both
Funmnftha'ﬂendl.nd herself a goddess of ty. would make
t easier for the double set of legends to arise of which we shall have to
speak. According to the ordinary story, on which the rites at Eleusis
were founded, she was carried off by es to be his consort among
the dead. In the Orphic theogony she is violated by her own father
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Zeus, by whom she becomes the mother of Dionysos. This union con-
tradicts the usual Greek tradition, and seems therefore to be the
characteristic Orphic version, since it hangs together with the whole
curious story of the Titans' crime, and the birth and consequent dual
nature of mankind. The Orphic version of the rape of Kore by Pluto,
which differed from the Eleusinian in. certain significant details, seems
at the same time to form a quite separate myth, within the Orphic
cycle, from that of her union with Zeus and its consequences. Tradi-
tion bears us out in supposing that it was not a part of the theogony,
but told in a separate poem. The two need not have been connected
by any rigid intellectual bonds, since even in their original forms we
need not suppose them to have been the work of the same author
or even written for the same community. The Orphic tendency to
a mystical syncretism made their coexistence easier. Hades and
Dionysos were the same, and was Zeus after all very different? An
Orphic Hymn (admittedly from a later age) describes the Eumenides
as 'the pure daughters of Chthonian Zeus and the Iuvelzr maiden
Persephone " (0.H. 70. 2 1.). Was their father Zeus or Pluto !

All this was puzzling to the Neoplatonists, who hated to leave
anything unexplained and expended some of the best of their jargon
on it. Thus Proklos says (Theol. Plai. 6. 11, p- 370 = O.F. 198) : " The
order of Kore is twofold, the first made manifest in the supramundane
sphere, where as we hear she is linked with Zeus, and together with him
brings forth the one creator of the divided world (i.e. Dionysos), the
second within the world, and this is the Kore who is said to be carried
off by Pluto'. Again (O.F. 195) : ‘Therefore the iheologes says that
the two extreme gods (i.¢. Zeus, god of the upper world, and Pluto of
the lower) create with Kore the first things and the last, but the middle
god (i.e. Poseidon, god of the sea) even without her. . . . For this
reason they say that Kore is now violated by Zeus, now carried off by
Plato . At another time it is the contrast between Eleusinian and
Orphic that seems to him most curious (0. F, 195) : ' For indeed the word
of the theologoi who have handed down to us the holy mysteries at Eleusis
says that Kore lives in the first place above, where she stays in her
mother's house, which her mother prepared for her in a remote place
removed from the world, and in the second place below, where she
rules with Pluto over those of the undnrwu:ld ', So far we have |imp11r
the Eleusinian m{th, according to which Kore stayed half the
above ground with her mother, and the other half below with
* From this one would wonder how Kore can be consort of both Eenn
and FPluto, of whom according to the myths the one violated the goddess
and the other carried her off.’

The proof that the Orphic story of the rape is in origin an Attic
work of the sixth century B.c. has been worked aut by L. Malten, to-

ether with an analysis of the remains to see in what points they show
giﬁmncu from the Homeric version. His article (A llorphische Demeler-
sage, Arch. Rel. Wiss. 1909, 417 fI.) is convincing, and has found general
agreement. The evidence need not therefore be retailed here, but one
or two points of especial interest mljg_r be mentioned. A long papyrus
discovered some thirty years ago (0.F. 49) is sufficiently well prese
to show that it is a version or paraphrase of the rape of Kore which the
writer attributes to Orpheus, and to give some idea of its contents.
These correspond to the Orphic version told by Clement of Alexandria
(O.F. 50, 52), and take the story back to the first century B.c. Using
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the evidence of the papyrus, Malten shows the chorus in Euripides’
Helena (1301 fi.) to have the Orphic version as its source. The same
version is pictorially represented on the altar.of Hyakinthos at Amyklai,
which is dated by archaeologists at the end of the sixth century. Those
are the key positions, but they are supported by a wealth of minor
corroborations and by the general evidence for the activity of Orphic
writers at Athens in the sixth century, most of which has found its
place in this book.

The important differences between the Orphic tale and that in the
Homeric Hymn to Demetér are these. In the Homeric version, Perse-
phone was carried off in Sicily. Demeter in her wanderings was told
the truth of the rape by the Sun. When she came to Eleusis, it was
Keleos, the king of the place, and his wife Metaneira, who entertained
her, and their daughter Iambe who by her jesting persuaded the goddess
so far to overcome her grief as to refresh herself with the kykeon. The
son of the king and queen, whom Demeter nursed, was Demophoon,
In the Orphic version the scene of the rape was Eleusis itself. Demeter
in her search was entertained by a poor man Dysaules (' ill-housed ')
and his wife Baubo in their humble cottage, and their sons Triptolemos
and Eubuleus informed her of the rape, which they had seen them-
selves while tending their herds. Clement adds to these Eumolpos, the
founder of the Eleusinian mysteries, who therefore at some time which
we cannot determine was absorbed in this way into the Orphic tale.
The feat of making the goddess smile and drink the kykeon was Baubo's,
and the form of amusement which she devised for the purpose was
obscene. It is probable that Eubuleus is a later addition to the story,
but Triptolemos may well belong to the original sixth century version.
(Malten, pp. 440 fi. For Eubuleus cp. pp. 179 . below.) Malten notes
as characteristic the difference in religious tone between Keleos the
king and Dysaules the poor man.

Baubo is an interesting figure. She has all the characteristics of a
creature of primitive popular imagination, a kind of bogey, and in later
times became quite naturally an associate of the dread Hekate (Hymn,
Mﬂit Abel, Orphica, p. 289, cp. O.F. 53). Dieterich has shown beyond
doubt that her name meant originally 'that which she showed to
Demeter ’, the female counterpart of a phallic emblem. An inscription
from Paros shows that she had a cult there together with Demeter,
Kore and Zeus Eubuleus, and Malten supposes that the Orphics borrowed
her from there. Gruppe says more reasonably that it was the other
way round. (The Orphic version of the rape seems to have had wider
influence than other Orphic writings, no doubt owing to its attempt
to capture Eleusis, which was at least partly successful, in so far as
its mythology had some effect on the Eleusinian. Cp. Malten, p. 441.)
Granted this, another piece of evidence assumes importance which has
been almost universally ignored by investigators of Baubo. Kern actu-
ally begins his article Bawbo in Pauly-Wissowa with the words ' Der
Kult der B. begegnet uns allein auf der Insel Paros'. She is mentioned
in an inscription of Galatia (CIG 4142), in the form Befd. (Bafef,
dat., is the form used on the Parian inscription.] We are not de-
pendent on this evidence alone. There is also the inscription men-
tioned below (II. iii}, and Asklepiades of Tragilos (fourth century B.C.)
said that Baubo and Dysaules were the parents of Mise, who isr{nuwn
to be a figure of Anatolian cult as well as of Orphic tradition. See e.g.
Dieterich in Philologus, 52, 1 fi., Kern in Genethl. fir Roberf, Halle,
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1910, machiv., and =upl:r:.1a11{ Gruppe, Gr. Myth. u. Rel. 1437, n. 2. The
last-named thinks it probable tlu.t Ba.ubn Mise and Dysaules all have
their origin in Phrygian religion, but no one else seems to have taken
any notice of the suggestion, nor of CIG 4142, which is just mentioned
Gruppe in the course of a hnﬁ footnote at 1542, n. 1. There is
the gold plate from Thurii (0.F. 47), used by Malten as part of the
t.wdcnu for his reconstruction of the Orphic version of the rape, which
brings Demeter and Kore directly and uncompromisingly into the circle
of Kybele. In the examination of the theogony we found ourselves
more than once compelled to look to Anatolia for the origin of Orphic
myths. The rightness of doing so is surely further borne out by the
evidence here presented.

Note.—The ancient evidence for Baubo may be roughly tabulated
as follows :—

I. Literary.
(i) Michael Psellos, O.F. 53.
(1) Magic Hymn to Hekate, Abel, Orphica, p. 289, v. 2.
(iii) Hesychios, s.v. Bawbo.
(iv) Clement of Alexandria, O.F. 50, §52.
(v) Pnt Berol. 44 = O.F. 49, v. Br.
(vi) Asklepiades of Tragilos ap. Harpokration, s.v. Dysawles,
For the etymology :—
(vii) Herondas, 6. 19.
(viii) Empedokles ap. Hesych. s.v. Baubo. See also Dieterich in
Philol, 52, 3 1. = K. Schr. 127.

11." Epigraphical,

(i) Inscr. from Paros, first century B.c. IG 12. 5. 227 = Bechtel,
Gr. Dial. Imschr. 3. 2. 500 f. no. 5441, text also in Cook, Zeus, 1, 669, n. 2.

(ii) Imscr. from Galatia, Roman Imperial date. CIG 4142, men-
tioned by Gruppe, Gr. Myth. u. Rel. 1542, n. 1.

(iii) Kern, I'nschr. v. Magnesia, 2150, W. Quandt, de Bmh in dﬂs
Min. culto, Halle, :gr;, 162 f. An I:I:I:I.I.E: of Dionysos
miraculously discovered at Magnesia on t Hn.undur t'hu n.itlymunt to
Delphi and was told to found a cult. Three Maenads were d[::rrtod
from Thebes, of whom one was given the name Baubo. The
the oracle is put in the third or second century B.c. Since there can
be no doubt that the Maenad was called after the goddess or daemon
of that name, this shows us Baubo on Anatolian ground at an earlier
date than that of the inscription on Paros.

III. Ari
(i} A statuette from Priene I."qulnd and Schrader, Priemne, p. 161)
was referred to B. by Diels, Poef. philos .on Em kles, fr. Ij

(ii) A terracotta from It-llfri: illustrated by Cook as . (Zews, 2, 131
fig. 70). though Kern in Pauly-Wiss. contests the attribution.
References for modern opinions are given by Cook in Zews, 2, 131,
n. 5. To his comprehensive list I would only add Rohde's Psyche,
Eng. tr. 591, and Kern in Hermes, 1890, p. 8, where K. compares the
features of Baubo with some of the paintings on the vases from the
Theban Kabirion (pp. 123 fi. above), pointing out that caricature is
an element in Orphic literature and monuments. R. M. Dawkins in
Jouwrn, Hell. S5iud. 26 {1906) notes that her name has persisted to this
day. In a Carnival mummery or ritual play of modern Thrace, Babo
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(" a word in general local use meaning an old woman ') is the name of
the old woman who carries about a child in a basket-shaped cradle
still called likno.

3. I append a wversion of the actual metrical fragments assigned

Kern to the Rhapsodic Thmgunr,, numbered as in Orphicorum

rwﬂu Following the number in each case is the name of the
authority in whose writings the quotation is found.

61. Aristokritos the Manichee. (The poet speaks to Musaios.)
These things in thy mind, dear son, and in thy heart, well knowing
all the things of long ago, even from Phanes.

62. Malalas. Lord, son of Leto, far shooter, mighty Phoibos,
all-seeing, ruler over mortals and immortals, Helios, borne aloft on
golden wings, this is now the twelfth voice of those I heard from thee.
“T'was thou that said it, and thee thyself, far shooter, would I make my
witness.

63. Etymologicum Magnum. These they call Giants by name
among the blessed gods, for that they were born from Earth (Ge) and
from the blood of Heaven {Ouranos).

(These fragments are placed at the beginning by Kern because
either they or their context tell the number of the hieros logos from
which they are taken, ' ne quis me reliquias ordine genuino disponere
ausum esse opinetur ".)

66. Proklos. ©Of this Chronos, the ageless one, whose counsels
never perish, was born Aither and a great mwning gulf on this side and
on that : and there was no limit to it, no bottom nor foundation.

67. Proklos. (All things were in confusion) Throughout the misty
darkness.

. Damaskios. Then great Chronos fashioned in the divine
Atther a silvery egg.

71. Proklos. (&) And it moved without slackening in a vast circle.

(b) And it began to move in a wondrous circle.

72. Proklos. And at the birth of Phanes the misty gulf below and
the windless Aither were rent.

73 and 74. Lactantius. First-born, Phaethon, son of lofty Aither.

Proklos quotes the latter half with the variant ‘' beauteous ' for

‘ lnft_v
lﬂl Magn. Whom they call Phanes . . . because he first
l.ppured the Aither.
h - Hermias. (Of Phanes.) With four eyes looking this way ana
I.t

78. Hermias. (Of Phanes.) With golden wings moving this way
and that.

79. Proklos. (Of Phanes.) Uttering the voice of a bull and of
a glaring hon.

81. Proklos. Female and Father the mighty god Erikepaios.

82 (a) Proklos, Olympiodoros. Cherishing in his heart swift and
sightless Eros.

(k) Proklos. (Of Phanes.) The key of Mind.

83. Proklos, (Of Eros-Metis.) A great daemon ever treading on
their tracks.

8s5. Proklos. An awful daemon, Metis, bearing the honoured seed
of the gods, whom the blessed on tall Olympos were wont to call Phanes,
the Firstborn,

Y
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121. Proklos. (Of OQOuranos.) With their inexorable hearts and
lawless spirit . . . he cast them into Tartaros, deep in the earth.

127. klos. The genitals (of Ouranos) fell down into the sea,
and round about them as they floated swirled the white foam. Then
in the circling seasons the Year brought forth (so Kern, ' In the
circling seasons of the year he brought forth’, Platt. Cp. fr. 183) a
tender maiden, and the spirits of Rivalry and Beguilement together
took her up in their arms, so soon as she was born.

129. Proklos. But above all others it was Kronos whom Night
reared and cherished.

135. Proklos. At this time Okeanos kept within his halls, debating
with himself to which side his intent should lean, whether he should
maim his father's might and do him wanton injury, conspiring with
Kronos and his other brethren who had hearkened to their mother's
buhﬂtu or whether he should leave them and remain within at peace.

1did he ponder, then remained he sitting in his halls, for he was
wroth with his mother, and yet more with his brethren.

142. Proklos. Under Zeus son of Kronos (by Zeus son of K. Lobeck)
to have immortal life, with clear cheek . . . wet fragrant locks, nor to
be touched with the white growth of weak . . . but thick, luxuriant
beard. (For varivus restorations see Kern. Whatever the meaning of
the first words, the passage with which Proklos introduces the lines
shows that they refer to the happy lot of men in the past under the
rule of Kroros.)

144. Proklos. Until Rhea should bear a child to Kronos in love.

145. Proklos. Aforetime was she Rhea, but when she came to be
called mother of Zeus she became Demeter.

148. Proklos. Then Kronos afterwards, when he had eaten the
food given him in deceit, lair and snored mightily.

149. Clem. Alex. ay with his stout neck lolling sideways, and
all-conquering sleep overtook him.

152. Proklos. ,(Of Adrasteia.) Taking the brazen cymbals and
tympanon of goat-hide (?).

:54 Th}fnm (Night speaks to Zeus.] Whenever thou shalt

him under the oaks with lofty foliage, drunk with the works of
qud -murmuring bees, then bind him (Kronos).

155. Proklos. (Zeus to Kronos.) Set up our race, illustrious
daemon.

157. Proklos. (The length of the sceptre of Zeus) Of four and
twenty measures.

58. Proklos. And Justice, bringer of retribution, attended him
(Zeus), bringing succour to all.

164. Proklos. (Zeus speaks.) Mother, highest of the gods,
immortal Night, how am I to establish my proud rule among the
immortals ?

165. Proklos and others. (Zeus speaks to Night.) How may I
have all things one and each one separate ?

Surround all things with the ineffable Aither, and in the midst of
that set the heaven, and in the midst the boundless earth, in the midst
the sea, and in the midst all the constellations with which the heaven
is crowned.

166. Proklos. (Night to Zeus.) But when thou shalt stretch a
strong bond about all things, fitting a golden chain from the 4ifher.
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167. Proklos. Thus then enguifing the might of Erikepaios, the
Firstborn, he held the body of all things in the hollow of his own belly ;
and he mingled with his own limbs the power and strength of the
god. Therefore together with him all things in Zeus were created anew,
the shining height of the broad Adither and the sky, the seat of the
unharvested sea and the noble earth, great Ocean and the lowest depths
beneath the earth, and rivers and the boundless sea and all else, all
immortal and blessed gods and goddesses, all that was then in being and
all that was to come to pass, all was there, and mingled like streams
in the belly of Zeus.

168, Porphyrios and others. Hymn to Zeus, which begins:
Zeus became first, Zeus of the bright lightning last. Zeus is head,
Zeus middle, and from Zeus all things have their being. Zeus became
male, Zeus was an immortal maiden. Zeus is foundation of earth and
starry heaven. Zeus is king and Zeus himself first Father of all.

I omit here the rest (there are 32 lines in all), which may be called
an elaboration into detail of the pantheistic notion of fr. 167.

170. Proklos. (On Phanes were from the beginning) Great Bromios
and all-seeing Zeus.

ht';ri. Proklos. (Athena.) Gleaming with arms, a brazen glory to
behold.

175. Proklos. (Athena.) She is called by the noble name of Arete.

176. Proklos. (Athena.) That she might be for him (Zeus) the
accomplisher of great deeds.

177. Proklos. (Athena.) For she was made the dread accom-
plisher of the will of Kronos® son.

178. Proklos. (Athena.) For she is best of all the immortal
goddesses at plying the loom and devising the works of spinning.

179. Proklos. (The Kyklopes.) Who made for Zeus the thunder,
and fashioned the thunderbolt, the first craftsmen, and taught Hepha-
istos and Athena all cunning works that the heaven contains.

183. Proklos. (Described by P. as the birth of the second Aphro-
dite. Cp. fr. 127 above.) . . . and the sea received the seed of great
Zeus. So as the year completed its circling course, in the season of fair
springing plants he bore the waker of laughter, Aphrodite, the foam-born.

187. Proklos, (Of Artemis.)] Unmarried and all untried in child-
birth she resolves its issues.

188, Proklos. {O. calls Artemis Hekate.) She then, divine Hekate,
daughter of fair-tressed Leto, leaving there the body of the child de-
parted to Olympos.

189. Proklos. (Of Demeter.) She devised servants, and attend-
ants, and followers ; she devised ambrosia and the fragrance (7 dpluds
in Kern ; d8ugv conieci), of red nectar ; she devised the splendid works
of the loud-murmuring bees,

193. Tzetzes. Plying the loom, an unfinished toil, lowery.

194. Proklos. (Demeter speaks to Kore.) But going up to the
fruitful bed of Apollo, thou shalt bear splendid children, with coun-
tenances of flaming fire.

197. Proklos. (Kore bears) nine daughters, grey-eyed, makers
of flowers.

199. Proklos. (Of Dionysos.) And he was called sweet child
of Zeus.

200. Proklos. (Names of the Moon.) Flutone and Euphrosyne
and mighty Bendis.
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zo7. Proklos. (Zeus makes Dionysos king) for all he was young
and but a greedy infant.

208. Proklos. (Zeus speaks.) Give ear ye gods; this one have
1 made your king.

: 210. Proklos. (a) Only the heart, the seat of thought, did they
cave.

(b) Seven parts of the child in all did they divide between them.

215. Proklos. But Atlas holds the broad heaven under the weight
of stern necessity, at the bounds of the earth.

216, Proklos. (Dionysos is often called Wine by the theologos
from his gifts.)

(a) Instead of one stock of Wine they put in its place three,

(b) Take up all the limbs of Wine in order, and bring them to me.

(¢) Jealous as she was of Wine, the son of Zeus.

218, Proklos. Zeus then, the father, ruled all things, but Bakchos
ruled after him,

219. Clement of Alexandria. (The Phrygians are said to call water
beddi.) And bedid of the Nymphs drips down, sparkling water. (I
do not know why Kern assigns this to the Rhapsodies.)

222. Proklos. All who lhive purely beneath the rays of the sun,
so soon as they die have a smoother path in a fair meadow beside
deep-flowing Acheron, but those who have done evil beneath the rays
of the sun, the insolent, are brought down below Kokytos to the
chilly horrors of Tartaros.

223. Proklos. (The fate of the souls o. animals is different from
that of our own.) The souls of beasts and winged birds when they flit
away, and sacred life forsakes the creature, not one of them is brought
to the house of Hades, but each flutters aimlessly where it is, until some
other creature snatch it up as it mingles with the gusts of the wind.
But when it is a man who leaves the light of the sun, then the immortal
souls are brought down by Kyllenian Hermes to the vast hidden part
of the earth.

224. Proklos and (lines 1, 2) Olympiodoros. (Souls enter different
bodies in turn.) (e) Fathers and sons in the halls are the same, and
neat housewives and mothers and daughters—all come out of each
other in the succeeding generations.

(k) . . . since the soul of men in the circles of time goes in turn
among animals, now this one and now that. At one time a horse, then
it becomes . . . ainin a sheep, then a bird, a sight of fear, again the
form of a dog with deep-toned bark, and the race of cold snakes that
creeps ugﬂ the bright earth.

225. Plutarch. A creature as long-lived as the voung palm with
feathered top.

226, Clement of Alexandria. (The first 1 ne is corrupt, but the sense
must have been as follows. 5See conjectures in Kern.)

Water is death to soul, and soul to water. From water comes earth,
and from earth water again, and from that, soul, guitting the vastness
of aither.

(Versus Orphicos ad Heracliti exemplum fictos esse apparet. Kern,)

227. Clem, Alex. (Corruption in first line at least.) Of all the
springing herbs with which mortals have to do on the earth, none has
an unchanging destiny laid upon it, but all must go full rircle, and it
is not lawful to stop in any part, but each bough holds to a just share
of the course, even as it began it. (The reference is to the use of young



142 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGIOK [cH. IV

branches held by worshippers of the gods. They are said by Clement
to signify birth and death and in fact the wheel of existence, according
to Orpheus. He quotes as parallel the use of wheels in worship by
the Egyptians. Cp. p. 208 below.)

h*.;zﬂ_ Vettius Valens. (a) The soul of man has its origin from
aither.

(b) As we draw in the air we gather to ourselves divine soul.

(¢} The soul is immortal and ageless, and comes from Zeus.

(d) The soul of all is immortal, but the bodies are mortal.

229, 230. Proklos and Simplicius. To cease from the circle and
have respite from evil.

232. Olympiodoros. Men will despatch full hecatombs in all the
seasons of the year, and will perform the mystic rites, yearning to be
set free from their lawless ancestry. Then thou, for thou hast power
in these things, shalt set free whom thou wilt from grievous pain and
the endless stm%dni passion.

(Line 3 should surely be translated so, and not as Farnell and others
do, ' to set free their ancestors who have sinned ', with reference to the
doctrines of purgatory and prayers for the dead. Kern agrees with
the translation above, Orpheus, 1920, p. 46.)

233. Malalas and Kedrenos. Beasts and birds and sinful tribes
of mortals, burdens to the earth, counterfeit images, knowing no single
thing, without wit to perceive the approach of evil, nor to avert dis-
aster from afar, nor skilled when good is at hand to repent and make
it yours, but vain and foolish and improvident.

234. Clem. Alex. For there is no worse, no more terrible thing
than a woman.

z35. Olympiodoros. Many are the wand-bearers, but few the
Bakchoi.

NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

' To speak of Theogony as a formal title for the whole vollection is a modern
innovation. The separate discourses had their own titles, of which Theogonia
was one. Others were, e.g., The disappearance o f{ Dionysos, Concerning Zeus
and Hera (O.F. 206 and p. 141). The number of lays is that of the books of
the [liad and Odyssey. It is chosen, for convenience of reference, because
there are twenty-four letters in the Greek alphabet, and some at least of the
divisions are therefore arbitrary.

! Gruppe, (a) ﬂrﬁhn:h Theogonien in Griech. Culle und Mythen, Leipzig,
1887, pp. 612-75, |b) die rhapsodische Theogonie usw. in Jahrb. fir Class.
Philol., 17er Suppl., 1890, pp. 687- ;n Kern, de D’ﬁ,t‘ Pherec., Epimen,
Theogoniis s#t. eril., Ber]m, 1888, Compare also rn, Orp hﬂlh rlin,
1920, pp. 38-50, and Rﬂhde. Psyche (Eng. tr. 1925), Appendix g, The greal
Orphic Theogony. _ _

? Kern, theogoniis, Fp 28 and 34. Gomperz, Greek Thimker., London,
1920, 1, P. 539, Rohde, Psyche, App. 9.

¢ That is, in de theogowiis. More recently he seems to have modified this
ﬂ-pllllﬂﬂ for he says in his edition of the Orphic fragments (1922), ]1: I41:

* Quo tempore hoc magnum carmen Varios hicorum Adyovs comprehendens
compositum sit, obscuram est. Quod quamvis multo ante Neoplatonicorum
aetatem factum esse negem, tamen veterum carminum vestigia in eo con-
servata esse mihi extra omnem dul:llt.ltmnﬂm positum est.’

b fBwp . . . wal DAy, g -{-i] {Damaskios).

Phusp . . . dmd 8¢ roi iAvg (Athenagoras).
See Kern, de theogomiis, 28,
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® Gruppe, as part of his argument that Plato read a different Orphic theo-
gony from the ic, says that ' in the sixth generation cease the order of
H“r song ' means "do not go beyond the fifth'. With this I cannot agree.

oes A. E. Taylor, who is solely concerned with the understanding

of the Filllbn: passage. See his note H loc. in Plato (1926), p. 433, 0. 2.

As far as | understand Gruppe’'s complicated argument, it even leads him

into contradiction. In C. wnd M. 623, he enumerates his five generations as

Ouranos, Okeanos, Kronos, Zeus, t'}m children of Zeus. Describing the

same thuosn'“nf in 5 . 703, he says that we must understand Night to have

ranos to count as a generation. This makes six. On the

question of Plato’s use of the Rhapsodies | am not here making any pro-
nouncement.

" That Time should come into being after Earth, and indeed be born of
Earth and Water, is to say the least of it curious, and makes it certain that
this account was mmplhd y an untrustworthy recorder (Eisler, Wellenmaniel
und Himmelszell, p. 393, n. 1). This observation, even if it argues late date
of compilation, cannot of course in any way prejudge the question of the date
of of any single element, ¢.g. the figure of Chronos, in the theogony.

h[t.rli sole mention of the guestion of date is in these words {ll"lﬂ
M. Humu ‘K ' To-day, when scholars like Diels and Gomperz defend
Lobeck’s and Kern's theory of the high antiquity of the Orphic cosmogonies
- « « 1 shall quote the words of Gomperz and n. Gomperz, Gr. Thinkers
:Ig:l?}. I, p- 91: ‘Nor need the third wversion (s¢ of the Orphic .thm:um
n us long. It is expressly stated by its authorities to be opposed to
current Orphic doctrine, and its distinctive features, which rest on the author-
ity of Hieronymos and Hellanikos, witnesses of doubtful date and perlunll.i?‘
are by no means such as to warrant a respectable antiquity." Kern,
i'#u;amu 34 : ' Inter omnes viros doctos constat eam (s¢. Hieronymi theo-
goniam) tlm'tiu Alexandrinae signa prae se ferre." One hardly knows how to
commen

It is perhaps worth while forestalling a doubt in the mind of the reader by
stating here t in Damaskios the Rhapsodic theogony is described immedi-
ately before the Hieronymian. Woere their positions reversed, it might be
suspected that D. had cot out the description of Chronos in the Rha
because it was the same as that in Hieronymos—although as a matter of fact
D), is not our only authority for Chronos in the Rha ies.

* Anyone interested may find conjectures regarding the identity of both
in Eisler, Welt. u. Himm. 393, n. 1, Gru pe, C. und M. 656 1.

10 See Gruppe in C. und M., and Eisler, W. u. H., vol. 2. Similarly, I
did not think it worth while in the nature of this book to diverge into a dis-
nnnu:m of Herakles, who in the Hieronymian version is equated with Chronos
]? Some interesting evidence has recently been collected by G. R. .

he Gﬂ'ﬂlﬂ Origin of Herakles, Journ. Hell. Siud. 1934, pp. 40-53. She spea
of the Orphic texts on pp. 44 {.

1l Julius Langbehn, Fligelgestalien in der dliesien griechischen Kunsi,
Munich, 1881, p. 40.

Wenn man sich den Kopf zerbricht
Ubers orphische Gedicht,

Kommt ein Satz, der Trost verspricht—
‘ Diese fliegen, jene nicht.’

Es ist, als scheint’ ein neues Licht
Dem milden Leser ins Gesicht,

Wenn so knapp ein Deutscher spricht—
* Diese fliegen, jene nicht.’

Macht nicht viel das Sinnengewicht.
Genilgt der Ausdruck, wunderschlicht—
Zeigt Gelehrten ihre Pflicht—

* Diese fliegen, jene nicht.’
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1* When 1 speak of the age of the Rhapsodies, it should be clear by now
that I wish the statement to be extended only to the Rhapsodic version of
the myth or myths under immediate discussion. [ am not speaking of the
Rhapsodic Theogony as a whole, because I think it most likely that ° the
Rhapsodic Thtngun{ as a whole ' is a phrase of no significance. There is no
reason to suppose that a collection going hi« the name of ° sacred stories in
twenty-four rhapsodies * is the production of a single age, either in its form
or in its content. On the date of Phanes himself, it must not be su
th;:llt with the conjecture here tentatively thrown out the last word has been
said.

1% [t would be bold indeed to deny the acquaintance of Pindar and Plato
;ithhtha mnngnt:nu: chmnmﬁlm'lr hthn ﬂmisgngu EWﬂ}nl in

r us (Len r, 1925), 72 fi. & resem of the of RHed.
588¢ to the figure of nes is one of those striking facts which seem ﬂb‘l"i:lfl
so soon as scholarly acumen has pointed them out. I do not think it conflicts
with the remarks in the text at this point. When all is said, the best com-
mentary on the tuﬁ&d*m‘ﬂ description of time as a god is found in the followi

uotations, which I have taken from Professor Murray's Five Slages of Erﬁ

eligion (Oxford, 1925), p. 27 :—

6 8" edruyeiv 768" dv Pporois Beds, Aesch. Cho., 60.

Beds ydp wai ro yryvwawnwr gllovs, Eur. Hel., 560.
1 dpdvmons :Iynﬂ?; fleds pdyas, Soph. Fr. 836. 2 (Nauck).

It is not hard to find other similar passages. See also Wilamowitz, der Glaube
der Hellemen, 1. 18 f.

WM. P. Nilsson is strangely unsatisfactory in Hist. Gr. Rel. 1925, p. 216.
Speaking of the Orphic cosmogony he says: ' The only original feature is
that time is made the first principle'. The other elements he calls the common
stufl of folk-tales, though he does not specily these folk-tales, either here or
elsewhere in the book. He then goes on to express himself incompetent to
iudgu the question whether or not time was taken over by the O cs from

Il.n religion. rl'a': h-ammaf, illlﬂintl_lt;n :r?n 'shl.t SEnSe WwWo l{awhmmmlt
to give to the word original, since 1t clearly does not mean " In nt
uvo?vud by the l:h'phmm Y

18 Those who are interested in following up parallel instances in the myth-
ology of different lands may find the following references useful as a beginning.
Gomperz, Gr. Th. 1920, 1, pp. 93 1., Gruppe, C. und M. p. 658, n. 54. Budge,
The Gods of the Egyplians [fundun. 1904). 2. p. 95. Thmuﬁun of the pos-
sible independence of the cosmic eggs of d t nati ties was early and
well expressed by G. Zofga, whom Kern quotes, de theogomiis, 10 fi. Kern
(ib. 11) suggests that it would be more useful to look at parallels within the
mythology of Greece itself, but those which he cites are not very helpful.
I would rather have a cosmogonic egg, even if it is Egyptian, than be reminded
of the stnr}é;ﬂ Leda and the swan, just because it is k (in spite of Harrison,
Proleg.® 648).

“ll':nmparu on this point Kern's interpretation of the passage in Damaskios,
de theogontis, 68.

17 Besides the references in the text to Orphic and orean theories,
the [ollowing may be compared. Anaximenes ap. Aet. Plac. 1. 3.14 (RP 24),
Diogenes of Apollonia ap. Simpl. in Ar. Phys. 152. 11 (RP 210), Herakleitos
ur, xt. Math. 7. 129 (RP 41). Diog. Laert. in his account of Pythagoras says
(8. 30) vods Bd Adyous dwdpovs elvai, and in speaking of the Pytha-

oreans we are reminded of the reason alleged for their ban on eating beans,

76 mevparibes Svrag pdligra perdyoar rod guywol (id. B. 24). Interesting too
is the manner of birth of the moon-dwellers in Lucian's Fera Misloria (1. 22).

are born lifeless, 'and they bring them to life by laying them out
their mouths open towards the winds .

For im tion by the winds we have Homer, Il 16. 149 ., Virgil, Georyg.
3. 271 fi., mﬂaﬂﬂ 8. 67, Plutarch, si, Conw. B. 1. 3. The subject is dis-
cussed by P. gx.int}r\rﬂ. Les Vierges es (Paris, 1908). To return to Orphic
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® A similar wlea will be found in Harrison, Proleg? 640 {. The genesis of
the passage in the text is that I had originallvy made a note ' Zeus creafor an
Orphic idea 7 ° among a list of suggestions awaiting confirmation and amph-
fication—or the reverse,  Later | read the passage in Miss Harrison, and saw there
what seemed the most probable lines along which to expand the original jotting.

¥ No doubt the swallowing episode was originally an old folk-tale, and perha
this 15 an example of what Ni means {sée n. 14 above) by saying that all the
?irinciplﬂ of the Orphic theogony except time are the common stufl of folk-tales.
vy paying more attention to the form of the myth than to the meaning which

the Orphics extracted from it, one might miss the most striking and original part
of the whole theogony.

3 Diodoros himself mentions his sources for this part of his work. He used
a compilation of older writings which included some of the theologos Epimenides.

" The tenses are not to be relied on, either in this version or the original.
The present tense is used to describe the actions of the Cretans in their rites, but
as it also occurs in the preceding narrative interspersed with perfect and imperfect,
we “n“ummhm from it. Ewven after a present tenﬂﬂua usually

uts into uence any subjunctive which may be t on it.

P Verse tra.nll-nl:il:::lﬂi this imb;:mt:nt are i"iﬂlhlﬁ, b{ Gilbert Murray
in Harrison, Proleg.? 479, and by A. B, k in Zeus, 1, 648. I have chosen to
make translations throughout in which a close rendering of the Greek should be
the foremost consideration. Undoubtedly it is possible to suffer thus a grave
loss in the exalted strain of the original, and I hope that readers will remedy the
defect by an acguaintance with the other translations. For further discussion
of the fragment, see below, PP- 199 f.

3 The form in Euripides 1s Zawds. ' The cult of Zan can be most clearly
traced to Crete,” Cook, Zeus, 2, 344, where see the evidence.

¥ ] translate fodrms or Bedrag, which Kern prints in O.F. p. 230, followin

Diels and Wilamowitz. The MSS. of Porphyrios have , which Cook an
Murray retain. There is other evidence for people ing themselves Herds-
men in the service of Dionysos (see below, p. 260), which gives su to the

reading, but there is no need to base arguments on the possible use of the word here.
I have accepted it chiefly through mistrust of the zeugma in vrds Tdg &
wpopdyovs Bairas reMoas (which Murray in his version evades). It also allows
the xal's and r«'s of the sentence to run more naturally. Whichever way the
sentence does run, I cannot follow Murray in taking the genitive Kovpfraws as

dependent on ﬂa*.ngu;

* The god of Crete as a bull. Cp. p. 115, and the remarkable variation ou
the epitaph which Pythagoras was said to have engraved on the tomb of Idaean
Zeus when he visited the island {Porphyrios, Vil h. 17). In Porph. the first
line of this epitaph runs &Be Pavar weirar Zdv, dv dia mixdjowowew, ' Here lies

dead Zan, whom men call Zeus’, and in the Palatine Ant (7. 7400, e pdyas
weiras Zdv, Sv die medfoxovor, * Here lies great Zan,' etc. ut in the margin
of one MS. of Anth. Pal, is written the following wvariation, &8¢ e

Poig, dv dia wxcdfoxovaw, 'Here lies the great baull, whom men call Ieuﬁ
A. B. Cook (Zeus, 2, 345) compares the famous lines of ﬁﬂnh]rlul,fo& dmi ylwooy
pdyas Biéfywxer, which now appear to embody a Cretan mystic's formula. The
epithet seems to have been a standing one ; cp. Aristoph., Birds, 570, Bporrdrw
viv & Zdv, and the Crelans fragment.

* These passages are all fragmentary. As far as they they give no hint
that the name Zagreus was especially connected with the ﬁ?ﬁjt myth. That
which is usually considered the oldest is ascribed to the Alkmaiomis, an epic

robably written in the sixth century (Wilamowitz, Hom. Umnlers. == Fhilol.
Efum:. Bd. 7, p.73.n.2,and p. 214). But ascription rests on a single reference
in one of the medieval lexicographical compilations. It is admittedly one of
the earlier and better of these (the Elym. Gudianum), but was nevertheless not
put together before the twelfth century, and the experiment of reading the line
aloud has made me at least hope that it was not composed until after the classical
age. The line is wédrma I'j £, re Bediv worvmwdprare wdvrwy. worvmdpraros itself
is a Homeric word, but the whole jingle with which the line ends does not other-
wise occur in extant epic.
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# For authorities see Rolule's notes.

* For sacrifices of bulls at Athens cp. also A. B. Cook. Zens, 1. 715 n. 6.

3 Imitiate of ldaean Zeus called weos Kovpns, Strabo 458 (Rohde, Psyche,
ch. g, n. 114). Zeus is addressed as piypore Kofpe in the hymn found in-
scribed on stone at Palaikastro in Crete. (Homan Imperial date. Published
Ann, Bril. Sch. Ath. 9, 1908B-g, 339 fi. with pl. 20.) On the Cretan Zeus in general,
Nilsson's Minoan-Mycenean Religion, ch. 16, and Wilamowitz, Der Glaube der
Hellenen, 1, 132 ., should be consulted.

“ Kuretes and Korybantes identified since the sixth century. Cp. the
Phoronmis, fr. 3, Kinkel. The first chorus of the Bacchae is full of names recalling
the Asiatic cult of Dionysos, and lines 11g9-125 speak of the Kuretes and Kory-
bantes as united in Cretan cult and bring both into close relation with the satyrs,
who were and always remained the attendants of Dionysos alone, Strabo says
that to the Greeks the Korybantes are a species of the genus Kuretes, who are
divided into two classes, the Cretan and the Phrygian : * the latter are also called
Korybantes * (Strabo 10. 469). Strabo also says (468) that the cult of Zeus in

Crete was per’ dpyraouoi.

In art, compare the relief in the theatre at Athens which shows the infant
Dionysos with an armed on either side of him, Gmﬂppe, Gr. Myth. u. Rel.
820, n. 5. (Best illustrated in Zews, vol. 1, pocket at end.) ' Dass ist aus der
Zeussage {ibertragen’, says Gruppe. The scene on Anatolian coins of Roman

i
Imperial date, andt, Baccho in A.M. culio, pp. 234, 165. The type from
Seleukeia in Cilin:ﬁ: might be taken to be Zeus (Gruppe, ib.), but on the coins from
Mli‘lmd-l in Ionia (fig. 11, IL 118), the identification 15 made certain by the presence
of the Bacchic cista. (Both types are illustrated in Zeus, 1, 152 ., figs. 126-128.)

% For a detailed account of the meanings of rhombos see A. 5. F. Gow, IYT'E,
POMBOZ, RHOMBUS, TURBO, in Jowrn. Hell. Stud. 54 (1934). pp. 5 fi. He
discusses our Orphic lines on p. 8, n. 19.

“ What follows is dependent on the reports of the excavations in Ath. Mk,
12 and 13, and in particular on 0. Kern's important article in Hermes, 25 (18g0),

- 1 ff. In the evidence for the playing child-god, we must not omit to note the
inscription diwowiow o) found at Eleusis, on which see Kern, Orpheus,
1920, pp. 53 f. (Roman Imperial date.)



CHAPTER V

THE FUTURE LIFE AS SEEN BY ORPHEUS

" Eine orphische Seelenlehre soll erst einer nachweisen.'—Wilamowits,

" We must ever mainiain a veal belief in the ancignt and sacred stories,
those which proclaim that owr sowul 15 vmmorial, and has judges, and pays
full requital for ils deeds, as soon as a man has lefi the body behind,'—
PrLaToO, the seventh leiler.

IT is not every one who believes that this life is a vale of tears, and
death a welcome deliverance from it. With this statement we
may determine at once the genus of the Orphic, although his
species may give a little more trouble in the finding. He belonged
to those who did so believe. The history of Greek civilization
provides examples of both kinds of people. Those of whom
Homer sang belonged to the other. They were at the opposite
pole from the Orphic. They show a belief in gods who were like
a superior ruling class, and whose relations with men must be
purely external, coupling that belief with a lively interest in this
life and an almost complete indifference to anything that may
happen after it—except for the conviction that, whatever it may
be, the deprivation of the good things of this life cannot but be a
horrible calamity. It is obvious that the views which a society
holds on this matter of a life to come must be at least in part a
result of the sort of existence which it is granted them to lead in
the present. The beliefs which I have mentioned are the marks
of an aristocratic and materially wealthy class, whose material
circumstances have induced a pred:.lecunn for go-ud living and
a matter-of-fact outlook on life and its problems. This society
was based on serfdom, and it is natural to conjecture that the
views of the serfs on the same subject were very different from
those of their masters. Their local underworld deities were
probably with them all the time, and much closer to them than
any Olympian could be to anyone. We are reduced to conjecture
because a feature of the ruling character, of which and for which
Homer sang, is a complete lack of interest in the thoughts and
doings of the lower classes ; but we may put it in this way, that
148
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when Achilles professed himself more ready to be a poor man's
servant on earth than the supreme ruler among the dead, it is
safe to assume that the statement was baﬁ on very little
knowledge of what the existence of a poor man's servant was like.

We can see a reflection of a similar society in the poets of the
rich and prosperous Ionian colonies which dotted the Asiatic
coast and the Islands in the seventh century B.C. These poets
came on the crest of a wave of commercial expansion and prosperity
and belonged to the society which it produced, a society of luxury
and indifference, whose motto was eat and drink, for to-morrow
we die, and there is nothing for the dead. There is beauty and
pathos in their poetry, and that is the kernel of it.

‘ What life is there, what pleasure, without golden Aphrodite ?
May I die straightway, when her charms no longer hold me
Stolen meetings, lovers' gifts and lovers’ union—these are the
only flowers worth plucking for men and women in their prime.
. . . Like are we to the leaves that flowery springtime bears, when
swiftly they wax strong beneath the rays of the sun. Like to
them we enjoy for a span the flowers of youth, knowing neither
good nor evil at the hands of heaven. But the black-robed Fates
stand by, and one holds in her hand the goal of hard old age, the
other that of death. Brief is the fruit of youth, no longer than
the spread of the sunlight over the earth ; but when that spring-
time of life is passed, then verily to die is better than life, for many
are the ills that invade the heart. . . .

‘To Tithonos Zeus gave the doom of everlasting old age, a
doom more terrible even than grievous death itself, . . .

' Indulge thine own heart. . . .’

The same view of life is reflected in a very different event, the
rise of rationalist philosophy in these same Ionian cities at the
same time. The philosopher who empties the word theos of all its
religious content, as the thinkers of the Milesian school tried to do,
is a product of the same circumstances and outlook as the poet
Mimnermos, with his eulogies of love and drink and his horror of
old

ITEHmner the generally accepted notion is that death is the
negation of all the attributes that make life worth living. The
dead exist indeed, but they are strengthless, witless wraiths,
uttering thin bodiless shrieks as they flit to and fro in the shadowy
house of Hades. Truly a poor existence to the robust and warlike
mind of the Achaean warrior. The same ideas seem to have
dominated the minds of writers in the period of colonization, and
it is not until the sixth century, so far as we can see, that a dif-
ferent spirit begins to come to the surface and make itself articulate.
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The other was too firmly planted, and too congenial to the matter-
of-fact temperament of the average Hellene, to be overcome, but
henceforth it is not without a rival. To use the tenmnu!ngy of a
contemporary essayist, which makes up in terseness for what it
lacks in elegance, we must henceforth be prepared to meet two
types of religion, both the squeak-and-gibber and the harp-and-
scream.* The latter is represented by the mystery-religions,
which promise a life of bliss in the next world to those who have
been initiated. One form of these, the mysteries of Eleusis, came
to be recognized alongside the worship of the Olympians as one
of the state cults at Athens. It is this emergence of mystery-
religions into the stream of history that is meant by those who
refer to the great religious revival of the sixth century. Hence-
forth the two currents flowed side by side, the choice of belief
being a matter of individual temperament, until the final world-
wide triumph of a single religion made the belief in rewards and
punishments compulsory, as one might almost say, in the name of
Christ. Until then there was no popular feeling about the matter,
to make a man avow any belief because it was the proper thing to
do, and even that period of spiritual unrest, the Graeco-Roman
age, when men flooded the Greek-speaking world with mystery-
cults native and imported in the struggle to satisfy the yearnings
of their souls, even that age saw a kind of revival of the old Ionian
spirit in some of the epigrams of the Anthology and, more striking
testimony still, the reflections of them which men carved upon
their tombs. ‘ Enjoy thy youth, dear heart of mine. In due
time other men will be born, and as for me, I shall be dead and
changed to dark earth.” ‘I was not—I was born. I was—now
I am not. That is the sum. If any man say otherwise, he lies.
I shall not be.” This too I have seen carved on the tomb of an
Asiatic Greek of the Roman Empire : ‘I was not—I was born,
I am not. It is nought to me. Traveller, fare you well.
Needless to say, it did not need the promulgation of a complex
system of dogma like the Orphic to bring into being another state
of mind than this. Among the ruling classes of the Mycenean or
Ionian civilizations, the aspiration of mankind towards an im-
mortality which should in some measure compensate for the
imperfections of this life may have been pushed below the level of
our perceptions. Yet it is an aspiration which rises naturally and
spontaneously to the surface, since in most men’s hearts it is a
native growth, not implanted, although it may be fostered, by any
definite religious training. The Attic orator Hypereides was

* Aldous Huxley, Music al Night, pp. o H.
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of his religion was to the ancient mind * a mass of books". The
central myth of Dionysos and the Titans held material as appro-
priate for presentation in the form of a sacred drama as were the
myths of Demeter and Kore which in some form or other were set
before the initiate at Eleusis. But more was necessary if the
Orphic was to become a bakchos in the fullest and highest sense.
He must be taught the deep significance that lay behind it all, and
that significance was revealed in the sacred writings.
At a first mention of the Eleusinian mysteries, it seemed
prudcut to utter a warning against the possible confusion of them
' But this has led us momentarily astray from our
purpose, which is simply to enumerate some of the current
g::k ideas Qf_lmmurtallty in order to avoid unjustifiable con-
fosion with them when we go on to speak of the Orphic beliefs
themselves. In this enumeration the Eleusinian mysteries must
have an important place, and we must make a brief attempt to
say what kind of immortality they stood for.! As I see it, it is a
development, not a complete mntradmtmn of the beliefs depicted
in Homer. There the soul has nothing which may properly be
called life, since it is deprived of all the goodness of life, and of
strength and wit. Nevertheless it continues to exist, and the
souls which Odysseus sees coming up out of Hades are eager for,

and capable of absorbing, the physical nourishment of the blood
which has been poured into the trench. Having drunk of the
blood, they are able to recognize him. Similar notions, with

114t

tly more definite content perhaps, must have been behind the
fu.nen{ practices and tending of graves which went on in classical
times. This is hardly surprising, considering the extent of
Homer’s influence. Yet even to Homer the idea of an Elysium
for a certain few privileged spirits was not unknown. Now there
was going on all over Greece, obscured for a time by the
enormous influence of Homer but reappearing as early as the sixth
century, the worship of the chthonian gods. In some way
(though it may well be that we have not yet got at the right reason
for it), men linked with this worship their own hopes for a fuller life
after death. The worship at Eleusis was originally of this sort.
Demeter, the Earth Mother, and her daughter Persephone, the
consort of the King of the Dead, were the chief deities worshipped.
It was adopted by the highly civilised city of Athens, which was
saturated with the Homeric tradition, and a fusion of ideas took

. The Homeric, barely-conscious, shadowy existence re-
mained the lot of the ordinary man after death. Now, however,
the ordinary man was the uninitiated, and the privilege of Elysium,
now transferred from the surface of the earth and made into a part
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of the realm of the dead, was reserved, not for the sons or sons-in-
law of Zeus, but for the initiated. The picture of Elysium itself, and
of the occupations there pursued by the blessed, was enlarged and
made more varied and concrete by the imagination of poets. It is
likely that in depicting the kind of paradise which was to be their
immediate goal, the Orphics had much in common with the notions
held by the rest of the Athenians, though they gave more definition
to the unhappy state of the impure. The fundamental difference
lies in their theories of the nature of mankind and, dependent on
these, of the means whereby salvation was to be secured.

The eschatology of the Orphic must be closely linked both
with the Orphic dogmas which have been expounded in the last
chapter and the Orphic practices which are to be spoken of in the
next. The beginnings of salvation lie within every one of us,
since they are identical with the germ of divinity which it is our
nature as human beings to possess. Yet it does not follow that
everyone is assured of a blessed future simply by reason of his
origin. By a life of adikia, of sinfulness, the divine element may
be stifled and the ‘' Titanic nature ' in us brought to the surface
(Plato, Laws, %o1c. Plutarch calls it ‘the unreasonable and
disorderly and violent part of us’, esw carn. 9gbc). The state of
those who have let this happen is far worse than if they had merely
been * finished and finite clods, untroubled by a spark '. To mis-
use the divine is to use it to our own damnation. Hen-:e the
believer will try to lead the Orphic life, to which we shall come
later, and which aims at the exaltation and purification of our
Dionysiac nature in order that we may in the end shake off the
last trammels of our earthly selves and become actually, what we
are now potentially, gods instead of mortals.

The Orphic was an ascetic, that is to say, he believed that the
source of evil lay in the body with its appetites and passions,
which must therefore be subdued if we are to rise to the heights
which it is in us to attain. This is precept, but like all Orphic
precept it is based on dogma. The belief hehind it is that this
present life is for the soul a punishment for previous sin, and the
pumshment consists preclself,r in this, that it is fettered to a body.
This is for it a calamity, and is compared sometimes to being ahut
up in a prison, sometimes to being buried in a tomb. This
doctrine is mentioned by Plato, and we may be eternally grateful
that for once the whim took him to ascribe it, not vaguely and
mysteriously to ‘ the wise ', or ‘' the old and sacred writings *, but
expressly to the Orphics. In the Cratylus (4ooc) he is discussing
the etymology of the word soma, body, and its possible connexion
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with sema, which meant (a) a sign or token, (b) a tomb (which was
built ‘to mark the spot’). He says: ‘Now some say that the
body (soma) is the sema of the soul, as if it were buried in its pre-
sent existence ; and also because through it the soul makes signs
of whatever it has to express, for in this way also they claim that
it is rightly named from sema. In my opinion it is the followers of
Orpheus who are chiefly responsible for giving it the name, holding
that the soul is undergoing punishment for some reason or other,
and has this husk around it, like a prison, to keep it from running
away." This central doctrine of the Orphics had a tremendous,
and one is sometimes tempted to say unfortunate fascination for
Plato. Some of the finest parts of the dialogues give the impres-
sion not that he despised the body, but that, although the soul
was the higher principle and must maintain the lead, soul and body
could work in harmony together. Yet this unnatural dualism of
the Orphics, which divides the two so sharply and makes the body
nothing but an encumbrance, the source of evil, from which the
soul must long to be purified, permeates the Phaedo, together with
a great deal of language borrowed from ‘ the initiators ". I would
go so far as to name the Orphics as at least one of the influences
which went to form the most characteristic part of Platonism,
the sharp separation of the lower world of sensa from the heavenly
world of the Ideas. It is often puzzling to see how this doctrine,
which in itself leads naturally to a lack of interest in the sensible
world and a concentration on the higher, seems to be at war with
Plato’s inborn longing to interfere effectively in practical matters.
I believe in fact that it was the teaching of the hieroi logoi that set
the feet of the philosopher on the upward path from the Cave into
the Sunlight, whereas it was the voice of Plato’s own heart that
bade him return and help his fellow-prisoners still fettered
in the darkness of the Cave. The same Orphic idea appealed to
Aristotle in his Platonic youth. In the Profreptikos he ascribed it
to ‘the relaters of felefas’, and illustrated it further by the vivid
simile of the torture inflicted by the Etruscan pirates, who bound
their victims face to face with corpses (Arist. fr. 60, Rose). This
simile has found its way, no doubt by conscious allusion, into our
own literature, though it was for a different purpose that Milton
used it when in the Divorce Tracts he spoke of an unhappy mar-
riage as being ‘ as if a living soul were bound to a dead body ".
To return, life on earth was itself a punishment. It was also
a period of trial. Together with the punishments suffered by the
impure in Hades, it formed the circle of trial and purgatory by
which the soul might finally be purified. According to a man’s
actions on earth, so was his fate in Hades one of punishment or
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happiness. To illustrate this I choose first of all a passage which
is perhaps not a very detailed or circumstantial account of judg-
ment and punishment after death, but which, besides making it
quite clear that there were such things, combines again the in-
estimable advantages of being as early as Plato and fathering the
doctrine expressly on the writings of Orpheus and Musaios. It
brings to our notice another point too. The language which I
have so far used about Orphism in this chapter has tended to
represent it as a religion of a uniformly high spiritual tone. Clearly,
however, a religion which teaches that there are rites and gods
capable of delivering us from punishment after death must make a
special appeal to the wicked. They could not have embraced the
whole of Orphism, certainly, since it taught besides the performance
of purificatory rites the lifelong subjugation of the body, based
on the belief that it was nothing but the gloomy prison of the
soul. Yet it taught of ritual purity and of * Gods of Deliverance’
(Adowoe feoi) too, and to the more carnally minded the short cut
to salvation seemed open. Christianity, which shares both char-
acteristics with Orphism, has suffered similar abuses. The sale
of indulgences will at once occur to the mind of anyone who
reads the passage here quoted.

The passage is Republic, 363 ff. Adeimantos is speaking of the
crude ways in which right and wrong are popularly regarded, and
the unworthy motives from which they are pursued. He has just
quoted the temptingly material rewards which Homer and Hesiod
(very much in the manner of some of the Psalms) assign to the
righteous, and continues : * But Musaios and his son * grant to the
just more exciting blessings from heaven than these. Having
brought them, in their writings, to the house of Hades, they make
them recline at a drinking-party of the righteous which they have
furnished, and describe them as passing all their time drinking,
with garlands on their heads, since in their opinion the fairest
reward of virtue is everlasting drunkenness. There are others
who hold out even more extensive rewards than these as bestowed
by the gods ; for they say that the just man and the keeper of his
oath leaves children’s children and a race to follow him. This is
the sort of way in which they hold up justice for praise. But the
unrighteous and unjust they plunge into a kind of mud in Hades
and make them carry water in a sieve . (3640). And there
are charlatans and soothsayers who frﬁquent the doors of the rich
and persuade them that they have at their command a grace vouch-
safed from the gods, which works by means of sacrifices and
incantations, if a man himself or one of his ancestors has com-
mitted any sin, to mend the matter in an atmosphere of pleasure
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and feasting ; and if a man wish to do some entmy a hurt, for a
trifling fee he can harm him, be the man just or wicked, by means
of charms and binding spells, for it is their claim that they can
persuade the gods to do their will. Tor all these claims they
bring forward the poets as witnesses.” There follow quotations
from Hesiod and Homer, and then: ® And they produce a mass
of books of Musaios and Orpheus, sons, so they say, of the Moon
and the Muses, according to whose recipes they make their
sacrifices. In this way they persuade not only individuals but
cities that there are means of redemption and purification from
sin through sacrifices and pleasant amusements, valid both for the
living and for those who are already dead. They call them teletas,
these ceremonies which free us from the troubles of the other
world, and if we do not perform their sacrifices an awful fate
awaits us.’

Here we see Orphism at its worst, and are reminded that
Orpheus was the teacher not only of a real religion but also of
magic and spells. The lazy, cowardly satyr of Euripides’ Cyclops
wanted to recite a charm of Orpheus in order to make the brand
leap of its own accord into the Cyclops’ eye, and the sale of spells
of Orpheus was shocking the Christians some Boo years later
(above p. 19). The use of ‘ binding spells ' (karddeouoi) is a
primitive and purely magical practice of which archaeology has
brought many examples to light both in Greece and Italy. The
usual method was to write the name of the man whom it was
wished to harm on a tablet, together with an appropriate formula,
and transfix the tablet with a nail. Many of those which were
inscribed on lead have been preserved and discovered.? The
Orphic Bible, like our own, was not a unity but a collection of
books, which evidently varied greatly in their spiritual content.
Suidas mentions one called Teletas and another called Sacrificial
ceremony (Bvmmodwcdr). Whether identical with the extant corpus
of hymns or not, this book must have been a similar collection.
The hymns in our corpus are intended to be sung at sacrifice, and
at the head ot each is indicated the appropriate offering.

The jibe about the privilege of the righteous in Hades being
eternal dmnl:enn&ss is quoted by FPlutarch (comp. Cimon. .#
Lucull. 1, p. 521), who says that Plato directs it at the Orphics
(rods ml -r&r Ovan} simply. A band of people who adopted the
religion of Dionysos, even if they reformed it, could hardly hope to
escape this. Dionysos was the god of wine, and in the Thracian
cult, before the influence of the gentle Orpheus touched it,
drunkenness was certainly one of the means used to attain that
feeling of ecstacy which was interpreted as possession by and
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no mention of their having neglected to take the precaution of
initiation. Aristophanes of course is not the ideal man to have
in our witness-box, since he is laughing at us all the time, and has
no thought of compelling his comic muse to take all her material
from the same set of beliefs. (At the end of his list of sinners he
adds the light-hearted afterthought : ' Or anyone who has made
a copy of a speech from one of the tragedies of Morsimos '—
Morsimos being an uninspired and boring writer.) Still, he took
the mud from the Orphic Hades, and it does so happen that the
sort of people whom he consigns to it are the sort which one
would expect to find there from the words of Adeimantos. Even
the Eleusinia (and indeed all state ceremonies at Athens) were
barred to murderers, not from any moral consideration, but
simply because an ineradicable ritual impurity was supposed to
cling to them. Yet there is a moral side to murder, for those who
like to see it. Also, the inappropriateness of granting a better
future to thieves, simply because they had been initiated, must
have struck others besides Diogenes. It was not a long or un-
natural step to connect initiation with moral righteousness,
making the one dependent on the other, and the Orphics took it.
(On this point, cp. pp. 200 f. below.)

The same people, say= Plato, compel the unrighteous to carry
water in a sieve. He refers to this punishment again in the
Gorgias, in a context which we now know to be Orphic. Kallikles,
the upholder against Socrates of the morality of immorality, has
been arguing that the best life is enjoyed by the man who lets his
desires and passions grow as ravening and insatiable as they can,
and takes care that he has always present the means of gratifying
them. The life of a man who has no unsatisfied desires is like the
existence of a corpse. Socrates replies that Kallikles’ own con-
ception of happiness is like the life of the dead, at least according
to some accounts which he has heard. °* For I have heard myself
(493a) some wise man say that in this life we are dead, and that
our body is a tomb, and the part of our soul in which the desires
are seated is of such a nature as to be easily seduced and turned
upside down. This idea was seized upon by some ingenious myth-
maker—from Sicily or Italy perhaps—who made a play on the
word and because it was both persuadable (mfavdv) and persuasive
called it a jar (mies). The foolish he cailed uninitiated, which
also means unsealed, and that part of the foolish man’'s soul
where the desires are seated, the uncontrolled and unretentive part
of him, was, he said, hkealea.k}r]ar the point of the mmpaman
being the impossibility of being filled or satisfied. This alle-
gorizer, Kallikles, demonstrates just the opposite from you,
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namely that of those in Hades (which he interpreted as meaning
‘“ the unseen '') the most unhappy are these uninitiated, and, said
he, it is their fate to carry water to the leaky jar in a no less leaky
sieve. By the sieve he meant (so my informant told me) to signify
the soul, and he compared the soulof the foolish to a sieve because
it-was so to speak leaky, since it could not hold anything owing
to its lack of faith and forgetfulness. Now I admit that this all
sounds rather absurd, but it brings out the point that I want to
make clear to you, in order if I can to make you change your mind,
and instead of the insatiate and intemperate life choose the life
of moderation and satisfaction with what one has.’ ¢

We do not owe our knowledge of this form of punishment to
Plato alone. There is a most interesting illustration of it in the
description by Pausanias of a famous fifth-century painting at
Delphi. This was the scene, or rather series of scenes, painted by
Polygnotos on the walls of the hall of the Knidians. It repre-
sented the descent of Odysseus to Hades, and gave a full picture
of the lower world and the characters with which popular and
literary imagination had peopled it. The painting has of course
perished, but the account of Pausanias is exceedingly painstaking
and detailed. The relevant passages are these (Paus. ro. 3I. 9,
11} : ' The women above Penthesilea are engaged in carrying
water in broken sherds, and one of them is depicted as beautiful,
the other as advanced in years. There is no separate inscription
over each of the women, but a common inscription over both which
says that they are of those who have not been initiated.
There is also a jar in the picture, and an old man, another who is
still a boy, and women, a young one on the rock, and beside the
old man one of like age to him. All but the old woman are in the
act of carrying water, but she, you may guess, has broken her
pitcher. As much of the water as is left in the broken part, she
15 emptying into the jar. We inferred that these people also
were of those who had had no thought for the performances at
Eleusis ; for the Hellenes of those old days held Eleusinian initia-
tion to be as much above all other devout practices as gods are
above heroes.’

Pausanias took the inscription ° Uninitiated’ to refer to
Eleusinian initiation, and doubtless he was right. The punish-

# ment of endless water-carrying in leaky vessels (fastened at some

uncertain but probably post-classical date on the Danaids) was an
old and popular superstition, and though adopted by the
was obviously not confined to them ® (cp. fig. 15, and Appendix,
p. 190 below). They added it to the torment of burial in filth, which
was more particularly their own and quite possibly an ﬂrpluc
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Meno. ‘Well, don't you think that argument is well put,
Socrates 7’

S. ‘Ido not.

M. ‘Can you tell me where vour abjection lies ? *

S. YI can. I have heard something from men and women
who were wise in sacred lore.’

M. ‘ What was their account 7’

S. ' A true one, I think, and a fine.’

M. ‘' What was it, and who are they who tell it ?°

S. * Those who tell it are priestly men and women of the kind
who make it their business to be able to give an account of {or
reasons for) what they take in hand to do.” (In passing, could
one have a better description of what we have seen to be the most
distinctive characteristic of the Orphics ?) ° Pindar tells it too,
and many another of the poets who are divinely inspired. As for
what they say, it is this. See whether you think they are speaking
the truth. They say that the soul of man is immortal, and that at
one time it comes to its end (which they like the rest of men call
dying), and at another is reborn, but is never finally exterminated.
For these reasons it is necessary to live a life as sinless as possible.
For those " from whom Persephone receives requital for ancient
doom, in the ninth year she gives back their souls again to the sun
above. From them grow glorious kings, and men swift in strength
and greatest in wisdom, and hereafter they are called spotless
heroes by men.” * The soul then, being immortal and often
reborn, and having seen all things, both things here and those in
Hades, has learned everything that there is.’

The * ancient doom ' (or ‘ primal misfortune ), by reason of
which we must give satisfaction to the Queen of the Underworld
if we are going to raise our estate, can be nothing but the original
sin which, owing to our origin from the Titans, is a part of our
nature as mortal men. To say that we make requital for a woe
or misfortune (mowdr wévbeos), rather than for a misdeed, is a
curious phrase, but expresses well the Orphic idea that the need
for punishment and purification is a consequence of the fact of
our origin, and not ultimately the fault of the individual. It is
this phrase which puts finally beyond doubt the attribution of the
beliefs which we are discussing to the Orphic system. They are
attributed expressly to it by Neoplatonic commentators, but since
these are known to be almost as bad as modern scholars at affixing
the Orphic label to any floating mystery-doctrine which cannot
otherwise be pinned down, it is as well to allay suspicion by relying
at first on a more ancient source.

* The quotation is from Pindar,
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to tell, but fortunately it is given us to see the same beliefs also
from an entirely different angle. This must wait until the end of
the chapter. I turn to Plato.

The doctrine of reincarnation and the escape from it is given
in greatest detail by Plato in the Phaedrus, and this is, in summary,
the relevant matter. Soul is of one nature, whether it belong to
men or gods, and exists at first in the highest region of heaven.
But not all souls are perfect, and some cannot stay at that height.
These fall, until they come into contact with what is solid (cor-
poreal), and are then forced to take to themselves material bodies
to inhabit. The whole, formed of soul and boedy, is what we call
an animal, and the familiar distinction between mortal and im-
mortal is really the distinction between these souls which have
become attached to bodies and those which have remained in
heaven uncontaminated by matter. The latter are the gods, and
we can only imagine what they are like. Hence it is that we
picture them as themselves ‘animals’, souls with bodies, only
everlasting. At the first incarnation, it is ‘law ' that a soul
enter the body of a man and not a beast; but they become
different types of men, lower or higher, according to the time they
have previously managed to keep themselves up in the heavenly
regions, and the amount they have seen of the truths which are
only to be seen there. Once fallen, the soul cannot return to its
true home, the highest heaven, until after ten thousand years,
divided into ten periods of a thousand years each, each period
representing one incarnation and the period of punishment or
blessedness which must follow it. According to Plato, there is
one exception to this rule, the soul of the philosopher, who in his
life has loved wisdom and beauty. He is set free at the end of the
third period of a thousand years, if he has chosen the same life
three times in succession.

In the ordinary course of events, the souls after their first
life are judged, and some go to prisons under the earth, others to
heaven, ‘ to a life suited to the life which they lived while they
were in the form of man’. We have already seen something of
the punishments and rewards which are their lot during this

When the thousand years are coming to an end, it is given
them to choose a second life, and lots are cast to determine the
order in which they shall choose. At this point it is possible for
the soul of a man to become that of a beast, and the soul of a
beast may become that of a man, with the reservation already
mentioned that it must have been that of a man first of all. The
reason for this is quite Platonic, and probably the reservation too.
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The Republic adds more details concerning the procedure of
choosing lives. It is made quite clear to the souls that the choice
is their own. Ewven he who has to choose last will find it possible
to choose a good life which may well content him, and even the
first comer must use great discretion if he is not to be misled.
The same dialogue mentions a separate class of people, those whose
sins are considered incurable. These are not given the chance of
reincarnation, but are condemned to stay for ever in the place of
torment, in order to serve as an awful example to the others who
have to pass through it. These, the only souls to be condemned
to eternal punishment, are mentioned again in the Gorgias, where
also the names of the judges are given, Minos, Rhadamanthys and
Aiakos, sons of Zeus. This exceptional condemnation of a small
number of arch-sinners is due to an unwillingness on the part of
Orphic writers to deny the authority of Homer, who is actually
mentioned by name in the Gorgias as the authority for allotting
this fate to Tantalos, Sisyphos and Tityos.

The place where judgment takes place is described in the
Gorgias as being ‘ in a meadow, where is the fork from which lead
the two roads, the one to the Islands of the Blest, the other to
Tartaros’. It is the same in the Republic, where the road which
the just take after judgment is described as leading ‘ to the right
and upwards through the heaven ’, and the other road ‘ to the left
and downwards '. In the Phaedo, the lands of the dead are made
part of a description of what Socrates supposes the whole earth
to be like, and the picture is given a scientific colouring. No one
but Plato has made it into the wonderful imaginative whole which
we find it to be, but he has absorbed into it the notions of the
Orphics, as we are prepared to find when we see that it is preceded
by a reference to the judgment of souls and their reincarnation.
Here too is another hint that the road to Hades contains ‘ many
branchings and forks’, an idea which we shall find turning up
from a wvery different direction. The earth in this m of
Socrates is spherical, and Tartaros, the bottomless pit, is repre-
sented in his mythical geography by a chasm which pierces the
sphere right through from side to side. This conception of it is
Plato’s, but the idea of Tartaros which he is choosing to explain
in this way is Orphic, and surely Plato shows this by using Orphic
language to describe it. It is a ‘ great gulf ' (uéya ydopua), and
has °neither bottom nor foundation’. Cp. the Orphic hexa-
meters quoted by Proklos, O.F. 66 (translated above, p. 137).

péya ydopa meAwpov éfla xai &fla.
ovbé 71 weipap dmwijy, od mbuiy, olbé Tis EBpa.
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in the words : " But as many as have endured for three times in
either state to keep their souls altogether away from injustice,
these travel the road of Zeus to the tower of Kronos. There the
breezes of Ocean are wafted about the Islands of the Blest ', and
he goes on to describe in more detail the delights of this place.
This sounds as if it were drawn from the same source as Plato's
ise to those who have three times in succession chosen the
life of the lover of beauty and wisdom. But for Plato the Islands
of the Blest are the place of temporary bliss where all go when
they have lived one good life. are different from the final
home of the soul that has reached the term of all its wanderings
and escaped from the wheel of birth. That is for Plato the outer-
most heaven and the region beyond, ‘ a place which no poet here
has ever sung, nor shall sing worthily ever . The description of
this place as the home of the Ideas is of course Plato’s own, but
there must have been something to correspond to it in the doctrine
of the Wheel, which is as manifestly not Plato’s own. If Pindar
seems to confuse it with an exalted form of the Homeric idea of
the Islands of the Blest as the final home of heroes (he mentions
Peleus, Kadmos and Achilles as dwelling there), this is probably
because his knowledge of the Orphic beliefs was very much at
second hand, and brought in only to heighten poetic effect. His
poetry in general does not suggest the type of mind which would
plunge deep into a mystery-religion.* In a fragment of one of the
Threnoi we have again a beautiful and poetic description of the
life of those who have reached the Islands of the Blest, or Elysium,
or whatever he may have called it. The name is not given.
Finally I may quote here the reference to the doctrine of
reincarnation in Herodotus (2. 123), who declares that it was
borrowed by the Greeks from Egypt: ' The Egyptians were the
first to introduce also the doctrine that the soul of man is im-
mortal, but that at the death of the body it enters into one animal
after another, as they are born. Then when it has gone the round
of all creatures of land or sea or air it enters again into the body of
a new-born man. This cycle is accomplished in threz thousand
years. Now there are certain of the Greeks who have made use
of this doctrine, some earlier and some later, as if it were their
own. I know their names but do not write them.” (It sometimes
seems ‘as if the Greeks consciously conspired to make the task of
the researcher more difficult.) We can only guess whether the

* I hope it is clear that these authors are only being considered here as sources
of information for the doctrine of reincarnation, wlm:h"fhavt seen reason to regard
as a part of the Orphic system of beliefs. The guestion of their own thought and
their attitude towards Orphism belongs to a later part of the book {chapter wii).
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Cold water flowing forth, and there are guardians before it.

Say, ' I am a child of Earth and starry Heaven ;

But my race is of Heaven (alone). This ye know yourselves.
But I am parched with thirst and I perish. Give me quickly
The cold water flowing forth from the Lake of Memory."

And of themselves they will give thee to drink of the holy spring,
And thereafter among the other heroes thou shalt have lordship.’

2. From Eleuthernai in Crete, second century B.c., now in the
National Museum, Athens. The same formulas were found on

three different plates:

‘I am parched with thirst and I perish.—Nay, drink of me
{er, But give me to drink of)
The ever-flowing spring on the right, where the cypress is.
Who art thou ? . . .
Whence art thou #—1I am the son of Earth and starry Heaven.'

3. Plate from Thurii, South Italy, fourth-third century B.C.,
now in the National Museum at Naples:

* But so soon as the spirit hath left the light of the sun,
Go to the right as far as one should go,'® being right wary in all

things.

Hail, thou who hast suffered the suffering. This thnu hadst never
sufiered before.

Thou art become from man.

A kid thou art fallen into milk.

Hail, hail to thee journeying the right hand road

By holy meadows and groves of Persephone.’

4. Three more tablets from Thurii, of roughly the same date
as the previous one, also preserved at Naples. Some are more
fully expressed than others, and the following reconstruction of
the formulas represented by all three is based on that of Professor
Murray :

‘1 come from the :Eurc pure Queen of those below,
And Eukles and Eubuleus, and other Gods and Daemons ;
For I also avow that I am of your blessed race.
And 1 have paid the penalty for deeds unrighteous,
Whether it be that Fate laid me low or the gods immortal
Or . . . with star-flung thunderbolt.
I have flown out of the sorrowful, weary circle.
I have passed with swift feet to the diadem desired.
I have sunk beneath the bosom of the Mistress, the Queen of the
underworld.
And now I come a suppliant to holy Persephoneia,
That of her grace she send me to the seats of the Hallowed.—
Happy and blessed one, thou shalt be god instead of mortal.
A kid I have fallen into milk."
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5. The long persistence of the beliefs and customs represented
by these tablets is shown by yet another which belongs to the
second or third century A.D. It is believed to have been found at
Rome, and is now in the British Museum (pl. 10):

' She comes from the pure, pure Queen of those below,
And Eukles and Eubuleus, the child of Zeus.!* Receive here the
armour
Of memory,!® a gift celebrated in song among men.
Caecilia Secundina, come, by law grown to be divine.’

It will be far better for the understanding of these inscriptions
if they are read over two or three times for themselves before any
attention is given to separate comments on isolated parts. Read
in the position which they occupy in the present chapter, the
central doctrines should stand out clearly without further inter-
pretation. In turning to comment, I pick out first of all those
passages which show most clearly their identity with the dn-ch‘inﬂ
whose Orphic nature I have already been trying to pro

In plate no. 1, the soul is instructed to say, Iamﬂ.ch:llduf
Earth and starry Heaven , but my race is of Heaven’. In no. 2,
it says, ‘I am the son of Earth and starry Heavm‘.and in no. 4,
* For I also avow that I am of your blessed race . Its claims are
based on its divine origin and kinship with the gods. The words
“ child of Earth and Heaven ' remind us that for the Orphic these
claims were more specific, since they went back to the story of the
birth of mankind from the Titans, who were known to Hesiod,
and universally, as the sons of Earth and Heaven. The 01324;
knows, however, that although the Titans had Ouranos for
father, they were a wicked and rebellious race, and that it is only
owing to their crime, which secured that he should have some-
thing of the Dionysiac nature in him too, that he can base any
claims to divinity on his relationship with them. Consequently it
1s gn that Dionysiac nature that he insists—' But my real lineage
is of heaven ’. This he could boast if he had lived the Orphic life
and so quelled the Titanic and cherished the Dionysiac side of his
nature. The two halves of this confession do not fit very well
tugether, and may have been taken from different poems, but
it is easy to see that there can have been a clearpurposemthe
minds of those who wrote them down together for the use of the
dead man,

The soul that has claimed kinship with the gods adds the
words : ‘ And I have paid the penalty for deeds unrighteous '.
This must refer to the same tale. The unrighteous deeds are not
only its own—though it had those to atone for as well—but the
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original taint of evil, or bias towards sin, which it inherited from
its ‘lawless forefathers’ the Titans. (Perhaps it is not even
fanciful to see in the use of the rare compound dvraméreca the
meaning ‘' I have paid the vicarious penalty '.) The soul that is
still in the bonds of the body prays to Dionysos for * release from
its lawless forefathers’ (p. 83 above). On plate 3, if Professor
Murray's mndenng is correct, the words ‘' thon who hast suffered
the suffering * will refer to the same thing ; but it is possible that
the line means ‘ Hail, thou who hast suffered .wmethi.'ng which
thou hadst never suffered before’, and refers as a whole to the
apotheosis of the next line.

Having made his claim and been approved by the authorities
of the Underworld, the dead man is welcomed in the words:
“Thou hast become god from man!’ * Happy and blessed one,
thou shalt be god instead of mortal !’ It is the same exultant
confidence which Empedokles expresses—' I tell you I am a god
immortal, no longer a mortal | "—and means that he is in no need
of further purification by a course of reincarnation followed by
purgatory. He is one of the saints, he comes ‘ from the pure,’ and
hence is ready to enter on the ﬁnalstag‘e of bliss. ‘I have flown
out of the sorrowful, weary circle ', he can say. This is because he
has lived a life of purity m:mrdmg Orphic precepts. These

people must have believed that they had reached the last of the
incarnations necessary, a fact which no doubt they argued, com-
plaoenﬂ perhaps, from their personal qualities of purity and

%‘.m kles and Pindar record the belief that the last
mcamatmn is in the form of the highest types of humanity, and
who, in Orphic eyes, had a better claim to that description than
he who ‘came from the pure’, that is, had lived as an Orphic
himself ? It is quite possible that this was considered sufficient
evidence, since where a personal hope of eternal and divine
blessedness is concerned, men are not likely to have insisted too
nicely on that part of their sacred writings which stated that ten,
or in exceptionally deserving cases three reincarnations were
before this supreme end could be accomplished. Yet it
is also quite possible that they were convinced of the fact of their
previous incarnations and wuuld have been ready in life to justify
their claims on that score also. Men who believe in reincarnation
are not shy of speculation on the subject, and in the case of
Pf,rth:,gnras a believer in the same creed as the Orphics, four of
his previous lives are still on record (Diog. Laert. 8. 4, 5).
Empedokles, too, in the course of the Purifications states: ‘ For
Ihav&ﬂmdyhunn}muthandamaid.ahush. a bird, and a
dumb fish of the sea’.
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On plate no. 1, the soul is told to avoid the spring on the left.
On no. 2, he is instructed more positively that the one which he is
to drink of is the one on the right ; and on no. 3 it is definitely
said that if he is one of the saved he will be taking the right-hand
road. This reminds us that, as Socrates said in the Phaedo, ' the
road to Hades has many branchings and forks’. In the Gorgias
it was put a little more definitely, that the meadow where judg-
ment takes place is “ at the fork from which lead the two roads,
the one to the Islands of the Blest, the other to Tartaros’, and in
the Republic as definitely as it is here on our gold plates, namely
that the road taken after judgment by the just leads’to the right
and the road for the unjust to the left.

This is perhaps the most striking and interesting of the many
proofs that Plato and the buried plates were drawing on the same
eschatological literature. It is tempting to press the parallel still
further. The context of the Phaedo passage is this (108a) : * And
so the way there is not as it i1s described by Telephos in the play of
Aeschylus. He says, " Straight is the road that leads to Hades "',
but I do not believe that it is either simple or one. Otherwise
there would be no need of guides, for there would scarcely be
anywhere for a man to go wrong if there were only one road. But
now it appears that it has many branchings and forks—as I infer
from the sacrifices and practices in use on earth.” (So Burnet.
“ Rites holy and customary’ has some ms. authority, and is
chosen by Harrison, Proleg.® p. 509.) By practices of those on
earth does Socrates mean to refer specifically to the burial with
the body of a dead man of tablets containing information to guide
him on his way ¢/ This is suggested by Jane Harrison, and it is
certainly probable that Plato had heard of the practice which
our discoveries illustrate. On the other hand, vépipa—cusiomary,
established, does not seem an appropriate word for the practices of
the Orphms which were far from being established or universal.1?
It would be interesting too if we could find in the plates anything
corresponding to Socrates’ mention of guides. The myth with
which he had led up to the description of the diverse roads to
Hades spoke of the soul at death being conducted ‘ by his own
daemon, who had been appointed to him in life ’, and added that
after judgment he was handed over to ‘' another guide . Many
of the words on the plates are addressed to the dead man by
people unknown to us, but whom the writers of the plates would
know as they would be mentioned in the books from which they
were quoting. Ignorant as we are, it is most natural for us to
put them all into the mouths of the gods of the underworld to
whaose realm the soul has arrived, but it is possible that some of
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of his god. As for the milk, one can do no better than say that
milk and honey, as well as wine, are the good gifts that mark the
coming of Dionysos (Eur. Bacch, 142, 708 fi., Harrison, o.c. 595).
This will not mean that there is anything pecuharl:,r Dionysiac
about them, but simply that the god is the giver to his worshippers
of all good things. among which mili: and honey were to a pastoral
people the chief, as not only the Greeks knew but also the Israelites
when they bent their steps towards Canaan. Professor Conway's
interpretation, that to say ‘I am like the kid that fell into the
milk pail’ was just ‘a shepherd's proverb for a misfortune
unexpectedly turning to great good’ (Bull. John Rylands Library,
1933, p. 76), errs, no doubt, on the side of simplicity, but perhaps
points the way to the treth, namely that to fall into milk meant
little more than to attam in abundance that which one had always
desired. The comparison with our own sacred literature is not
altogether otiose, although it does no more than show how the
formula 'ﬂnwing with milk and honey ' has become proverbially
characteristic of the better land, the land of promise. More than
this we cannot affirm. (But cp. ch. vi, App. 1 below.)

In the invocation on plates 4 and 5, deities are called
on, the Queen of those below (Persephone), Eukles and Eubuleus. *
Eukles, ' the fair-famed ’, is Hades or Pluto, as Hesychius says,
probably so called by a characteristic euphemism. Eubuleus was
often used as an epithet of Zeus (Frazer on Paus. 8.°g. z), but
inscriptions show that he was known in Eleusis as an independent
god standing beside Demeter and Persephone (Ditt. Syll.* 83,
line 39) and as such he was also worshipped in the Islands.
{Inscnptmns from Paros, Amorgos, Delﬂﬂ, Mykonos ; see L. Malten
in Arch. Rel. Wiss. 1909, p. 440 with nn.) This god was at least
in later times identified with Dionysos. He resembles Dionysos
on a relief of the second century A.D. (Preller-Robert, Gr. Myth. 1.
784, n. 1 and reff. there), and Dionysos is called Eubuleus more
than once in the Orphic hymns (30. 6, 52. 4). This being so,
it is probably better not to agree with Harrison, who says (Prol.?
53?] * The two [E‘I.IHH and Eubuleus) are manifestly titles of

the same divinity ', but rather with Olivieri, who sees in the three
deities invoked the Trinity of mother, father and son. Father
and son were of course often thought of as one, especially in the
syncretistic Orphic literature. (Cp. p. 100 above.) ‘Dionysos
and Hades are the same ', said Herakleitos, and Pluto, no less
than Dionysos, is addressed as Eubuleus in his Orphic hymn
(18. 12), where he is also called Zeus Chthonios. Malten (l.c. n. 5)
notes that as a youth Eubuleus cannot be traced back in the Kore
legend before the fourth century, but that is all the more reason
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to believe, as we suspect already, that he was sometimes imagined
as the young Dionysos and not only as the older Zeus Chthonios
his father.

I have mentioned this point not simply for its own sake, but
also in order to suggest a different interpretation of plate no. §
from that which is usually given. It is usually supposed that the
words ‘ child of Zeus ' refer to Caecilia, and Harrison (0.c. 586)
says : ' Caecilia claims descent not from the Orphic Zagreus but
from Zeus, who . . . took on, in popular monotheism, something
of the nature and functions of Zagreus'. (Incidentally, one could
scarcely help supposing from these words that the name Zagreus
was mentioned on the other plates. I have said elsewhere what
I think of the indiscriminate use of this name wherever Orphic
beliefs are in question.) My suggestion is that the translation
should run: °She comes from the pure, pure queen of those
below, and Eukles, and Eubuleus son of Zeus’, and Professor
Murray’s rendering be adopted for the following clause.

After avowing its purity, its kinship with the gods, and the
joyful fact of its escape from the circle, the soul adds the words
1 have passed to, or entered upon (literally and most naturally,
“ set foot upon "') the desired stephanos with swift feet . That the
meaning of this is * I have attained my reward ', there is of course
no doubt ; but maore than one opinion has been expressed about
the detailed interpretation of the words. Siephanos means
ordinarily a crown or garland, the main uses of which were two,
to reward victors in the games and to put on the heads of
at a banquet. There is much therefore to be said for the view of
Comparetti, who understands it in a sense similar to the metaphor
of St. Paul, * So run, that ye may obtain . The pure soul has run a
good race (' with swift feet ’) and obtained the prize. Similarly,
it seems to me at least possible that it might refer to the banquet
of the dead, which aroused such sarcastic criticism against Orphic
teaching about the after-life. ‘ They describe them as garlanded,
and spending all their time in drunkenness ’, said Plato in the
Republic (363¢), and Aristophanes too, commenting on the good
time which it is possible to have in the next world, remarked that
the dead are represented as crowned, ' in token of the fact that
as soon as you arrive you are set down to drink ' (Kock, Com.
Att. Fr. 1, p. 517, cp. n. 14 below). These interpretations
would involve a less usual, but quite possible use of the verb
émfBaiva.

The other interpretation which has been suggested keeps
nearer to the literal sense of the verb, but adopts a more unusual
meaning of stephanos. From the fact that a crown encircles, it is
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occasionally used in poetry in a transferred sense. Thus Pindar
(Ol. 8. 33) uses it for the walls that were to encircle Troy, and
Euripides (Herc. Fur. 839) speaks of the ‘ garland of fair children *
which encircles Herakles, and which in a short time he is destined
to destroy in his madness. Hence Dieterich (de Hymn. Orph. 35)
took the word here to refer to the boundaries of the seats of the
blessed, Rohde to the kingdom of Persephone. Now the only
parallel use of the word which Dieterich thinks worth quoting is
from the Orphic Argonautica: ‘ Straightway there appeared to
him the stephanos and grim walls and groves of (the city of)
Aietes * (0.4. 761 f.). In my opinion this is the only complete
parallel which he could have quoted, and yet these lines were
written five hundred years or more later than our gold plates.
The few classical references (to which Dieterich refers in a footnote)
show, it seems to me, that the word had not become so generalized
as to mean an encircling wall and nothing more. They are used in
each case with a particular purpose just because they recall to a
reader’s mind the primary meaning of crown. The sentence in
Pindar refers to the fact that the walls of Troy were built by
gods, and runs : ‘ Him the son of Leto and wide-ruling Poseidon
called to be their fellow-worker on the wall, when they were
minded to make a siephanos for Ilion '. The translation is surely
not ' minded to make a wall encircling Ilion ' but * minded to give
Ilion a crowning glory *. (Would one infer from the lines * Where
Cortona lifts to Heaven her diadem of towers’ that the word
diadem ' had come to mean in English a thing that encloses’, so
that the words ‘I have passed with swift feet to the diadem
desired ' might naturally be taken to mean ‘ to the enclosure, or
city ' 7 *¥) Similarly, in Euripides a ‘ garland of fair children ' is
not the same thing as a ring of children. It is the crown and

of the hero's life, and the word is used to intensify the un-
speakable horror of the murder which is to follow.

I should prefer, therefore, one of the interpretations based on
the proper sense of siephanos. If the matter must be left in
doubt, we surely need not be dissatisfied with the amount of
certainty which is still left us, since we know that the line means
‘I have reached my goal’, and we have just been told in the
?revinus line what the aim of the soul had been, namely escape
rom the circle of reincarnation. The line is repeated after the
next one with the variant from for fo. I have no hesitation in
believing what Professor Murray regards as probable, that this
is simply a mistake. A glance at an epigraphical copy of the
plate, revealing how full of mistakes it reaﬂj,r is, removes all
scruples on the score of high-handed or unfair treatment.
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There remains the line : ' I have sunk beneath the bosom of
the Mistress, the (Jueen of the Underworld’. It is tempting to
agree with Dr. Farnell, who sees in this no more than ‘ a poetic-
religious expression of the fact of interment ' (Hero Culls, p. 378).
This explanation seems simple and natural. It is nevertheless
true that it finds a close parallel in a certain form of adoption-ritual,
practised both on secular occasions and in mystery-religions, where
the significance was the adoption of the initiate by the deity, or his
rebirth into the family of the gods. The point of parallelism lies
in the mimetic representation of the act of birth. (Information
and passages in Dieterich, Hymn. Orph. 38 f. For a conspectus
of opinions, Oliviers, p. 7.) On this interpretation, the line would
form yet another claim of the soul to be well received, based on’
an act of ritual duly performed while it was still alive. Considering
its place in the whole, I think this is only possible if we take the
two previous lines in a similar sense, and to me it seems more
natural to take all three as the exultant expression by the soul of
the happiness to which it knows itself to be entitled on account
of being pure and having paid its penalty. It then makes its
simple request to Persephone, and has the promise of immortality
confirmed.

Concerning the white cypress I do not see that it helps to-
wards an explanation to say that by white cypress the writer
meant a white poplar (so Comparetti in Laminetti Orfiche,
Florence, 1910), an admittedly common, as well as extremely
beautiful tree, and one, moreover, which had associations with the
dead. Tt is a striking feature of the poem, and I hope that some
day our knowledge of infernal natural history may be widened
sufficiently to include it.?®

The foregoing discussion has opened up the main sources of
evidence for the Orphic beliefs regarding the fate of the soul
after death. It will be convenient to close the chapter by at-
tempting a summary of these beliefs, so far as it may be done
without seeking to impose a consistency which probably never
was perfect (all analogies tend to this conclusion), and which,
even if it existed, the second-hand and fragmentary nature of our
evidence would make it impossible to recapture.

The belief in life after death is primarily a personal hope.
This means that the most reasonable part of any complex of
eschatological ideas is likely to be that part which deals with the
happiness of the elect, since it is to that class that the framers
of dogma suppose themselves to belong. To describe plausibly
the fate either of the ordinary outsider or of the positively and
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outstandingly wicked does not so vitally concern them, in spite
of the temptation to let_the imagination run riot in inventing
picturesque forms of torment for the damned. Consequently if
we are going to find a tale which we can follow out at all, it will
be the one which describes the fate of the good rather than that
of the bad. Let us make the experiment.

The nature of all men is composite. This is the result of a
sin, not each man’'s own sin, but a great, original and ancient sin
to which the whole human race is heir. The fact means, however,
that each individual man has a part which is prone to sin, the
Titanic nature, and a part which, being in origin divine, strives
with the Titanic nature to throw it off and be purified from it.
It lies with each of us to choose which part shall win in the
struggle, and according as we let the divine or the Titanic nature
have the upper hand, so are our lives good or bad.

At death we go to Hades and are led before judges, who examine
our lives and consign us to an existence which shall be according
to our deserts, punishment for the wicked and happiness for the
good. In this state we pass so much of our time as together with
our previous earthly life shall complete a period of a thousand
years. When this period is up, we are brought back from paradise
or purgatory and prepared for another life on earth. How far
the details of the choice of lives belonged to Orphic dogma, and %
are not due to Plato's imagination, it would be hard to say, but
the fact of choice was probably there. Free will and personal
responsibility are certainly essential and important parts of the
Orphic code. When the new lives have been allotted, the souls
destined for reincarnation are made to drink a certain amount of
the water of Lethe. Thus they may have only a dim and troubled
recollection of the truths which their experiences have taught
them, lest, presumably, their continuance in the way of salvation
be made too easy for them in their coming life. We need not,
however, suppose it to be more than a suggested explanation
(and some explanation was necessary) of the obvious fact that we
do not on earth have more than a vague and troubled feeling
of these truths. (Plato also accounts for this fact by contact
with the impurities of the body—itself a naturally Orphic idea—
but makes great use of the noun lethe to describe it.) Here too
there is an interesting hint that the element of personal responsi-

{ is not absent. Some people, says Plato in the Republic,
drink too much, and forget everything. To drink as little as

ible is the wisest course, and we know that it was the best
thing of all, and granted to the fully purified soul on the threshold
of full divinity, not to drink of Lethe at all.
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All these things performed, the soul enters again into a
mortal body and is born, and the circle has been completed
once. How many times it had to be accomplished before release
was possible, we cannot say for certain. If we combine the state-
ment of Herodotus with those of Empedokles and Pindar, and as
much of Plato as is not inconsistent with it, we may guess that in
one form of the belief, the soul was reincarnated every third time
as man, and that after three incarnations as man, that is, nine
altngether. might hope for its release. If this was an Orphic
belief, we may be sure that it depended on the soul's own striving,
that is to say, it was what might be attained, not what every
soul by virtue of its essence naturally and inevitably did attain.
In more general terms we may vouch for the existence of the
belief that it was ten thousand years before the ordinary man could
hope for salvation, with the reservation that it may have been
thought possible to commute this by living three pure and holy
lives in succession, the dispensation which Plato in the Phaedrus
thought fit to bestow on philosophers.

Now it is likely, as I have said, that an initiated and prac-
tising Orphic believed himself to be living his last life before
the final release from the body. The sacred writings taught
that the last incarnation is in the form of the highest types
of man, of whom the liver of the Orphic life would certainly
be one. No doubt, then, the Orphic believed that he was com-
ing to the end of his periods in purgatory or in that Elysium
which was no more than a brief resting-ground. He at death
would be rapt to higher places still, in comparison with which
the joys of Elvsium were gross. This distinction between
Elysium and a yet higher sphere is not always easy to maintain,
but must certainly have been there. It is the consequence of a
distinction which quite obviously was made, that between the
fate of the good man who is yet destined for rebirth because his
allotted cycles are not completed (his term in Elysium may even
be regarded, according to Plato, as a time of trial and testing,
since it might make him careless in choosing his next life), and the
fate of him who has obtained final release and become a god.
Yet we do not find this distinction so clearly drawn when it is
a question of the actual places to which each goes. We must
remember that Elysium (or the Islands of the Blest ; the two are
often used indifferently) was the name for the one and only abode
of the blessed, long before the elaborate and in some ways highly
spiritual Orphic dogmas were evolved. These things die hard,
especially as Orphic eschatology would be familiar to many writers,
and half familiar to many more, who were attracted by it and yet




v] THE SOULS OF THE RIGHTEOUS 185

did not see why it should be made more inconsistent than they
could help with old and popular beliefs. Pindar will be an
example, if this supposition is true.

If, then, we draw the distinction between Elysium and the
final home of the good and now deified soul, where are we to place
the latter ? That question remains for this chapter to answer.
The tendency to use the name Elysium indiscriminately makes the
evidence sound confusing, but all the same there is not much
doubt where the freed soul goes, and it is an idea which we may
easily understand, owing to our having inherited it ourselves.
It goes to Heaven. Elysium may have been ‘on the farthest
borders of the earth’, it may even, as we shall see, have been
transported by theologists as far as the moon, but it belonged

ly to the sublunary order of things as much as Tartaros.
%ett hat the soul should go to Heaven seems to have been a familiar
idea in the fifth century. The word used is not usually Heaven,
but aither. Aisther was the substance which filled the pure outer
reaches of Heaven, beyond the impure atmosphere (aer) which
surrounds the earth and extends as far as the moon. It was in
this pure region that divinity dwelt, and the arther itself was sup-
posed to be divine. In Euripides it appears now as the home of
Zeus, now as Zeus himself (Eur., frr. 487, 877, Nauck). Those,
then, who believed the soul to be immeortal and divine, were natur-
ally inclined to suppose it made of an imprisoned spark of aither,
which when set free would fly off to rejoin its like. So Euripides
speaks of the mind of the dead as ‘ an immortal thing, plunging
into the immortal asther " (Hel. 1016). More specifically, it is
said to fly to the stars, or become a star, for the asther is the sub-
stance of which the stars, existing as they do in these pure outer
,are made. (Cp. Aristotle, de caelo, book 1.) So in the
Peace of Aristophanes 832 f.), when Trygaios on his return from
the abode of the gods is being questioned about his journey,
his slave asks him: ‘Isn’t it true then what they say, that we
become stars in the sky, whenever one of us dies? ' There
is also evidence (though it is mostly of Graeco-Roman date)
for the belief that the Milky Way was the abode of souls, a belief,
apparently, which is common to many peoples.’® We have too
this statement from the Placita, to suggest to our minds that the
Orphics themselves believed the stars to be habitable worlds
(O.F. 22) : * Herakleides (s.c. Herakleides of Pontus, the contem-
porary of Plato) and the Pythagoreans say that each of the stars
is a world, earth and surrounding air, all in the infinite aither.
These dogmas are current in the Orphic writings, for they make
each of the stars into a world.’

12
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The distinction between Elysium, as being itself a place of
purification, and the final home of the purified soul is illustrated
by a passage in the eschatology of Virgil, Aeneid vi (743-751).
So far as this distinction goes, Virgil is following the same tradition
as Plato.”® The lines are :

Quisque suos patimur manes, exinde per amplum
Mittimur Elysium, et pauci laeta arva tenemus
Donec longa dies perfecto temporis orbe
Concretam exemit labem, purumque relinquit
Aetherium sensum atque aurai simplicis ignem.
Has omnes, ubi mille rotam volvere per annos,
Lethaeum ad fluvium deus evocat agmine magno,
Scilicet immemores supera ut convexa revisant
Rursus et incipiant in corpora velle reverti.

In Elysium are the souls both of those who have suffered their
final incarnation and of those who are destined for rebirth. The
former obtain there full purification, and though Virgil does not
expressly sa}; that they fly up to a yet higher sphere, no other place
could well be suitable for that which is purum . . . aetherium
sensum algue awrai simplicis ignem. They go then tu the stars,
aither to aither, leaving the regions of Elysium, which are the
highest attainable by souls who have still to suffer rebirth and
are described by Virgil as aeris campi (887). Aer was the less
pure atmosphere which fills the space between the earth and the
moon, and there is no doubt reference to the widespread belief
that the moon itself was a resting-place for souls after death.®®
Since the souls destined for rebirth occupy the levels of air, it is
not surprising that according to the same system of belief living
beings at birth draw in their new life with the air; and we have
Aristotle for witness that this was an Orphic belief, namely that
soul ‘comes into us from space as we breathe, borne by the
winds *. (See abowve, p. 04.) ¥

In the Timaeus of Plato, certain threads are drawn together to
form a general picture, and the following passage forms a fitting
close to this chapter (Tim. 41d fi.) :

When the Creator first made the individual souls, he made
them ‘ equal in number to the stars, and assigned each one to a
star ', and while they were still on the stars he taught them the
nature of the Universe, and what was to be their own fate, namely
to be implanted in bodies. ‘ When they had been implanted in
bodies by the workings of necessity, . . . first of all the faculty
of sensation, one and the sume for all, would be naturally aroused
in them as a result of violent impressions, and secondly love,
mingled with pleasure and pain, and in addition to these fear and
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anger and all the passions which either result from these or are
their contraries. If they conquered these passions, they would
live with righteousness, but if they were conquered by them, with
unrighteousness ; and the one who lived his appointed time well,
would travel again to dwell in his proper star, and live a blessed
life according to his true nature,” ®

APPENDIX TO CHAPTER V
THE UNDERWORLD VASES

There is a well-known series of South Italian vases of the fourth
to third centuries B.c., of which two are reproduced on figs. 16 and 17.
They are huge things painted in a repellent style, and the idea which
has taken the painter’'s fancy, and which he has caused to be repeated
with variations on a number of vases, is that of a fairly comprehensive
representation of the Underworld as it was depicted in Homer and
in popular belief. It seems to be a hotch-potch of all that he knew
about Hades, and it is not surprising, especially considering the
provenance of the vases, that this included some features of the Orphic
tradition. A number of the stock dwellers or visitors in Hades appear,
Sisyphos with his stone, Tantalos warding off the rock, the Danaids
with their pitchers, Herakles with Kerberos, Theseus and Pirithoos
and others. Orpheus is there, as he was in the paintinﬁ of Pol lp-l.adb.
and as he was bound to be in any representation of the House o es,
The vases show Pluto and Persephone enthroned in the middle in a
palace, the most noteworthy feature of which is the wheels which are
suspended from the ceiling fi: 208 below).  There are also the infernal

udges, named on one of the wvases Tri(o)ptolemos, Aiakos and
hadajmanthys, and Hermes the Conductor of souls. Near Orpheus
on one of the vases (fig. 16) is a group of father, mother and child,
They have not been identified with u.n{ m}rihnluﬂ‘ml.ﬂgum. and some
have wished to interpret them as a family of human initiates come
to enter the blessedness which is their due. Jane Harrison found this
difficult to accept, ' in face of the fact that all the other figures present
are mythological ’, though if she could have accepted it it would no doubt
have further confirmed her in her view that the vases " were obviously
designed under Orphic influence’. I am not sure that this latter re-
mark has much significance, yet I think that the suggested interpreta-
tion of the doubtful figures is much the most likely. It would find a
parallel in the painting of Polygnotos, where the fact that all the other
figures were mythological did not deter the painter from inserting a
group which he labelled :iﬁ&l}r ‘the Uninitiated ', 1.¢. a group of human
beings (p. 162 above). ether the figures on the vase are Orphic
initiates is another matter ; they are more likely to have been Eleu-
sinian, and a reminiscence of the painting at Delphi.

Much has been written about these vases. have not thought 4t
worth while to repeat a detailed description here, not so much because
I think it certain that they have nothing to do with Orphism as because,
whether or not they show Orphic influence, they have little or pothing
to add to our knowledge of the Orphic religion. Yet they contain one



Hidden page



—-L1 o1
WEAN[):

HI EEWA ¥ MONd ANEIS TTHOM

FHL

RAESAW STTIVY

N




Hidden page



v] NOTES TO CHAPTER V 191

has been f[ollowed c.g. by Dieterich (Nekyia, p. 128). Rohde again
strikes the sceptical note in Psyche, Eng. tr. ch. 7, n. 27. For
Harrison's account see Proleg.® pp. 590 fi.

NOTES TO CHAPTER V

1 It will be obvious from what follows that I have received much light from
the chapter on Eleusis in Rohde's Psyche, to which the reader may be referred
for more definite information. But I cannot follow him entirely. fn particular,
I cannot understand his refusal in this chapter to admit a connexion in the mind
of the Greek between the activity of the chthonian deities as gods of the soil and
their activity as gods of the kingdom of souls. The two were always connected
with the same deity, and even if the current modern explanation of their con-
nexion {nu,l.ln!}' between corn and human soul) is faulty, the fact of it can
scarcely be denied. The assertion seems inconsistent with other parts of the book.

"By the son of Musaios Plato may mean Eumolpeos (traditional founder
of the Eleusinian mysteries), who is said by Suidas to be his son (Kern, fesf. 166).
Musaios himself always a in. connexion with Orpheus, sometimes as son,
sometimes as disciple. Suidas alone says that in spite of tradition he must be
older, He seems to have been little more than an indistinct double of Orpheus,
to whom some of the writings in the Orphic s were attributed. Like
Orpheus he was referred to as a theologos. Many of the writings attributed to

us himself were addressed to Musaios. For authorities concerning him,
see Kern, festt, 166-172. Plutarch, who was well informed on the subject of
mysteries, says simplv that Plato's jibe here is directed against the Orphics
(p- :? above).

* For examples, see R. Wiinsch, Anfike Fluchiafeln, Bonn, 1912 (Kleine Texie).

¢ We have seen enough now to say that what may be called allegorical philology
was a feature of Orphic speculation. To edpa = efjua we have now to add "Aidgs
=wunseen (perhaps a good shot for once), and, I am much afraid, duvgres =awiqros.
Here is further reason for seeing both attempts at etymology and Orphic origin
in ﬂ;pﬁlﬂlgﬂ of Malalas and Apion (O.F. 65, 56) quoted in the previous chapter,
PP - :

¥ Theories of its origin are not relevant to Orphism. They may be found in
Frazer's notes on the passage in Pausanias, and in Harrison, Proleg.” 613-23.

*E. Maass | fars ‘,'& g5) refers these words to the underworld.

" yalper', tn‘ , othedri Bvmrds.
Identical is the close of the rean Goldem Verses (70 1.) :
v §° dwolelfas odpa ér aiflép” devBepdrv MBS,
iﬂ‘l dfdraror feor » otrdry fimros.
Dieterich, Nekyia, p. 88, n. 2.
"The h critical text to consult is Professor Murray's, printed as an

a ix to Harrison, Prolegomena. See also Olivieri, Lamellae Aureae Orphicae,
n, 1915 (Kleine Texite), who gives (p. 3) a conspectus of previous writings un
the subject. This is supplemented by Kern, O.F. p. 104, where texts are also
to be found (= fr. 32).
* The translation of plates 1-3 is that printed by Professor Cornford in Greek
m Tjoumﬂlnt, Ig:iﬂ. pp- 60 {., with one or two slight verbal alterations.
Corn says: 'l have made use of Professor Murrayv's translation,
mlti% a few changes to suit the text as printed by Diels in his Fragmente der
¥ iher (1912), il. 175",
1? Reading and meaning extremely doubtful. The rendering in the text is

Diels’. See preferably Kern’s note, O.F. p. 108. It is fortunate that we do not
hn: ';:tlr on these words for the mention of the ' right-hand road ' on this plate.
P- 179.

1*The meaning here is very doubtful. Diels réxos dyAd’ (' child of Zeus,
glorious ‘—fem.). Since the tablets have been several times examined and read
by experts, I did not think it worth while for me, a complete beginner in this sort
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of cpigraphy, to try to redo their work. 1 have, however, seen this plate in the
British Museum, and for what it is worth record a note which I made to the effect
that only Prof. Murray's reading (éwla §' &y dbe) seems to account for an extra
letter on the plate here. This ﬁcu]t_v was apparently noticed by others, and
Olivieri prints dyAd[a]. See his a atus ad loc., and compare the remarks of
R. S. Conway in Bull. John Rylands Lib. 1933, 87 f.

W Miss Harrison did not lu“ut that it was. Reading dolwr wai .
she draws a distinction between Smae, sacrosanct rites for the initiated, and
m. rites for each and all. On the other hand, even though doiws and not

be the true reading, I cannot help feeling that if two contrasting kinds of
rites were meant, and not simply a pair of adjectives describing the same rites,
Plato would have repeated the article with the second epithet.

i For the thirsty dead in general, ¢ 5.v. Sawdwns (the name of
a coin which was p};lt into tI‘.lEa mnuthlpufigzdmﬂu pay their passage across
the Acherusian lake. Gruppe has printed the next lemma, 8dwuov, by mistake) :

daveol ydp ol wewpol, Tourdemi fqpdi; also other refl. in Gruppe, Gr. Myth. B31,
notes 1-3. T. L. Shear in ..r!uur {nm Arch. vol. 35 (1931), pi H.n, comments
on the presence of a well in a tomb at Corinth. He compares Orphic plates

and refers to the discovery of jars pressed to a dead man's il.!ﬂ hut his quotation
from Aristophanes (Kock, Com, A#. Fr. i, p. 517) is quite inapt, since it is not
thc quenching of thirst, but feasting and good living, something like the udfy

wwos of Flato, that is there referred to. A vast complex of ideas and rites is
bu:rum:'l up with the conception of the thirsty dead. See further e.g. O. Janeiwitsch,
Diirstige Seelen in Arch. Rel. Wiss. 13 (1910), pp. 627 ., and reff. in P.-M. Schuhl,
La Formalion de la Pensée Grecque lglnl 1934, p- 119, 0. 2, and p. 210, 0. 2.

The examples of the prayer tu 'Osiris fou in Italy are in I.G. Ii. et Sic., nos.
1488, 1705, 1782, See esp. A. Dieterich, Nekyia, 95, and Rohde, Psyche, Eng.
tr. ch. 14, ii, n. 152. Interesting is Dieterich’s comparison of the Christian use
of refrigerinm, as in the sepulchral formulas im re o anima fua, Deus le
refrigerel, and the even more striking parallel in the burial service of the modern
Orthodox Church : Kiépee, irirmr h'h roil wexoynudvor Bodlov oov Tollde . . .
i drafifews, dffa dmilpa xal erevayuds.

p. with the English lines ecuba glo, dmd xéxapoa .
A glance at Liddell and Seott lll“ﬂtl as a matter of fact, that is
more easily generalized in meaning than

* | have been privileged to see, in proof, Professor Cook's discussion of the
white cfprm of Hades for the forthcoming jrd volume of Zeus. 1 whole-
heartedly with the conclusion which he reaches, after discussing possible parallels,
that “on the whole it seems most likely that the tree of the tablets was a miraculous
cypress, its peculiarity consisting in its assimilation to that other Borderland tree,
the white poplar '. (For the chthonian associations of the latter, see Zeus, 2.
467 1)

17 Cp. further the line of the epitaph on the Athenians who fell at Potidaia
in 432 B.c. (now in the British Museum) : aifWp govyds vmebixoaro, ow(para
&4 xbadw?] (I.G. i, 442). The idea was even m-:-ﬂ'ummmunl expressed in the
Graeco-Roman age : cp. Rohde, Psyche, Eng. tr. p. 541 with n. 135, and esp.
the interesting juxtaposition of Elysium and Heaven, ib. n. 134.

10 See refl. in Dieterich, de hymn. Orph. 37, n. 3. and Gruppe, Gr. Myth. 1037.
Dieterich is no doubt wrong in connecting this belief with the * kid into milk '
formula, as Prof. A. B. Cook thinks (£eus, 2. 119). Prof. Cook himself would
take the stephanos of plate no. 4 to refer to the Milky Way. Although, as I
have said, the evidence for the belief is mostly of Graeco-Roman date, it was
attributed among the Neoplatonists to Herakleides of Pontus (Siob. i. p. 378,
N e differy from hi ti eli od of by the

e differs from him in i a prelimin i urgation t
elements for all souls alike, tﬂpu;:“ Ptmm tﬁ?pmpm mtntl to which
all have been suhLe:t through the fact of incarnation (735-742).
is a minor one which may well have existed within tLa same tmditiun* and the
E:mlimin-.ry purification the elements is reflected in other sources, notably

mpedokles. Cp. E. Norden, Aeneis VI, Teubner, 1926, pp. 19, 28.
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CHAPTER VI

LIFE AND PRACTICES OF THE FOLLOWER OF
ORPHEUS

IToAdol pév vapbnwoddpo:, mabpo: B4 e Bduyos, ' Many bear the wand, bl few
become Bakchor*.

THAT is to say, there are many who join in a Dionysiac orgy, but
few who carry out all that an Orphic thought necessary for the
attainment of union with the god. That the verse is Orphic we
may say with confidence, but let us, mainly with a view to estab-
lishing its pedigree beyond reasonable doubt, take a look at the
context in which it has been handed down. In the Phaedo (69¢,
cp. p. 160 above) Plato says: 'It looks as if those also who
established rites of initiation for us were no fools, but that there
is a hidden meaning in their teaching when it says that whoever
arrives uninitiated in Hades will lie in mud, but the purified and
initiated when he arrives there will dwell with gods. For there
are in truth, as those who understand the mysteries say, * Many
who bear the wand, but few who become Bakchoi””’'. He then
drawshisnwnpemliarmnrﬂ]. and turns the rcliginusversetuhis
own purposes by adding, * Now these latter are in my own ﬂpmmn
no others than those who have given their lives to true philosop hi}]'
It comes as no surprise to us, after what we know a.lready, at
the Neoplatonist Dlympmdom comments on this passage :

is adapting an Orphic verse ', and goes on to compare that part uf
us which is fettered in the bonds of matter to Titans, and that part
by. which we rise above it to Dionysos (Olymp. in Phaed. p. 48,
Norvin = O.F, 235).

We know little enough about the sort of life which an Orphic
led, and what we do read sometimes sounds so contradictory as to
be puzzling in the extreme. The key to the contradictions lies in
this verse, in which the Orphic himself reminds us that his religion
made no clean sweep, did not build itself up in a void, but was in
fact a reform.’ The religion of Dionysos existed before Orphism,
just as Judaism existed before the birth of Jesus, and neither

194
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reformer wished to be regarded as a rebel. The Orphic, like Jesus
himself, preferred to say, ' 1 came not to destroy, but to fulfil ",
After the teaching of Jesus, there were in Judaea both those who
continued to be bound by the old Mosaic law and those who had
accepted the new freedom which, as its author was careful to make
clear, was no more than the fulfilment of all the hopes of the Jew's
own prophets. No doubt the former class included some of those
who nominally counted themselves as among the followers of
Christ, just as to-day there are some who call themselves Christians
and yet believe that a purely empty and formal keeping of the
Sabbath is in itself a virtue. Similarly, among those who called
themselves followers of Orpheus there would be some who knew
little more of him than that he was a priest of Dionysos, whom
therefore they continued to worship in the old way, caring little
for the advent of the best of the Orphic writings whose new message
professed to reveal the true spiritual meaning of that worship. Do
not mistaké the point of the parallel. There is little resemblance
between the religion of Judah without its Messiah and the
unreformed license of pre-Orphic Dionysiac religion. Judaism
indeed, with its cleansing of vessels and washing of hands, had

bably far more in common with the purity which was the aim
of the ic himself. All that the simile illustrates is the fact
that no religion is born into a void, and that most are more strictly
called religious reforms. The spirit of the reform may be utterly
opposed to that of the unreformed state of things, but one may
rest assured nevertheless that many of the old ways will be
continued under the name of the new. (Some remarks made in
chapter iv, appendix r above, are in point here.)

The object of these reflections is to suggest that when we find
one scholar (Professor Cornford) saying of the Orphic religion that
it ‘ made possible the alliance of Platonism with the religion of
Christ and Saint Paul —which is high praise indeed—and an-
other (Dieterich) speaking of the ‘licentious cult-practices of the
Orphics ' * (lascive Kuligebririche and obscoene Dinge, Philologus
52, pp- 5, 8), there is nothing here to cause despair. If we look

at the Orphic religion in its historical setting, it is only natural
that both should be true.

S0 much by way of necessary preface. If we try to examine
the surviving evidence for Orphic practices and ceremonies, we
find, as we might have ex ﬁ:ﬂ thatttlsmnremntythan that
which testifies to their What mdependent statements
there are, show that practice was brought into close connexion
with dogma, and so encourage the hope that in some matters,

* Referring to the story of Baubo, see p. 135 above.
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where no independent evidence exists, we may be able to infer
from the nature of a known belief some conclusion regarding an
unknown custom or rite. Whoever wishes to do this must of
course beware of pressing logic too far in a field where it is by
no means an infallible guide, expecting the rational methods of
philosophy from what was primarily an ecstatic form of religion.
The method in any case is one more suited to the pages of a
learned periodical than to the purposes of this book. The three
doctrines which are naturally of greatest influence in the sphere of
conduct, themselves inextricably interwoven, are the composite
origin of mankind, the hope of final apotheosis, and the doctrine
of transmigration. The last-named perhaps best illustrates the
intimate relation between belief and practice, and its effect
may not be obvious on the surface. The reasoning was this. If
the soul of a man may be reborn in a beast, and rise again from
beast to man, it follows that soul is one, and all life akin. Hence
the most important Orphic commandment, the commandment to
abstain from meat, since all meat-eating is virtually cannibalism.

In order that salvation might be attained, two things had
properly to be regarded as necessary, though there is no doubt at
all that there existed a lower form of Orphism in which the
two were separated. These were, first initiation, and second the
living of a life according to the Orphic canons of purity. To
take the Orphic life first, as being the better attested, we are again
set on our way by Plato, though here as in other matters pertaining
to this religion his reference is isolated, brief, and introduced not
for its own sake, but only by way of a simile to illustrate his
argument. In the Laws (782c = Kern, fest. 212) we read : * We
see in fact that the practice of human sacrifice persists to this
day among many races; whereas elsewhere we hear of the
opposite state of things, when we could not bring ourselves to
taste even of the ox, when the sacrifices made to the gods were not
of animals, but of cakes, and the fruits of the earth soaked in
honey, and other similarly pure and bloodless offerings. Men
abstained from flesh on the ground that it was impious to eat it
or to stain the altars of the gods with blood. It was a kind of
Orphic life, as it is called, that was led by those of our kind who
were alive at that time, taking freely of all things that had no life,
but abstaining from all that had life.” According to the words
which Aristophanes puts into the mouth of Aeschylus in the Frogs,
Orpheus was famous for two things—he revealed the ways of
initiation, and he taught men to abstain from killing. This, then,
must certainly have been to contemporaries the most striking
feature of the Orphic life. From the words of Aristophanes, it
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almost looks as if instead of saying at the beginning of this
paragraph that the two things necessary for salvation were
initiation and an Orphic life, we might have said simply initiation
and a meatless diet. Again in the Hippolytos of Euripides the
taunt of Theseus at his son, now turned Orphic and bookworm, %
concerns itself with the ‘ meatless fodder * in which he glories since
he ‘ has Orpheus for his lord . Empedokles, whose eschatology
we have already seen reason to regard as identical with the Orphic,
shows himself again thoroughly Orphic when he cries, ' Will ye not
cease from killing ? See ye not that ye are devouring one another
in your heedlessness ? * Like Plato’s speaker he looks back to a
golden age in the past before such crimes were thought of, when
men worshipped the gods * with painted likenesses of beasts, with
many-scented unguents and offerings of unmixed m}rrrh and
fragrant frankincense, casting down also on the ground libations
of yellow honey ; but with thc unholy ! slaughter of bulls was no
altar wet, Nay, this was held the height of pollution among men,
to take away life and devour noble limbs." Empedokles makes
much of the connexion between this prohibition and the doctrine
of transmigration, with which the poetry of the Purifications is
saturated. It appears in the first of the passages just quoted,
and in another fragment he says : ‘ The father takes up his own
son in his hands, his son changed in form, and slanghters him with
Fm}mr to the gods over his body, so great is his folly. The victims
ook up and beseech their murderer, but deaf to their cries he
carries out the slaughter and makes ready the meal of sin in his
house. Even so the son seizes his father, children their mother,
rob them of life and feed on their kindred flesh.” ®

Both Plato and Empedokles refer to the age of innocence,
before the sin of meat-eating was known among men, as having
actually existed in past times. This too they would find in the
Orphic writings. The idea of the Saturnia regna, the Golden Age
when before the coming of Zeus to power a race of men lived on
earth in happiness and plenty and goodness under the kindly rule
of Kronos, was a familiar one to the Greeks, and made immortal
for them by the poetry of Hesiod. There is a tradition that the
Orphics adopted the succession of ages and adapted and altered
it to fit their own scheme. In Hesiod there came first the golden
age of Kronos, then the silver age, the age of bronze men, the age
of heroes, and fifth and finally our own. In the Orphic scheme,

owing to the supremacy of Phanes, Kronos had to be dispossessed
of the golden age, as Proklos reports (in Remp. 2. p. 74, Kroll =
O.F. 140) :. ‘ The religious poet (theologos) Orpheus gives us three
races of men : first the gﬂlden, which he says was founded by
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Phanes, second the silver, which he says was ruled by the mighty
Kronos, third the Titanic, which he says was com pounded by
Zeus out of the limbs of the Titans *, '\Jsmay be sure that when
Plato speaks of the tradition of a past age in which men thought
it impious to eat flesh or to offer it to the gods, and compares this
custom to the Orphic life, then it was a characteristic attributed
in some Orphic writings themselves to a pre-Titanic age. These
i1c verses, themselves lost to us, have found their reflection in

the philosophers of the classical age, and a more distant echo of
them persists in the poetry of Virgil :

Ante eliam scepirum Diclaei regis ef anle

tmpia guam caesis gens esi epulaia suvencis,

awreus hanc vilam in lerris Salur nus agebal.

The attempt of Phanes to usurp the kingdom of the Golden
Age was not very successful. Almost certainly a newcomer to
the company of Greek gods (as the discussions of our fourth chap-
ter showed, he was probably an addition of the sixth-century
reformers), he remained of esoteric interest only, and in this later
age we find the sceptre restored to old Saturn, for all the Orphic
colouring of the previous line. Not so easily suppressed was the
association of the Golden Age with the abstinence from fiesh.?

A second Orphic prohibition is handed down from the classical
age in a well-known sentence of Herodotus (2. 81). The Egyptians,
he says, do not take articles of wool into their temples, nor will
they be buried in them. ' In this they agree with the so-called
Orphica or Bakchica, which are really Egyptian and Pythagorean.
For in these rites too if a man have a share, it is not lawful for
him to be buried in woollen garments.” Mythological literature is
the authority for this prohibition, for Herodotus adds, ‘ There is
a sacred discourse which is told about it’. Probably this pro-
hibition was closely connected with the former, the use of animal
products being forbidden in general. To be sure, it was possible
to obtain wool without committing the crime of murdering a
kinsman, which was involved in eating mutton, but ps to
rob him was also considered unworthy of the pure. To look for
reasons behind these customs s.mmds a little absurd, but is not
so in view of the Orphic’s dependunm on his hieroi logos. The
Orphic leaders were of those who ‘ make it their business to be
able to give an account of whatever they take in hand to
do ’. This does not alter the fact that, whatever the hieros logos
may have said, the initiate would observe the laws simply out of
a feeling that otherwise he would offend the powers that be and it
would be the worse for him. In other words, he sought for no
reason beyond the belief in the magical efficacy of the act itself,
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and the belief in the magic was there before the reformers set
themselves to rationalise it.

The fragment of Euripides’ Crefans which we owe to Porphy-
rios, that compact treasury of information on the mystic cults of
Bakchos, ends with a reference to Orphic prohibitions. We have
already made use of the first of the fragment (above, p. 111),
and the last four lines are as follows :

*Clothed in raiment all white, I shun the birth of men nor
touch the coffins of the dead, and keep myself from the eating of
food which has had life.’

The colour of the clothing was important, as symbolizing
purity, but may have had reference to the material (linen) also.
To be in the presence of birth or death was a common cause of
pollution, said to have been held as such by the Pythagﬁreans

The fragment as a whole contains many reminiscences of
Orphism, and this is perhaps the best place to consider whether it
may be rﬁgarded as a perfect document of the Orphic religion.
It is usually taken as such, owing to the references to the attain-
ment of  holiness *, synonymous with becoming identified with the
god, the stress laid on purity, and the means by which this
purity is to be attained, as well as the rcference to becoming
a mystes of Zagreus. All these are undoubtedly elements in the
Orphic religion, but 1 should not for that reason be surprised
to find them mingled with others which were not strictly Orphic,
since for me Euripides belongs to that class of writers whom
I have already mentioned, those who, themselves not strictly
Orphics, are familiar with some of the Orphic writings and at-
tracted by them, yet interpret them so as to be no more incon-
sistent than they can help with popular beliefs. Euripides in
particular we know to have been peculiarly fascinated by the
religion of Dionysos in its wild and unreformed shape. In the
guestion how far this fragment draws on purely Orphic sources,
no conclusion can be more than probable, but I believe that
Euripides has introduced one feature at least from the cult of
the Cretan Dionysos in its pre-Orphic state. That is the omo-
phagia. This represents just the side of Dionysiac religion which
the Orphic reformers tried to purge away. The ban on killing
extended not only to daily life, but also, and in particular, to
sacrifices offered to the gods. I am inclined to think that the
prominence given to it, and the deep impression which it made on
others as being the peculiar contribution of Orpheus to religion,
are due just to this, that the Orphic writings tried to teach men
to worship Dionysos without the omophagia. The crude idea of
the physical absorption of the god must give place to the more
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spiritual teaching of union with him attained by purity of life. We
have seen enough evidence already, in this chapter and elsewhere,
to make it impossible to believe that in Orphic eyes a part of the
process of becoming bakchos was the killing and eating raw of
a bull*

We see then that the Orphic ideal of purity was to a great
extent at least purely formal. In the language of to-day, their
prohibitions were superstitions, and not concerned with morality
at all. We naturally ask nowadays, was there not a moral side to
their teaching as well ? But before we try to answer that, we
should remind ourselves that if we had the opportunity of putting
the question to an Orphic initiate, we should be hard put to it to
translate our inquiry into Greek in such a way that he would see
its point. We are brought up in an atmosphere of Christianity,
and whether we like it or not, Christian notions of behaviour have
sunk into the very marrow of our thought and expression. To us
there is a clear distinction between formal or ritual purity and
moral goodness, but this distinction would not be nearly so
obvious to the Greek. The word adikon, which we usually trans-
late * unjust ', had certainly a moral significance, yet for the Orphic
a murder committed from motives of greed, and the eating of flesh
against the tenets of his religion, would both alike be adika.
It is not that he had no moral sense, in our meaning of the word,
but that he was not actively conscious of it, that is to say, he
did not realize the distinction which our use of the word involves.
As I have remarked before, a murderer was considered by all the
laws of religion at Athens to be incurably impure and accursed.
He had no right to associate with his fellows as an ordinary human
being. We too hold him to be impure and remove him from the
society of his fellows. We say that the action of the ancient
Greek was y ritual, and that we are moved by motives of
morality. Yet the result is the same in either case, and however
real may be the distinction of motive which we nowadays perceive,
we cannot deny that the same action which inspires us with horror
as morally bad inspired an equal horror in the breast of the Greek.

Put therefore in the form of asking whether the Orphic religion
had ‘a moral side’, the question is not likely to lead to fruitful

results.

More likely to provide an answer is the question, had it a
positive side to its ethical teaching ? A religion whose sole motive
is ritual purity may condemn moral offences as sternly as any.
As we saw in the last chapter, there are indications that the
Orphics did so, for instance, the introduction of Orphic notions
in a Platonic argument where it is questions of morality that are
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being discussed, and the allotting of an Orphic punishment to
moral offenders by Aristophanes. But it is not so likely that it
will say ‘do this ' as well as ‘do not do that’. The most dis-
tinctive thing about the ethical teaching of Jesus is that it added
the two commandments ‘ Thou shalt . . .”" to the ten command-
ments whose burden is ‘ Thou shalt not . . .” That is the real
criterion by which to judge between a religion which, in our loose
jargon, preaches an empty formalism and one which has a genuine
moral content, that is to say, one which has the good of others at
heart and not simply the saving of one's own soul

by this standard, was the Orphic on the side of the angels? I
see no evidence that he was, and feel fairly certain that he was
not. His object was the saving of his own soul. To accomplish
this he had to abstasm from certain actions, some of which
we too should account as sins and some of which we should
not. He did not distinguish between the two, and the question
whether his prohibitions had a moral side to them would have had
no meaning for him. But that he had to perform certain moral
actions, to do good in the Christian sense of the words, we cannot
believe. His religion was the height of individualism. Any
religion which involves the doctrine of fransmigration, with its
absorption in ‘ soul-history ’, is almost bound to be, a truth which
is amply borne out in Hindu countries to-day. It is this, in-
cidentally, which may largely account for its obscure position
when Athens was at the height of her power. Everything then
was for the state, and to the glories of the state the state 11!1!%1
ministered. w:th the decay of the city-state and the growt
individualism from the fourth century onwards, the religions r.:f
this type had much freer play.

When we speak of Orphic initiations, the Greek word which
we have in mind is felefe. This was a word of wide meaning,
as the Etymologicum Magnum rightly points out: ° Telete, a
sacrifice of a‘m}rstic nature. . . . But Chr_',rs.ippns says that it is
proper to gwe the name fleletas to writings about divine matters

. . for it is a great reward to hear the truth about the gods and
becapablenfkeepmgltmm&seli A lelele meant both a re-
ligious act and a religious writing. Let the warning be heeded
by those who like to draw hard and fast distinctions between
literary and practising religion. It is born out by the locus
classicus on the subject of Orphic /eletas, where Plato gives a
working, if unflattering, definition of the term (Rep. 2, 364e,
translated above, p. 159). He says there of the mystery-mongers
whom he is censuring that they ‘ produce a mass of books of

13
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Musaios and Orpheus, according to whose recipes they make
their sacrifices . The feletai which they say they have for sale
are ‘means of redemption and purification from sin through
sacrifices and pleasant amusements’, ‘ ceremonies which free us
from the troubles of the other world’. The Orphic did nothing
unless there was a warrant for it in his books. No wonder it was
natural for Pausamias to say (p. 10 above), ' whoever has seen
an initiation (felete) at Eleusis or read the writings called Orphic’,
To know something about an Orphic felete it was not necessary
to see one performed.

These professional initiators, or begging priests, who found
it profitable to ignore the demands of the Orphic life and pretend
that feletar alone were sufficient to secure salvation, had a special
name from their calling, Orpheotelestas. Plato is not alone in his
condemnation of them as men who made profit out of the purely
superstitious side of human nature. Theophrastos (who was about
twenty-five when Plato died) writes as part of his character-
sketch of the superstitious man that he * goes every month to the
Orpheotelestar for initiation ' (Kern, fest. 207).* Plutarch too
knew what they were, and tells a story of a Lacedaemonian king
of the beginning of the fifth century who had an interview with
one. The Orpheotelestes told him that those who had been
" initiated * by him would secure happiness after death. The king
looked at the man’s ragged condition and replied, * Why then do
you not die with all speed, you fool, and have rest from bewailing
your misery and poverty ¢ * If the wandering priest were a true
Orphic, he must have found the answer easy, but his character as
sketched by Plato and Theophrastos suggests that he was not so
familiar with the rest of his Orphic Bible, in which the answer lay,
as he was with his recipes for sacrifice.

We cannot know in detail what the Orphic feletas were, except
in so far as we feel entitled to use the extant corpus of hymns as
evidence. It has been doubted whether a poem with the actual
title Teletai ever existed (e.g. by Gruppe, Gr. Cult. w. Myth. 1.
639 f., Kern, O.F, pp. 315 {.), although it is mentioned by Suidas
(Kern, 1b.). The reason for thinking that our hymns may be
relevant is that in some manuscripts they are provided with the
title To Musaios, Teletai, and that they do consist of a series of

* This sentence shows up well how wrong it is t . anslate redery, reda by
the English words ‘initiation ', *initiate ', which imply acts that can only be
submitted to once in a life-time. There is probably humaorous exaggeration
in the words ' every month,” but not to that extent. May one without offence
suggeat ‘' to take the sacrament’? The parallel is pmblb!.}f close, and the
comparison with Christianity only shows how rash it would be to condemn the
Orphic religion as a whole by the activities of the dealers in indulgences.
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short prayers to the gods with, at the head of each, a statement of
the sacrifice (not, of course, of flesh) which is appropriate to be
made with it. Against this is to be set their late date, making it
uncertain how far they regeresent the Orphic literature of the
classical age. In so far as they are prayers to the gods for favour,
accompanied by sacrifice, they answer exactly to the description
of some at least of the lelefai mentioned by Plato.* Since Plato’s
description is in general terms only, and we possess no felefar of his
time or before, we cannot say how closely they correspond in
content. The Lykomidai of Phlya in Attica chanted hymns of
Orpheus over their sacred performances (Paus. 9. 30. 12 = O.F.
304), and religious verse which could be put to this use would
surely come under the heading of felefai. Hymns, then, i.e.
metrical prayers recalling the nature and myths of a god and
asking for his favour, and sung at scenes of sacrifice or possibly
religious drama, were some of the felefai revealed by Orpheus. Of
these the hymns which we possess may be a late, and probably
faint, reproduction (cp. ch. viii below). Doubtless that is only
one example out of many. For one thing, the term included
things done as well as the writings which either were recited at the
dromena or provided the warrant for performing them. What the
Orphic did, apart from performing sacrifice with prayer, we must
confess we do not know for certain. There must have been more.
There was the procedure contemptuously referred to by Plato
as playing or amusement, as well as the sacrifices ; but we can only
guess at its nature. One guess is so tempting that I cannot bring
myself to leave it out. At a later date the Christian opponents
of Orphic mysteries made much of the combination of horror and
childishness which they professed to see in the tale of the infant
Dionysos, murdered by the Titans while his attention was dis-
tracted by pretty playthings. The toys, as we saw (above, p. 121),
are said by Clement, no doubt truly, to have been used as some of
the symbols in the mystery. The infant god, says Clement, was
distracted with childish playthings (raibapideon dfvpuaav), and
the phrase of Ammobius, another Christian writer, in describing
the same myth, is puerilibus ludicris (O.F. 34). Now to return to
Plato, the phrase he uses (maibids fjdoviw) is a curious one. It
arrests the attention, and is difficult to translate. I‘s literal
meaning is ‘ the pleasures of childish pla}r and is very close to
ludicris. The teletar, then, are ‘ means of redemption and
tion from sin through sacrifices and the pleasures of
childish play '. A reference to a renresentation of the rending of
Dionysos is at least likely.
I think it probable, considering the universal agreement in



Hidden page



Vi) THE QUESTION OF A SECT 205

One part of the question still remains, however. When we
speak of a sect we usually mean not only a collection of people
who hold the same beliefs and live the same sort of life, but imply
also that they are banded together in some sort of corporate
organism. There is little evidence for the existence of organized
Orphic communities, but it would be wrong to say that there is
none, and its scantiness is only what we should expect from the
obscure existence which they led. Before we look further, is
there anything significant in what we have already said? I find
it difficult to believe that even to " live the same sort of life " could
have been possible without some organized priesthood to keep the
faithful from backsliding, when it was the particular sort of life
which was demanded of an Orphic, with all its peculiar and
arbitrary prohibitions. To cite Judaism as an analogy may
sound misleading, for that was a national religion, and it is natural
for people of the same tribe to hold meetings and to organize
themselves under leaders. But apart from that, it is difficult to
believe in the possibility of keeping the law if the only inducement
tn do so were the existence of the books of Moses, without priests

r synagogue to enforce it. Unfortunately we cannot bring
fnrrward the Orpheotelestas in support of this assertion, since they,
it is clear, were not the priesthood of an nrganuad sect, but
simply free-lances who, with an eye to t il:e main chance, had
purrmved the posmh:htms for private gain in pricking the vulner-
able spot of the essentially irreligious rich.

The probability (already noted by Kern, Orpheus, p. 5; one
might almost call it more than that) that the inscription telling
of a special burying-ground for the initiated of Bakchos refers to
Orphic initiates inclines us further to believe in the existence of
Orphic communities. Better evidence still is the existence of a
class of priests called bukolos, who were certainly the officials of
an organized society of mysias, and whom there is good reason for
connecting with Orphics. The documents which mention
them, of which the chief are the Orphic Hymns and a number of
inscriptions, are bably all of Roman Imperial date, and must
t re be with caution, but the connexion, if it existed,
may not have been a new one. Owing to its date, it will be more
convenient to discuss this evidence in the last chapter.

With this chapter we make an end of our survey of the Orphic
religion in isolation. From now on we shall be using the results
attained in an attempt to bring it into connexion with other
systems and later ages. Let us pause first and take stock with
a brief summary, without reference to the evidence, of its nature
as the investigations have shown it to be.
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We Liave seen the religion of Urpheus to be dependent on a
sacred literature containing both dogma and precept. lts dogmas
include an involved mythology whose chief features are a god who
15 also creator, a succession of divine dynasties, and a story of
the origin of mankind which carries with it a doctrine of original
sin. The precepts are directed towards eradicating the sin (the
Orphic would not have called it sin but impurity), and striving
towards perfect union with the god who is in us all the time but
stifled by the elements of impurity. They include therefore rites
(teletas) both of purification and communion, of which the latter
almost certainly involved being present at a recital and repre-
sentation of the sufferings of Dionysos, our divine ancestor and
our saviour. Purification was also to be attained by a certain
habit of life, the essence of which was the observance of a set
of prohibitions. Asceticism appears as an important feature, the
result of a mental attitude of contempt for the body, which in
Orphic eyes was a mere hindrance to the soul in its search for
God. © Turning back to dogma, we find there the belief that
purity of life and due observance of the rites were ultimately
rewarded by the gift of that to which they strove, namely an
immortality consisting in the shedding of everything but the divine
element and the emergence of the righteous as gods in heaven.
Before this perfection of bliss could be reached, we remember that
a cycle of births and deaths was necessary as a period of trial
and purgation, although this may have been shortened for the
consistently righteous liver. Punishment awaited the uninitiated
and impure, and in some exceptional cases was eternal, so
that the ‘incurably wicked might serve a useful purpose as
examples.

This was a religion of an entirely different kind from the
civil worship to which the ordinary Greek professed his allegiance.
He said that he believed in the city’'s gods, but he did not have
to subscribe to any creed that had been fixed and crystallized in
writings which were thought to be inspired. He did not believe,
even if he had been initiated at Eleusis, that his daily conduct
could have much effect on his life after death. The experience
of conversion to a new life was one to which the general Hellenic
mind was not prone, any more than the submission to an absolute
external authority in matters of belief. For these reasons the
Orphics remained few, in spite of the effect of certain portions
of their thought on some of the greatest minds of Greece, and
they must, one would have thought, have been almost driven to
band themselves together in communities if they were not going
to lose heart and give up.
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Looking back like this, we are struck not only by contrasts
with the prevailing religious type of fifth-century Greece, but no
less by resemblances with Christianity. Features which it seemsat
first sight to have in common are these, the idea of conversion,
and of religion as a way of life, original sin, communion, and
parts of its'eschatology. In so far as it helped to make the Greek
world familiar with the call to conversion, it helped to prepare
it for Christianity. It is, of course, in no sense the origin of Chris-
tian conversion, since the call to repentance and change of heart
was preached with far more ardour by the Jews' own prophets,
and with a positive moral purpose in their preaching which was
almost wholly lacking to the Orphic. In speaking of original sin
as an Grphlchthef we remind ourselves again that to use the
word sin is to show ourselves misled. The Orphic belief was in
original impurity, which was largely physical, and in so far as
it admitted moral elements admitted them without consciousness
of the distinction and as it were accidentally. The root idea of
communion is to be met with in primitive peoples and in the crudest
physical forms. It may be said for the Orphics that they took
an unmistakable and a very long step towards developing com-
munion as a purely spiritual idea. Closely connected with this
is their eschatology, since the final reward of the pure was the
eternal enjoyment of that union with God to which they had
consistently set their faces through their periods of incarnation
and temporary happiness in Elysium. (I call it union with God,
for it is likely that Orphism, even though not deliberately, became
felt as a powerful influence for monotheism.) If Orpheus ever
approaches near to Christ, it is in this conception of communion
on earth as not only a preparation for, but also a foretaste of
the eternal life which is to be at one with God. We shall return
to this subject in the last chapter.

APPENDICES TO CHAPTER VI

1. Some theories of Orphic ritual,

In the preceding chapter 1 tried, as far as the nature of the subject
allows, to confine myself to facts. Consequently no mention was made
of the many conjectures which have been Fut forward concerning the
nature of the Orphic mysteries. This does far less than justice to some
of them, which are highly probable although the fragmentary state
of the evidence does not allow them certain proof. 1 have therefore
reserved a discussion of them for an appendix.

The discussion of the gold plates in chapter v suggested the
bility that some of the sentences on them might refer to ritual acts
performed during earthly life, on which the soul was basing its claim
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to the favour of the gods of the underworld. Thus the phrase ‘1
have passed beneath the bosom ' is remjniscent of a form of ritual under-
taken to signify adoption. It might be that the Orphic initiate under-
went this process in token of his ackeptance into the family of the
gods (above, p. 182). Again, from the words ' 1 have flown out of the
sorrowful weary wheel,' which are quite naturally explained by the
Orphic belief in the wheel of birth (sislos yodoews), Jane Harrison
supposed it ' almost certain * that there was an Orphic ritual of the
wheel. Sheis able to quote instances of the existence of wheels kept
in temples for ritual use, and to point to the ence of wheels hung
up in the temple of Persephone and Pluto in the representation of the
underworld on the Italian vases, on which Orpheus also appears.
(Proleg.® pp. 500 f. Cp. p. 187 above.)] From the line ‘' I have passed
with eager feet to (or from) the siephanos desired ', of which several non-
ritual explanations were given above in chapter v, the same authority
thinks it possible that the nmnr;h]rt: had to step into (or even first into
and then out of) a ring or circle. He enters and perhaps passes out of
some sort of sacred enclosure. A. B. Cook takes a different view of
the line. His conclusion is: * It il:m'misaihlc to conjecture that the
Orphic initiate actually mounted a r in order to ensure his entrance
on the Elysian soul-path’ (Zews, 2. 124). This su ted piece of
Orphic ritual forms part of a long discussion on the belief in pillars of
light and in ladders which serve as means of communication between
Heaven and Earth. It would be useless to attempt to reproduce that
discussion here, but the nature of the arguments may be indicated,
although with the free admission that so to reduce it and pick and
choose from the learning which it displays, cannot be perfectly fair
treatment. From examples of the pillar of light as marking the
appearance of a god (examples which include the Thracian religion
of Dionysos), Professor Cook passes to the allied belief in a path (not
at this stage a ladder) of ascent and descent between Heaven and Earth.
(Lucian, Demosth. 50, Quintus Smyrnaeus, of the ghost of Achilles :
' 50 speaking he leaped up like a swift breeze, and straightway came
to the Elysian plain, where is made a way of descent from highest
Heaven and ascent for the blessed Immortals'. Professor Cook notes
that -the passage in Lucian is ' complicated a reference to the
FPhaedrus'. And the Quintus Smyrnaeus by a faint echo of the Re-
public 7) It is next noted that the Thracian women on a vase showing
the death of heus are tattooed with the devices of a kid and a ladder,
and there is also adduced as evidence a vase usually interpreted as
a scene of incense-gathering from trees. The gatherer stands on a
ladder, and ° not improbably the gatherer mounted the ladder to sym-
bolize the celestial nature of the harvesting'. One is tempted to remark
that no one could paint an ordinary scene of apple harvest without
introducing the same motif, since a ladder happens to be a convenient
way of getting into trees. 5till, there is no doubt that the scene on
the vase is of religious import. It is at this point that the conclusion
about the Orphic line is introduced, and it is followed up by a:r.nmalu
of the belief in a ladder as the soul's means of reaching Heaven.

include Egyptian beliefs, little ladder-amulets found in Roman tombs,
a Greek example of the second century A.D., Jacob’s ladder, Saint
Augustin’s remark that we may make a ladder of our faults if we
overcome them, and even modern Italian watermarks and the hymns
of J. M. Neale. What Professor Cook has proved up to the hilt, in a
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fascinating series of illustrations, is the universality of the belief, show-
ing how impossible it is that the Orphics should have been unfamiliar
with it. But of the use of a material ladder as part of the initiation-
ritual of any mystic community, there remains very little evidence ;
and even the belief in the heavenly la.dder shows but dimly in the .m:tu.n]
line which we are tr!rmg to interpret: ‘I have passed with swift feet
to the crown desired °.
Finally we have the formula, * A kid I have fallen into milk*. Having %

g} an explanation of this very much on the lines of that in our

th chapter, Miss Harrison goes on, ' The question remains—what
was the exact ritual of falling into milk ?* The question which might
be put first—was there a ritual of falling into milk /—is not heré asked.
Similarly, Professor Cook believes that ‘such formulae presuppose a
definite ritual ' (Zews, 2. 120). Her conclusion, however, is negative:
‘ The question unhappily cannot with certainty be decided’. On this
subject Professor Cook has more to say. In Zews (1. 676 fl.) he notes
that among certain tribes flesh boiled in milk, though a delicacy, is
abstained from on ordinary occasions, from the belief that the process
wnuld injure the cow from which the milk had been obtained, hut that
they * w:]l not hesitate to boil milk on certain solemn and aﬁn:n-
occasions . He thinks it therefore possible that the original
Phrygian (Dmn iac) curumnnp' involved a ritual boiling of milk. A
rite of the grgu.n goddess furnishes a pnrnlhl and the
allegorist Sallus actually :puk.s in this connexion of ' the feeding
on milk, as though we were being born again ’. Professor le: continues :
' Let us suppose, then, that the early Thraco- Phrygian ‘' kings ", the
Titanes of the myth, after killing Dionysos as a kid, pitched him into
a caldron and boiled him in milk with a view to his being born again.
The mystic who aspired to be one with the god underwent, or claimed
to have undergone, a like ordeal. He had fallen as a slain kid into the
milky caldron : heuufnrwa.rd he was " a god instead of a mortal "’
‘The Orphic votar iY says Professor Cook elsewhere, . . . in all
probability stepped into an actual caldron for a make- hl:hl:w seething ’
(£eus, 2. 217). To judge of these conclusions it is necessary to read
them in the context of Professor Cook's own learning (e.g. on the
subject of the caldron of apotheosis in general, and in Dionysiac
religion in particular, Zeus, 2. 210 ff.). One remark it is permissible
to make here. The réle ascribed to the Titans in the sentence quoted
above is, as Professor Cook makes clear, conjectural. The thought
which naturally arises is that, although the Titans' crime did in fact
result in the rebirth of Dionysos, owing to the efforts of his relatives
Zeus and Athena, there is no version of the myth which suggests that
the wicked giants had this kind.l{epurpnn in mind, or pretended to
have it, when they carried out ir universally reprehended design.
We have to decide whether the myth as we have it is likely to have
been a distorted relic of a vanished version, based on an old tribal ritual
which in some modified form survived in the practices of the Orphics.
Certainly the distortion is quite in the Orphic manner. There is
also the further point that Clement of Alexandria, in dumbmg the

m , says that the Titans, after tearing the god in pieces, ‘' put a certain

on a tripod, and thruwing into it the limbs of Dionysos, boiled

them first’ (Clem. Alex. Proir. 2. 18, 1. 2; 1. 14. 16 Stdhlin = O.F.
35). It was only after this that they put them on spits and roasted
them. The original purpose of the boiling, if it was what Professor
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Cook supposes, had been forgotten, and the myth so transformed as to
be no longer consistent with it.

There is another possibility to be considered, the theory that a certain
scene in the Clouds of Aristophanes is a parody of Orphic initiation,
for which it may therefore be used as a legitimate source of information.
The suggestion was first of all put forswvard by Chr. Petersen in 1848
in a note to Der geheime Gollesdienst ber dem Griechen (Hamburg),
P. 41 (not by Dieterich as ]. E. Harrison, Proleg.®, p. 511, n. 2, says).
It has been fully argued by A. Dieterich in Rhein. Mus. 48 (1893),
pp. 275 fi. = Kilegine Schriftemn, 117 ff., and by Harrison, le. It will
be best first of all to give an account of the relevant passages, and then
to discuss first the case for their baving reference to mystic initiation
at all, and secondly the case for the mysteries referred to being
Orphic.

Going through the passages in the order in which they come in
the play, we notice that a mystic atmosphere is spread about the
' wisdom-shop ' of Socrates from the wery first. The old man
Strepsiades knocks at the door, and is rebuked by the disciple who
opens it for destroying an idea which he has just had. ‘' What was
it 7 " asks Strepsiades (v. 139), and is met with the impressive answer,
* Nay, it is not lawful to tell it save to the disciples'. Streps.: "Don't
be afraid ; vou can tell me. [ myself have come to the wisdom-shop
to be a disciple.” Disciple: "1 will speak ; but these things must
be held to be mysteries.’ ([voploas 8¢ raira yp pvermpla.) (These words,
which are surely a cue to the audience as well as Strepsiades, have
been curiously overlooked by Dieterich and Harrison, though the aim
of both is to prove that the things are mysteries) When the old
man has been introduced to Socrates, the following dialogue takes
place (vv. 250 fi.) :

Socr. : " Do you wish to understand divine matters clear]y, the
solemn truth about them ¢’

Streps. : ' By Zeus yes, if that is possible.’

Sq:;cr. : " And to hold converse with the Clouds, who are our Deities
here ¢ *

Streps. : " I certainly do.’

Socr. : * Seat yourself then on the sacred stool.’

Streps. : " I've done that.”

Socr. : " Now take this garland.

Streps.: A garland ? What for ¥ Oh Socrates, you're not going
to sacrifice me like Athamas ? '

Socr. : " No ; all this is what we do to those who are being initiated.'

Etrep:u. : " And what shall I get out of it ? '

Socr.: ' You will become a flowery speaker, a loud chatterer, a
shpgery one. Just keep still.’

treps. : ' By Zeus | can well believe you ! 1 shall become floury
by the way you're dus’un%

Socr. : * Keep holy si em:e old man, and hearken to my prayer.
O lord and master, measureless Air, who keepest the Earth in the
midst of space, and shining Aither, and ye reverend goddesses the
Clouds, harbingers of thunder and lightning, arise, appear in space
before the eyes of the thinker.’

Streps. : " Not yet, not yet | Give me time to fold this over me in
case [ get a wetting. How unlucky I am! To think that I came
away from home without even a cap |’
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Socrates, taking no notice of the interruption. continues his prayer,
and the Clowds appear. Later touches also remind us of the atmo-
sphere of mysteries. When the Clouds have spuken to Strepsiades
and promised him both his immediate request and a life of happiness
for all time in their company (v. 463) if he prove a good learner, he is
led into the sanctum for instruction. Before he goes in, he i made
to lay aside his clothes, and as he enters he takes fright and says,
" Give me a honey-cake first, for I am as frightened at going in as if
I were going down into the cave of Trophonios'. (v. 506. The honey-
cake was the recognized offering carried by those who went to consult
the awful underground oracle of Trophonios in Boiotia, Paus. 9. 39. 11;
other reff. in Rogers’ Aristophanes ad loc. Some information about
the descent into the cave of Trophonios above, pp. 177 L.).

We need not spend much time over proving that it is a scene of
initiation which is being represented, since Socrates says so plainly
enough. It is brought home by reflection on the curious scene which
the stage must have presented at the moment of the Clouds’ epiphany.
Socrates stands as priest (he is actually called hierews by the Clouds
at v. 359), and in an attitude of prayer, before Strepsiades who sits
garlanded on a 'sacred stool' with his head covered up. It also
emerges from the dialogue that Socrates has sprinkled him with some-
thing. Except for the garland, the scene is exactly paralleled by the
reliet on a cinerary urn from Rome which shows three scenes from
Eleusinian ritual (pl. 11}. One of the scenes shows Demeter seated,
with Kore standing beside her on one side, and a man with a club on the
other, He is caressing Demeter’s snake, and is usually taken to be the
initiated mystic. The other two scenes show stages in the preparation for
this vision of the goddesses, in other words, in initiation. One is the
washing of a pig for sacrifice (the regular victim at Eleusis). The other
is the scene which is in point here, and shows a man seated on a stool
with his whole head heavily veiled. The stool is covered with a ram's
skin, and Dieterich argues convincingly that the stool of Strepsiades in
the Clowds was also so covered. Behind the man stands a priestess, who
holds over his head a liknon. Dieterich's affirmation that the position
of her left hand makes it clear that she is shaking it over him, is open
to some doubt, since she might equally well be steadying it. If she
is not, yet Socrates may well, during his sprinkling, have imitated her
attitude. On the action of Socrates, however, there is more to say.

There is certainly no further confirmation needed for the thesis
that in the scene between Socrates and Strepsiades Aristophanes is
parodying a known ritual of initiation. Now seeing that the closest
parallel to it is provided by a scene of obviously Eleusinian initiation,
why do we not simply say that it is a parody of the rites of Eleusis
and have done ? aving laid stress on the resemblance between the
Eleusinian relief and the scene in the Clouds, in order to prove (what
Socrates had already expressly said) that the latter represents an
initiation, the interpreters ignore it entirely when it comes to deciding
what sort of initiation is meant. Both give the same reason, the ante-
cedent improbability of Eleusinian rites being publicly made fun of
at Athens. It would °scarcely have been tolerated by orthodox
Athens'. (I wonder how much of Athens was orthodox in 423 B.C,,
and indeed what orthodoxy meant to an Athenian.) Miss Harrison
admits that Aristophanes elsewhere parodies the Eleusinian mystics,
but maintains that a direct parody of the actual ceremony of initiation
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would appear quite a different matter. 1 do not see that we have the
evidence to judge. I certainly think it is a hit at those who go to
Eleusis for initiation when Strepsiades’ first reaction to the information
that he is being initiated shows itself in the question, ' What shall 1
get out of it 7 * The argument of improbability is in itself not unlikely,
but it is purely conjectural, and has to stand up against the visible
resemblance between the scene under discussion and a representation
of rites which beyond reasonable doubt are those of Eleusis.

Where then are the traces of Orphism which might make us change
our minds ¢ The garland which Strepsiades is made to put on is
absent in the Eleusinian picture, but (apart from the fact that
Strepsiades put it on before he covered up his head, and the Eleusinian
initiate might have done the same) there is no evidence for connecting
it specifically with Orphism. Garlands were often rut on for re-
ligious occasions. Many cults had priests called siephanephoros, and
a vase-painting representing two mystai (so labelled by an inscription)
confronted by a priest shows the mystas wearing chaplets. It is impos-
sible to say which mysteries the vase depicts. (It is reproduced in
Harrison, ;’mi’eg * 157.) The putting on of garlands was the final
stage of initiation or ordination for hmrﬂphmts and other priests
(Theo Smyrn. Mathem. p. 15, Hiller, quoted Proleg.® 593).

The central argument for the rites being Orphic is the action of
Socrates which calls forth from Strepsiades the protest that he is being
“dusted '. The scholiast on the passage says, ‘With these words
Socrates rubs and knocks against each other pieces of poros stone,
and collecting the fragments, pelts the old man with them '. Strep-
siades is sprinkled with the white dust got by rubbing and knocking
two pieces of stone together. In illustration of this, Dieterich cites
first of all the passage of Demosthenes (de coroma 259) from which we
learn that in the rites of Sabazios the initiate was ' purified with clay’.

With this he com a part of the article in Harpocration on
dwopdrrww (literally *wiping clean’, the same word as that used by
Demosthenes which I have translated ° purifying ') : ' Some give a

more elaborate explanation, viz. putting a coat of clay or pitch around
those who are being initiated, as we speak of coating a statue with clay
(to take a cast). For they nsed to smear the initiates with clay or
pitch in imitation of the myth which is recounted by some, how the
Titans made an attack on Dionysos all plastered-with gypsum in order
to disguise themselves. This custom fell into disuse, but later they
were plastered with clay by way of convention.”

The myth ' recounted by some’' is certainly the Orphic myth.
Dieterich suggests that the worship of the Phrygian 303 Sabazios,
which had reached Athens by the fifth century, influenced the rites
of the Orphics. They borrowed from it the smearing with plaster as
part of the purification necessary for initiation, and later, in order to
provide a reason for what was now their own practice, added to the
story of Dionysos and the Titans the detail of the Titans' disguise.
It is a disadvantage of this argument that part of the proof that the
rites in question were Orphic consists in making the admission that
they were borrowed by the hics from another religion which was
simultaneously in vogue at Athens. How, therefore, we are to tell
which of the two was being parodied by Aristophanes, I cannot say.

It is certainly impressive to compare Socrates’ hymn of invocation
to the Clouds with some of those in the extant corpus of Orphic hymns.
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There are striking resemblances in form (pointed out by Dieterich),
One cannot help thinking, in particular, that the line containing the
words * Arise, a r to the thinker ' is taken from the concluding
line of an actual hymn, with ° thinker ° substituted for mysfes. Chaos
and Aither, too, are invoked along with the Clouds, and these are prin-
ciples at the beginning of the Orphic cosmogony.

The process of ceremonially seating the candidate for purification
and initiation (fhromismes) is common to various mysteries. We hear
of it particularly in the orgies of the Korybantes and the Great Mother
of Phrygia. (See Rohde, Psyche, Eng. tr. ch. g9, n. 19.) It was
custom at Eleusis, and no doubt among the Orphics too. Suidas,
incidcngfly. mentions Thronismoi Metroor as the title of an Orphic
poem (Kern, fest. 223d).

We have seen, then, that the supposedly Orphic elements in this
scene are not exclusively Orphic, although taking it as a whole, the theory
that it parodies the Orphics is likely enough. Most likely of all is it
that Aristophanes has heightened the farcical effect of his scene by
mixing up different rites, as he mixed different cosmogonies in the
parody of the Birds.

These comments have erred, no doubt, on the side of caution.
My apologia would be, first that most investigations of the Orphics
hitherto have erred, some of them badly, on the other side, and secondly
that [ have tried to state the evidence fairly before making any com-
ment at all. I close with a general observation, in explanation and
criticism of the attitude of Harrison and A. B. Cock towards the gold
!;Iltu. I refer to the attitude of antecedent certainty that ‘such
ormulae pmupfpou a definite ritual *. In so far as it rests on definite
evidence, this feeling is based on a comparison with the formulas
repeated by the Eleusinian initiate, which show striking parallelism
in form to those on our fuld plates and undoubtedly do constitute
a recital of ritual acts duly performed. Here they are, as preserved
by Clement (Proir. z. 18): "1 have fasted, I have drunk the kykeon,
I have taken from the chest, I have put back into the basket and from
the basket into the chest’. Now whatever the significance of these
actions, no one could suggest that they were anything but part of a
ritual. Phrases like ‘I have passed out of the sorrowful wheel ' or
" I have passed with swift feet to the desired crown ’ on the other hand
do not at first sight suggest ritual, especially when we know that Orphic
belief included the notion of life as a sorrowfnl wheel, But the question
now before us is the general one of antecedent probability. Miss
Harrison says (Proleg.? 156), " It is significant of the whole attitude
of Greek mﬁginu that the confession (sc. of the Eleusinian initiate)
is not a confession of dogma or even faith, but an avowal of ritval acts
q_erlurmm:l. This is the measure of the gulf between ancient and modern.

he Greeks in their b]g;eatt:r wisdom saw that uniformity in ritual was
desirable and possible ; they left a man practically free in the only
sphere where freedom is of real importance, i1.¢. in the matter of thought."

hese remarks are just and wise, in so far as they refer to the typical
Hellenic religion. But Miss Harrison would have been the first to
admit that the Orphic was far removed from the temper of the ordinary
Hellene. In the eyes of the Greeks he was 'a dissenter and a prig’
(Proleg.® 516). Is it not in this that the difference chiefly consisted,
that whereas to the ordinary Greek his creed was not a matter of great
importance, to the Orphic it was the life and soul of his religion ?
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2. Prayers for the dead as a feature of the Orphic veligion.

It is commonly taken as proved that the Orphics believed it to be
possible for those still living to secure, by prayer or the performance
of initiatory or other ritual, an easier lot in the next world for their
kinsmen who were already dead.®* This if true is obviously highly
important and interesting, both because the conception is unparalleled
in ancient religion prior to Gnosticism and also for the striking parallel
which it offers to the usage of the Christian Church. (See in particular
1 Cor. 15. 2¢.) It is therefore worth while pointing ovut what [ believe
to be true, namely that the evidence on the point, when examined,
dwindles to something very small indeed, in fact to a single word of
Plato which itself 15 open to more than one interpretation.

The evidence usually adduced consists of a fragment of Orphic
poetry quoted by the Hmplatumst Olympiodoros, to which two sen-
tences of Plato are sop ve confirmation, proving that the
belief goes back to the h:sm of the classical age. (Rohde, Psyche,
Eng. tr. ch. 10, n. 66.) The words quoted by Olympiodores are (0.F.
232) © dpyd 7' dxreddoovor, Avow mpoydvwy alleulorev pawpeve:. This is taken b
e.g. Rohde and 1.. R. Farnell (Here Culis, p. 381) to mean ' They shnﬁ
perform mystic rites, sceking redemption for those of their forbears who
have sinned ". [ have already (pp. 83, 142 above) translated it in what
I regard as the most natural way, namely ' yearning to be set free from
their lawless ancestry ', that is, from the pollution which is the result of
their being born from the overweening Titans. (The Titans, incidentally,
are addressed in Orph. Hymn 37 as juerdpan mpéyovo = Ny

The words of Plato are from the passage describing the activities of
the Orpheotelesias (Rep. 364b-365a). First comes the sentence : ‘' There
are charlatans and soothsayers who frequent the doors of the rich and
persuade them that they have at their command a grace vouchsafed
from the gods, which works by means of sacrifices and incantations,
if a man himself or one of his ancesiors has committed any sin, to mend
the matter in an atmosphere of pleasure and feasting. . . ." I see no
reference here to rites carried out for the sake of the dead ancestor.
It is his own lot which the rich man is persuaded he may better, whether
it be his own sin or. that of some ancestor that has brought trouble

n him. The Greeks were no strangers to the belief that the sins

the fathers might be visited on the children. Orestes might well
prm_.r that the sin of Pelops should be blotted out without thereby
expressing any kindly interest in the present fortunes of his great-
grandfather,

A little lower down we have this, the last bit of evidence for the
practice : ' In this way they persuade not only individuals but cities
that there are means of redemption and purification from sin through
sacrifices and pleasant amusements, valid both for the living and for
those who are already dead'. (edow piv & [dow, ol 8 xal redavrdoacw.)
This may mean that their clients by performing the proper ceremonies
would secure redemption not only for themselves but also for any dead
friends whom they would like to help, and may therefore be the only
extant reference to an Orphic practice of prayers for the dead. On
the other hand it may equally well mean that the instruction which
they received now would stand them in good stead not only in this life

* Ser for instance A. DMeterich, der Uniergang der anfiken Religion, Ki.
Schr. 478 ., and E. Norden, deners VI, p. 7. 0. 3.
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died and arrived in the next world. We know

that instructions on procedure were necessary to

there. On this assumption the words might

of redemption and purification from sin . . .
now in life and after death as well .

which [ believe to be the more likely, is correct,

for an Orphic belief in prayers for the dead

NOTES TO CHAPTER VI

of R. Eisler (Orpheus, Leipzig, 1925, p. 131, n. 5) to read

MSS. dxpffrowm, is attractive, especially in wview of

above. Diels translates the MS5S. reading lawferes

Another suggestion is ' unmixed and so untems-

in Greak Religious Thonght, Dent, 1923, p. 70).

by the Neoplatonists, O.F. 224 (translated

doctrine which there reappears is thus clearly

centuries, even if the verbal form of the lines, by

them, may owe something to the influence of Em-

is to Plato, Empedckles and popular belief

attributed to Fythagoras, it was obviously

of or Empedokles, but a part of their common

that the * Orpheus’ of the Neoplatonists is

or some other sixth- or fifth-century philosopher
practically meaningless.

age in which sacrifices were bloodless is perhaps

recollection of a state of things that once existed.

the Latin word immiolare (commented on by C. Bailey,

p. 83; cp. pp. 77 £.).

spnrmus vase which I have suggested above

to same conclusion, but I would emphasize once

sources of evidence for religious custom

cp. also Proklos, Hymn 4, v. 4, Abel, Orphica,
xafigpapévag

this inscription, see Kern, heus, p. 5, n. 2.
archaic.
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probably was older than Pythagoras; cp. Kern, Orpheus, p. 3),
of Kamarina, Zopyros of Herakleia in Lucania, Brontinos
of Metaponton, Kerkops and others. (See Kern, festt. 173 fi.,
223.) Of these the last two at least were Pythagoreans, and Ion
of Chios (fifth century) wrote that Pythagoras himself had com-
posed writings under the name of Orpheus (Kern, festt. 222, 248).
This gives some idea of the impossibility of disentangling the two
systems from external evidence, which is equally unhelpful when
we come to consider the related question of whether 5. Italy-and
Sicily can claim to have been the original home of Orphism or
whether it arose first at Athens. The names of the Italians con-
cerned point to the sixth century as the date of their activity,
a date beyond which the existence of Orphism cannot be traced.
But it is to the very same date that Orphic activity at Athens is
also traceable, and indeed the leader of it, Onomakritos, is said
according to the only evidence which we possess on the point to
have been personally associated with the Orphics of the West.
He was one of the committee appointed by Peisistratos to edit the
text of Homer, and among his colleagues were Orpheus of Kroton
and of Herakleia (fest. 189 ; the statement is from Tzetzes,
but can be traced back on good grounds through Proklos to Askle-
piades of Myrlea, a grammarian of the second century B.c. See
Kemn, Orph. p. 3, n. 1). Further colour is given to the idea that
Athens is the home of Orphic writings by some lines in the Rhesos
of Euripides. The Muse who is mother of the slain Rhesos (and
aunt, of course, of Orpheus) blames Athena for the death of her
son, and adds to her reproaches by pointing out that she and her
sisters have always been particular friends and benefactors of
Athena's own city (941 fi.): ‘ And yet thy city have we sister
Muses honoured especially, and have used thy land as our own ;
and the solemnities of the secret mysteries were revealed to thy
ple by Orpheus, own cousin to this man whom thou hast
ﬁ.ied (See also p. 126 above.)

Clearly the best hope of discovering something about the
relations between the ics and the Pythagoreans lies in an
examination of the two systems themselves. First of all, what
features had they in common ¢ Both enjoined a certain way of
living, instead of being simply an academic system of ideas or
dogma. If Plato in the Laws could describe the Orphic life, in
the tenth book of the R ic he could mention the ‘ Pythagorean
way of life’ (6oob). ways of life were similar, e.g. the
abstention from meat was the foremost requirement of both, and
both proclaimed the same end, katharsis or the purification of the
soul. The notion of katharsis is dependent for the Orphics on'‘the

14
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of his lyre had tamed all nature and brought the wildest beasts
to gentleness, and to consider him the author of their faith. It
was experiments in music which had led Pythagoras to the under-
standing of numerical ratios and hence to the foundation of
mathematical science, and, partly at least for that reason, music
always held a dﬂnunahng and mysterious position in Pythagorean
beliefs. The universe was described not simply as an nrder an
-:}bsewance of due proportions, but as a hmn. a bemg in
tune ". This was no metaphor, as the theory of the * music of the
apheres' bears witness. Since the human soul must strive to
imitate the orderliness of the universe, its aim too is described
as harmonia, and it was only natural therefore that, as we learn,
music was considered to have virtue in the healing of sick souls.
Small wonder that Pythagoras numbered Orpheus among the
chief of his patrons.! One might have expected his followers
to let themselves be known as Orphics simply and solely, but there
were two good reasons why they should not. First, there were
undoubtedly Orphics who were not Pythagoreans, and though some
no doubt would have brought nothing but credit on the brother-
hood, there were others who put the name of Orpheus to less
respectable uses. Secondly, the fact that their real founder was
one of the most original geniuses of all time did not make for
the obscuring of his name by that of a figure of earlier legend,
however potent. Instead, he became a figure of legend himself.
Men said that he was the son of Apollo, or Apollo in human form,
that he had a golden thigh, that he had descended into Hades.
Pythagoras himself may have liked to be known as a follower of
Orpheus ; his disciples wanted nothing better than to be called
followers of Pythagoras.

After what has been said, the difficulty of deciding whether
Orphism or Pythagoreanism came first needs no further emphasis.
It nevertheless seems most likely from the character of the two
systems, and in particular from the fact that Pythagoreanism
takes up Orphism into itself but has as well an intellectual
system to reinforce it, that Orphic dogma was already formulated,
at least in its main outlines, when Pythagoras founded his brother-
hood. Those who formulated it were themselves no thoughtless.
primitive minds. They were consciously trying to solve the same
problem as Pythagoras—the generation of the many out of the
One. But to the present writer at least the most natural assump-
tion seems to be that Pythagoras had the mythological solution
before him, and, realizing its religious value but impressed by the
claims of the intellect as well, evolved as a complementary
scheme his mathematical conception of reality. The two are
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discovering what this underlying substance was, and by what
process it had comne to manifest itself in the diversity of forms in
which we now behold it. (It was left for the next century to
question whether our senses might not be deceived.) Thales said
that it was water, and anything else which he may have had to
say on the subject is lost to us. Of Apnaximander we know more,
and though this is not the time to go into his system in detail
a few points must be mentioned. He said, reasonably enough,
that the underlj,rmg substance could not be any of the four

‘ simple bodies * of the developed world (earth, air, fire or water),
but must be something different, from which they had all evolved.
This other something he called The Unlimited, and supposed it
to be an undifferentiated mass, in which the qualmes of sensible
bodies existed as it were potentially, or in a state of complete
fusion and hence neutrality. In this state were all thmgs at
first, and with this all space was filled. When it came to ex-
plaining how the manifold world began, Anaximander supposed
the existence somewhere in the primeval Unlimited of a nucleus
or seed (gomsmon, i.e. generative), which contained the ‘o
posites ' (the hot and the cold, the wet and the dry) in a state
of incomplete fusion and becoming more and more completely
separated. Irom this beginning come in the end earth and sea,
sky and heavenly bodies. Finally, by a continuation of the same
process of the ‘' separation of opposites * (in this case it is the effect
of the hot sun on moist slime), living creatures are evolved.
What it was that first started the separating motion in the Un-
limited the fragments do not make clear, and it is unlikely that
Anaximander himself had thought of inquiring after a first cause
of motion. The distinction between inanimate matter and life
was not yet formulated, and the first physicists thought of their
primary substance as alive, in the sense chiefly of being able to
initiate its own motion. (It was probably conscious too, and the
Ionians called it God. More than motion and consciousness
the name can scarcely have implied.)

The intention in thus stating the chief points of Anaximander’s
cosmogony has been to lead up to the view (notably represented
by Professor Cornford) that in spite of their efforts to put forward
a purely scientific scheme, the speculations of the Ionians were
unconsciously conditioned and moulded by the pre-existing
mythological solutions of the same problem. We are first set on
this track by a fragment of Anaximander in which he (a) shows
himself familiar with the belief that the process of birth and decay
is a circular one, and (b) lapses into mythological expression in
his formulation of it : ° Thingﬂ of necessity are resolved at death
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into the same elements out of which they had their birth ; for they
do justice and make recompense to one another according to the
ordinances of time’. (Diels-Kranz?® fr. 1, p. Bg, printed by Kern,
O.F. 23, ad fin.) However much or little significance one may
attach to the introduction of justice as a cosmic principle, and the
at least semi-personification of time (Justice was a great goddess
according to Orpheus, and shared the throne of Zeus; this is
taken by O.F. 23 back to the fourth century ; see p. 233 below),
it must be conceded that both the thought and the phraseology
of this passage are striking enough to start a certain train of
thought.

We come next to the parallelism exhibited between the
physical scheme of Anaximander and the mythological cosmogony
of the Orphics. It is difficult to work this out exactly, owing to
the doubtful nature of our information about the earliest form
of the latter, but what we have had to say about it has made it
likely that the earlier form of the cosmogony was that which
more closely resembled Anaximander’'s. If we may take it that
according to the earliest version Night came first and laid the egg
from which sprang Eros-Phanes, as in the cosmogony of Aristo-
phanes’ Birds (a conclusion which has been shown to be probable,
above, pp. 102 fi.), then a parallelism can be found between the
scheme of the theologos and that of the natural philosopher as
exact as the following table represents it :

Orphic Cosmogony Anaximander
NIGHT UNLIMITED
m,!r. GONIMON
Heaven{— Eros —FEarth Hot (Sun, :t:.]i’h‘h—ﬂuld {Earth)
Gods and Men Living Creatures.

This assumes a version of the Orphic theogony like that preserved
by Athenagoras (above, p. 79), according to which the two halves
of the e%:mm which Eros sprang went to make Heaven and
Earth. rallel is in other ways so striking that it is per-
haps permissible to bring the argument full circle and infer from
Anaximander that this sentence in Athenagoras does preserve a
fragment of the oldest stratum of the theogony. In the mythical
story Love was necessary to serve as the principle of union and
bring about the marriage of Heaven and Earth and the rest and
render possible the birth of the younger gods and of men. In
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Anaximander the power of generation is supposed to lie in the
moist, which is midway between the hot and the cold, and the
moist thus serves for the phllusnpher the same purpose of mediation
as Love for the

These examples nre T think, sufficient to show what an in-
delible impression was made, even on the most original and
open-minded thinkers, by the mythical cosmogonies which were
constructed in the name of Orpheus probably at the beginning of
the sixth century. These cosmogonies doubtless represented the
first conscious attack upon the problem of the One and the Many.
This problem obsessed every Greek philosopher, and the earliest
mythical solution of it died harder than the Greeks themselves
realized. But it is not on that note that even this brief and
partial discussion of Ionian philosophy should end. Resemblances
have shown that its thought was unconsciously moulded by its
predecessors, but what excites our admiration is nevertheless the
truly remarkable extent to which, in a myth-ridden world, these
early thinkers succeeded in casting off mythical expression and
speaking in the language of science. It was in reaction against
the mythologists that they put forward their own systems, and
in spite of what has been said, the reaction was astonishingly
successful. To understand the achievement of Anaximander, we
must not dwell on what his Unlimited or his Gonimon may owe to
the Orphic Night or Chaos or cosmic egg, but rather remember
certain points of detail, as for example this about the generation
of animals: 'Living creatures arose from the moist element as
it was evaporated by the sun. Man was like another animal,
namely, a fish, in the beginning. . . . The first animals were
produced in the moisture, each enclosed in a prickly bark.
Further, he says that originally man was born from animals of
another species. His reason is that while other animals quickly
find food for themselves, man alone requires a lengthy period of
suckling. Hence, had he originally been as he is now, he would
never have survived ' (trans. J. Burnet).

When we turn to the next in the succession of Greek thinkers,
Herakleitos of Ephesos, known even to his ancient commentators
as The Dark Philosopher, we find that in recent years one deter-
mined attempt has been made to interpret his beliefs as built
entirely on an Orphic foundation. It is that of V. Macchioro.?
Since our knowledge of the Dark One is 3 fragmentary, it is
difficult to give a coherent picture of him at I shall, however,
try, first of all, to present very briefly the more usual view of the
philosopher and a few of his most characteristic doctrines, and
then to place Macchioro's version beside it, inserting in parenthesis
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could not be such a basic substance, since everything was con-
stantly changing), but as a symbol of the ever-changing universe.
A flame may look steady and be regarded as a constant thing,
but in reality it is ever-moving and ever-changing.

On the human soul we have only one or two obscure fragments.
Like everything else it is subject to the ‘' way up and down ', and
so is liable to be encroached on by each of the elements in turn :
but we may take it that its real nature is akin to fire (the warm
and dry), and that death is due to the encroachment of the
cold and wet (" It is death to souls to become water ', fr. 68 ;
* The dry soul is the wisest and best ', fr. 74). But since there is
no such thing as actual extinction, because the condition of all
things must continue to alternate on the upward and downward
path, therefore ° it is the same thing in us that is quick and dead,
awake and asleep, young and old ; the former are shifted and
become the latter, and the latter in turn are shifted and become
the former ' (fr. 78).

Finally it is said that, as might be expected from his con-
temptuous and exclusive character, he particularly despised
mystery-religions and the orgiastic worship of Dionysos. By those
who believe this, the relevant fragments are translated thus:
* Night-walkers, magians, priests of Bakchos and priestesses of
the wine-vat, mystery-mongers ' (124) ; ' The mysteries practised
among men are unholy mysteries * (125) ; ' For if it were not to
Dionysos that they made a procession and sang the shameful
phallic hymn, they would be acting most shamefully.* But Hades
is the same as Dionysos, in whose honour they go mad and keep
the feast of the wine-vat ' (127).

There seems little here to support the theory that Herakleitos
was an Orphic.  He censured Pythagoras, and despised m
religions. His own central doctrine is highly individual, and 1f
he seems to hint at a cycle of life, saying that dead souls come
to life again just as surely as live souls die, and even that ‘ all
the things we see when awake are death  (fr. 64), that is simply
a logical consequence of the central doctrine and need not be
explained in any other way. Let us see what Macchioro says on
the other side.

First comes an appraisal of the evidence. Our richest source
of information on the content of Herakleitos' writing is the work
of the Christian apologist Hippolytos called A Refutation of All
Heresies. The method of refutation which he employs is to
demonstrate that these heretical teachers, who call themselves
followers of Christ, are in reality only reproducing the doctrines ot
the pagan philosophers. Following this method, when he comes
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to the teaching of Noetos (bk. 9, chh. 7 fi.) he compares it with
the philosophy of Herakleitos, to demonstrate that the two are the
same : ‘that they (the Noetians) may be clearly shown that they
are not as they think disciples of Christ, but of the Dark One .

Macchioro argues that Hippolytos had no mere Stoic or other
compilation of extracts before him, but the actual work of
Herakleitos, and moreover that all his quotations are taken from a
single chapter or section of that work, which may therefore be to
a certain extent reconstructed, and into which, as Hippolytos
says himself, Herakleitos put * all his real meaning '. M.'s argu-
ments on this point are clear and persuasive, and leave no room
for reasonable doubt. We must then take the comments of
Hippolytos on his quotations as seriously as that fact warrants,
and it is at least reasonable to suppose that there did in fact exist
a resemblance between the heresy of Noetos and the philosophy
of Herakleitos. As M. points out, had it really been the Stoic
philosophy, with its own adaptations of Herakleitos, which the
heresy resembled, there would have been no temptation for the
apologist to ascribe the resemblance to Herakleitos, since either
would have served his purpose equally well by demonstrating
the pagan origin of the heresy. What then was the central
doctrine of Noetos, to which the orthodox took exception? It
was the identity of the Father and the Son, with as its logical
consequence the attribution to the Father of the passion of the
Son. We look then in the words of Herakleitos for something
which either was, or could be made to seem, identical with this
doctrine.,

This M. finds, as Hippolytos found it, in the identification
of opposites. It is in fact in this doctrine and its consequences
that the case for an Orphic background to Herakleitos is primarily
rooted. Among the opposites identified by Herakleitos are mortal
and immortal, created and eternal, and, according to Hippolytos,
father and son. On this last he says confidently, * Everyone knows
that he said the Father and the Son are the same’. It was
necessary for Hippolytos’ argument that Herakleitos should have
said that the Fa and the Son were the same, and that this
Son should have been of such a nature that he could mistakenly
have been identified with Christ. Now, says M., it is easy to
give him a name, since there is only one myth in all Greek myth-
ology and theology which complies with these two requirements,
the myth of the Orphic Dionysos (M. calls him Zagreus), born of
Zeus and Kore, torn by the Titans, and brought to life again by
Zeus. This he supports by reference to another fragment, a
strange sentence which had certainly not been satisfactorily
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explained by others:® * Aion (Age or Eternity) is a child playing
draughts ; the kingdom is the child's’. In Christian and Neo-
platonic writers can be found the identification of Aion with
Dionysos, and in the mention of draughts M. sees a reference to
the playing of Dionysos when he was surprised by the Titans.
(He would actually identify draughts, pessos, with dice, asiragalos,
which is certainly wrong.) Thenmmngnfthelnstclam then
follows naturally, since in the Orphic story the kingdom was given
to the child Dionysos by his father Zeus. The weakness of this
is that the identification of Dionysos with Aion is not only un-
attested before the Christian era but savours strongly of the
peculiar allegorical syncretism of that age ; yet it is likely that
Orphism from an early date owed much to the Persian worship of
Zrvan (Aion to the Greeks), in the form of an assimilation to him
either of their own Chronos or of Phanes-Dionysos. See pp. 86 fi.
above, and 254 below.
The identity of opposites, in this case of life and death, is
also made by M. a proof of the presence in Herakleitos of the
ic doctrine of palingenesis. In using Hippolytos here we
must be careful to distinguish between the actual words quoted
from Herakleitos and the apologist’s commentary on them.
Hippolytos introduces a fragment with the words : ' He speaks
also of the resurrection of this visible flesh in which we are born,
and I'E'Eﬂgnl!iﬁ God as the author of this resurrection, in the
words. " This may well be a subjective interpretation of the
apolng:st hut even if it were correct it would argue a real anti-
cipation of Christian rather than a reproduction of Orphic doctrine.
In any case, the only relevant fragments of the philosopher him-
self are brief, and fully support his reputation for obscurity :
* Immortal mortals, mortal immeortals, living the death of the one,
dying the life of the other ’ (fr. 67), and * for the one who is there (?)
they rise up and become wakeful guardians of the quick and the
dead ' (fr. 123). The latter seems to me incapable of certain inter-
pretation without its context, and the former to be a general state-
ment of the cosmic law of change ; cp. * fire lives the death of air’,
etc,, above. M., however, takes immortal mortals to be human
beings, who are Partly' divine and may finally become ‘ gods in-
stead of mortals *, and mortal immortals to refer to Dionysos, who
though a god was kﬂ.led by the Titans. That is strained, but a
pmi: of Sextus Empiricus quoted by M. is certainly striking
(Pyrrh. Hyp. 3. 230, M,, p. 103, n. 1) : ‘ Herakleitos says that both
life and death are in both our living and our dying ; for when we
live our souls are dead and buried in us, but when we die our souls
revive and live." Following this, M. claims that Herakleitos’ whole
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doctrine of the identity of opposites has its origin in the Orphic
doctrine, which, holding that the body was but the tomb of the
soul, said that life was death and death life. In the first place,
however, it is uncertain whether Herakleitos said all that Sextus
attributed to him, or whether the latter half of the statement
is an unwarranted interpretation of Sextus himself ; and in the
second place, the Orphic doctrine would be in reality an unsound
foundation for Herakleitos' theory that opposites were identical,
since what it taught was not that death and life are the same,
but only that we have got them the wrong way round : what we
think is life is in fact death, and wvice versa. The two remain
as distinct as they ever were. The words of Euripides, ' Who
knows if life be death, and death be thought life in the other
world ’ are nearer to the Orphic conception, and have a

different meaning from Herakleitos' * The living and the dead are

the same ’ (fr. 78).

Those passages make the strongest arguments for palingenesis.
Herakleitos also said : ‘ Man kindles for himself a light in the night
when he has died ’, which without its context might mean anything,
including palingenesis as M. holds, and ‘' when men die there
awaits them what they do not expect or think', which could
certainly be explained on the current interpretation of his

y.
Interesting are M.'s remarks on the simile of the bow and the
lyre, and even if they are not thought to prove his case, they
deserve attention as serious arguments for an alternative to
previons interpretations. In this simile, he argues, Herakleitos is
not illustrating the necessity for the simultaneous existence of
ites, but the succession of opposite states in the same thing.

The point of the simile has usually been supposed to lie in the fact
that at the moment when the bow is being drawn, the two hands
must pull in opposite directions at the same time. In accordance
with this, the simile has been most commonly interpreted by
means of the bow, the lyre being rather hurriedly passed over,
because in fact the action of playing the lyre is not the same.®
In order to give a sense which will apply equally well to both
bow and lyre, M. would interpret it of the alternate stretching
and letting go of the string. Both are necessary if the arrow is
to be dispatched or the musical note sounded, and so in the
world there must be an alternation of opposite states. When,
however, he considers this evidence for a belief in the Orphic
wheel of birth, he is on less secure ground, and even if he has
found the correct interpretation of the simile, it remains un-
doubted from the other fragments that Herakleitos did believe also
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others, and as I have tried to show, the theory that the identity
of opposites is a conclusion based on the Orphic soma-sema
doctrine, is illogical and unlikely. Arguments against it might be,
and have been, multiplied. How for instance is the Heraclitean
theory of universal flux to be reconciled with the strongly marked
individualism necessary for a belief in transmigration, punishment
after death, final blessedness and so forth ? 7

The great Parmenides need not detain us long. All students %
of Greek philosophy know that the challenge which his acute logic
threw down necessarily made a turning-point in its history, and in
that achievement he is not likely to have been indebted to any-
thing but his own original genius. In all probability he started
life as a Pythagorean, but he grew up to put the speculations of
his teachers, as of all his predecessors, out of court for confusing,
as it has.been well expressed recently, ‘the starting-point of
becoming with the permanent ground of being’'. Familiar he
would naturally be with Pythagorean and with Orphic beliefs, and
we need not be surprised to find that, as has been argued, his
language contains expressions which had their origin in the

ic writings. This is the more reasonable because, following
the fashion of the day, he put forth his views in a poem, whose
introduction gave them a mythical setting, claiming that the
truths which he was about to set down had been revealed to him
by a goddess. The parallels are interesting, but are not, of course,
evidence for an influence on his thought.®

There is no need to discuss here the position of Empedokles,
since in using him earlier (chapter v) as a source of Orphic
doctrine, it emerged clearly that he himself held firmly to the %
beliefs of which he was writing. Empedokles is a curious, and
yet a complete character, one who could scarcely have been
produced by any age but his own. There was much in him of the

, for instance his belief that the knowledge which he
possessed was the key to a magical control over the forces of
nature. He was also, tradition says, something of a posewr in
externals, and had a lively appreciation of sacerdotal pomp and
impressiveness. At the same time, the fragments of the Kath-
armot show that he had both a knowledge of the real Orphic beliefs
and an inward feeling for their truth, and was capable of a high

of mystical experience. Besides all this, he takes his place
in the philosophical succession as one of the moulders of pre-
Socratic Greek thought, and was indeed the first to tackle the
difficulties raised by Parmenides and to construct a system which
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should ‘save the phenomena’, taking account of Parmenides’
propositions but escaping his distasteful conclusion that the
evidence of sense-perception was completely out of touch with
reality. With that side of his thought we are not concerned here,
but may allow ourselves to remark that there is no longer any
ground for believing that Empedokles kept his religion and his
science in water-tight compartments, preaching Orphism in his
religious poem, and in his cosmogony a physical system which
excluded the possibility of an immortal soul. This suspicion of a
state of affairs more comprehensible in nineteenth-century England
than fifth-century Greece has now been effectively dispelled.?

There is no trace of Orphic doctrine in Anaxagoras, the next
of the great philosophers to set up a physical system in opposition
to the abstract logic of Parmenides. He has been classed by
Kern as a thinker ‘a quo Rhapsodiae respectae esse videntur ’
(de theogg. 52 1.}, solely on the strength of his having thought the
moon to be inhabited. With this belief Kern compares the Orphic
fragment quoted by Proklos (0.F. g1, above p. 138). If it is true
that Anaxagoras thought the moon to be inhabited, the connexion
can nevertheless hardly be said to be proved, and the juxtaposition
of the statement with the Orphic lines, as if no further proof were
required, is an example of that kind of criticism which fails by
neglecting to take into account what we know of the whole mental
character of a thinker, and so brings into disrepute the whole
case for the early date of the Rhapsodic Theogony by making it
seem dependent on arguments of an arbitrary and mechanical
nature. Anaxagoras’ use of the Rhapsodic Theogony could not
be argued from the mere coincidence that he said that the moon
was inhabited and the Rhapsodies spoke of it as having ‘many
cities and many mansions . It could not, because for anyone
who is familiar with Anaxagoras’ type of mind, it has to stand up
against the fact that he was perhaps the most truly scientific of
all the pre-Socratic philosophers, one capable of combining deep
thought with experimental methods, and, so far as one can see,
quite uninfluenced by religious preconceptions. This would be true,
even if he did say that there were men on the moon ; but it is far
from certain whether he ever did, since not only is the evidence
on the point ambiguous but the statement is hard to reconcile
with the rest of what we know about his physical theories.!?

Turning from the philosophers to the poets, we find Aeschylus 1
keenly interested in the legends of Orpheus himself, and n:hmsmg
his fate to be the theme of a tragedy, the Bassarids, in which it is
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used as a vehicle for portraying the early conflict between Diony-
siac and Apolline religion (p. 32 above). This play was a piece of
religious history, for by the time of Aeschylus the two were
reconciled, and shared in turn the homage of worshippers a
Delphi. Orphtus appears as the champion of Apollo, whjl:h
doubtless he +c:c|'ig'ina]l§,r was. The time at which the Orphic
theologians set to work was, I take it, when the two had become,
or were in process of becoming, reconciled. These writers, wishing
to teach an esoteric form of the Dionysiac religion which was to
have many peculiar features, chose Orpheus as their patron, the
one-time servant of Apollo, who like his master might be con-
sidered as reconciled, though not identified, with his former
enemy. Among themselves, as I have already suggested, they
would possibly like to have the actual reconciliation attributed to
this -character of peace and gentleness, but that it was so attri-
buted in general, or that the Orphics had any great share in
bringing the reconciliation about, is unlikely, since the blending
and assimilating of the two cults was a great, widespread and
popular movement, whereas all that we know of the Orphics
suggests that their religion was the work of a few, and made too
high demands on intellect, spirit and body, to spread far beyond
the few in its effects.

To return to Aeschylus, our information about the contents of
the Bassarids is plain enough evidence that he took a lively interest
in the legends of Orpheus, and no doubt this was partly because
he himself felt something of the spell which this magic figure has
in all ages been able to cast. He introduces him again by way of
a simile in the Agamemnon (1629 {.), where a disgruntled Aigisthos
tells the chorus that their taunts have just the opposite effect
to the singi.ng of Orpheus, who * drew all things by the sweetness
of his voice’. But was A&m:h;,rlus interested, not only in the

uf(}rpheus butmtherehglmnftheﬂrphms? In support

of this have been cited the occasional mentions in his poetry of
the goddesses Ananke (P.V. 105, Kern, d¢ theogg. 45), Adrasteia
(P.V. 936, Kern, 1b.), and Dike daughter of Zeus (Septem 662,
Cﬁn 949 ; cp. Ag. 383, Cho. 244, Eum. 539, etc. There are also

g;dtherpasﬁgu where it is hard to say how far Dike is per-
soni These powers, two of them simple personifications
{Nﬁﬂﬁﬂt}" and Justice), were great figures in the Orphic theogony
used by the Neoplatonists, and Dike in particular seems to have
been raised to a position of supreme importance by the Orphic
theologians. Compare a passage in the against Aristo-
geiton attributed to Demosthenes (25. 11 = O.F, 23) : ' Inexorable
and awful Justice, whom Orpheus the revealer to us of the most

15




234 ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION (cH.

holy mysteries spoke of as sitting by the throne of Zeus and
beholding all the affairs of mortals ".32 No doubt Aeschylus knew
the Orphic writings, as did Sophocles when he wrote (0.C. 1381 {.)
of * ancient Dike, who shares the seat of Zeus '.

There is a strange sentence in Cicero, which is not supported
by any information as to its source or the thought which prompted
it.* It speaks of Aeschylus as “non poeta solum, sed etiam
Pythagoreus ; sic enim accepimus’. If Aeschylus was a Pytha-
gorean, tradition has, except for this remark of Cicero's, been
silent on the point. He certainly had intercourse with those of
the West, for he travelled to Sicily and in fact died at Gela. He
would not miss the opportunity of meeting and conversing with
members of the leading school of Western religious thought,
especially since the same fundamental problem occupied his and
their minds alike, the problem namely of individual free-will and
responsibility for sin. The Pythagorean was a school which
trained many a great mind to think for itself, and the epithet need
by no means imply a lifelong adherence to its doctrines. One
has only to mention the names of Parmenides and Plato. Aeschy-
lus had his own approach to the problem of sin and punishment.
Sin is a curse which runs in families. The sins of the fathers are
visited on the children, and this is meant in a literal sense. It is
not simply that future generations of the human race must pay
for what has been done in the past, but that what my grandfather
did affected my father's life and conduct, and this in turn has at
least to some extent predetermined mine. It is the curse of the
House that makes an Aeschylean tragedy, and the shadow of
guilt that overhangs it is the guilt of shedding the blood of a
kinsman, husband or father or daughter. Klytaimnestra murders
Agamemnon that she may enjoy her paramour, but seeks to
justify her deed in the eyes of others, and indeed justifies it in
her own eyes, by pointing to his sacrifice of his own daughter
to Artemis. She in turn must be slain by her own son Orestes.
That is Apollo’s express command. It is the sacred duty of a
son to avenge his father ; hence Orestes cannot disobey. But it
is erime and pollution for a son to slay his mother ; hence he is
hunted from his home by Furies, an outcast with a curse upon
him, until he can find means of purification. That is how ‘ ancient
transgression is wont to breed fresh transgression among mortals
who sin ’, and that is the problem which the tragedies of Aeschylus
present. How far is Orestes responsible for the sin of matricide
when the deed was forced upon him by the evil doom of the house,
when indeed it would have seemed a sinful want of piety to refrain,
and a direct disobedience of the commands of Heaven ¢

* Tusc. 2. 10, 23.
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is fitting at the hands of the gods, recognizing what is at our
feet, and to what lot we are born. Strive not, my soul, for an
immortal life, but do the thing which it is within thy power to
do " ; ‘It 1s meet that a man speak fair things of the gods, for so
the blame 15 less ".'* Since in all this Pindar is only putting into
poetry some of the most typically Hellenic of thoughts, the quota-
tions bring out yet again how far beyond the grasp of the ordinary
Greek the religious views of the Orphics were. They may serve
to dispel any lingering feeling of surprise that these views never
acquired any general hold on the popular mind until after the
break-up of the classical age.

Euripides was one of the most inquiring spirits in an age of
inquiry. In his search for truth he tapped all the available
sources, and they were many. If his thought shows most plainly
the influence of the Sophists, it shows also an interest in the
physical speculations of men like Anaxagoras and Diogenes of
Apollonia. It shows that he knew the writings of the Orphics, and
we may judge that he felt a certain sympathy for the ascetic
ideal which they upheld, since in the drama in which Theseus
taunts Hi ly'l:ns for making them the arbiters of his life, it is
Hippolytos who is the ln:ru. and Theseus who is to be pmved in
the wrong. The famous ' Who knows if life be death, and death
be thought life in the other world ? * also shows a knowledge of
their doctrines, though it is something which by Euripides’ time
need not have been got direct from the Orphic books themselves.
But Euripides was a restless spirit, in the truest sense a free
thinker. These lines have nothing about them of the dogmatic
assertion of the Orphlc the exultant certainty of the Gold Plates
or Empedokles. ‘ Who knows ? ' says Euripides, and in another
mood, as in the Alcestss, speaks in far more pessimistic language
of the vanishing from existence of the dead. Yet again the soul
mfnrhnna.nunmurtal thing because it is akin to the immortal
aither, which it rejoins at death, a notion which, as we saw, was
ahare:dbythcﬂrphmsmthaccrtmu section uf popular belief.
But the references of Euripides to the ailther suggest that his
conception of its nature, and its relation to the stuff of the human
soul or consciousness, had a more definitely philosophical founda-
tion, and arose rather from his studies in the Ionian school of
thought. Euripides might be called an eclectic, not in the sense
that he was a philosopher who constructed a system out of the
various elements of earlier thought, but because he studied all
earlier thought with avidity, and threw out a hint now of this
belief and now of that according as his mood, or his sense of the
dramatic, might suggest. Thé adherent of an elaborate rekigion




Hidden page



vii] PLATO 239

question how Plato intended his own great myths to be taken,
and on this too he gives us clear enough indications.*®* The chief
thing is to avoid mechanical generalizations, as for instance taking
the words of Socrates in the second book of the Republic, when he
is speaking of the primary education of children and says ' We
begin with children by telling them stories (mythos)’, to be a
general definition of Plato’s conception of the function of myth.
The result of this is to take the description of these tales (* they
are for the most part false, though there are truths to be found
in them °) and apply it to the great myths of the Phaedo and
Republic 10. This opinion has been held, although it would be
equally logical to regard the great myths as wholly suitable to be
told to very young children.

In his own work Plato uses myth for two main purposes. In
the first place it is his habit to take a myth, or it may be no more
than a line of Homer or a reference to a popular belief (they are
all in general what we may call with Plato ° probabilities °), and
use it to support or corroborate his own strict deductions, like a
body of peltasts behind the hoplites, as Werner Jaeger has put it.
To make this serve as the sole description of Plato’s use of myth,
however, is to leave out of account the finality of the great
eschatological myths of the Republic, Phaedo and Gorgias, which
do not simply support the rest of the dialogue but make their
own points independently. They illustrate the second purpose of
myth in Plato, which is to provide some sort of account of regions
into which the methods of dialectical reasoning cannot follow.
That there are such regions he fully admits. It is a part of his
greatness to have confessed that there are certain ultimate truths
which it is beyond the powers of human reason to demonstrate
scientifically. Yet we know them to be true and have to explain
them as best we can. The value of myth is that it provides a way
of doing this. We take account of myth not because we believe
it to be literally true, but as a means of presenting a possible
account of things which we know to exist but must admit to be
too mysterious for exact scientific demonstration. Examples of
these mysteries are free will and divine justice, and in speaking of
these Plato makes free use of the Orphic myths. His own attitude
towards them he makes clear, for example at the end of the myth
in the Phaedo (114d): ‘ Now to maintain that these things are
just as I have said would ill befit a man of common sense ; but
that either this or something similar is the truth about our souls
and their dwelling-places, that (since the soul has been proved to
be immortal) does seem to me to be fitting, and I think it is a risk
worth taking for the man who thinks as we do .
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This passage brings out well how in certain instances the
difference between dialectical argument and myth was a difference
in their actual field of inquiry. The immortality of the soul he
thought could be proved, and devoted much ﬂ.rg'mucnt to the
proof in the body of the dialogue. It must therefore lead a
certain kind of existence in the other world, but in speaking of
the life it leads we go beyond the scope of scientific inquiry and
-must fall back on myth. The same difference is to be observed
in the Phaedrus, where the immortality of the soul is Subjected
to a brief dialectical proof (245¢c), and the details of the doctrine
of transmigration are then expounded in mythical form. '

This is in conformity with Plato’s views on the nature of
poetic inspiration. Consider first the way in which he introduces
the largely mythical account of the crmtiun in the Timaeus.
There is first a disclaimer of the possibility of accurate scientific
knowledge on such a subject (2g¢) : ‘ Do not therefore be surprised
if in treating at length of many matters, divine powers and the
origin of the whole universe, we do not find it possible to submit
accounts which are worked out with precision and in every way
and in all directions consistent with one another’. When he

comes to the generations of the lesser gods, he states his policy
thus {40#] E{Emceming the other divinities, to know and tell of
their birth is a task beyond our powers, but we must be persuaded
by those who have spoken in the past, who were, so they said, the
sons of the gods, and may be supposed to have had a clear know-
ledge of their own parents. We must not therefore disbelieve the
children of the gods, although they spoke without convincing and
rigorous demonstrations, but must follow custom and take their
word as that of men who claim to be telling of their own kith and
kin." The sons of the gods are of course the old theologos, of whom
Hesiod and Orpheus were the chief.

These words have sometimes been taken as ironical, and there
is certainly a gleam of humour in the expression that the poets
ought to know their own family history. But they are in accord-
ance not only with Plato’s procedure, but also with his theory of
poetic inspiration, put forward in the Jom and the Phaedrus, and
probably a legacy from Socrates, since it appears in Socrates’
mouth in the Apology (22¢). Poetry is a form of mania, it is said
in the Phaedrus, where the four chief kinds of mania are enumer-
ated as that of prophets and seers, that of the authors of rites of
purification and initiation, that of poets and that of lovers. The
object of the passage is to show that ‘ the greatest of all good
things come to us through mansa ', and that the word does not
mean madness in the ordinary sense, but divine inspiration or
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introduced in order to combat the view that the best life consists
in the continual gratification of insatiable desires (p. 161 above).
This does not prevent the objectionable doctrine from being
subjected to a dialectical refutation as well.

If Plato only used the Orphic myths in the first of these two
ways, in order to give an account of separate matters which were
not susceptible to dialectical proof at all, then it would be open
to anyone, were he perverse enough, to argue that Plato himself
only believed the doctrines which he treated dialectically, and used
the great myths, which profess to enlarge the field covered, as a
mere ornament or literary tail-piece. 'When, however, the same
doctrine is shown now as the subject of an Orphic myth, and now
as the object of dialectical proof, it becomes impossible to avoid
the conclusion that Plato thought of the Orphic myths as the
complementary mythological expression of profound philosophical
truths. The theory of recollection is the most striking instance,
since it is shown to be inextricably bound up on the one hand
with the whole doctrine of transmigration, even down to its
details, and on the other with the characteristically Platonic
theory of Ideas.

It is obvious, then, that Plato regarded the speculations of the
Orphic theologians not only with interest but with a respect that
was near akin to reverence. They did much more than simply
serve to illustrate his points, and must indeed have powerfully
affected the form which his own religion took. (Compare on this
point pp. 156 f. above.) Plato is the supreme example of this com-
bination of keen philosophical intellect with a ready acquiescence
in the reality of the divine such as made the direct inspiration
r.:ri ophets seem a credible and natural phenomenon. Never-

ess the presence of the first of these faculties ensured that he
dui not give up his own independence altogether even in the
realms which might be thought to belong most properly to the
theologoi. He had no hesitation in censuring those elements in
their religion which seemed to him unworthy, as we saw from his
remarks about the crudely material rewards which they antici-
pated for the good in Elysium (p. 158 above). The Politicus
provides another example (272b-d). If all the good things pro-
vided for men in the golden age of Kronos were used by the men
of that age for the pursuit of philosophy, well and good. They
were indeed blessings. But if, as the tales about them say (and
Orpheus was one of those who described life in the golden age,
P- 197 above), they simply stuffed themselves with fn:rud and drink
and told each other stories, that is a different matter. The fact
is that Plato thought of the Orphic religion and his own philosophy
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said, was not of the age because owing to its peculiar character
it had too much of philosophy in it to please the masses who fol-
lowed the procession in the Panathenaia or were dazzled by the
epopteia at Eleusis ; and was too steeped in mysticism and re-
ligious fervour to awaken a general response in the prevailingly
rationalist tone of the philosophers. But in Plato it found one
who combined with the intellect of the rationalists a religious
faith as deep as any mystic's. Plato took it up, realized its
value, and wove it into the texture of his philosophy in that
inimitable way which to read is to understand, to analyse, were
that possible, would be to destroy. Philosophy may be the warp,
and religion the weft, of a Platonic dialogue ; but the warp and
the weft together do not make a carpet. They are only the
background on which the artist creates his pattern of brilliant
colours and intricate design. There is a third ingredient to a
Platonic dialogue, the poetry. The influence which these unique
productions have had on later ages, whether in philoso y, religion
or literature, is too well known to need emphasis They
alone were sufficient to ensure that, even had all uthr.r chnnnals
been closed, the doctrines of the Orphics would have been well
known, and have made an irresistible appeal, to the later religious
thnught of Europe.

That is the climax of our chapter, and should perhaps have
been its conclusion ; but it is tempting to consider what must
have been the reactions to Orphism of Aristotle, anﬂu to do this
in closing may bring out more vividly, by contrast, the necessary
characteristics of any philosophy which attaches itself to Orphism
as its religious counterpart.!* In this we are expanding the answer
to the question with which our fourth chapter closed, of what was
the philosophic idea behind ism. Under one aspect the
question has been answered y, namely that it was in its own
way an attempt to solve the problem of the one and the many.
But in its solution what philosophical presuppositions did it
make ¢

Orphic speculation had two sides, a cosmogonical and a psy-
chological, an account of the creation of the world and one of
the nature of the human soul. Aristotle was in profound dis-
agreement with both. It was not simply that he disliked their
mythological form, although that is true. Nor was it because
his genius had a preference for certainty, whereas Plato was
content to leave the highest matters where they were, in the
realm (philosophically speaki of probability. Too much
has been made of the contrast between the two in this respect.
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Metaphysics (N. 4. 1091a 30 f. [ quote the Oxford translation) :
* A difficulty, and a reproach to anyone who finds it no difficulty,
are contained in the question how the elements and the principles
are related to the good and the beautiful ; the difficulty is this,
whether any of the elements is sueh a thing as we mean by the
good itself and the best, or this is not so, but these are later
in origin than the elements. The mythologists seem to agree with
some thinkers of the present day, who answer the question in the
negative, and say that both the good and the beautiful appear in
the nature of things only when that nature has made some pro-
gress. . . . And the old poets agree with this inasmuch as they
say that not those who are first in time, e.g. Night and Heaven
or Chaos or Ocean, reign and rule, but Zeus. These poets, how-
ever, speak thus only because they think of the rulers of the
world as changing ; for those of them who combine two characters
in that they do not use mythical language throughout, e.g.
Pherekydes ' and some others, make the original generating
agent the Best. . . .’

One of Plutarch's Problems of the Symposium deals with the
question whether the egg or the bird came first, a question whose
philosophical importance is considerably greater than might at
first sight appear. In support of the former theory one of the
banqueters refers it to a ‘sacred Orphic story ' (Plut. Quaest.
Conv. 2. 3. 1), and that is only another way of putting this same
point, that according to the Orphics perfection did not come at
the beginning, or in other words that the potential was prior in
time to the actual. A philosophy which appealed for its authority
to the Orphic logot ought, strictly speaking, to differ from the
Aristotelian on this fundamental point.

NOTES TO CHAPTER VII

! In trying to understand Pythagorean beliefs I have been particularly helped
'I;y the two articles of Prof. Cornford, Mysticism and Science in the Py\!-zlmn
radition, Class. Quarl. 1922 and 1923. They form the best and most convenient
brief survey.
* Compare on this point the interesting speculations of R. Eisler,
(Teubner, 1925). pp. 68 fi., especially the quotation from Iamblichos (wif. Pyih.

64). ib. p. 68, n. §.

V. Eh.u:hinm. Eraclito : muwovi studi suwll’ Orfismo, Bari, 1922. M. has weak-
ened his position in this t.nunug by an unfortunate summary of his arguments
in English, in From Orpheus to Paul (Constable, 1930), pp. 169 fi. The summary
consists partly of dogmatic assertions, E.rtl;r of obvious misinte tions,
e.g. of Aristotle, Mel. A g87a, 39 fl., and Plutarch, de def. ovac. 415. latter

runs : ‘I see the Stoic doctrine of a final conflagration infecting the
writings of Hesiod, just as it has those of Herakleitos and Orpheus *. M.'s remark
is, ' Plutarch attributes the final destruction of the world by fire both to Orpheus
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CHAFTER VIII

ORPHEUS IN THE HELLENISTIC AND GRAECO-ROMAN
WORLD

To come near to an understanding of the development of Orphism
in the post-classical world, so far as this is possible, it is
to begin by repeating certain general truths about the changed
conditions of that world and their consequences for the history of
religion.! We have seen Orphism to be a system of belief whose
message was universal, because it was addressed to every in-
dividual as an individual, and we have noticed that this non-social
character formed a contrast with the reigning spirit of Hellenic
religion, which had its roots in the reigning political conception,
that of the city-state. We come now to an age in which, whether
or not Orphism was able to take advantage of it, that partlcular
hindrance to its expansion had been removed. * Man as a political
animal ', says our greatest authority on Hellenistic civilization,
'a fraction of the polis, or self ming city-state, had ended
with Aristotle ; with Alexander ins man as an individual’.
Realizing his individuality, man asks for two things from his
philosophy or his religion, guidance for the regulation of his own
life and a new definition of his relations to his fellows, whom he
thinks of now not as his own blood-relations merely, nor even as
his fellow-citizens, but as all the rest of the inhabited world
(oskhumene). Hence it is to this age that we owe the rapid develop-
ment of the ideas of the brotherhood of man and of the world-city,
idm whn:h the same authority would attribute to Alexander
Tl:;{nwere enlarged on by the Stoics, and found perhaps
thur most t n in the words of Marcus Aurelius.
‘ The poet hath smd Dear city of Kekrops, and wilt thou not say,
Dear city of Zeus ? ]

That is one change which the new order brought about. But
the conquests of Alexander, the establishment by his successors of
kingdoms all over the Greek world and further East, and later the
rise of Rome, had another, and for our purpose a yet more im-
portant result. Up to the fourth century, in spite of isolated

16 249
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been given at Athens for resident foreigners from Egypt and
Cyprus to carry on the worship of their native deities, Isis and the
Semitic Aphrodite. A dedication of the third or second century
B.C. records the presence of Isis at Eretria, and Sarapis also is
introduced to Greek lands by the third century. At Delos we can
trace the progress of his cult from its introduction as an entirely
private concern in the middle of the third century to its recognition
as public and official early in the second. The Phrygian Kybele
had of course been known on the Greek mainland long before, and
by the end of the third century had been joined there by Men,
another deity from the same country. The Syrian goddess
Atargatis also rose to prominence in various parts of Greece in
the third and second centuries B.c. Gods, like men, were becoming
cosmopolitan.?

Two religious phenomena have been noticed as accompanying
this interaction and confusion, universality and syncretism. Both
were sympathetic to Orphism, the first for reasons already stated,
the second because Orphism itself was already a long way on the
road to monotheism. At heart it worshipped one god, Dionysos.
Thus he became to them a god of many functions and many
names, Phanes, Dion , Hades. Also it was particularly easy
for them, as it was always easy for the ancient world, to say to
others, ‘ You are worshipping the same god really, but without
understanding his nature '. Both this and other mystery-religions,
in fact, taught much the same as 5t. Paul when he said : * Whom
therefore ye ignorantly worship, him declare I unto you '. Besides
universality and syncretism, there was a third thing which marked
the spirit of the new age, being in fact just another product of

‘ the beginning of man as an individual ’, and which no less than
them contributed to form an atmosphere sympathetic to Orph-
ism. This was the multiplication of mystery-religions and the
wider response which they.r aroused. Ha.-n s mnscinusnass of his
individual soul was exactly what Orphism had fostered in an age
when competing interests drove it from the minds of all but the
few. Many of these interests had now lapsed through force of
circumstances, and men were thrown back upon themselves.
Under these changed conditions it was natural that longings
hitherto half-suppressed should rise to the surface, and some of
these longings were of the sort that could only be satisfied by
some form of mystery-religion, with its assertion of a higher self
and its promise of a blessed future. Caution is perhaps needed
here. Professor Nock has recently emphasized the point that
adherence to the cult of a deity in whose worship mysteries were
performed did not necessarily mean participation in the mysteries.
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The most striking thing is that the conspiracy of silence is
broken. I am not referring to the copious quotations from Orphic
writings in the Neoplatonists, to which we shall come later on.
References to the Orphic writings, though rare, do occur in the
classical age, and lines of Orpheus are quoted by Plato. What I
have been tempted to call the conspiracy refers to Orphic rites.
With the doubtful exception of the passage in Herodotus (2. 81),
the classical age provides no single explicit mention of Orphic
rites. Anyone who has read this book will remember with what
tantalizing frequency Plato, for example, speaks of * the initiated ',
and what a weary detour must sometimes be made before we can
feel satisfied that the people referred to are Orphic initiates.
But in writers of the Graeco-Roman age we find explicit refer- #
ences to Orphic rites and initiations as well as writings. To take
some examples, Plutarch in his life nfﬂamr{ch Q) says, in de-
scribing the rites of the Bona Dea : ' The women by themselves
msaidtuperfurmmmyﬂﬁngsth:tmmthe Orphica ',
Lactantius (Dsv. Inshif. 1. 22. 15-17 = Kern, fest. gg) describes
Orpheus as having introduced the rites of Dmnym in Greece,
and goes on : ‘ Ea sacra etiamnunc Orphica nominaniur, in qmbus
1pse dilaceratus ef fus est’. (Ipseis presumably Orpheus,
not Dionysos. But the istian writer, knowing the legend of

' death, may have misinterpreted what he had heard of
the rite.) Cicero (de mat. deor. 3. 58 = Kern, fest. g4), going
through the different forms of Dionysos, speaks of one cus sacra
Orphica putantur confici, In beginning a story about Antisthenes,
Diogenes Laertios says (6. 4) : ' Once when he was being initiated
into the Orphica. . . ." (Compare also pp. 10 f., above, and the
tablet of Cecilia Secunmna P- 174 and pl. 10).

These expressions are quite unparalleled in the literature of
the sixth to the fourth centuries B.c. They make it difficult
to understand the view of Cumont when he says (Religions
Orientales, 1929, p. 303): ‘Or, l'orphisme est un mouvement
mystique . . . qui, pour les contemporains d Auguste, ag}m
tenait & un passé lointain . Even the remark of Professor Nock
seems strange, that * Qrphlsm was not the force it had been in the
sixth century B.C. ; its missionary activities were weakened, and,
if one may say it, subterranean ' (Essays on the Trinily, elc. 63).
It looks rather as if Orphic religious activity, as distinct from its
literary tradition, is at last coming to the surface after its un-
doubtedly subterranean existence in classical Greece. We have
admittedly still to take account of Cumont’s next statement,
that “ ce vieux fond de croyances avait été transformé au cours
des sitcles par bien des apports étrangers 4 son essence primitive ’ ;
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unholy thoughts, overweening and fickle' In another (55) the
suppliant states his claim to a hearing : ' For I call to thee with
heart devoted and holy words’. The prayer is often appropriate
to the god. Thus Hephaistos is appealed to solely that he may
‘ stop the raging madness of unwearied fire * (66), Dike for a just
fate, the Charites for wealth, the Clouds for rain, and Eileithyia for
children.

A classification of the titles of the hymns, with a glance at the
contents of each to see what character the deity is given, does not
afford much hope of assigning them to any one sect of religion
or philosophy. By far the largest number are names from the
ordinary pantheon of Greece. Some, being personifications of
natural phenomena, suggest a Stoic circle, eg. the hymns to
Nature, Aither, Stars, Clouds, Winds. Certain phrases suggest
the same thing, e.g. of Hephaistos (who in this hymn never loses
his earlier character as god of fire) it is said, ‘ thou dwellest in the
bodies of mortals’. The Dionysiac interests of the writers are
obvious, since there are seven hymns addressed to Dionysos
himself in wvarious forms. (Zeus comes next with three) A
specifically Orphic atmosphere is suggested only by four, those to
Nyx, Protogonos (also addressed as Phanes and Erikepaios), the
Titans and Eros, but the hymns to Dionysos are of course par-
ticularly at home there, and there is no reason why the other
Greek gods should not have had their place in Orphic worship too.
Orphic tendencies are also quite probably to be seen in some half-
dozen personifications, notably Dike, Dikaiosyne, Mnemosyne.
The rest of the hymns point to an Asiatic, and in particular
Anatolian, origin. All but Adonis are from Thraco- i
religion (e.g. Sabazios, Semele, Korybas, Rhea, Meter Theon),
though Attis does not appear. There is no hymn to an 1
god, though the name of Isis once occurs, nor to any Oriental
other than the Phrygians and Adonis.

The society is a mystic one. The suppliants speak of them-
selves as mystai and invite the gods to their sacred felefas. Other
terms used are mystes meophanies, orgiophantes, mystipolos and
bukolos, 1t was then an Orphic society at least in so far as it was
a cult-society, primarily Dionysiac and practising mysteries, which
used the name of Orpheus as its patron. It is worth noting that
the literature of the period to which it is most likely that the
hymns belong, contains a reference to the singing of hymns of
Orpheus in the worship of Dionysos. Philostratos, writing at the
beginning of the third century A.D., describes how the prophet
Apollonios of Tyana rebuked the Athenians (Philostratos was
himself an Athenian) for their unseemly behaviour at the festival
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of Dionysos. It shocked him to see them ° dancing lascivious
dances to the flute, and in the midst of the poetry and hymns
(theologia *) of Orpheus play-acting now as Horai, now as Nymphs
and now as Bacchants " (Vit. Apoll. 4. 21).

It is unlikely that the society which used our hymns was
Orphic in the strict sense of accepting the whole body of Orphic
dogma. There is certainly no reference anywhere in the hymns
to the most characteristic Orphic beliefs. This does not prove
that the users of them were un-Orphic in their ideas, since these
short hymns are not the best place for an exposition of dogma.
Yet the hope of an Orphic immortality might have been expected
to find a place in the brief final prayer. Also the collection re-
flects rather too strongly the general tendency of the age, both
in the catholicity with which it provides an address to all the
gods of the pantheon, and also perhaps in the syncretism which
is discernible in the epithets applied to each. This latter must
be admitted, although I would plead against the uncritical way
in which these epithets have usually been dismissed as, for
instance, ‘ epiphorematum ampullae nullo discrimine in saccum
fusae ' {R Schill). (See n. 14 below.) Thematﬁtwas Dionysiac,
and Orpheus was its saint, but it was a child of the age in that it
was familiar with the current philosophical ideas, especially the
Stoic, and had a tendency to syncretism. The neglect of the

of Egypt, however, is one example of several that might be
ﬂ to show that it resisted some upf the strongest temn}:;ltgati.nns
to lose its individuality in a general confusion of the cults which
permeated the Graeco-Roman world.

Where did this society exist 7 In all prubah:i.lit}r in Asia
Minor. Chr. Petersen, writing about the hymns in 1868 (Philo-
a'-ogﬂs 27, P- 413), quoted three of them as proof that the writer

ad access to lost Orphic literature, because the deities to whom
ﬂl!}r are addressed, Mise, Ipta and Meilinoe, were otherwise
unknown. The names of all three have since turned up (the last
as an epithet of Hekate) on inscriptions from the soil of Asia
Minor. E phical discoveries of this sort, of which Lobeck
could never have dreamed, turned the thoughts of investigators
in a new direction. Kern first drew attention to them in 1910
(Genethliakon fiir Robert, 8g-101), making out a good case which
was immediately rewarded by surprising confirmation in the
results of the excavation of the Demeter-femenos at Pergamon.
Kern therefore followed up his arguments with an article in
Hermes, 46 (1911), 431-6, in which he definitely maintained that
the hymns were collected and used at Pergamon. The audacity
of the claim to certainty on a point like this naturally aroused the
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instinct of caution, and in the next report on the hnds from
Pergamon (Ath. Mi#t. 37, 1912, p. 293) it was suggested that the
connexion might be less direct, but ‘ auf einer beiden gemeinsamen
Sehnsucht nach der Soferia iiberhaupt gegriindet’. The fact
remains that Kern brought forward definite and striking evidence,
whereas vague statements like the one just quoted are no help
to anyone. Kern's opinion was supported a little later by W.
Quandt, de Baccho, efc. 254 f.

The precinct of Demeter at Pergamon (pl. 14) is a large
walled terrace levelled out on the side of the huge acropolis-hill
and containing temples, statues, altars, rooms and halls, and in
one corner a row of seats in tiers which looks as if it were intended
for the spectators at a sacred performance. The inscriptions,
which range in date from the first Attalids to the Roman Empire,
reflect the worship of a remarkable pantheon of gods. Besides
the Olympians they mention several of the gods of Eleusis *
(whereby the presence in the Orphic hymns of Demeter Eleusinia,
Eubuleus, Dysaules might be accounted for), including the Orphic
Mise (cp. p. 135 above). There is a dedication to Nyx, one to the
Winds and another to Helios, and the Orphic collection is also
suggested by the large number of abstract ideas personified.
The inscriptions also leave no doubt that the cult was mystical,
since there are references to hierophants, daduchoi and mystas.

The mystic cult of Dionysos is not testified to in the Demeter-
temenos itself, but there is ample evidence for its presence in
Pergamon. One Pergamene inscription is dedicated to King
Eumenes by “the Bakchoi of the god of the wild ery’. This
epithet of Dionysos (emasies) is a poetic one which it.is unusual

% to find on an inscription, but he is addressed as emasfer in Orph.
hymn 30. In another an official is honoured ° because he re-
gulated the mysteries devoutly, and worthily of Dionysos Kathe-
gemon '. This brings us to a further point. The official thus
honoured was archibukolos. These bukolos are mentioned on six
inscriptions from Pergamon, and others from Ionia and Pontus,
which make it clear that they have some sort of official position
or priesthood among the mystas. The word means ‘ox-herd’,
which sounds strange to us, but only by its unfamiliarity, since it
is no stranger a term than that of shepherd or pastor by which
we call our own priests. (I am not suggesting that the two are
used by an identical or similar metaphor.) It is a reminder of the
time when Dionysos was worshipped in the form of a bull. There
are hints that the termn was used in the Dionysos-worship of
fifth-century Athens,»* whither it had no doubt been imported
from Thrace or Phrygia, but for the Graeco-Roman age not only
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This series of paintings from the Christian Catacombs is chosen to show how

G-oogth' representation of eus playing to the beasts faded into that of the

S . The in jate is still Orpheus (or did some think of
hmuDlvid?} but his audience has n reduced to sheep.
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pages nf Orphic-Dionysiac m}rster}'-thuught in ancient Chris-
tianity . Were the results certain, it might be possible simply
to indicate in outline how they affect our conception of our religion
and the influence which. the pagan mysteries of Dionysos have
had upon it. But their nature makes it impossible to discuss
them profitably without a thorough examination, which is out
of the question. Readers may make up their own minds about
them, a process which is richly rewarded by the wealth of in-
teresting and out-of-the-way material to which they will be
introduced. It will, moreover, be in conformity with our policy
only to touch on this subject, since we have made it our aim to
discover what Orphism means and how long it lasted, not to
make lengthy comparisons, of which, I hope, this book may
be the starting-point.

There is no doubt that the early Christians, like all men from
classical Greece down to the present day, were profoundly im-
pressed by the personality and legends of Orpheus. This is
attested, for instance, by his presence in the art of the Roman
Catacombs. On pl. 15 is illustrated one side of an ivory pyxis
preserved in Bobbio. The pious legend attached to it is that
it was a gift from St. Gregory to St. Columban, the Irish founder
of Bobbio, on the occasion of St. Columban's visit to Rome
to worship at the tombs of the saints. The scenes carved on it
have no specifically Christian associations. On one side is a hunt,
on the other this charming picture of Orpheus playing to a be-
wildering crowd of listmerﬁ These include not only a varied
assortment of animals, a sheep, a goat, a monkey (perched on the
lyre itself |} and others, but also a selection of mythological figures,
a centaur, a winged griffin, and a satyr or Pan. (Boll. Arch. Crist.
1897, p. 9, and Eisler, Orpheus, 1925, p. 14.) A study of parallel
designs in A. B. Cook's Zeus, 1. 60 H suggests the interesting
possibility that the semicircular arch under Orpheus’ feet represents
the sky, in which case Orpheus would be represented in the exalted
position of highest god. But perhaps the carver was more interested
in the artistic than the religious significance of his conventions.

The adoption of Orpheus by the Christians was only a con-
tinuation of a previous adoption by Jews. It was easy to see in
the characteristic picture of Orpheus not only a symbol of the Good
Shepherd of the Christians (and we remember the Orphic bukolos),
but also parallels to the lore of the Old Testament (fig. 18).18
It too had, in the person of David, its magical musician playing
among the sheep and the wild beasts of the wilderness, and the
resemblance did not pass unnoticed. The pictures of Orpheus, in
which wild and tame animals were represented as lying down in
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amity side by side, all alike charmed by the notes of his lyre,
suggested also the prophecy of the lion and the lamb lying down
together. These things were useful at a time when it was wise to
use a symbolism which would excite no comment in the pagan
world. Its real meaning would be clear to those whom it con-
cerned. There are many examples of this crypto-Christian sym-
bolism in the first three centuries A.D., especially in the sepul

art and inscriptions of Asia Minor. A word of Jesus became
chosen for illustration by symbol not for its intrinsic virtue alone,
but also because it was capable of representation in a way which
would not attract notice. The Church in those days did not seek
notoriety. It even disapproved strongly of some of those who
sought it, as the Montanists did in Phrygia. So we have for
example the vine-symbolism growing out of the words ‘ I am the

FiG. 19.—HAEMATITE SEAL-CYLINDER OR AMULET OF THE THIRD CENTURY A.D.,
How 1N BERLIN. (Scalez:1.)

true Vine'. Other sayings seem equally worthy of illustration,
but we need not therefore suppose that the choice of the vine-
symbol rests on any deep affinity with Dionysiac beliefs. It was
a very convenient one to use,

To this part of the inquiry belongs a mention of the curious and
much-discussed seal or amulet in Berlin.’* The design on this seal
(fig. 19), which is dated in the third or fourth centuries A.D., shows
a crucified man. Above the cross are a crescent moon and seven
stars, and across and below it is the legend OP@EOC BAKKIKOC
This has usually been supposed to be the work of some Gnostic
sect exhibiting a syncretism of Orphic and Christian ideas. Just
as Christ is to be seen in Christian monuments with the attributes
of Orpheus, so here, by a tribute from the other side, leus is

ted in the attitude of Christ. Eisler (Orpheus, 338 fi.) has

with great ingenuity argued a purely pagan origin for the design.
17
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rather leave to others. A few points may be briefly mentioned.
The Christian apologists on the whole regard Orpheus with anger
and contempt, as an lmpuatur They were certainl nutml]mg
pupils. Hew ostly as the champion of
et the passage of Justin, ufwhchapartwas
quutadmthepmmnﬂ paragraph, shows that a similarity was
noticed in his time between the myth of Dionysos and the story of
the Christ sufficiently close to constitute a danger and necessitate
lwammgngmmtmnfmunbeﬁeenthmtwnmprmntaﬂnm of
a suffering son of God.

In conclusion a short summary of the resemblances and
differences between Christianity and Orphism, with a word of
wamning that we may be making an initial mistake in
either of these as one thing, instead of as a shifting complex of

ious ideas which was never the same from one century to
another. I take first some points in which they have already been
said by one writer or another to show striking resemblances. Both
Christ and Dionysos were the sons of God, and both suffered, died
and were resurrected. But why choose the Orphic Dionysos for
mmpanmnmﬂl]mmth&pomts? They are commonplaces
of the gods of the decline of paganism. are true of Osiris and
Adonis and many another god who was at t as well known in
the Gmam-Rumau world as the Orphic Dionysos, if not better.
If there is borrowing by Christianity here, it is from the general
religious atmosphere of the age, not from the Orphics. And it is
true—it was inevitable—that this atmosphere in their surroundings
did have an effect on the early Christians at the time when their
dogmas were hardening and setting.)? The process went on in
succeeding centuries too, until almost all the paganism of the
world into which Jesus was born has crept back into his religion
and is to be found in some part or another of the world, and
especially of the Mediterranean. The steady influx of these
external elements into the presentation of Christ in the Gospels
has been remarkable, and to some at least, sad. It is a
which was started by Paul, who was the preacher above all to the
Greeks, and whose Hellenism no doubt contributed to his success
with them. He did not minimize the individuality of the central

message, nor did he seek to gain an easy assent, as some
have thought, by borrowing the language of the mysteries ; ** but
he was peculiarly well fitted to put his teaching in the form in
which the Greeks might most easily understand it, and his words
made it possible for those who came after to read into them a

Mmmwhkhmw Even so, the differences
in the original story and above the reabsorbed
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paganism. Foremost of these is the fact that the death of Jesus,
unlike the s of Dion or any other mystery was
a conscious Muﬂuy E—ﬂlﬂl‘lﬁﬂr It must hnﬂindmlda a
difference too that the death of Jesus was a comparatively recent
historical event. The tomb of Dionysos might be shown at
Delphi, but even if there were any who on that account believed
the story of his sufferings to be a historical fact, it nevertheless
was one clouded by the mists of an immeasurable antiquity.
Orphism is said to rﬁemhle Ehristiamt}r. as opposed to the
normal Hellenic religion, in that it is a religion with a view of the
origin of the world and of man, and a view involving the doctrine
of original sin. Put thus generally that is true, with the qualifica-
tion that the Orphic meant by sin something quite different from
the Christian (pp. 200 f. above). But of course all resemblance
ceases when we come to details. The dying and resurrected god,
Dionysos, may be the means of salvation from our inherited
impurity, but his death is also, in the strange Orphic story, a
necessary act in the original drama which caused our natures to
be thus compounded of good and evil. There is little in this to
correspond to the Judaic legend of the Fall, and the a
of the Christ in historic times to save us from the sin of Adam ol
The Eﬂl;rnstlan communion aermu resembles the
munion eating the god. Others have thought this Drplm:
but I have mdicate:d already my belief that it was something
which the Drphics gave up. This sacram:ntal tum to the
Christian service, making it open to comparison, though at a very
far remove, with the revolting rite of the omophagia, was probably
given by Paul, who thus brought more into line with Greek
mystery-religions snmetlung which had only been intended as a
simple act of commemoration, based on a certain Jewish Passover
wluch had been celebrated in pet:ulilrl].l' tragic circumstances.
Even so it is unlikely that he intended it to have all the mystical
content which it has been given in later ages. Professor Nock
has convincingly depicted the immense difference between the
central ceremony of an ea.rl Chrlshan community and the ritual
of contemporary mystery , although the sacramental meal
was certainly a feature uf them. {It was prominent for example
in the t}rpln:a]ly Hellenistic cult of EmPu whose lpl'lﬂl! invited
men to ' the table of the Lord Sarapis . See Deissmann, Light
from the Ancient East, 1927, p. 351, with notes 2 and 3.) "It
might seem to him (an educated pagan) as extemporary prayer in
public worship does to a man brought up in the tradition of the
Roman liturgy. . . . The culminating point was but the distribu-
tion of bread and wine with a formula, after a long recital of God’s
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osophical schools than to one of the religions of the time.

Julian wished to show the world that the gods of paganism
were as well worth worshipping as the God of the Christians, one of
the things which he had to do was to found hospitals and asylums
for the poor in the name of Apollo. Lucian writes of the Chris-
tians, as of all devotees of religion or philosophy, in a spirit of
mockery, but even he seems impelled to a sort of wondering,
unwilling admiration when he describes the spirit of their com-
munities. It is in relation to their treatment of the unscru
Peregrinus, who imposed on them and attached himself to them
for what he could get. When he was in prison, * there came some
even from the cities of Asia, brought by the Christians at the
common expense, to assist and entertain and console him. It is
wonderful what celerity they display when some such matter of
common interest is afoot. At the shortest notice they will lavish
everything. So it was now with Peregrinus. A great deal of
money came to him from them on the score of his imprisonment,
which he made a rich source of revenue ; for the poor wretches
have persuaded themselves that they are wholly immortal, and
will live for ever, wherefore they despise even death and for the
most give themselves up to it with willingness. Moreover,
their first lawgiver persuaded them that they are all each others’
brothers, when once they are converted and deny the gods of
Hellas, andthejrwwshlpthmcmmﬁed sophist of theirs and live
a:cnrﬂmg to his precepts. Thus they look down on everything
alike, and think it all dross, having taken over such teachings
with no sure test of their truth. If then there comes to them some
sham wizard, a man of any ingenuity and knowledge of affairs, he
gets rich in a very short time, mahnggameufﬂmumphhum
Itlﬂﬂksﬂsﬁsumeatleastﬂfthaﬁrlyﬂhnstiamwm ulrmg
in the eyes of the world the sort of reputation which their
himself would have had them acquire.

One final point on the comparison between Christianity and
Orphism itself. What would have been the attitude of the
Orphic towards the divinity of Christ ? Clearly he would have
said that Christ was divine because divinity is the heritage of
all men born on earth if they know the true doctrine and have
the wisdom to free it from the grosser elements with which it
has become contaminated. He would add, moreover, that in
so great a prophet the godhead already shone forth with far
greater purity, and that therefore he might rightly be called
more mvma I.hﬂm] than the rest of mankind. To say that this
approaches near to the true Christian doctrine may seem to some
a watering-down of that doctrine which robs it of one of its most
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distinctive tenets. In truth, however, it is a tenet (cult of the
founder) which Christianity shares with more than one pagan
religion, and there is a disclaimer of it in the Gospels themselves
which comes very near to the Orphic point of view. I mean the
answer of Jesus to the accusation of blasphemy, ‘ because thou,
being a man, makest thyself God’. * Jesus answered them,
Is it not written in your law, I said, ye are gods? If he called
them gods unto whom the word of God came (and the Scriptures
cannot be broken), say ye of him whom the Father hath sanctified
and sent into the world, Thou blas , because I said I
am the Son of God ? ' (John 10. 34 £.).

A comparison as brief as the foregoing cannot but be inade-
quate, and on some points is lucky if it avoids being misleading
as well. It isonly from a feeling that a book on the Orphics which
did not contain some comparison with the Christians would
probably be thought intolerable, that I have been persuaded
to depart even so far from the principle that the study here
attempted is not a comparative one. I should like to close my
sketch of the Orphics and their religion with a reiteration. of that

iple. Where it seemed that anything not ostensibly Orphic
would, if it turned out to be so in reality, help our reconsttuction
of the Orphic system, I have tried to ish proof of its origin
in order that it might contribute towards that aim. Farther
than this I have not tried to The oft-repeated questions,
whetherthefuunhEclugueufﬁrgﬂmt}rphic,arthepainﬁugs
of the Villa Item at Pompeii, or the stuccoes of the underground
basilica at the Porta Maggiore in Rome, or the Apocalypse of
Peter, or many another monument of the religions of antiquity,
thﬁelhiwfurrﬂdmtummastheyg . Is it too much
ves may now be
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On the Imﬂngm twd wddmor see A. |. Festogidre, Rev. Bibligus 1935,
371 n. 9 and 381 f.

On the question whether the choice of lives is Plato's invention, see W.
Stettner, Die Seelenwanderung bei Griechen wund Rdmerm (1934), 37 and
4n.mth references in notes to other opinions.

Tnthu?mguimml:'.unpidu:dds:-pﬂ 533 1. mweiipa piv wpds alfifpx vd

Il‘}n manss at ?:r; Aen. vi. 743, see Headlam's note to Aesch. Ag. 1663
{G Thomson's Oresteia, 1938, *ml ii, 157), where it is said to render
rather unintelligibly ' the pr.

ﬂnthammﬁu‘gulnthum i tin;.m:huﬂmk..!‘m.iiiﬁmw],‘n.

n. 4. Is it perhaps relevant to Orphic penchani for etymologizing to
note that Verrall remarks . ' The whole art of interpreting dwdpara seems
to been in its origin Sicilian '? ([Ed. of Aesch. Agamemnon 1889,

refers to Jowrnal of Philology, ix, 197.)

lﬁm see Cook, Zeus, iii, 362 n. 2. Instances of refrigerium

y G. van der Lesuw in Musmosyne, 1935, 135. See also

R. Parrot, Le* mﬁmnum dans ['au-deld (Rev. Hist. Rel. 1936 and l!i';?]'.

E. R. Goodenough inﬂjmﬂ iBibI; Lit. Iqaﬁ‘:uglﬁ C. Hl.l'ﬂ-'lmﬁ'l .ﬂ‘
Acta Lilt, st Sciend. niv. Hungariensis), 1G5 u n
L:ld German). In theq'l.'.‘lnnn of the Rﬂm:n}llllnw prﬁlé dﬂlll':l!ﬂlll}'
for the Christian dead locwm refrigerii, lucis el pacis. (A. D. Nock in
Class. Rev. 1938, 146.)

M. Tierney has an article on the character of H!:lpolytuu as an Orphic in
Proc. R. Irish Acad. 1937 (The Hi fus of 5). D. W. Lucas,
Higpolytus (Class. . 1946, 6g f.) su ur. Hipp. g5 fi.
do not mean that has become an b, point of e taunt
ill'l.ﬂlﬂ:' *You Irtluthlh]rpor:ﬂtl! th:tywml;r nﬂllpthnwhul-

mmu one of those arch-impostors the Orphics.’ This seems

ﬂ: the ﬁmu of reherf cf. H. Bolkestein, Theophrasis Charakier des Deisi-

als religionsgeschichiliche Urkunde, Rel. Vers. und Vorarb. xxi. 2

=

9'*9:' 52 fi.
. Hooke | ins of Early Semitic Rifual, 1938, 35) connects the formula
"“a kid I have into milk * with the Canaanite rite of seething a kid
in milk. This seems dubious.

On Herakleitos see H. Leisega n‘i‘ Phi hie als Mysterion, in the Festschrift
ﬁ:ﬂ'M[lD}t} :1. . La Formation de la Pensée grecque
(1934), 278-284, O ITI rn Herahlit (1935), W.- Rath-
mann, . Gigon's work should be read

119331
with the remarks of hi'l- miunu e.g. W. Hamilton in Class. Rev. 1935.
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133, H. El}:rn.iu in Am. J. Philol. 1935, 414 ., W. Bricker in Gnomon,
1937, 530 1.

231 ]. Dérfler, Die Elealer und die Orphiker | . Freistadt, 1911) may be
noted, and on Em es the views of Wi witz (5. B. der Berliner
..rlhnl‘ 1929, 626 ff.) should be taken into account. See also W. Kranz
in Hermes, 1935, 111 fi., for E. and the Orphics. Kranz's recent book

Em (Ziirich, msn] h nf interest.
247 n. 7. Delatte's C I'Enthousiasme as it concerns Herakleitos,
see the critical re ulWH.mﬂbunmEJm Rev. 1935, 17

248 n. 12. For the date of the speech against Aristogeiton cf. also A. Dieterich,
Nehyia (1B93), 139, who sees clear traces of Stoicism in it, and Schlifke,
De quae dicitur adv, drui:u oral. (Diss. Gryphiswald. 1913),
who puts it 'I:lr.k to the period of Demosthenes himself. (W. Rathmann,
Quaesti. Pyth. Orph. Emped., 12 n. 16.)

253 On Orphism in Roman times cf. the remarks of Nilsson in Gesch. Gr. Rel.
wl i1 (1950), 410.

254 Orphic and Mithraic syncretism see also the dedication at Rome which

tu identify Mithras and Phanes “PMCE; [dr.l Mifpg ®demri),
mont in Rev. Hisi. Rel. 1034, 63 fi., Nilsson el. ii, 411 n. 1.

257 For the Orphic Hymns cf. the full discussion by R. Hcyﬂell in Pauly-
Wissowa etc. Realenc. 36th half-vol., first third [1911}. 1321 fi. They
have now been edited by W. Quandt, Orphei Hymni 10941,

260 M. Tierney apparently connects the epithet edaorfy with demfje, * star’
(The Parodos in Aristophanes’ Frogs, Proc. R.I.A. 1935 214). This
seems improbable.

265 In humn{mlhmkmﬂ-umﬂ 1935, 476, Kern recants and “fm
himself convinced by the opinion ? Reil and R. Zahn ("

Arch. . mewulast, Eﬂ;ﬁk wund Kullwrkunde, lgiﬁ 6z f1.) that the EOC

is a

271 n. 4. Ei also A. D. Nock, lmina‘mn JLmSa‘udeﬂthF Ll
. London, :“_'1l

ib. n. 6. For the Modena relief see now Nilsson, The § tistic Relief at Modena

in Symbn'ﬂ Osloenses, fasc. 24, 1945, Gesch. Gr. Rel. ii, 479 n. 5. His
references to earlier literature are fuller than mine.
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