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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



11] NATURE OF ORPHISM 9

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.
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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).

* ¥
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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
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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



jo ORPHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION [CH.

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.



54 ORFHEUS AND GREEK RELIGION [CH.

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. Judgme