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In a paper on Pherekydes Wilamowitz 1) has re-affirmed and
for the first time tried fo prove his well-known theory that Phe-
rekydes is to be regarded as a collective name for early Ionian
prose writing in the same way as Homer’s name once covered the
whole Ionian epos, and Hippokrates became in the course of time
the author of all Ionian medical books and treatises 2)—for we
have to make this distinction, though Wilamowitz did not3). The
paper in its second part, which is a sort of appendix, is rich in
results for the text, and also for the explanation of a great number

1) Sb. Berlin 1926 = KI. Schr. V 2, p. 127 if. Attention should be paid
to- the Appendix of the editor L. Malten (p. 194).

2) Gr. Lif,, 1912, p. 55f. ‘der name hat genau so viel wert wie Homer
und Hippokrates’, and the impatient remark in Plafon II, 1919, p. 238 n. 1:
‘ich betrachte auch jetzt den namen genau so wie den Homeérs; das kann
man ignorieren, aber nicht widerlegen’. I hope that this investigation, al-
though restricted mainly to the biographical tradition, will serve to refute
this thesis which in FGrHist. 1, 1923, p. 386 | passed over in silence, be-
cause I considered it arbitrary and wrong. After its recent detailed discussion:
by Wilamowitz W. Schmid . Gr. L. 1 1929, p. 711 n. 4 declared it to be
‘wenig wahrscheinlich’, while Geffcken Gr. L. I A, 1926, p. 102 n. 106 called

pif

3{' it ‘durchaus richtig’. The latter failed to understand Wilamowitz when he
of N tried to prove by general considerations about the spirit and the style of
4 > the work that there existed ‘one Pherekydes only’, viz. the theologian of
e d Syros, to whom also the fragments of the Genealogiai belong—an assertion

9 quite contrary to the opinion of Wilamowitz. My defence of the tradition
~D i (for such it is) was approved by W. Schmid lLc. and Momigliano (‘Per I'eta
m c b ] di Ferecide Ateniese’ Riv. di Fil. N.S. 10, 1932, p. 346 ff.). About Laqueur
I—l—‘ldf R.E. XIX 2, 1938, col. 1991 ff., who also pleads ‘die geschichtlichkeit des

Pherekydes (scil. of Athens) im sinne der antiken tradition’ see below p. 44;
and for the particular problem of the Lerian, in whom Laqueur with many
others does not believe, see p. 48 ff.

3) Cp. below p. 46 f.

Copyright (c) 2003 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (¢) Brill Academic Publishers



14 THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER

of fragments as printed in my edition 4). But I am doubtful whe-
ther in its first and main part Wilamowitz did succeed in estab-
lishing his thesis, as against my brief—and as I now recognize
perhaps too brief—introductory notice 5), in which I upheld the
general opinion that, apart from the Hellenistic author Pherekydes
of Leros, we have to acknowledge two clearly distinguishable
writers of this name, viz. the theologian or philosopher from the
island of Syros, who belongs to the second half of the sixth cen-
tury B.C. 6), and the Athenian genealogist, author of a book on

4) FGQGrHist. 1, 1923, no. 3.

5) Op. cit. p. 386.

6) Diels-Kranz Die Fragmente der Vorsokratikers 1, 1934, p. 43 ff. In view
of Diog. Laert. 1, 119 who ulﬁmately derives from Kalli_machos’ Pinakes —
oowterar 8& ToD Z'vgl,ou ©6 te Bifhiov & ovvéypapev od 1 doxn »Zdg ptv
xal X@dévog #fjcav dei xtA.» — and of what we know of the history of the
book-title there is not much sense in arguing about ‘the correct title’ (Kern
Rel. d. Gr. I, 1926, p. 297 f.; von Fritz R. E. XIX 2, 1938, col. 2028, 29 ff.
is vague). But the contradiction between Damaskios De princ. 124b (Vor-
sokr. 7 [71] A 8) &E &v év mévre poyoig dinenuévev soAlipv EAANV yeveav
ovotijvar Bedv Thv Ilevvépvyov nalovpévnv, Tavtdv 8% Towg simeiv sevré-
.xoopov and the title in the Suda s.v. Degenvdng—Eott 6 swdvra & ovvé-
veope ‘Esrdpvyog ijtor Ocoxgacic fj Oeoyoviea — can hardly be explained
away as H. Gomperz W. S7% 47, 1929, p. 18ff. tries to do. What the Suda
has is a title and two variants which are taken from the contents and are
- rather superfluous as they are followed by one of the explanatlons, frequent
in the Suda and mostly quite correct: £ot. 8¢ Bso'l\.o-yw é&v BiPAriolg déxa
€xovoa Oe®@v yéveow nai dradoydc. This explanation is well in accord with
the earlier statements of the contents made by Damaskios swoAAM)jv &AAnv
veveav ovotijvar Oedv, and Theopompos (FGrHist. 115 F 71) megi gpioewc.
xal Oe®v. Gomperz’® insertion of yevéoewg before Oe®dv is unnecessary and
probably wrong. Kuester’s transposition in the Suda #j Osoloyia- Eot. 6
Oeovovia is also wrong, and I was wrong in referring the whole explanation
to the Historiai of the Athenian genealogist (FGrHist. 3 T 1). It is merely
the number of books which crept in from the next article about the Athenian
Pherekydes. The quotations do not help much because they mostly occur
in ‘theological’ writers, who naturally think of the Syrian and simply quote:
PD. gnoiv, €heyev efc. Only in a few cases they add the distinctive epithet
6 Zdowog: Achilles Vorsokr. 7 B 1a; Porphyrios ib. B 6. Thé supplement
in Philodem. De pietate (ib. B 13) is not quite certain (cf. n. 10). In Clement )
FGrHist. 3 F |174 the epithet é Zdguog is due to confusion (see below
p. 391f.), and it is very doubtful whether é swaAaiég in Plutarch ( Vorsokr.
7 B 13a = FGrHist. 3 F 177) refers to the Syrian (see n. 137). But the two
older grammarians who record words from Pherekydes (Vorsokr. 7 B 9—11)
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THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER 15

Greek mythical history, whose time we shall have to define later
on7). As the problem is somewhat important not for Pherekydes alone
but for the history of early prose writing generally, a new investi-
gation seems indicated: I could have wished that somebody else
had undertaken the task. For in view of the friendliness with which
Wilamowitz judged my attempt of an edition of the remains of
the Athenian Pherekydes, even when differing on fundamental ques-
tions, my rather violent criticism of his treatment may seem
churlish. I comfort myself with the principle which was the lode-
star of Wilamowitz’ own life-work: amicus Plato, magis amica
veritas. :

Starting as we must from the ancient evidence about the several
bearers of the name Pherekydes we meet with a fact which we
cannot push aside as unconcernedly as Wilamowitz does. The ev-
idence is quite clear: it ascribes one and only one work to each
‘writer; to the Syrian a treatise, probably not a very lengthy one,

- which according to what we know of its contents we should de-
scribe as theological or (there is no real difference) philosophical;
to the Athenian a rather bulky work, divided by the ancient editors
into ten books, which from the likewise later titles—TI'eveadoyiaL or
‘Tovopiav—we have to regard as historical in the ancient sense of
the word 8). Eratosthenes regarded these two writers as two distinct

quote accurately: (1) Herodian. II. pov. AeE. p. 7, 4 says V;d Tod ZSvpiov,
and the use of the epithet shows that he knew another Pherekydes.
Actually we read in Choiroboskos (FGrHist. 3 F 162) mwaga Peeexvdne tdL
AOnvaio, and ‘Choeroboskus ist ja Herodian’; it is sheer prejudice that
Wilamowitz p. 131 calls the epithet v@. “ABnvaimt in question. (2) Apollonios
Dyskolos De pron. p. 65, 15 Schn. has ®epexiddng év =it Oeoloyiar xai
&€n Anuéxorrog, and in spite of theschronological sequence T@®v wepi An-
péxorrov, @epexddnv, ‘Exaraiov, he probably means the same author on
p. 93, 1. About <I)egsm:8-r|g év tiju Oeoyoviar in Schol. Apoll. Rh. 2, 1209/15a
see n.. 8 and 14.

7) See p. 28 fi.
8) He is called "AOnvatog and yevealdéyog by Eratosthenes and Dionysios

of Halikarnassos; "AOnvaiog by Strabo and hisforiarum scriptor by Eusebios
(the passages see p. 26 f.). His activity is called yeveadoyeiv by the Scholiast
on Pindar (FGrHist. 3 F 171; pvOosoieiv of the Syrian Origenes VorsoAr.
7 B 4). The quotations furnish more information about him than about the
Syrian, because they mostly derive from Hellenistic grammarians who had
the Alexandrian edition before them and were accustomed to quote accu-
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16 “THE FIRST ATHEN]AN PROSE WRITER

persons 2), and the quotations of the works bear him out by adding
either the respective title of the work 10) or dlstmgulshmg their

authors by an epithet such as Zdgiog, Beorhéyog, "AOnvaiog, yeve-
aAdéyoc. More important perhaps that even the most superficial
comparison of the remains of these two books seems to show a
striking difference as to their subject-matter, their treatment of it,
their style, and the attitude of mind of their authors 11). Of course,

rately. To be sure, abbreviations to a simple ®egexdne or Pegexddng &v
Tiit @ are frequent in the sources preserved to us, and sometimes they
happen before our own eyes (see e.g. FGrHist. 3 F 18; 25; 41; 69; 90).
But the distinctive epithet ’AOnvaiog (and no other) occurs almost regularly
in Philodemos (FGrHist. 3 F 35c; 91; 130; 165; supplied in.F 166; the
majority of the quotatlons derives from Apollodoros) who perhaps cited
the Syrian too (n. 6, 10); in the isolated quotations by Dénys (3 F 156),
Hyginus (3 F 90d, from Eratosthenes?), the Scholia on Homer (3 F 169),
and Choiroboskos (3 F 162) from Herodianos. The title of the book is pre-
served in three cases only, but always in the form &v i a (¥, ) TdV
iortogu®v; they are Didymos (3 F 2), Scholia on Euripides (3 F 35a from
Apollodoros), Athenaios (3 F 18a). The one exception ®egexddng év Oso-
yoviae in the Scholia on Apollonios (3 F 54) refers to a certain part of the
work in which the author had dealt in detail with the fight against Typhon
and his companions (s. n. 14).

9) Diog. Laert. 1, 119= FGrHist. 241 F 10. It still seems probable to
me that the passage derives from the Xgovoypagini. But as Eratosthenes.
repeatedly consulted the ‘Towoeiow in other works, as e.g.’in the Katasterismoi
(see 3 F 16¢c; 59; 99), it iS conceivable that he rejected the astrologer of
Andron (p. 24f.) in another context.

10) See n. 6; 8. It is unfortunate that the passage of Philodemos De piet.
47a p. 19 Go (cf. Philippson Herm. 55, 1920, p. 271) is defective. The sup-
plement ®epe[x08nc] 8’6 [Eb]erog is not certain: for Diels’ argument that
the Lerian Pherekydes is called Athenian by Apollodoros, and consequently
by Philodemos, is wrong and it is not quite impossible to refer the passage
to the Lerian. About the confusion in Christian wnters of the Athenian
and the Syrian or Lerian see n. 35; p. 52f.

11) I do not attach much importance to real or alleged contradictions in
details, as e.g. between Vorsokr. 7 B 1—3 and FGrHist. 3 F 16. But I am
afraid I must sharply contradict Wilamowitz who—in order to efface the
borderline between the two works and incidentally to make it credible
how ‘der Syrier die ionische mythographie erben konnte’ (lc. p. 133)—
declares: ‘seitdem der fetzen des papyrusbuches <Vorsokr. 7 B 2> gefunden
ist, habe ich immer geglaubt und gelehrt, dass ein solches buch, das die
gotter sogar redend einfithrte, eigentlich unter die mythographen sehr viel
besser passte als unter die doxographen’. Even apart from the wellknown
- fact that Hesiodos in the Theogony introduced speeches of the gods, and
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THE FIRST ATHENIAN:- PROSE WRITER 17

there remain doubts as to the authorship of some single fragments:
the contents of a theology and a genealogy occasionally over-
lap 12); the scholars who used one of the two works belong to

leaving aside the improper use of the term doxography, this passage seems
to show that Wilamowitz failed to recognize what the ancients called
theology. The compromise of Von Fritz (l.c. col. 2025 no. 4) who under
the influence of Wilamowitz calls the Syrian ‘mythograph und kosmologe’
is equally unsatisfactory. The position of Pherekydes as a philosopher, or
a predecessor of the real philosophers is unambiguously determined by
Aristotle Metaph. N 4 p. 1091 b 8 of ye peprypévor adTt®v xai T@v pl pv-
Ouedg Grravra Adyewv, olov Pependdne xai Evepoi tiveg (cp. Diels Sb. Berlin
1897, p. 148 n. 1) and the remains of the treatise show quite clearly why
Eratosthenes distinguished the Syrian Pherekydes as a OgoAdéyog from the
Athenian vyeveaAdyoc. As late an author as Philon of Byblos (Vorsokr.
7 B 4) uses the correct expression £€0eoAéynoev as distinct from the simple
Aéyewv in the introduction of quotations from the genealogist; and it does
not matter that a Christian controversialist (ib.) replaces BeoAoyeiv by pv-
Bosrowtiv. I need not enter upon details. But it is worth mentioning that
H. O. Schroeder (Herm. 74, 1939, p. 108 ff.) at last interpreted correctly the
quotations by Origenes: gnoiv ‘actually refers to Celsus, not to Pherekydes,
as was universally assumed (Diels; Wilamowitz GIl. d. Hell. 1 p. 266 n. 3;
Kranz Herm. 69, 1934, p. 114). We thus get rid of the far-reaching con-
clusions which were drawn from these quotations for the work of Pherekydes.
Schroeder’s triumphant conclusion ‘umsonst heisst dieser Pherekydes nicht
historicus ebenso wie der Athener’ is, of course, wrong (cf. n. 35). The
Alexandrian Ilivaxeg naturally listed the OegoAéyog among the gLhéoogor
and the ysveaAdéyog among the ioropuroi. ‘
12) The question whether the ‘Iorogiar began with a theogony is of no
great importance for our purpose. A rather extemsive theogony is certain
for Akusilaos and for the later compilations of mythic history, it is im-
probable for Hekataios, and Hellanikos too in his five mythographical works
seems to have dealt with the human pedigrees only. There was no rule.
As to Pherekydes’ Hisforiai Wilamowitz p. 133 ff. contested that they con-
tained a theogony. 1 admit his criticism of my arrangement which assumed
that a theogony filled the first two books. But there is a not inconsiderable
number of fragments unfortunately mostly without a distinctive epithet
for the author or the title and number of the book (3 F 44 fi.), for which
it is not easy to find a place in the human pedigrees, and which, never-
theless, nobody gave (or could give) to the Syrian. They deal with Hekate,
Daeira, Kyklopes, Daktyloi, Kabiroi, Thriai, Typhos, and similar deities or
half-deities. Wilamowitz, who assigns to the story of Herakles e.g. the
eagle of Prometheus, offspring of Typhos and Echidna (3 F 7 from the
second book)—an attribution which is hardly favoured by Akusilaos 2
F 13—paid attention only to the fragments which can with some prob-
ability be connected with a heroic myth. But there are others which cannot.
Mnemosyne XIII -~ 2
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18 : THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER

N

widely different circles, and therefore naturally did not always add
a distinguishing epithet to the name of the author whom they
quoted, because there was no danger of misapprehension; lastly
and chiefly we seldom have the original and accurate quotations
of the Hellenistic authors from the Genealogzaz of the Athenian,
but only the abbreviations in the Lexica and Scholia which in the
course of time were more and more epitomized and cut down 13).
Nevertheless, if we eliminate the eight dubious quotations which
certainly do not derive from the theologian of Syros there are very
few among the 172 fragments of the Genealogiai in regard to
which a serious doubt arises as to whether they come from this
work or the Theology 14). Even the use and (or) misuse of the name

It is a task for the much needed special edition to consider those fragments
and the various possibilities for their position in the Genealogiai. If the
work did not begin with a short theogonic introduction, monsters like
Echidna or the eagle of Prometheus may have found their place in digressions
in the. history of the heroes and the gods at the head of the several ped-
igrees, as in at least two books of Hellanikos, the Asopis and the Aflantis.
This last supposition has much to recommend it: one is reminded of
Akusilaos who evidently opened with the marriage of Okeanos and Thetys.
In Pherekydes Triptolemos sprung from the marriage of Okeanos with Ge,
and the majority of the fragments from book I can be connected with Zeus.

13) See n. 6; 8.

14) This is the case with 3 F 109 in Schol. Apoll. Rh. 1, 643/8e ®epexddnc
8¢ opmowv, Gtvr ddpov elye swapd tov ‘Eppod 6 AiBcAidng td Tiiv Ppuyiv adrod
stote pgv év “Awdov, swore d& év Toig VxEp THV yijv TéTTOoLg elvar. Diels (Vor-
sokr. 7 B 8) rather hesitatingly and without a cogent reason listed it among
the fragments of the Syrian; Rohde (Psyche? I, p. 167 n. 1) assigned it
‘without any doubt’ to the genealogist. I believe the latter to be right, be-
cause the Scholia on Apollonios quote the Athenian, and only the Athenian,
frequently (see on FGrHist. 3 F 106; Wilamowitz p. 133, 1). In spite of the
quotation Pepexrddng é&v Oeoyoviar (cf. n. 8) Wilamowitz did not convince
Diels-Kranz or me that the Typhos story derives from the Penfemychos.
For 3 F 46, which Wilamowitz is ‘inclined to give to the Syrian’ see n. 36.
Concerning the eight Dubia 3 F 173—180 one has only to look at the
authors who quote them in order to understand why most of them are
really dubious, i.e. not belonging to an author of the sixth or fifth century
at all, with the exception of F 177 in Plutarch. De fac. in orb. lun. 24,
where we hesitate between the theologian and the genealogist. The quo-
tation @eeexdng 6 stahaiég does not help much, but the Syrian may have
the better claim (FGrHist. 1 p. 429, 40 ff.; Wilamowitz p. 133, 1; Vorsokr.5
7 B 13a). F 175 and the second quotation in F 179 may belong to the
genealogist; if they do they are genuine. In F 174 from Clement ®egextddng
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THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER 19

Pherekydes in late authors hardly ever makes the question of dis-
tinction between the two authors more intricate. In these circum-
stances we are surely justified in asking for very strong reasons if
anybody maintains that both works had ever been regarded as
being written by the same author; that ‘the scholars of the library
(in Alexandria) were the first to recognize that the (genealogical)
book could not have been written by the well-known Syrian’; that
consequently ‘they distinguished between two homonymous authors’;
and that ‘they inferred from the contents of the genealogical book
that its author must have been an Athenian’ 15).

I shall not enter here upon the second question of Wilamowitz
about the scheme of the genealogical work, and the distribution of
the subject-matter on the ten books; nor shall I examine at this
early phase the surprising phenomenon of a pre-Herodotean writer
in Athens, who composed a voluminous work in the Ionic di-
alect 16); and where it can be avoided, I shall not deal with the text
and the interpretation of single fragments 17). Our only task is the
examination of the biographical, or rather literary problem which
in any case must be the starting-point of any special investigation
whether of the fragments or of the works to which they belong,
or of the authors who wrote them. This examination must be very
full. For in spite of its circumstantial character the paper of Wila- -
mowitz did not exhaust the tradition, and he admitted a number of
factual errors, some of them fatal. Moreover his main thesis ‘we
cannot but imagine that the work of ten books, inscribed with the
name of Pherekydes, came to Alexandria, where however nothing
was known about the personality of this Pherekydes or about the

o Zveuog is chronologically impossible; the fragment most probably belongs
to the Lerian (see p. 51 ff.), as perhaps also F 173 does (p. 54). F 176;
178; 179 derive from the Avté6x0ovec, a late forgery (see p.55ff.). In F 180
the change of Kgdrng into Pepexddng is more than doubtful. In all other
fragments, whenever a doubt arises, the greater probability is in favour of
the genealogist who is utilized much more frequently than the Syrian even
by ‘theological’ writers with the exception of the Christians: Philodemos
in De pietate quotes the Athenian at least six times, the Syrian once, if
at all (cf. n. 10).

15) Wilamowitz p. 132.

16) See p. 341.

17) See p. 42 1f.
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20 THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER

existence of an Athenian writer Pherekydes at all’ 18) begs the
question; and the inference built upon this petitio principii, viz.
that it was Eratosthenes who invented the Athenian because the
said book apparently was not written by the well-known philos-
opher of Syros, is a vicious circle. It is this theory which entangled
a problem not so very difficult in itself, if only we interpret without
parti pris the testimonies handed down to us. I shall therefore
begin -with stating the simple fact that tradition knows of five
bearers of the name Pherekydes, and I shall discuss them in due
order 19).

II

1) Pepenitdne BdBvog Zipiog 2°), the ‘theologian’, author of the
so-called Hevtépvyoc or ‘Exrdpvyoc?'), who was usually regarded
-as the earliest prose writer 2?). His existence has never been

18) L.c. p. 132. With the specious arguments on which Wilamowitz
bases his assertion I shall deal in the course of this investigation.

19) The name is formed as correctly as ®sgsxgdrng, Pepexdijs, and
others (Bechtel Die historischen Personennamen 1917, p. 4441.) and seems
to have been used for human beings only. In Athens we find @egswuﬁng
KepaAil@ev on a tombstone of the fourth century (P. A. 14197; the genea-
logist is lacking), a fact of some importance for our no. 3. The son of
Teiresias (Peisandros Schol. Eurip. Phoin. 834) owes his existence. to a
rather questionable conjecture of Ed. Schwartz. whe changed a ®sgosxéedng
into PDepexddng (see Robert Heldensage 1920, p. 128 n. 1; Kloesel R. E.
XIX 2, 1938, col. 1991 no. 1; 2056).

20) Diog. Laert. 1, 116 ff.; Suda s.v. ®epexddng BaPfvog; Damaskios De
princ. 124 b = Vorsokr. 7 [71] A 1—2 8. :

21) Cf. n. 6.

22) Plin. N. H. 7, 205 (see p. 23); Apuleius Flor. 15 p. 22, 8 Helm Phere-
cydes Syro ex insula oriundus, qui primus versuum nexu repudiafo conscribere
ausus est passis verbis, soluto locuto, libera oratfione; Suda s.v. Deeexnvdng
Bc’zﬁvog- :n:g(I)to'v o5& o“uyyeacpﬁv' €Eeveyxeiv weldlr ASywiL Tuwveg ioTogovouy,
&répov Tovro eig Kadpov tov Mikiiorov qnsgov—rcov (cf. n. 29); the same s.v.
*Exataiog 'Hynou:v&gov swe®d@Tog Ot iovogiav seldg £Efveyxev, ovyyoapinv
8t ®eQenddnc: ta yap "Axovoildov voOBeverar (cf. FGrHist. 1 p. 376, 7 ff.);
Porphyrios (FGrHist. 260 F 21) in Suda s.v. ®egexddng "AOnpvaiog (cf. n. 120).
|n the light of these testimonies we have to explain Dlog Laert. 1, 116
TodTov ot Osdronswog (FGrHist. 115 F T1) mwp®tov sepl @pvoemg xai Osdv
yodpar. From Pliny and Theopompos we infer that the claim of the Syrian
Pherekydes to havmg been the first prose writer goes back to the fourth

Copyright (¢) 2003 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (c) Brill Academic Publishers



THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER 21

doubted, and we know the first words of his book from a biblio-
graphical statement evidently taken from the ITivaxeg of Kalli-
machos ??). The inference drawn from the statement as to the
time of the author has been amply corroborated by the well-
‘known papyrus which gives us an idea of the style and the
‘author’s manner of presenting his subject 2*). The Suda (as often)
has two dates, placing them side by side without (as usual)
notlcmg their discrepancy: yéyove 8& xnata TOv AVd&HV Baocihéa
AMvéremv (617 or 605—560 B.C.) éc¢ OUYYQOVEIV TOig T cogoic,
xal tetéyxBar mepl Tiv pe SAvpmada (600/597 B.C.). The first date
is the simple synchronism, entered as such into a chronicle, and
does not make difficulties, for in Hellenistic chronology oi é&rxta
copoi (like va Ilegownd) is a fixed date, which means Ol. 48, 4 —
585/4 B.C., about the middle of Alyattes’ reign 25). In the second

century B.C. In fact, the Pentemychos was a real book, listed in the cat-
alogues of the Alexandrian library, while the books of all his competitors,
viz. Kadmos (Strabo 1, 2, 6, following Dikaiarchos and Poseidonios), Pseudo--
Akusilaos, and the pre-Homeric Pherekydes. author of the A¥téyBoves (our
no. 5) are later forgeries. Whether or no the claim of the Syrian is justi-
fied is hard to tell, as the publication of his book cannot be dated exactly.
But Thales left nothing in writing, at least nothing in prose (Diog. Laert.
1, 23); the prose book quoted by Galenos (Vorsokr. 11[1]B 2) is a late
forgery which did not influence the chronology of the Hellenistic scholars.
Anaximander’s T®v deeoxdévimv avtdL xepahaiddng £€x0eoig, L WOV TwEELE-
Tuyev »ai "AwoAA6dwgog 6 "AOnvaiog (Diog. Laert. 2, 2) has been overlooked
by the earlier historians of literature and style; for he is never named as a
competitor of Pherekydes. In any case it was and is a matter of opinion
whether the contemperary of the Seven Wise Men was not earlier than the -
philosopher of Miletos, who according to Apollodoros (FGrHist. 244 F 29)
was born in 610/9 B.C. and published his book (if he published it at all)
at the end of his life, again according to Apollodoros, in 547/6 B.C.

23) Diog. Laert 1, 119= Vorsokr. A 1; B 1. The inscription containing
the author’s name, which must have preceded the first words of the treatise
itself, has unfortunately dropped out. But we may safely assume that the
name of Pherekydes’ father, and perhaps his native place was known from
his own introduction. .

24) Grenfell-Hunt Greek Papyri Ser. I1{no. 11 = Vorsokr. 7 B 2. Cf. Diels
Sb. Berlin, 1897, p. 144 ff.

25) Ph. U. 16, 1902, p. 179 n. 9; 182f. The epochal year 585/4 B.C. is
based on the eclipse of the sun ment|oned by Thales, and it remained the
Sloruit of that philosopher in the chronology of Apollodoros, while the other
men of that group were dated more accurately each by himself. It replaced
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date, which can definitely be traced back to Apollodoros 26), the
number of the Olympiad is slightly corrupt. Wilamowitz, who
upheld it as the date of the publication of Pherekydes’ book 27),
i.e. for his floruit, failed to recognize the cogency of the parallel
passages; particularly Diog. Laert. 1, 121 +yéyove 8& xnard ThHv
sevenrootiv xal évdrnv Shvpmidda (544/1 B.C.) who derives
from the same source as the Suda. A floruit in Ol. 59 requires
Ol. 49 for the birth. We must therefore either change the ME of the
Sudainto n8 (as Rohde did), or the événv of Diogenes into swéumtnv.
I still favour the former alteration (1) because it is easier from

the earlier epochal year of Demetrios of Phaleron (FGrHist. 228 F 1) in
the archonship of Damasias 582/1 B.C. %a®” 8v oi £wxtd cogot &xAnOnoav.
Demetrios was preceded by Andron é&v Tpisod:, who gave the simple syn-
chronism cvveyxeévicav d& oi gwra cvyxaraleyévreg cogoi td@L Oalel (Clem.
Al. Strom. 1, 129). It is possible and even probable that Andron mentioned
the Lydian king at whose court they met; but we must not call this an
epochal year. It is further uncertain whether Andron and Demetrios placed
Pherekydes among the Seven Wise Men. Apollodoros does not seem to
have dome so, nor did Alexander Polyhistor, for he calls him a disciple
of ‘Pittakos (FGrHist. 273 F 85). Diogenes Laertios, although- he treats
Pherekydes in the same book as the Seven, does not expressly count among
them either Pherekydes or Epimenides. Aristotle év ¥ Ilegl srommuuxiic (F 75
Rose) even speaks of literary hostility between Pherekydes and Thales. The
only witness for the former being one of the group is the forged letter in
which Pherekydes appoints as the executor of his testament Thales ocvv
Toig GAAowg cogoigc (Diog. Laert. 1, 122). It is therefore uncertain who in-
troduced Pherekydes into that circle, though it must have happened in the
fourth century at the latest, because he appears among the seventeen com-
petitors of Hermippos (Diog. Laert. 1, 42), but is missing among the ten
names given by Dikaiarchos (ib. 1, 41). It probably was an early writer,
for we can observe that the legend which connects Pherekydes with Py-
thagoras, thus incidentally separating him from the Seven Wise Men, made
steady progress. Usually one believes Ion of Chios to have been the first
representative of that legend or tradition (see H. Gomperz W. St. 47, p. 14;
v. Fritz l.c. col. 2027, 52 ff.).

26) Ph. U. 16, p. 210ff.; FGrHist. 11 D p. 805, 36 ff. No progress is made
by von Fritz lc. col. 2026 f.

- 27) L.c. p. '128f. (followed by v. Fritz l.c.). He assumes that Pherekydes
was dated in OIl. 45 in order to prove that the first prose book was ‘older
than Kadmos, or a book of Thales, or perhaps the Laws of Solon’. I do
not believe an elaborate refutation to be necessary. Apart from the parallel
passages quoted above which decide the question the Suda here does not
date the floruit of Pherekydes or his book, but his birth.
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the palaeographical point of ‘view; (2) because Euseb. Chron. a.
Abr. 1473/6 = OIl. 59, 1/428), who ultimately derives from the
same source, confirmis the: floruit in Ol. 59; (3) because a testi-
mony of Plin. N.H. 7, 205—prosam orationem_ condere Phere-
cydes Syrius instituit Cyri regis aetlate, historiam Cadmus Mile-
sius 2*)—which derives from another source, viz. a book Ilepi
svonudTwv, requires a date, which places the publication of the
first prose book in the reign of Kyros 560-529/8 B.C.: Ol. 59 fulfils
this requirement, Ol. 45 does not. Neither date rests on documen-
tary tradition, but the second probably is nearer to the truth. We
cannot say for certain whether it was Apollodoros himself who
gave the reign of Kyros 30) where the earlier date had Alyattes, or
whether the name of the Persian king is taken from an intermediate
chronicle which followed the dating of Apollodoros and therefore
entered Pherekydes in the middle of Kyros’ reign. But it seems
fairly certain that the year 544/3 B.C. for the akme of Pherekydes
is based on his relation to Thales; for the latter mwop®rtog mepol
@Yoewg diedéxOn, &g Tveg (Diog. Laert. 1, 24) whereas the former
ste®dTog sepl @voewe Eypayye (Theopompos in n. 22). The inter-
val of forty years suits the method of Apollodoros, who prob-

28) See also Cicero Tusc. 1, 38 Pherecydes Syrius primum dixit animos
esse hominum sempiternos, antiquus sane: fuit enim meo regnanie gentili
(578—535 B.C.); ¢cp. n. 35.

29) The relation between Pherekydes and Kadmos is twofold: either they
are competitors for the first prose book (Suda s.v. ®epexvdng Bdfvog; see
n. 20), or a distinction is made between the first prose writer (Pherekydes)
and the first historian (Kadmos). In the first case both competitors are
legendary and pre-historic persons, viz. ®egextdng "AOnvaiog sweeofdtegog
Tov Zvpiov, v Abdyog ta ‘Opgéwe cvvayayeilv (our no. 5) and Kadmos &g
TTEDTOG HATA TLVOG CVYYRa®TVv £ypade nartaloyddnv, pxedt vedtepos "Oogémg
(Suda s.v. Kadpog Havdiovog). In the second case they are writers of the
sixth century: the Syrian Pherekydes with a floruif in 544/3 B.C. and the
Kadmos belonging to the group of oi Téc¢ iorogiag émyerpfoavres cvyyoaRPELY
sta@” avroig (scil. toig “EAAnowy), Aéym d& rovg sepi Kddpov te Tov Midfjcrov
xai tov "Agyeiov "Axovcihaov xai petd trovrov el Ttiveg dhhot Aéyovrar ye-
véaOor, who Beayd =i Ilegodv éxi Thv "EAAGd0 oroateiag TdL ypdévme
stegovhafov (loseph. ¢. Ap. 1, 13). It does not matter that this Kadmos too
owes his existence to a later forgery.

30) As he did for Xenophanes FQGrHist. 244 F 68
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ably under the year 544/3 digressed on the literary history of the
sixth century in the same way as he did for the fifth century under
the years 456/5, 444/3, and 432/1 B.C. There are some further facts
from the life of the Syrian Pherekydes, either real or alleged, which
we may safely leave aside here 31).

2) depexdne Zdorog, the astrologer: “Avdewv 8 6 Egéoiog
pnoi 8%o0 yeyovévar Peeextdag Zveiovg, TOV psv GoreoAdyov, TOV
8& OeoAdéyov vidov Bafvog, ®duv nai INvBayéoav oxoldoar: ‘Egaro-
oBévng 8 8va ubvov, xail Eregov "ABnvaiov yevealdyov 32). It is uni-
versally acknowledged that the. author of the 7ripous invented
the earlier Syrian on the basis of two dates: these are firstly
the lines in Homer Od. o 403 f. viigég Tic Svein xuxAnoxera,
el srov axovelwg, ‘Ogrvying »xaBbrweebev, G0 tTEosai MAiowo, and
secondly a tradition of Syros (let us hope that it is a tradition)
which connected the heliotropion in some way with Pherekydes 33).

31) For his relations to Pythagoras and the Seven Wise Men see n. 25.
The former could be made to agree with the floruit in 544/3 B.C. (cf.
FGrHist. I1 D p. 805, 36 if.), while the latter had to be discarded. Theopompos
(FGrHist. 115 F 71) knew of a sojourn of the Syrian Pherekydes in Sparta,
and he is doubtlessly meant in Plutarch Pelop. 21, 3 (the passage is missing
in Vorsokratiker) wédv 8 Dotegov Megexnidnv te tdv cogpdv Uxd TV Aaxe-

. dapoviov dvargeBévra, xai Tiiv 80gdv adTOD xard TL ASyiov Vwd TOV Pa-
ciAéwv goovgovuévnv. The same story is told by Sosibios about Epimenides
(Diog. Laert. 1, 115; Pausan. 3, 11, 11; cf. the proverb ©d "Estipevideiov
déopax’ &mi TOV GmoBértwv Diogen. Prov. 8, 28). The place of his death
and his tomb were also disputed: we hear of Delos (Aristoxenos), Samos
(Aristotle), and the Magnesian territory where Ephesos performed his cult.
It is obvious that the authors of the (fifth and) fourth centuries had much
to tell about a personality which later on became somewhat shadowy.

32) Diog. Laert. 1, 119. The Tpimovg belongs to the fourth century and
seems to have been known to Theopompos (FGrHist. 115 F 70). The Suda
has no Life of this pre-Homeric Pherekydes, whom Eratosthenes had elim-
inated once and for all.

33) Diog. Laert. 1, 119 o®iievar & o Zvgiov ©é6 Te Bifhiov ..., coleTar
82 xai TO MAorgdmiov év Zdowr it vijocwr; Schol. Hom. Od. o 404 &vOBa
paoi elvoe fjAiov owfiatov, 5i° 0D onueloBvrar Tég Tod fAiov Teords. Wilamowitz
p. 128 believes that Homer’s lines refer to a real fAtotrgdmov, partly on the
strength of a fourth century inscription from the Cretan Itanos (Syl/l3 1264
with the note of Hiller). I am rather doubtful because the poet does not
seem to have had any local knowledge of Syros (see 1.G. XII 5,2 p. XXXI);
he does not seem to say that there is a fAworeémiov on the island Syrie,
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The inference of Andron that the man who used the heliotropion
was not the theologian but an astronomer living before Homer, is
not quite stupid—the Heptamychos certainly does not give the
impression of its author having made scientific observations—, but
of course it is wrong: it would have been correct for, Andron to
deny the connexion of the theologian with the heliotropion; but the
horror vacui prevented this simple expedient; the heliotropion had
to have an ‘inventor’. Nevertheless, the inference is important in so
far as it shows that even in the fourth century the theologian could
not be dated earlier than the sixth century because as yet scholars
did not like to assume pre-historic prose books. Later on, in early
Hellenistic, and even more in Roman times, one became less dis-
creet; the man who invented the author of the Av¥t6yBoveg (our
no. 5) had no such inhibitions. This invention of a pre-historic
Athenian genealogist was rejected by Porphyrios, the pre-historic
Syrian of Andron by Eratosthenes, who as far as we can see op-
posed only the splitting up of the Syrian into two persons, a theo-
logian and an astronomer.

3) DeEervtdng "AOnuaiog ysvsdkéyog. This is the writer to whom
most of the fragments belong and whom Eratosthenes acknow-

but that the island itself is the point where from Ortygia one can observe
the turning of the sun. I absolutely distrust the account of Politis in a
letter to Hiller von Gaertringen written in 1911 about the discovery of the
Gvroov tov Pepexddouvs on the N.-E. side of the island. The re-examination
by Peek in 1933 (A.M. 59, 1934, p. 64 if.) has yielded no facts from which
such a use of the two small grottoes could be inferred. True, Peek does
not mention the heliotropion, and 1 am afraid that (like Politis and Hiller)
he mixed it up with the dwelling-place of Pherekydes during his last illness.
The archaic inscription on the rock in a distance of about 200 metres from
the grottoes, in which the lively imagination of Hiller found ‘den letzten
todesseufzer’ of the philosopher, Peek read as the parallel to the olge of
the Thera inscriptions, and the various graffitti found beside it may favour
his explanation. However that may be, I do not even believe in Peek’s
alternative suggestion that &vroov tTod ¢ihoodégov, as the peasants are said
to call one of the grottoes, means the dwelling place of ‘the hermit’. 1
suspect that the peasants heard of ‘the philosopher’ from local scholars
(Politis himself?). We demand stronger arguments than the mere existence
of two omfAawa for making us believe that the memory of Pherekydes was
preserved on the island ‘durch die jahrtausende’.
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ledged besides the Syrian. On Eratosthenes depend directly or
indirectly, supplementing the short quotation of his opinion in
Diogenes Laertios as well as each other, Strabo 10, 5, 8
X0Qog.... €€ Ng DPeenvdneg 6 Bdffvoc Nv- vedregog O éoriv 6
*ABnvaiog éxeivov; Dion. Hal. A. R. 1, 13, 1 &vdoa Tdv dexaimv
oVYYQUQPEWDY . . . . Peexdnv TOV ‘ABnvaiov %), yeveadéywv oDdevog
debregov; and Euseb. Chron. Ol. 81,1 (456/5 B. B.) Ferecydes
secundus historiarum scriptor agnoscitur 35). The same writer is

34) tov "ABnvaiov Cas t@v "AOnveiov Mss. The testimony is terminolog-
ically interesting and factually important: (1) As .to the terminology,
cuyyoopets means ‘historian’. It is used here in the same narrower sense
of the word as e.g. in De Thuc. 5 and De imit, 2, 3 p. 207, 5 U.-R. We
do not know whether in the Pinakes, where the historians had a section
to themselves, they were listed as Svyypageig or Toroguxoi (for the evidence
see F. Schmidt ‘Die Pinakes des Kallimachos’ Jacoby’s Klass.-philol. Stud.
1, 1922, p. 49 ff.). In Hellenistic times the term icrogioyedeog (ioToQindg)
is common; and used almost exclusively in the biographical source(s) of
the Suda. Confusions of the general term ‘prose writer’ with the special
term ‘historian’ are not lacking. (2) As to the matter, the words of Dionysios
show that the Genealogiai of the Athenian were regarded as authoritative
for the West. Pherekydes was the predecessor of Hellanikos (particularly
for the Phoronis and the Hiereiai) and of Antiochos of Syracuse whose
relations to him may (mutatis mutandis) be compared to the relations be-
tween Herodotos and Hekataios. The quotation further proves that the
Genealogiai was accessible in any good library. It does not matter much
whether Dionysios looked up the book himself or took the quotation from
a source, which then was not Alexander Polyhistor (as Wilamowitz p. 131
n. 3 believes). About Polyhistor as the source for Italy and the West gen-
erally see Commentary on FGrHist. 273. _

35) The note is correctly affixed to OIl. 81,1 in L only; P shifted it to
Ol. 81,2; B and the Armenian to 81,3. The Armenian Eusebios has pre-
served a second entry under the same year: Die Pythagorianer fielen in
Jjene zeiten. It has never been doubted that the first note does refer to the
genealogist; for secundus refers back to the entry under Ol. 59 (544/1 B.C.)
Peexddng ioToguede éyvmeitero MvBaydpov dddorarog (the last two words
are missing in Hieronymus, but attested for Eusebios by Synkell. p. 451,
'17; Dionys. Telm. p. 28, and the Arabic tradition; see Ph. U. 16 p. 211, 4).
Both notes most probably derive from Porphyry who wrote about the
Syrian (FGrHist. 260 F 21; see below p. 55 ff.; De anfro Nymph. 31 =
Vorsokr. 7 B 6 and Proklos ib. B 3). Therée seems to be some confusion here,
though it may be due to excessive abbreviation. The date and the connexion
with Pythagoras prove that the first entry refers to the theologian of Syros;
the designation historicus shows that the second entry refers to the Athe-
nian. If confusion there is, we cannot decide (and it is of no great impor-
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meant by Cicero De or. 51-53 when he picks out three names of
early historians from the .same source from which Dionysios of
Halikarnassos De Thuc. 5 took his long (though far from com-
completé) list of deyaiol cvyyoapeic: ‘age vero’ inquit Antonius
‘qualis oratoris et quanti hominis in dicendo putas esse historiam
scribere’ . ... ‘atqui ne nostros contemnas’ inquit Antonius ‘Graeci
quoque ipsi sic initio scriptitarunt ut noster Cato, ut Pictor, ut
Piso. erat enim historia nihil aliud nisi annalium confectio . .. hanc
similitudinem scribendi multi secuti sunt, qui sine ullis ornamentis
monumenta solum temporum, hominum,’ locorum, gestarumque re-
rum reliquerunt. itaque qualis apud Graecos Pherecydes, Hellani-
cus, Acusilaus fuit aliique permulti, talis noster Cato et Pictor
et Piso 3°). The Athenian ovyygagedg, yevealéyoc, or historian

tance) whether it is due to a misinterpretation of cvyyeagedg (see n. 34), or
because later writers (not the Christians alone) were more interested in the
Syrian and therefore understood him, whenever a Pherekydes was quoted.
Nor is it possible to decide whether Porphyry himself is at fault: he had to deal
with the alleged second historian of Athens (our no. 5). In any case, if Porphyry
or Eusebios made a mistake they do not stand alone. Clem. Al. Strom 5, -
8, 44 (FGrHist. 3 F 174) quotes ‘the Syrian Pherekydes’ for Dareios’ ex-
pedition against the Scythians, which is manifestly wrong (see p. 51 ). A
typical case is found in Tzetzes (FGrHist 3 F 136) who gives »xata ®Pege-
2#x0dnv Tov Zvgov (sic) ioroeuedv, while his sources, the Scholia on Homer
and Euripides, simply quote ®epexdng (viz. the genealogist). Perhaps the
same confusion must be acknowledged in Ps.-Lucian Macrob. 23, who has
%ol Peeexdng 6 TvgLog dpoimg dydofNrovra wévre (scil. EEnoev £tn), alongside:
of Hellanikos who reached the same age, among the ocuvyypageig who
follow the philosophers. There. is little doubt that the ‘historian’ Pherekydes
is meant, and then we have to infer that the source of the Makrobioi (ulti-
mately Apollodoros?) not only treated the two historians Pherekydes and
Hellanikos under the same year—both their floruits are assigned to 456/5
B.C. — but made their lives coincide entirely. Wilamowitz (to put it crudely)
rejected the whole of the Hellenistic tradition in favour of this late confu-
sion of the Syrian with the Athenian. '

36) Cf. also loseph. ¢. Ap. 1, 13 (text in n. 29) who is interested only in
-the dates of the earliest Greek historians. The Cicero passage is proof
sufficient against the- assertion of Wilamowitz p. 131 ‘dieses werk (scil.
the Genealogiai of the Athenian writer) ist von der antiken stilkritik ganz
unbeachtet geblieben; es fehlt in der langen namenreihe der vorthukydidei-
schen historiker bei Dionys. Hal. Thuk. 5. It does not matter whether
Dionysios forgot Pherekydes, or whether the name dropped out in the Mss.
tradition. I cannot deal here with the list the preservation of which is no-
toriously bad. But in the face of the context of Cicero and losephus, who
both speak about earliest historical writing, nobody can take seriously the
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is called ‘the later’ by Strabo, ‘the second’ by Eusebios, and he is

a round ninety years younger than his namesake; the OeoAéyog
of Syros. .

The exact date given in the Chronicle, of course, has an approx’-
mate value only. We need not trouble whether it has been estab-
lished by Eratosthenes, or by his successor Apollodoros; in any .
case, 456/5 B.C. was one of the great epochal years in Apollodo-
ros’ Xgovird, under which he ’grouped together a variety of poets,
philosophers, and historians, most of whom he was not able to date
more accurately because’ he had no documentary evidence. It is
quite possible that he dated the several persons of such a group
with due caution and that he even discussed doubts as to their
real time 37); but mistakes were inevitable. It is sufficient to point
to the fact that 456/5 B. C. is far too early for the floruit of Hel-
lanikos and we cannot tell with certainty how Apollodoros arrived
at this date 38). That applies even more to Pherekydes, of whose
life it seems that no details were known. Modern scholars believe

next words of Wilamowitz: ‘und wenn Cicero De or. Il 53 eine &hnliche
aufzidhlung mit Pherekydes beginnt, so hat der Syrier den n3chsten an-
spruch, der ja bei Eusebios -historicus heisst’. This is the desperate pleading
of a bad cause. No reputable author has ever called the Syrian philosopher
a historian (cf. n. 6); whether Eusebios did is doubtful (cf. n. 35); and if
he, or even Porphyry, did it would not matter. To complete the case against
the attempt of Wilamowitz to minimize the evidence for the Genealogiai:
it is not correct that ‘the grammarians too paid little attention to the ten
" books of the Athenian’. Herodianos quoted the Syrian and the Athenian,
and carefully distinguished between them (see n. 6); Apollonios Dyskolos.
perhaps quoted the Syrian only, and Pollux (FGrHist 3 F 154) only the
Athenian. But if F 46 belongs to the Syrian (as Wilamowitz believes), the
case of Pollux would be the same as that of Herodianos. The Athenian is
further quoted for rare words by Athenaios (F 13a) and Hesychios (F 25b;
164); in the Lexica of Kyrillos and Photios (F 49; 90a); in the Etymologica
(F 76; 163); and by the authorities of Stephanos of Byzantion (F 5; 147;
160; 161; 172). It is not surprising that the number of quotations from the
pure grammarians is less thar that of the quotations in mythographical -
works and schelia for both of whom the Genealogiai was one of the most
important reference books. It is the same with Hekataios, Akusilaos, and
Hellanikos. For the lonic dialect the grammarians had at their disponal a
sufficiency of great literary writers, poets as well as prosaists. They rarely
drew upon the early historians—which is a pity. The local historians in
particular would probably have yielded much more if worked . through
thoroughly.. .
37) See for example FGrHist 244 F T7; 32.
38) R.E. VIII col. 107 if.; FGrHist I p. 430 1f.; 11 D p. 722.

hY
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it natural that one ascertained the several dates, as far as possible,
from chronological allusions in the works themselves; but it is
not at all certain that even an Apollodoros used throughout or even
primarily this method, which alone could have furnished him with
certain, if not complete results. For example, the Life of Hellanikos
abounds in synchronisms with Macedonian kings, with Athenian
tragic poets, with his chief predecessor Hekataios; but it does not
contain a single date from the works, although at least the Priest-
esses of Hera and the Atthis could have furnished such documen-
tary dates. When we connect with the floruit of 456/5 B.C. the 85
years which Hellanikos is said to have reached we arrive for his
life at the long period from 495/4 (496/5) to 411/0 (412/1) B.C.;
and we state at once that the computation is contradicted by the
~ fact that the Af#this included the year 407/6 B.C., and probably th2
whole Peloponnesian War 39). This makes it appear dubious
whether Apollodoros has made an attempt at all to determine the
floruit of Pherekydes from the ‘Iotopia:, which by their very
nature furnished few, if any dates serviceable for this purpose. Nor
can we correct Apollodoros’ date as to a certain degree we can his
date of Hellanikos; for there are four fragments only which might
bear on the question, viz. the pedigrees of the Philaidai (F 2), of
Daidalos (F 146), of the Asklepiadai (F 59), and the expedition
. of Dareios against the Scythians (F 174). Of these four two must
" be eliminated at once: in F 59 the imposing sequence of authors
— *Epatoc0évng »ol Pegentdng xai ’AxolAédweoc =ai “Agetog 6
Tapoeveg — in the Vita of Ps. Soranus, written not before the
first century A.D., neither proves that Pherekydes gave the whole
pedigree down to the great Hippokrates, nor that he gave it for
his sake at all 40). F 174 from Clement, quoting the Syrian (not the

39) FGrHist 4 F 171/2. With this question I shall deal extensively in my
English edition of the Atthidographers (The Ancient Historians of Athens,
Introduction to no. 1). . :

40) See FGrHist 1 p. 409, 38 ff.; II D p. 750, 24 ff., and recently L. Edel-
stein R.E. Suppl. VI, 1935, col. 1295, 27 ff. who in a careful investigation
traces back the so-called Soranus to Philon of Byblos and Hermippos’ of
Berytos book Ilegi tév dua swardsiav oepvnOévrov évdSEwv dvledv iatedv.
To get rid of F 59 by assigning it to the Lerian Pherekydes, as Lipsius
does (Quaest. Logogr. 1886, p. 17 if.), is a subterfuge. But neither can I
take seriously the argumentation of Wilamowitz p. 136: ‘von den koischen
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Athenian) Pherekydes, must in my opinion almost certainly be
assigned to the Lerian 41). Anyhow F 174, of dubious authorship
as it is, is less important for the problem of the time of Pherekydes
than F 2, to which not enough, if any attention has been paid 42).
It refers approximately to the same period as F 174; for the ped-
igree ends with Miltiades 8¢ &uxioe Xepedévnoov, and it never
went farther down; otherwise Didymos would have copied it to
the end, as he wishes to prove that the historian Thukydides was
an arxéyovog TAOV £VOOHLUDTETOV OTREATNYDV, Afyw O TdOV mepl
Miktiédnv »ai Kipove 43). We need not deal here with the several
difficulties in the tradition of this pedigree; and one may even ask
whether 8¢ &uuoe Xepedévnoov means Miltiades 1 or Miltiades

Asklepiaden hatte man schwerlich veranlassung einen stammbaum zu geben
bevor ein koischer Asklepiade zu allgemeiner beriihmtheit gelangt war; der
Asklepios von Kos ist ja erst durch die koischen idrzte beriihmt geworden’.
There can be no doubt that any genealogical work had to mention Askle-
pios, and his descendants as well, because they played a part in the lliad
and in the Nostoi. In fact, his birth occurred in the first, and his death in
the eighth book of Pherekydes (F 3; 35, cf. n. 48). Wilamowitz himself
apparently had not much confidence in his argument, for he declares that
the whole passage probably was a later addition (‘nachtrag’). But if it
was, it loses at once its value for the dating of Pherekydes. 1 leave aside
the computations of v. Gutschmid (KI. Schr. IV p. 299) who on the strength
of F 59 and some dates for the activity of Hippokrates dated the death of
Pherekydes in ¢. 423 B.C. Nor is there any need to refute the use which
he made of F 111. If Pherekydes and Antimachos (F 58 Wyss) agree about °
Herakles’ share in the adventure of the Argonauts, the natural inference is
that the learned poet followed the genealogist, and Wyss in his commen-
tary simply refers to FGrHist 1 p. 419, 24 ff. This furnishes us with a
terminus ante for Pherekydes which is not very helpful, as Antimachos did
not flourish before the turn of the fifth to the fourth century. His principal
works, which interested Plato, may well have been published in the first
decades of the fourth century B.C. .

41) See p. 48 {f. '

42) It may be sufficient to refer to Momigliano (l.c. p. 348) who in
dating the Athenian Pherekydes uses only F 174 which he maintains (for
a quite insufficient reason) ‘deve esse posteriore alla spedizione Scitica di
Dario, ma anche all’inizio delle guerre Persiane, quando appunto tali ane-
dotti si dovettero diffondere nel mondo Greco, richiamati dall’interesse per
le cose Persiane’. :

43) It must remain open to discussion (but see on FGrHist 3 F 60)
what Hellanikos said &v vij. émiyeagopévne "Aconide (FGrHist 4 F 22).
Didymos quoted him after Pherekydes, but Marcellinus did not copy the
passage.
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I14*), whom xarclapipdpevov ta smofiynata &xi Xeppovioov daro-
otéhhovor Tomeer oi Ilewcrotrootidar #°). But there is one cer-
tain inference to be drawn: the fact that Kimon is not mentioned
gives us a definite ferminus ante. We may safely assume that the
Athenian genealogist carried the pedigree of the great clan down
to his own time, or near to it; and if he does not mention the victor
of Eion and Eurymedon, who in 476/5 B.C. brought back to Athens
the remains of Theseus, he must have written his Genealogy before
.that_year 46). We cannot determine the final year more exactly
firstly because of the uncertainty about the last Miltiades mentioned
in the pedigree, and secondly because the Persian war is not men-
tioned. The . simple reason for the second fact may be that the
work was written before 490 B.C.. There may be (though I am
not inclined to believe it) the concurrent reason that for the con-
temporaries the battle of Marathon was a victory not so much, if
at all of Miltiades (who was regarded with a certain degree of
distrust in some quarters) but of the polemarch Kallimachos, who
claimed it in the additional epigram inscribed on the statue of
Hermes dedicated by him before the battle 47). But perhaps we
had better be cautious, and content ourselves with a statement that
cannot be doubted: viz. that Pherekydes not only carried down the
pedigree to-at least the second half of the sixth century, but that
by making additions to the individual names he set forth the titles
to glory of the Philaid clan. The settlement of the Philaidai in
Athens confirmed the claim of Athens to Salamis, acquired not
very long ago; to the Philaidai the Athenians owed the creation

~ 44) We have to put the question, because the Mss. of the pedigree are
not free from corruption, though personally I agree with Wade-Gery (who
believes Miltiades II to have been the adopted son of Miltiades I) that for
Pherekydes the omwﬂ]g can only be the first Miltiades.

45) Hdt. 6, 39, 1. It is evident that a new light is thrown on this piece
of tradition too by the fragment of an archons’ list in the Agora (Inv.
1 4120; Meritt Hesperia 8, 1939, p. 59).

46) The Athenian genealogist was interested in Theseus and treated his
story in detail (3 F 148-153). It is unfortunate that none of the fragments
has the number of a book. I do not doubt that for his narrative he used
the Theseis which had been published not long before: the Scholion on
Pindar OI. 3, 50 (= 3 F 71) states their agreement in a fact from the
Herakles story.

47) See Hesperia 14, 1945, p. 158, 4.
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(or at least the enlargement) of their greatest national festival;
and lastly the Philaidai extended the sphere of Athenian influence
in a direction vital for the interests of her life and her commerce.
It does not matter that the first two claims were not uncontested,
and that about the third there were widely different opinions in
Athens. The pedigree in itself and standing as it does in a mythic
history of Greece justifies the inference that Pherekydes stood in
close relations to the Philaidai 48). If it is permitted for a moment
to indulge in fantasies, we might suppose that he went to the
Chersonnese with Miltiades Il and returned with him to Athens
in 493 B.C., or otherwise that he himself (a supposition not wholly
impossible chronologically) or his father before him, belonged to
the settlers who (after the battle of Pallene?) went to the Cher-
sonnese with Miltiades I. At any rate Pherekydes wrote his ‘his-
torical’ work in the time of Miltiades II. For F 146, fortunately also

"48) One almost automatically compares with the pedigree of the Philaids
the passage in Hdt. 6, 131 where he carries the pedigree of the Alkmeonids
down to Perikles. But the divergences are greater than the resemblance:

-the mind of Pherekydes is directed towards the point of departure of a
pedigree, in which Telamon, Aias, Philaias occur, which is part of the
great Aiakos pedigree, and at the head of which Zeus himself is standing.

Herodotos with the words oi 8% ’Alxpewvidar fjoav piv xai Te avéxadev
Aapweol &v Tijor "ABGRvnor (6, 125, 1; cf. about the Philaids 6, 35, 1) lightly
passes over the pre-history because he is primarily interested in the time
when the immediate ancestors of his contemporary Perikles fought against
the tyrants and the Persians, and because in this special case he wishes
to refute some recent and definite attacks on the Athenian patriotism of th=2
Alkmeonids. The point of view expressed in the preface &y® 8& swepl ToUTwV
o0 Eoyomor £0€wv xtA. (1,5,3) dominates his whole work even when he
reaches back occasionally into epic times with which it is the task of gen-
ealogy to deal. For Pherekydes as for all genealogists just this touching
upon facts of contemporary history is the exception, and we had better
treat these passages as such. We are unable to decide how often Phereky-
des admitted contemporary allusions. The Daidalos fragment used above
in the text is another example; and the pedigree of the Asklepiads may be
a third, though this is far from certain (see p. 29). Even more uncertain is-
Apollodoros FGrHist 244 F 162 who evidently excerpts an lonian author:

vidv 8¢ naraluweiv (scil. Tov Sevrepov (‘)ap:ugw) "Avtioygov, €€ od xai Tig
EA* *0v<yatedc> év *ABfvaig yevéoOar Ttovg "Avrioxidag? >. Here Hellanikos
has the same or even a better claim than Pherekydes, whom Wilamowitz
(GL. d. Hell. 11 p. 16 n. 5) believes to be the author quoted by Apollodoros.

These exceptions may each have a special reason, but we are seldom able
to find out what it was.

Copyright (¢) 2003 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (c¢) Brill Academic Publishers



THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER 33

a verbatim quotation, and even less noticed than F 2, provides us
with a definite ferminus post: Mnriove 8¢ T®d. "EpexBémc xal
Iowvéme yiverar Acaidalog, G o0 6 dfjuog noAettar Aadaiidar
’AOAQvnow. There really can be no doubt that the Historiai
were published after 508/7 and before at the very latest 476/5
B.C. 49). We shall find a corroboration of this early date in the
use of the Ionic dialect and in the mental attitude of Pherekydes 50).
For the moment it is sufficient to state that when Apollodoros made
Pherekydes and Hellanikos contemporaries by fixing both their
floruits in 456/5 B.C. he dated the latter far too early and the
former far too late.

We return from our own inferences from the fragments to the
biographic tradition. It is an undisputed fact that at least from
Eratosthenes onward the Athenian genealogist was universally
distinguished from the theologian of Syros, and the conscious

- distinction of the two writers may have been attested still earlier if
(as seems to be the case) the enumeration of ‘ancient historians’
used by Cicero and Dionysios ultimately derives from Theophra-
stos, who then knew also the ‘historian’ Pherekydes, as without any
doubt he knew the theologian. On the other hand we do not
know of anybody who identified the theologian and the genealogist,
and again judging from the tradition preserved to us, I believe
that we are justified in stating that nobody did. Against the theory
of Wilamowitz that before Eratosthenes the Pentemychos and the

49) This result agrees fairly well with the date which losephus (n. 29;
36) has for the early Greek historians generally and the Suda for the
Lerian Pherekydes: yeyovig med S6Aiyov tiic 0 éAhvupmudadog (480/79 B.C.).
But we cannot say whether the source of the Suda (whichever it was)
actually meant the Athenian genealogist, and if it did how it arrived at its
date. It is quite possible that yeyovdg does not refer to the floruit but to
the birth of this Pherekydes, and in the latter case the date perhaps would
not be at variance with the Apollodorean floruit 456/5 B.C. Wilamowitz
p. 143 is content with dating the work ‘on account of its form and its
contents before Herodotos, apart from later additions’. Laqueur (R.E. XIX
2, 1938 col. 1991, 36 ff.) gives ‘the first half of the fifth century’ and (col.
2019, 10) ‘the time of Kimon’, and seems inclined to believe in a documen-
tary reason for the floruit in 456/5 B.C.. W. Schmid Gr. Lit. 1I, 1934, p.
707 does not date the Athenian at all. About v. Gutschmid, who put Phere-
kydes’ life between c¢. 508 and c. 423 B.C. see n. 40.

50) FGrHist I p. 386, 31 f.; Momigliano l.c. p. 351. See below p. 34 f.; 62.

Mnemosyne XIII 3
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Historiai were regarded as having been written by the well-known
theologian of Syros, .and that it was Eratosthenes who first at-
tributed the latter work, though it was written in the Ionic dialect,
to an Athenian author invented by him for this purpose, it may be
sufficient to state that such an unqualified assertion on the part of
Eratosthenes is quite inconceivable; for that it was unqualified we
learn from him and from the witnesses dependent on him. Wila-
mowitz’ assumption contradicts all we know about Eratosthenes’”
method e.g. from his history of geography, not to mention the
method of Kallimachos in the Ilivaxeg, and the opinions as well
as the prejudices of ancient scholars generally. Even if in a work
of ten books Athenian mythical history had been treated extensively,
- this fact (which is by no means so self-evident as Wilamowitz
seems to believe 51)) would never have been a sufficient reason
for any ancient scholar for making the author an Athenian if the

51) The evidence of the fragments makes this first assumption rather
doubtful. The facts (never clearly stated) are these: the pedlgree of an
Athenian clan occurred in the first book (F 2), but evidently in connexion
with the Zeus-Aiakos stemmna (cf. n. 48). The other fragments pointing to
Athens (cf. n. 52) are without the number of a book. They refer to the
goddess Daeira (F 45), Triptolemos (F 53), Daidalos (F 146), Theseus
(F 148-153), and Kodros (F 154). We may perhaps add the Thriai F 49
(though they are not exclusively Attic), the rape of Oreithyia F 145, (al-
though the locality remains vague), and F 102; 142; 155, probably all
referring to the lonian migration. Taken together these fragments may
confirm the tradition that the author of the book was an Athenian, but
they are certainly not sufficient to support the thesis that Eratosthenes
invented an Athenian author for it. We do not know how much space in the
ten books was required for Athenian mythic history, but we should not
overestimate it; it probably was relatively less than in the Bibliotheca.
It should be noticed that according to F 2 the Panathenaia were established
under the archonship of Hippokleides 556/5 B.C., not in the reign of king
Erichthonios, as the Afthides have it. This (though an incidental remark)
makes for an early writer, and it explains why we do not meet Pherekydes
name in our ample evidence for the institution of this festival. Nor is he
ever quoted for Kekrops or any other of the pre-Thesean kings, apart from
Erechtheus who appears in the ped1gree of Daidalos (F 146). It is improb-
able that he gave the whole series of pre-Trojan kings which was first
arranged by Hellanikos. We infer from the evidence of the fragments that
Pherekydes did not know much more about early Athenian history than
Herodotos who may have read the Genealogiai (cf. W. Schmid op. cit.
"p. 554 n. 9). In the formation of the Athenian archaeology he represents
together with Herodotos .the {first, or (as we most probably must date
Hekataios before him) the second stage.
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aialect. was at variance with the assumption of Athenian origin of
the work. The dialect was the first and decisive point noticed by
literary historians and critics of style: Dionysios of Halikarnassos
distinguishes two groups among his d&exaiov ovyypapeig, Viz. ot
ze thv Téda weoelduevor Sidhextov ThHv év Toig TéTE YE6VOLE Md-
Awota avBovooav nai oi Thv doyaiov "AT0i{da puxedg Twag Exovoav
Swxpopdc dwoagd =Thv "Ar0ida. The difference assumed between
Iég and deyxaia *ArBic may have been ever so slight, noticed it
was. And so far as we are able to judge from the few verbatim
fragments, which have passed through many hands and the lin-
guistic form of which is sometimes more or less obliterated, there
is no noticeable difference as to the dialect between Pherekydes
and e.g. Hellanikos. 52). If Eratosthenes called the genealogist an
Athenian (and we know that he did) the only possible assumption
(in strict opposition to the theory of Wilamowitz) is that the Hi-
storiai came to Alexandreia as the work not of a simple @epexdnc,
or for that matter of the Syrian Pherekydes, but of Pherekydes the
Athenian. It is quite conceivable that an Alexandrian scholar would
have doubted the inscription, just because the book was written in
the Ionic dialect; but then he would have noted his doubts in the
usual manner ei yviowov tod ocvyygagpémwg To BifAiov, or in a
similar form 53). We may even go farther: the doubt may have
been justified either fully or partly. An author who in his preface
called himself ’AOnvaioc need not have been a native Athenian:
Herodotos called himself @ovgiog, though he was born in Halikar-

52) We can also compare Hekataios and Akusilaos, not the artificial
language of Herodotos. It may be noticed that the fragments show no
hyper-ionisms. But considering the many stages through which they came
down to us nobody will rely on ®0iav (F 1), IIoAvddga (F 8), taig iswors
(F 18), and the like. Wilamowitz (Aristophanes Lysistrate 1927, p. 32 n. 2;
s. also Kl. Schr. V 2 p. 143) suggests that the Athenian passages may
have been written in the Athenian dialect. This is a consequence of his
regarding the Genealogiai as a ‘compilation’. If he wishes to imply that the
passages which contain Athenian subject matter are all later additions I
cannot follow him at all (see n. 51). But it is in my opinion a very likely
suggestion of Wade-Gery, that Denys’ source by deoxaic "AtOic indicated
the voluminous work of Pherekydes of Athens; for there is no doubt, that
this source registered this writer (s. n. 36).

53) For the formulas used by KajJlimachos and his successors ci. F.
Schmidt Die Pinakes des Kallimachos 1922, p. 21 ff.; 79; 91 ff.
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nassos 5¢). And even a forgery of the fourth century cannot be
excluded forthwith. The question must be considered, though we
have no reason to suspect a forgery. Also as to the nationality of
Pherekydes, nothing favours the assumption that he was an adopted
Athenian, while something may be said for Athenian origin 55).
In any case the Lerian Pherekydes must be kept out of the discus-
sion, for at least Blography proves him to have been a much later
writer 56).

As to the use of the dialect, if the geénealogist was a natlve
Ionian and an adopted Athenian it was as natural for him to write
in the Ionic dialect as it was for Herodotos; if he was an Athenian
by birth he wrote in this dialect because in the first decad(s) of the
fifth century Attic could not be used for a work of literature 57).
Akusilaos at about the same time did not write in the Argive
dialect, though local historians of Argos in the fourth century
did 58); nor did Hellanikos write Aeolian in the second half of the
fifth century; and all medical books of the schools of Kos and
Knidos are written in Ionic. These are well-known facts. Not one
of the negative arguments with which Wilamowitz in passing tried
to support his a priori thesis is in any way convincing, and pos-
itive proofs he did not, and could not furnish. If he insists that
‘nothing was known of the existence of an Athenian writer Phere-
kydes’ we may well ask what was known for example of Dionysios
of Miletos or Akusilaos of Argos, to mention only two distin-
guished writers of the first half of the fifth century, apart from
what they said about themselves in their prefaces. Incidentally

54) R.E. Suppl. II col. 205 ff.

55) See n. 51.

56) See p. 48 ff. '

57) See Lipsius Quaest. Logogr. 1886, p. 19; Jacoby FGrHist 1 p. 386,
29 ff.; Momigliano l.c. p. 350. In answer to the repeated request of Wlla—
mowitz for another example of an Athenian writing in the Ionic dialect
(Kl. Schr. V 2 p. 144; Aristophanes Lysistrate p. 32 n. 2; in Gesch. d. gr.
Sprache 1928 p. 16 ff. and p. 24 he burkes the problem) we may state that
the request is not justified for reasons of method so long as we know of
one Athenian prose writer only in the first half of the fifth century. There
would be much more cause for demandmg a parallel if an Athenian of that
time had written a voluminous work in Attic. Before Thukydides the lan-
guage of literature was lonic.

58) Derkylos FGrHist no. 305.
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we miss the former in the long enumeration of the ‘ancient historians”
in Dionysios’ Treatise upon Thukydides, just as we miss the name
of Pherekydes; and for Dionysios we have no other witness, while
we know from Cicero that Pherekydes, mentioned by Dionysios as
an ‘ancient historian’ also in the Roman Antiquities, has been in
the source from which Dionysios got his list. What was known
even about Herodotos or Thukydides apart from the facts to be
found “in their works? It was Wilamowitz who in an authoritative
paper showed up and explained the miserable condition of the
biographies of the great prose writers of the fifth century 59). It
was Wilamowitz who in the paper on Pherekydes €0) rightly said
‘the name of an author is guaranteed only when it occurred in the
text at the opening of a book’, but failed to prove that this was
not the case here. For an unbiassed scholar the very fact that
Eratosthenes spoke without reserve about the ‘Athenian geneal-
ogist’ is proof sufficient that he was listed as such in the Pinakes,
and that makes it at least very probable that the name and the native
country occurred in the introductory words of the Historiai. But,
says Wilamowitz 61), ‘the person of the Athenian is so completely
forgotten that he has not even a father’. Again for an unbiassed
person this point is proof only for the well-known fact that the
authors of the Pinakes strictly adhered to the statements which they
found in the Mss. Kallimachos sometimes (and particularly in
questions of authenticity) may have remarked on these facts 62),
but idle speculations he left to biographers who were less conscien-
tious, or to modern scholars who like to ‘guess at the unattainable’.
Of course, the lack of a father’s name is never a reason for doubt-
ing the existence of an author, or the authenticity of his work.
Alkmaion and probably Akusilaos in their prefaces called them-
selves by their own names, their fathers’ and their native coun-

59) ‘Die Thukydideslegende’ Herm. 12, 1877, p. 326 fi. For the founda-
tions of the biography of Herodotos see R.E. Suppl. II 1913, col. 213 ff.

80) p. 132.

61) p. 131.

62) The attribution of Hekataios’ "Acin to the author of Edpwmsn (R.E.
VII col. 2672, 66 ff.) is a case in point. It seems probable that Eratosthenes
(Strabo 1, 1, 11) simply followed Kallimachos (cp. p. 47).
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tries 63) ; Hekataios, Herodotos, and Thukydides did not 64), and
the same seems to hold good for Hellanikos, as the Suda gives:
two or three father’s names for him 65). Obviously, there was no
fixed rule, though it seems that in the course of the fifth century,
when writers began to envisage a pan-Hellenic public, the father’s
- name began to be dropped though even then there seems to have
been no fixed rule 66). Later local research found the father’s name
for Herodotos, just as the periegetai of Athens tried to establish the
kinship of Thukydides to the house of Kimon. If they tried at all
to do the same for less famous writers like Pherekydes they either
found nothing or were unable to identify their man 67). Finally and
lastly: I totally fail to understand how the fact (let us assume
that it is a fact) of the work not being uniform or well arranged
can be made to bear on the question of the author’s personality 68).

63) Vorsokr. 24 [14] B 1 "Alcpaiov Kootoviiine tade £ieke IlewpiBov
widg; FGrHist 1 p. 375.

64) FGrHist 1 F 1 'Exatzaitog MiAficrogc &de pvbeiton; Hdt. 1,1 "Heodérov
©Ooveiov ioroeing amédetig 718e. Thuk. 1, 1, 1 Oovxvdidng’AOnvaiog Evvéyoarpe
<oV stéAepov.

65) Suda s.v. ‘EAAd&virog® MuvtiAnvaiog, iotopuxds * vidg "Avdoopévoug, oi
d& "Aguotopévoug, oi 8% Zxdpwvog, oD Spdvvpov Eoyev vidv. The first two
are variants of the same name, but the third looks like an inference from
the name of his son, Sxapwv "EAAavixov, author of a book on Lesbos (cf.
R.E. VIII col. 106; III A col. 437).

66) See the case of Charon of Lampsakos FGrHist 262 T 1.

67) About the name of Pherekydes in Athens see n. 19.

68) This is in fact the chief argument of Wilamowitz (l.c. p. 132 ff.).
Again his reasons are far from convincing, and' again he himself does not
seem to put much confidence in them, since he makes great play with
later ‘additions’. In order to show up ‘contradictions’ in the Genealogiai
(which, if they really existed, can be easily explained) he makes a sur-
prising use of the iovopiav of the so-called Mythographus Homericus, not
only those bearing the name of Pherekydes, but even of anonymous ones,
though he himself appreciated it that—following the famous investigation
of Eduard Schwartz (jahrb. Suppl. 12, 1881, p. 405 ff.)—I treated . these
quotations with the utmost reserve. The consequence is that Laqueur (n. 77)
draws his picture of Pherekydes almost wholly from them. Wilamowitz
further finds a ‘disproportion’ in the fact that ‘Herakles and the Argonauts
together fill almost the fifth of the whole work’. But the same two myths
fill more than a quarter of the Bibliotheca. 1 leave aside minor points. Of
course, I do not regard as final my own reconstruction which relied mainly
on the constancy of a literary genos.
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I believe we may safely assume -that the work d1d not write

itself 69).
The ten books under the name of Pherekydes must have had an

author, even if (and Wilamowitz does not think this ‘impossible’)
they contained stories of different origin and different value, and
told them without a real connexion as Wilamowitz asserts (for
insufficient reasons as I venture to say) they did 70). The problem

69) One sometimes has the impression that Wilamowitz believed it did,
to judge for example from his brief characterization of Pherekydes style
(L.c. p. 141; but cp. below n. 73) ‘Wir finden bei Pherekydes - einen stil,
der keinem individuellen menschen zusteht, sondern der mirchenstil der
wvOoloyin ist...dieser naive mdirchenstil ist in allem der bunten fiille und
redseligkeit des epos entgegengesetzt, ein schéner beweis fiir die stilsicher-
heit hellenischer rede. Ebendarum ist er ebensowenig persdnliches eigentum
eines erzdhlers wie der epische’ (the italics are mine). In my opinion the
extensive use of the fairy-tale style and, for that matter, the great number
of fairy tales, is typical of this writer. Hekataios and Hellanikos do not
seem to have used that style much; perhaps Akusilaos did, as the Kaineus
story seems to imply (I do not pretend to understand the doubt of Wila-
mowitz Griech. Verskunst p. 43 n. 1). Actually in questions of style it does
not help much to speak of ‘the’ Genealogy: there are merely individual
genealogists who have certain traits in common as e.g. the arrangement of
the subject-matter by pedigrees, and its restriction to the contents of epic
poetry. A sentence like this ‘die genealogen’ bezwecken didaoxaAia hier
(scil. by Pherekydes) wird puyaywyic angestrebt’ does not seem to make
much sense considering the state of our knowledge of the single authors.
If we had more we should perhaps be able to distinguish more accurately
between the scientifically-minded Milesian, the historically-minded Hellani-
kos, and authors like the more local writers Pherekydes and Akusilaos,
between whom a certain resemblance seems to have existed, though as to
the subject-matter the Argive writer was perhaps more interested in the
theogony than the Athenian. In any case, Ypvyoywyie and dudaocxaria do not
exclude each other. I leave aside the characterizations of Pherekydes by Aly
(Volksmdrchen, Sage und Novelle 1921, p. 236f.) and Laqueur (l.c. col.
2019, 58 ff.; cf. n. 77), both more or less fantastic in my opinion. For the

- former the apparent simplicity of Pherekydes is not simplicity at all but
‘wissenschaft am untauglichen objekt’, and the style in the more detailed
narratives is what in Germany one calls ‘ein papierner stil’, which ‘can
derive only from books, not from the fresh fountain of oral tradition’,
because Pherekydes ‘does not know’ what Aly mysteriously terms ‘the
fogos’. For Laqueur he is a teacher of his people who did not care so
much for collecting the mythographic stuff but who ‘durch form und inhalt
wie er die mythen erzihlte hat weltanschaulich wirken wollen, genau so
wie Hesiodos oder Aischylos und Pindar’.

70) L.c. p. 140. Here I for my part should be grateful for a parallel
from the fifth, or even the fourth century. What Wilamowitz describes are

“Yropvipatza and ‘Ioroeiat of Hellenistic times.
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concerning the primary nature of a literary work and its subsequent
fortunes in the course of tradition through the centuries is quite
different from the problem concerhing the author. The former
problem must be divided into two subquestions which are closely
connected, viz. the question concerning the literary achievement of
Pherekydes and the question concerning the history of the text. -
As to the first sub-question it would, of course, not matter at all,
if in the work ‘plain and unadorned passages’ 71) alternated with
fairy-tales narrated in detail, and Pherekydes obviously was rich in
“fairy-tales. Such a disparity would not constitute a difference from
Hellanikos or even Herodotos, let alone the doxaiov cvyyoapeic
of Dionysios, for whom the narration of ut6er among the plain
facts is a characteristic feature. As far as we can see such circum-
stantial stories were in many cases, if not always, part of a ped-
igree, which in its main part consisted in a mere series of names:
they were attached to one or several names in the pedigree, thus
forming what technically one may well call a digression 72). For
Herodotos, who did not -admit fairy-tales in the strict sense of the
word, it is sufficient to call to mind the position of the novellistic
tale of Gyges, which in the first section of his Lydiaka interrupts
_the rather dry sequence of the Lydian kings with its short and
mostly chronicle-like entries. Otherwise the comparison between
the historian and the genealogist is, of course, not a good one. But
let us suppose for a moment that we had only 180 partly brief and

71) ‘Ganz diirre stiicke’. A
- 72) Examples of this kind of arrangement are easily available, not only .
from the late Bibliotheca. For Pherekydes we may refer to F 1 and F 60
which provides the context from which the former is taken; to the great
Perseus story F 10-12, the opening of which has been preserved in para-
phrase: "Axpiciog yauei Evgudixnv thv Aaxedaipovog® tdv 82 yiverar Aavdy;
to the now brief additions in the pedigree of the Philaids (F 2); to a
secondary pedigree like F 20 or F 146. Other examples are furnished in
my commentary. We may compare with them Akusilaos FGrHist 2 F 22 and
Hellanikos ib. 4 F 19b (both verbatim and from papyri), or the Kodros
story 4 F 125. It would be a suitable task for a disciple of Dornseiff to
follow up the development of this stylistic phenomenon, which is not re-
stricted to Greek literature and not to Genealogies. Mutatis mutandis it is
also found- in ethnographers and periegetai. For the latter we have a late
example in Pausanias, as we have the Bibliotheca for the Genealogies,
and here K. Robert made the fundamental distinction of Oewefpara and Aéyor.
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rarely verbatim fragments of Herodotos’ nine books: it would be
easy with the objections raised by Wilamowitz against Pherekydes
to delete the literary personality of the author, and to maintain
that a work including passages of so different a character and
style cannot have been ‘uniform’ or ‘well arranged’, thus arriving
at the result that ‘at the utmost we could imagine a man who ar-
ranged the various pieces’, and that even this modest supposition
‘is contradicted by the lack of an accomplished design’ 73). Or does
anybody think that he could recognize and restore the design of
Herodotos even in a rough outline from 180 fragments selected at
random, and with the help of the remains of Ktesias, Theopompos
and Diodoros? I am of opinion that it would perhaps be easier to
restore the arrangement of Pherekydes’ work because apart from
the 41 fragments with the number of a book attached to them we
have a late descendant of genealogical writing in the Bibliotheca,
and from the. fifth century at least the titles of Hellanikos’
genealogical works, which treated the great pedigrees in special
books, nine in all. So far as we can judge genealogical works had
a certain scheme of arrangement: they gave the pedigree, which is
naturally dry because it consisted almost exclusively of proper
names, and they interrupted this sequence of names by digressions,
short remarks, and circumstantial tales; they consisted, one may
say, of ovéppara and pvOor. The objections of Wilamowitz rest
on a misunderstanding of this method of arranging the subject-
matter: because he did not recognize this method he inferred that
the work was without order and without a leading idea, and con-
sequently that it had no real ‘author’. It is hardly possible to refute

73) L.c. p. 142 ‘hdchstens kdnnte man an einen ordner des ganzen
denken, der vorhandene erzahlungen verschiedener art zu einem ganzen
vereinigte; aber dem widerspricht der mangel eines durchgefiihrten planes’.
The following sentence (in which the italics are mine) I must confess I
do not understand at all: ‘natiirlich hat doch ein mann einmal die samm-
lung veranstaltet und unter den namen Pherekydes gestellt, den vorher
manche, sicherlich nicht alle, erzdhlungen getragen hatten; da die erzdhlung
ganz unpersonlich war, verlangte niemand nach dem verfasser’. These are
the ‘almost inevitable consequences’ of a hasty a priori theory: Wilamo-
witz has to find an explanation for an assumption that cannot be explained,
namely that somebody at some time made a collection of myths which had
neither style nor order, and inscribed it with the name of the theologian-
philosopher Pherekydes of Syros.
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properly a vicious circle based on an a priori assumption. But I
cannot admit Wilamowitz’ final statement 7¢4) that his conception
‘is better in accord with the general development of early prose
writing and the fate of early books than the tradition (for a tradi-
tion it is, not an inference of Eratosthenes) about the Athenian
Pherekydes, author of a comprehensive genealogical work of about
the same size as the special books of Hellanikos. The Alexandrian
scholars published this work in an edition of ten books 75), evidently
because they valued the contents highly. In fact, -it was used
extensively and permanently as an authoritative source for mythic
history not only by grammarians, commentators, theologians, but
demonstrably also by Kallimachos 76), Apollonios, and probably

other learned poets.
I cannot deal here with the second sub-question, viz. the fate

of the ancient book between the time of its publication by the
author. and the Hellenistic edition, that is the first period of its
textgeschichte. This would mean a new investigation of the frag-
ments, which would probably alter my text in many details, and
moreover a detailed review of Laqueur’s conclusions, which for
their greater part appear fantastic to me 77). But I think I can

74) L.c. p. 144.
75) Even this editior gets a bad note from Wilamowitz: ‘diese samm-

lung ist nach Alexandreia gekommen und dort h&chst ungeschickt in zehn
biicher geteilt, ganz ohne riicksicht auf den zusammenhang, also nur auf
gleichen umfang’. This opinion is selfcontradictory and can be explained
only from the subconscious tendency to discredit everything connected
with Pherekydes the genealogist. If the work was such as Wilamowitz
believes it to have been, a big chunk of prose without a leading idea or
a clear plan, the Alexandrian scholars could not be expected to re-write
it. If it was not—and I am sure from the fragments with the number of
a book that it was not—there was no reason for them to treat it in another
manner than other bulky books. One has often remarked on the ‘clumsy’
division of Herodotos’ work into nine books which apportions a pugv—8€
sentence to different books.

76) See e.g. on FGrHist 3 F 92. For the use which earlier poets (and
historians) had made of the Genealogiai see n. 82.

77) L.c. col. 1991-2025. Laqueur, making use of the compiled ictogtiad
(see n. 68) applied to Pherekydes the same method as to Polybios and
Thukydides. It consists in the distinction of a ‘grundquelle’ and a ‘neben-
quelle’, or a ‘first draft’ and ‘later additions, which, where we are able to
control them, in length surpass the first draft’ (col 2019, 18 ff.), though
not a word was altered in the latter (col. 1995, 11 ff.). The first draft in
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predict the results for the history of the text, modest though they
are compared with the claims of Laqueur. It will appear that the
text of the Historiai came to Alexandria in one or more copies
which (probably and apart from every-day corruptions) were in-
terspersed with additions, variants, and perhaps insertions of whole
stories. We may imagine that the copy (or copies) bought by the
Egyptian king had formerly belonged to a tragic poet or a geneal-
ogist, or a mythographer, who had used it for his work; let us say
(only in order to give an idea of the existing possibilities) that the
copy of Asklepiades of Tragilos was among them, or that it was
his copy. This writer who ‘tragoediarum argumenta non narravit,
sed historiam fabulosam, qualis post tragicorum curas longe alia
reddita erat atque qualem ex epicis lyricisque carminibus nar-
raverat’ 78) had, at least according to our current texts, quoted
Pherekydes 79). In any case, we have to assume that in pre-Helle-
nistic times too ample use had been made perhaps particularly by
the tragic poets of the book which contained much material for

his opinion was non-Attic, the additions, mad=s considerably later, were
Attic (col. 2016, 5 ff.). Between Pherekydes and mere compilers, like
Diodoros and Nikolaos of Damaskos, there is this difference, which places
Pherekydes at the side of Thukydides (col. 2019, 18 fi.): he is the represen-
tative of a ‘weltanschauung’, or rather of two (see n. 69) ; and as he is the
author of the first draft as well as of the ennlarged edition we have to
acknowledge ‘two periods in his literary activity’ (col. 2008, 18 ff.) in
the interval of which Pherekydes changed his ‘weltanschauung’ under the
influence ‘of the Attic world, which surrounded him’; ‘auf eine einfache
formel gebracht lautet die weltanschauung des friihen, des ionischen wer
kes: ohne die gotter, ja auch gegen die gotter; die des spdten, des atti
schen: mit den gottern® (col. 2020, 65 ff.).

78) See Wilamowitz Analecta Euripidea 1875, p. 181 n. 3, cf. FGrHist
I p. 484. If we exclude the tragic poets, the same characterization applies
to the genealogists who ta "Howédov perAdhatav ig stetdov Adyov »ai dg idia
Efveyrav, as EUunAdég ve xai ‘Axovoilaoc oi icrogroyedgor (Clem. Al
Strom. 6, 26, 7 — FGrHist 2 T 5). Granted individual differences (cf.
n. 69) it applies to Hekataios and Pherekydes as well.

79) Schol. Pind. Pyth. 2, 40b — FGrHist 12 F 3: "AoxAnmuadng d& év
Y Tooywidovuévav otw yedger® ,,rpociorogodot 8 Evior Sti xai pavein 6
TEiwv, &g Peeexddng, »ai Tiv &wi ToD TEOYXOD dE *6AACLY AVT@AL FTTAQEYHE-
xewefxacwy’” xth. But the quotation d¢ Pepexddnc probably is a marginal
note, as Asklepiades usually quotes his authorities anonymously. Drach-
man’s transposition of the quotation, approved of by Wilamowitz (KI. Schr.
V 2 p. 57 n. 1) seems wrong to me.
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the mythic history of Athens as well as for other towns 80) Other-
wise the unwieldly work would hardly have been preserved through
two centuries. For it is hard to believe that Kallimachos was the
first to recognize its value; nor should I take seriously the asser-
tion that the traglc poets did not read prose books.
As things are now, after Wilamowitz wholly denied the exis-
tence of the Athenian writer, while on the other hand Laqueur drew
~a full picture of him, describing his method and even the develop-
ment of his weltanschauung 81), a special edition has become
necessary which must give more attention than I can to the use
that has been made of Pherekydes in the fifth and _the fourth
centuries. Such an edition, it is to be hoped, will arrive at more
and more certain results 82). It requires a very full mythographical

80) But see n. 51.

81) See n. 77. _

82) The investigation must be conducted separately for each fragment
or for each myth, and it is never simple. Nor will the results be equally,
if at all, certain. The cursory survey of W. Schmid (Gr. L. 1 p. 713; see
also Laqueur I.c. col. 2025, 8 ff.) mainly groups together the remarks
scattered through my commeéntary, where 1 did not treat the question
systematically. The chief points to be considered are: (1) the relations
existing between the lyric and particularly the tragic poets on the one side
and Pherekydes on the other. The formula of Schmid ‘die grossen attischen
tragiker berithren sich so gut wie garnicht mit Pherekydes’ now seems
to me to be too negative. At least the scholiast on Eurip. Or. 1654
(3 F 63) says that Euripides used Pherekydes. (2) It is certain that about
400 B.C. Antimachos consulted him (see 3 F 86; 111; and cf. n. 40), and
in the third century B.C. Kallimachos and Apollonios. As to the latter the
challenge of Wilamowitz Hell. Dichif. 11 p. 229 n. 1 does not seem justified
to me. But the point must be re-examined. (3) Of historians and myth-
ographers Hekataios seems to be excluded, if only for reasons of chron-
ology, and unfortunately we cannot prove that Herodotos made use of
the Genealogiai, though Pherekydes is said (erroneously?) to have been
the first who mentioned the river Eridanos in the Phaethon story (3 F 74).
Hippias also seems to have known him (3 F 90), and Hellanikos certainly
did, as further Herodoros and Asklepiades of Tragilos (cf. n. 79) He
is often quoted by later historians and antiquarians—Eratosthenes in the
Katasterismoi, Suidas in the Thessalika, Ar(i)aithos in the Arkadika, Istros
in the Eliaka, Lysimachos, and others. The Genealogiai clearly was an
indispensable book of reference also for the commentators: the Scholia
on Homer, the tragic poets- and Apollonios are full of quotations. But it
may be sufficient to refer to Didymos (F 2; 68; 159), and for Pherekydes’
authority generally to citations like otre "Oungog ovrte 'Hqio&og otte De-
gswu&ng Aéyovarv (Schol Apoll. Rh. 1, 45=F 110), or oi &% sAeiovg dOv
€otL nal Peenddng rai E)..Lowux.og xai "Hedédweog (Plutarch Thes. 19 = F 150).
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commentary which must try to determine the place of Pherekydes
in the development of Greek mythography, his relations to epic
(and lyric) poetry on the one hand, and to tragic poetry on the
other; lastly the peculiar qualities of his work in comparison with
the other genealogists of the fifth century from Hekataios down
to Hellanikos and Herodoros. The edition will be so much the
better the broader and firmer it lays its foundations and the less it
starts from pre-conceived opinions, no matter whether they con-
cern the questions of authorship, or the arrangement of the subject-
matter, or the linguistic form. The new edition must take into
account all we know about Ionian prose books, and about the
tradition of the individual books, some of which were re-edited
in the Hellenistic time. Here, too, the result as far as it concerns
the history of literature can be predicted: the anonymous prose
narratives of the sixth century with which Wilamowitz in the course
of time worked more and more 83) will have to disappear from
Greek literary history. From the first there is this difference be-
tween epic poetry and prose writing: epic poetry, inspired or
dictated by the Muse, is anonymous on the whole 84), even in the
sixth century and even if the public knows the names of some of
its poets; prose books, from the very first, appeal to a greater or
smaller public as the works of individual men who have something
special to say and who introduce and legitimate themselves in
the preface or introductory sentence. The preface at the same -

83) Ar. u. Ath. ii p. 20; Griech. Lit. 1912, p. 55; Griech. Verskunst,
1921, p. 43 n. ¥; GIL d. Hell. 11, 1932, p. 94. It is a great triumph for
forgers like Amelesagoras, Bion, or Antiochos that Wilamowitz infers from
them (for actually they do not say so; Wilamowitz got his facts wrong)
that ‘the Milesian chronicle’- was published under the name of Kadmos,
and ‘the Ephesian chronicle’, under the name of the epic poet Kreophylos
(see R. E. X col. 1473 no. 6; XI col. 1710 no. 2). There is only one book
of this character, the Korinthiaka of Eumelos, and here the reason is
obvious: Corinth had produced neither a chronicle nor a local history.
Moreover the prose paraphrase seems to have been late; it does not prove
anything for the hypothesis of Wilamowitz.

84) In epic poetry we find authors’ names first for theological poems,
and they are pseudepigrapha. The prototype is neither the Syrian Phere-
kydes nor the lyric poets, but obviously Hesiod under whose influence the
poet of the Delian hymn to Apollo introduces himself to his public (Sb&.
Berlin 1933, p. 700).
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time serves as the title of the book by giving the name of the
author and his native place. It authoritatively begins with a vdade
Agéye,, and thus impressively opposes the new wisdom to the
‘EAMjvov. Adyou. For titles in the literal sense of the word these
books had not , and this fact explains that we sometime have more
than one title for the same book from the sixth or fifth century 85).
The introductory words of Hekataios and Alkmaion are preserved;
we infer them for Anaximandros, Anaximenes, the Syrian Phere-
kydes (where at least the first words of the treatise itself are
preserved from the Pinakes) and Akusilaos; for there has never
been a doubt about the genuineness of Anaximandros’ té&v dee-
oxévTv adTtdL nepalaiddng ExBeoig, or of the book .in which
Anaximenes »xéyonrtar AéEer ‘I1ddL &AL xail dwegirror, or of Phere-
kydes’ ‘Exrdpvyxog. Of course, forgeries of a name or a book, or
forged quotations were possible; Amelesagoras of Athens (or
Eleusis), the enlarged edition(?) of Akusilaos, the pre-Homeric
Pherekydes of Athens (our no. 5), the prose book of Thales are
cases in point. Some of these forgeries are rather early, and
Hellenistic scholars recognized them as such. But anonymous
prose books (if they ever existed) are rare exceptions, confined
(or so it seems) to certain spheres of literature, if we may call
it literature, when the author had not destined his memorandums
for public use 86). And there are cases of a published book losing
the author’s name and being attracted by a greater one: the Corpus
Hippocraticum furnishes some examples, but it shows at the same
' time that this was a slow and later development, and that in the
fourth century the real authors were still known 87). This case

85) See n. 6, and as a further example lon’s Triagmos. )

86) Certain technical treatises, e.g. about the arrangement of the stage,.
which begin to appear in the fifth century and soon become fairly numerous,
have genuine authors’ names; they were published.

87) It is well known that the problem of the beginning and the growth
of the Corpus is much disputed. See Edelstein R. E. Suppl. vi, 1935, col.
1307 ff.; 1331 ff.; Jaeger Diokles von Karystos 1938, p. 4 f.; 228 ff.;
W. H. S. Jones Proceed. Brit. Ac. 31 (1945), whose suggestion is rather
attractive that the Corpus is a ‘school library’ and ‘that the bulk of the
writings in the Corpus were associated with the name of Hippokrates, not
because they were thought to be written by him, but because they originally
belonged to him or to his school’.
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is wholly different from the history of what we may call the Corpus
Homericum, or the Corpus Hesiodeum, and neither these nor the
Corpus Hippocraticum furnish a parallel to the alleged Corpus
Pherecydeum of Wilamowitz. There was no such Corpus; there
were two books belonging to different categories of literature;
‘and the theory that the one theological book written by Phere-
kydes son of Babys from the island of Syros attracted one ‘histor-
ical book’ written by an Athenian genealogist has nothing to
recommend it.

In order to bring to a conclusion the long discussion of the
theory of Wilamowitz about the Athenian Pherekydes and the
relations between him and the theologian of Syros, we can state
simply and confidently that there were no relations at all. It might
be conceivable that the two homonymous authors had been con-
fused in pre-Hellenistic times, but there is no reason at all for
such an assumption. Tradition shows that there was no confusion:
it gives us two authors and two books. And tradition is amply
confirmed by the remains of the two books. If Eratosthenes (and
probably Kallimachos before him) without reserve and without
being ‘contradicted called the author of the historical work an
Athenian, we may safely assume that he was justified in doing

- so by the introductory words of the work to which Kallimachos
in the Pinakes gave the title Historiai or Genealogiai. There is
one argument, and one only, which could be advanced against
our believing in the tradition, viz. that there is no Life of the
Athenian genealogist in the Suda 88). Wilamowitz was right not
to stress this argument; for it is a very weak one. It is a well-
known fact that the Suda gives Biol for a great number of writers
of whom we have no fragments at all, and that on the other hand
it has no Biog for quite a number even of distinguished writers:
whom we know from their fragments. Though there is no real
need for it, in a case in which the existence of a writer whose
Life is lacking in the Suda is denied, it is useful if the gap can

88) Momigliano rather begs the question in beginning with ¢he assertion
that the three authors assumed by him—the Syrian, the Athenian, and the
Lerian—are distinguished in the Suda. True, the Suda has a Life of an
Athenian Pherekydes, but is not the author of the Historiai (see p. 55 ff.).
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be explained. The sze of the fourth Pherekydes furnishes the
explanation.- :

4) deoertdng Adgrog iorogurée *°). Eratosthenes (to putitneutrally)
does not mention this Pherekydes, and that is perhaps the reason
why the views of modern scholars differ so widely, though mostly
they get rid of him by denying his separate existence and iden-
tifying him with the Athenian genealogist 20). This is under-
standable because the two components of the short Life in the
Suda (the date of this Pherekydes and the catalogue of his books)
obviously contradict each other. As to the date yeyovérg wed éAiyov
Tiic oe SAvpmddog (480/77 B.C.), which is somewhat vague, it
seems obvious that it is the same, or rather a variant 91) of the
floruit 456/5 B.C. of the ‘second’ Pherekydes, the Athenian ‘his-
torian’ who was ‘younger than the Syrian’ 92). This sort of variant

89) Suda s.v. Pepexdne Aégrog” iotoeuds: yeyovarg sed SAiyov Tilg oe
olmp.n:uxﬁog (480/79 B.C.). IIeoi Aégov- Ilepl Teryeveiac:® Ilepl t@v Aroviocov
£00TdV * nal dAla.

90) The hypothesis advanced by G. J. Vossius De Histor. Graecis 1623,
p. 24 ff. ed. West. ‘ut Lerius diceretur quia esset in Lero insula natus,
Atheniensis vero creditus sit quia apud hos viveret’ has been accepted by
C. Mueller F. H. G. 1 p. XXXV; v. Gutschmid Kli. Schr. IV p. 299 fif.;
Jaceby Ph. U. 16, 1902, p. 214 f.; Christ-Schmid Gr. Lit. 1 1912, p. 454 1.;
Tresp Fragm. d. grzech Kultschrtftsteller 1914, p. 53 and others. It stlll
represents the general opinion (Diels-Kranz Vorsokr5 I, 1934, no. 7 [71]
B 13; Index Nominum p. 547; Laqueur R. E. XIX 2, 1938, col. 2020, 6 fi.).
The Lerian has not even a lemma in the R. E. I gave the correct facts
briefly in FGrHist.: (1) that the titles of his works assign the Lerian to
the Hellenistic period; (2) that there is no reason to doubt his existence;
¢3) that Eratosthenes had no cause for mentioning him. This thesis has
been accepted by W. Schmid and Momigliano (n. 2). The objections of
Wiiamowitz Il.c. p. 130f. agp. n. 98) rest on the date in the Suda, com-
bined with the wrong assumption that the use of the lonian dialect is
attested for the Lerian. His arbitrary solution—that we have.to acknow-
ledge an Ilonian and therefore pre-Alexandrian book on Leros, which bore
the name of Pherekydes and was either ignored by Eratosthenes as un-
authentic, or left to"one of the two name-sakes—is wrong for this reason
alone. Actually it leaves us with the main question how the book came to
be regarded as written by Pherekydes. Wilamowitz’ answer ‘it had been
given this author’s name because it seemed suitable for the contents and
the language’ is no answer.

91) See n. 49.

92) See ahove p. 26.
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is not rare, and this is not surprising, because it was impossible
in most cases to date accurately a fifth century prose writer:
it is not only for Hellanikos that the Suda gives two dates—the
quite definite statement of Apollodoros for his floruit in 456/5 B.C.
which probably. underlies the synchronism with Euripides and
Sophokles, and the rather vague statement which dates him from
his name and his relation to Hekataios with yeyovég nard Té
Hegowia 1 pixgdr wedoBev %3). Even for Herodotos, whose floruit
in Alexandrian chronology is 444/3 B.C., Ktesias has the same
‘vague date xarva EéeEnv yeyovig toig xedbvoig %4). In most cases
the rough synchronism with the IIegowd is the earlier dating
which Apollodoros replaced by the more precise (though not
always correct) attribution of the floruit to a definite year. On
the other hand it is even more obvious that a list of books
which begins with the three titles ITepi Aégov, Ilfei Iguryeveiag, Ileol
T®dv Arovicov foprdv (the rest, perhaps many more books, being
suppressed by xai &\Aa, words which often are conveniently for-
gotten by modern scholars) cannot refer to a writer of the be-
ginning of the fifth century. It stands to reason that it is the list
of books of a Hellenistic writer 95). Taken together with the dif-

. 93) FGrHist 4 T 1 with Rohde’s and my corrections. See ib. I p. 430 f.;
Il D p. 722, 16 fi.; R.E. VIII col. 107 ff.

94) DlOdOI’ 2, 32 2; R.E. Suppl. II col. 229, 19 ff.; XI col. 2040, 57 ff.

95) Rohde Kl Schr. 1 (1878) p. 168; Jacoby FGRstt I p. 386, 42 1. As
the simple statement of an obvious fact d1d not sufficiently 1mpress_scholars
it must be proved, though it is a tedious task. As to Ilegi Afgov the Hel-
lenistic form of the title shows at least that the book was no ancient
chronicle, no Asggiwv *"Qgou. Ilegi ‘Iguyeveiag is, to judge again from the
title, one of the many special works written in Hellenistic times about single
mythic persons. The ‘epic poet’ Simonides of Karystos or Eretria (Sudas.v.;
the name is missing in the R. E.) wrote Ilepi ‘I@iyeveiag @ in prose as the title is
preceded by 1 eig AVAida obvvodog TaVv "Ayawdv, Teipstoov, Bifria B. Ieoi
T®v Awovdoov £ogtdv also is one of the almost innumerable special books
about ‘festivals of individual gods or cities. It is not a ‘buch iiber die opfer
des Dionysos’ (as Tresp Kultschriftsteller p. 7 has it): ograi and BQvoia
are different things; for example Philochoros wrote a book Ilegi £€oet®Vv
and another Ilegi Bvoudv. In the titles of these books Ilepi £ogtdv is often
connected with Heg; pnvedv, and Ilepi Buowdv with Ilepi ieedv. A book
Ilepi TV Arovioov £opTrdv is not confined to Athens (against Tresp p. 27).
There is only one question which may be put and which in the absence
of fragments we are unable to answer, viz. whether it dealt with ‘cults only,
Mnemosyne XIII . 4
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ference in their respective native places, this makes impossible
at once the identification of the Lerian writer with the genealogist
of Athens. We cannot simply disregard a list of 3 + x books;
we cannot regard their titles as denoting parts of the Genealogiai;
and lastly we cannot take seriously any attempt at dating or other-
wise determining the Lerian which takes into account only one
or two of the books ascribed to him 96). There is no escape; we
have to acknowledge the existence of a later writer of the same
name whom the biographic source of the Suda listed as a ‘histo-
rian’, either rightly on account of the book on Leros and probably
the subject-matter of his other books, or erroneously because the
confusion with the genealogist, to which he owes his early date,
has affected not only the date but the description also. We on
our part should prefer to call the author.of such books a gram-
marian or antiquary 27); the ancient librarians who had no special
term for this sort of scientific writing used the two terms historian
and grammarian for Hellenistic antiquaries either indiscriminately
or a potiori. : _
The book Ilepi Aépov, not Aepimv deoor, favours the assumption
or, as we had better say, confirms our belief in the tradition. It
is of no great importance whether literary history (represented
by books like Ilegi évdétkwv Gvdedv, Ilepi Spwvipev TomTdv xai
ocvyypagéwv) inferred the native place of the Lerian from the book
about the island, or whether he gave his name and home country
in the title of one or more of his books—the latter being perhaps
the natural thing for a Hellenistic author. Nor need we ask, whether
~Aéouwog in the title of a Hellenistic book means the citizen of an
independent Leros, or a man belonging to the Milesian ‘deme’,
. or to the community of the MiAAAoror éxcg Adgov which we find in

or whether it belongs to the domain of musical history like Dikaiarchos”
IIegl Awovvorandv dydvoev (cf. now Wehrli Dikaiarchos 1944, p. 67). The
question of Tresp p. 53 is naive: the Telerai of Stesimbrotos (FGrHist
107 F 12) are quite different, and the Eig “Appwvog dvafaocig of Hellanikos
(FGrHist. 4 F 56) does certainly not belong to the ‘special books about cults’.

96) This objection holds good for the attempts of v. Gutschmid (KI.
Schr. IV p. 3001%.); Wilamowitz lc.p. 130 f; and others.

97) Momigliano lc. p. 346 calls him ‘antiquario, mitografo, e storico
locale’. '
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the Athenian tribute lists 98). We cannot decide this question, and
if we could it would be of interest only for the political state of
the island during the Hellenistic period. Finally no importance
at all can be attached to the fact that Eratosthenes did not men-
tion the ‘historian’ of Leros. Of course, one can infer (and it has
been done)- that the Lerian was later than Eratosthenes. That may
be so. But even if Eratosthenes knew a colleague of that name
he really had no reason for mentioning him. He was concerned
merely with the rejection of Andron’s pre-Trojan astrologer 99),
and there was no need to mention even the Athenian genealogist.
But the latter was an old and famous author, and a ‘there were
no other men of this name except’ nicely rounded off his polemics.
It would have been ridiculous to enumerate contemporaneous
bearers of the name. :

As to the work of the Lerian Pherekydes we know for certain
only what the Suda tells us. Nevertheless one should be cautious

98) I really cannot discuss here the argumentation of Wilamowitz lLc.
p- 130, which has impressed Altheim Griech. Goetter im alten Rom 1930,
p. 119f. and Laqueur lLc. col. 2020, 6 if. Wilamowitz argues: ‘nun hat es
aber Lerier nur in der friihzeit gegeben, da Phokylides und Demodokos mit
feinen versen einander schraubten. Bald darauf ist Leros milesisch geworden
und immer geblieben; selbst die tributlisten des attischen reiches kennen
nur MiAjowor éx Aégov. Dann ward es ein milesischer demos, und nach dem
konnten sich die Milesier so wenig nennen wie ein Athener nach Eleusis
oder ein Rémer nach Arpinum’. Taken strictly the argument would bring
the Lerian into a time impossibly early for a prose writer. For Phokylides,
and consequently Demodokos, belong to the first part of the sixth century
B.C. (see Schmid Gr. Lit. 1 p. 299; 374), and Leros was annexed by
Miletos or ‘colonized’ (Anaximenes FGrHist 72 F 26, unfortunately without
a date) at the latest some time, perhaps a long time, before 494 B.C. (see
Wilamowitz KlI. Schr. V 1 p. 427; Biichner R.E. X1l 1925, col. 2097,
53 ff; Hiller von Gaertringen R.E. XV 1931, col. 1590, 49 ff.). But Wilamo-
witz does not take his own argument seriously; it is for him only one more .
reason for rejecting the Lerian Pherekydes as the author of a book on
Leros which he believes to have been written in the fifth century (cf. n. 90).
We are again left with the question who wrote a book on Leros, if there
were no Lerians. This and all other difficulties are mostly self-created; it is
surely not the tradition which creates them.

99) Von Gutschmid in his lectures on Greek Historiography, published
in 1893 (Kl Schr. IV p. 299), protested against the improper use which
Vossius and his followers made of Eratosthenes in trying to prove from his
words that there could not have been a third writer of the name of Phere-
kydes. In vain; see e.g. Laqueur lLc. col. 1992, 6 ff.
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of making the casual remark ‘there is no trace of them’ 100). There
is at least one quotation for which the authorship of the Lerian
must be considered very seriously. Clement 101) quotes at length
a passage from the ‘Syrian Pherekydes’ which narrates a warning
given by the Scythian king to Dareios when he crossed the Danube.
It is universally acknowledged that the author. of this story cannot
be the Syrian, if only for reasons of chronology; but neither does
it fit the subject-matter of the Pentemychos 102). The Syrian would
be possible only if he played an active part in the story warning
Dareios or interpreting for him the puzzle of the message of the
Scythian ‘king;$ i.e. if we had before us a story similar to those
told by Herodotos about Sandanis 103), Thales, Bias, Hekataios,
or—in Herodotos’ narrative of Dareios’ expedition against the
Scythians 104)—of Gobryes who corresponds to the two -advisers
in the story told by Pherekydes, viz. Orontopatas the chiliarch and
the quite unknown Xiphodres. This is not the case: Clement does
not tell an anecdote about a Pherekydes who might have been the
philosopher and one of the Seven Wise Men, but the quotes a
passage from Pherekydes, a real ‘fragment’ from a book which
inter alia narrated the Scythian expedition. Since J. G. Vossius
scholars therefore have frequently corrected &=vguog into & Adgroc,
and from a purely palaeographical point of view the alteration
seems to be easy enough. But the methodical objection of Gut-
schmid 195) is deserving of consideration: in a certain group of
witnesses we have to state confusion between the Syrian and the
Athenian Pherekydes, never between the Syrian and the Lerian.
This confusion (I will add) sometimes led to the inconsiderate
addijtion of a 6 Zdorog, where the source had a simple Phere-
kydes 106). We should have to suppose that the Athenian Phere-
kydes, who perhaps was a follower of Miltiades and in any case

100) F.HG. 1 p. XXXVI; v. Gutschmid lLc. p. 300; Wilamowitz lLc. p.
130 and many others.

101) Strom. 5, 8, 44 — FGrHist 3 F 174.

102) I do not understand: Laqueur l.c. col. 2024, 36 ff.

103) Hdt. 1, 71. For the text see Herm. 51, 1916, p. 477.

104) Hdt. 4, 131-132.

105) L.c. p. 299.

106) See n. 14; 35.
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took a particular interest in him 107), did not only mention the
Scythian expedition, but gave a full account of it. In the face of
the pedigree of the Philaidai in F 2 which I treated above I do not
feel happy about this supposition 108). There may be another way
of dealing with the fragment of Clement, provided we leave aside
the epithet 6 Zdbgwog as an inconsiderate and erroneous addition,
as (I submit) we are entitled to do. Now, Momigliano 109) and
De Sanctis 110) have again compared the two versions of the
Dareios story extant in Herodotos and Pherekydes. They arrived
at a result which can hardly be doubted and (as far as I know)
has not been doubted: the two different versions are independent
of each other; they derive from what De Sanctis calls a ‘tradizione
originaria’ and takes to be a Greek invention. One might well call
it a folk-tale, and it is quite probable that the story is as old as the
Scythian war itself, and that the tradition of it was at first purely

ral. The story may further have been written down as early or
even earlier than the Herodotean version, but—and this is the
mistake in logic made hitherto—there is not the least need to
assume that it was written down for the first time by Pherekydes,
-and that it entered literature under his name. If the story is impos-
sible for the Syrian, and if it is hard to find a place for it in the
Genealogiai of the Athenian, it is easy enough to find a way
out of the difficulty: we have to assume that the Pherekydes quoted
by Clement and erroneously called ‘the Syrian’ took it from a fifth
century author, a contemporary of Herodotos or an earlier writer,
i—-Dionysios of Miletos, Hellanikos, Charon or whoever it was,

107) See p. 301.

'108) Wilamowitz Lc. p. 136 is more confident. He makes the following
short but surprising statement: ‘daraus den Lerier zu machen ist vergewal-
tigung des textes; ihm die geschichte zuzuschreiben kaum etwas besseres;
denn von seiner benutzung fehlt jede spur, und dies ist ja auch nur eine
ausrede, um das zitat loszuwerden, das man auf den Athener beziehen muss,
einerlei ob es fiir einen genealogen passt’ (my italics). If Clement quotes
the Syrian and Wilamowitz understands the Athenian is not that also an
<excuse in order to get rid of the quotation’? Momigliano p. 348 on the
strength of the same F 174 (it is his only reason) makes the Athenian (sic!)
contemporary with the Persian wars.

109) L.c. p. 346 ff.

110) In Memor. Pdrvan p. 110f. (my copy is not dated, and I cannot
find out the year).
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‘who wrote either Persika or Horoi, and narrated in this work the
expedition of Dareios against the Scythians. We cannot even guess
at the name of the early writer who first introduced the story into
history, nor is it of great importance. There are two points which
really matter. The first we infer from the author’s name given by

Clement: the story was taken over by Pherekydes of Leros; who is
the only possible claimant, if we have to exclude his two earlier
namesakes; and there is not the least reason for refusing to be-
lieve that a book about Leros mentioned, or even dealt circum-
stantially with Persian history. The second point is that there are
many examples for the relation of sources which I assume here:
oral tradition(s) entered literature in the work of Herodotos, and
in a different form in that of an Ionian author of the fifth century
‘who in his turn was exploited by a later writer. I shall content
myself with one rather illuminating example, viz. the story of Battos
.and Pheretime as told by Herodotos and Menekles of Barka, a
writer of the second century B.C., the source of whose version is
as unknown to us as the source of Clement’s Pherekydes 111),
Menekles is followed in his turn by Polyainos and Aelianus, neither
of whom quotes his authority. The same Aelianus 112) tells the
story of the peleaypideg of Leros, again without an author’s name,
but here with one of his silly anonymous quotations: =ei fjtic
aitic Toaoci tTe oi v viijcov oixodvreg ThHv Aédgov, =ai Eveort
poBeiv dAhayxé0ev. The ultimate source obviously is a book on Le-
ros 113). This was most probably the only special book about the
island which inter alia told about the sacred guinea fowls kept in the
sanctuary of Iokallis-Parthenos 114) in Leros. And then perhaps
we may even regard as a third point the enigmatical enumeration
of praesaga animalia in the so-called Aetios, who quotes Simonides
and Pherekydes 115). But I will not lose myself in more or less
plausible conjectures, nor shall I repeat the learned enquiry of
Wilamowitz about the Parthenos of Leros and Patmos, or the

111) FGrHist 270 F 5-6 with the commentary on these fragments.

112) N.A. 4, 42; cf. 5, 27.

113) It is astonishing how Wilamowitz L.c. p. 131 n. 1 evades the inference.

114) About this goddess see Wilamowitz l.c. p. 130f.; GI. d. Heil. 1 p-
84; 149, 2. .

115) FGrHist 3 F 173.
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combinations of Altheim 116) in order to determine the contents
of a second book from the pen of the Lerian, viz. his treatise ITeoi
‘Iguyeveiac. It is sufficient to have made out here a case (arather
strong one, or so it appears to me) for traces of at least one book
of the later writer Pherekydes of Leros, a book used in Hellenistic
times by one of Aelianus’ sources and later by Clement, who con-
fused him (as others did) with the better known theologian of
Syros.

To return to the biographic tradition: it seems fairly clear what
the matter is with the several articles in the Suda on real or alleged
writers of the name of Pherekydes. We find a confusion, not rare
in this lexicon 117), of at least two men,—the Athenian general-
ogist, who has the same claim to the description iotoewég as
Hekataios, Akusilaos, Hellanikos and perhaps a better one than
the Lerian. In the conflation the date (and perhaps the literary
genos) belongs to the Athenian, the native place and the list of
books to the Lerian. The primary reason for the confusion may be
found in the fact that the Suda listed another earlier Athenian (our
no. 5) whose AvréxBoveg allegedly also had ten books like the
Genealogiai of the later Athenian. Therefore the first confusion
may have been between the two Athenian writers. This, of course,
we cannot prove; but confusion there certainly was, as we find
the ten books also in the Life of the Syrian Pherekydes 118); and
in any case the consequence is that the Suda gives us a Life for
the forger of the A¥t6yxBoveg but dropped the real author of the
Genealogiai 119).

5) Pepenidng 'AOBnvaiog sweeofregog Tot Zveiov has a com-
paratively full Vita in the Suda. '*°). Though he is dated rel-

116) Op. cit. p. 101 ff.

117) FGrHist 1 p. 386, 38 ff. and the three Poseidonioi 87 T 1; 279 T 1.
See also v. Gutschmid lLc. p. 301 iff.; Rohde KI. Schr. 1 p. 168; Momigliano
lc. p. 349 n. 1. _ '

118) We have .to delete only &v BipAiowg t (Wilamowitz lc. p. 129), not
the whole sentence £ori 8& — dwadoydg (as I proposed on 3 T 1) which is
a correct statement of the contents of the Heptamychos of the Syrian (cf. n. 6).

119) Cf. n. 88.

120) Peexddng "AOnvaiog * sweeoPitegog Tov Sveiov, dv Adyos ta ‘Oggpimg
cuvvayoyelv. Eypapev AdtoxBovac—EotL dE swepl Tijc "ATTkijc Gpyoroloyiag—
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atively only, the time is determined more accurately by another
addition 8v Aéyoc T& ‘Opgémc ouvvayayeiv. This statement is made
in order to date him very early, perhaps at the time when according
to an Athenian tradition Eumolpos <ta ©obd swaredog Movoaiov
sowioelg €E€O0nxev, or when Musaios wrote down the hymns of
Orpheus dAiya énxavogBdoag '?'). The author of this tradition did
not wish to create a rival to one of the historical writers: he
simply added one more name to the circle of pupils of Orpheus,
into which, besides Musaios and Eumolpos, Thamyris, Linos, ‘Kad-
mos, and others had been introduced. The invention was convenient
if the author was merely concerned with giving an early date to his.
Pherekydes; but it was less innocuous than the pre-Homeric Syrian
invented by Andron; for it was made in order to introduce a for-
gery and to guarantee the authority of it. That this was so is
proved by the wording of Porphyrios’ polemics: IToggugiog &
TOU 7TtEoTEEoV 0Vdéva déyxeroar, AAN’ €xelvov wévov MyYeElTaL GEYNYOV
ovyyoawiic. The list of writings, against which the contradiction
is directed, gi’ves ‘AdtéxBoveg and Iloparwvéoerg in alphabetical
sequence 122). That is surprising, because sound pinacographic tra-
dition arranges the writings of an author by genera of literature,
and always enumerates first his poetical productions. It is equally
- surprising that the Athenian is dated by comparison not with his
compatriot, the genealogist, but with the theologian of Syros, who

év BiBhriog 1 IHaparvéoers du° éxdv. Iloogpiverog (FGrHist 260 F 21) 8& Ttov
meotégov (scil. Tobv Zvgiov) ovdéva meeoPuitegov déxerar, AL’ éxeivov pévov
fYeiltaL aEYnydv ovyyeo®i|s.

121) Marm. Par. A 15; P. Berol. 44 = Kern Orph. Fragm. F 49. Von
Gutschmid lLc. p. 300 f. overlooked the second date (for the consequences-
see n. 124) and Wilamowitz p. 129, who referred it to the Athenian geneal-
ogist, called it ‘eine fiir uns ganz unkontrollierbare angabe’. The disregard
of the biographic tradition is spreading: see e.g. M. P. Nilsson Gesch. d.
griech. Rel. 1 1941, p. 646 ‘bei Suidas ist zu lesen, dass der athenische
logograph Pherekydes, der im 5. jahrhundert lebte, die orphischen schriften
gesammelt hat’. Kern Lc. T 228 still records the wild conjecture ®Pepexparng
év Toig Avrouéroig for Pegexddng &v Toig AvtéxBoor in F 176 which (I am
sorry to say) I also mentioned in my app. crit.

122) Laqueur lc. col. 1991, 56 ff. rightly referred to the Ilapawvécerg
Isidor. Origg. 1, 39, 11 according to whom Moses used the hexameter
longe ante Pherecyden et Homerum.
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was generally regarded as the first prose writer 123), These irreg-
ularities all point in the same direction: what was invented was
less the author than the work. It is merely to guarantee the gen-
uineness of the Adt6xOovec which are described as dealing with
Attic archaeology that the forger had to create an author and give
him a personality by fixing his time, enumerating his books, and
bringing him into connexion with Orpheus 12¢4). Porphyry was as
justified in rejecting this writer, as Eratosthenes was in rejecting
the astrologer, though we cannot decide with certainty (nor is it
of great importance) whether or no he followed his own judge-
ment, basing himself as on an established fact on the general belief
that the Syrian was the first prose writer. It is more important to

ask whether the Avdtv6xBoves, which is repeatedly quoted though
only by rather late writers 125), did or did not exist, i.e. ‘whether
we have to deal with a full-fledged forgery, or merely with fraudu-

125) See n. 22.

124) We infer that in this case the ten books are not wrongly repeated
from the Life of the genealogist as they were in the case of the Syrian-
(n. 118), but that they are part of the invention: they corroborate my opinion
that the forger of the AvréyxBoveg had in mind the Historiai of the geneal-
ogist. The tradition is clear and simple. Gutschmid, who overlooked the
alleged collection of the Orphic poems by the pre-Homeric Pherekydes
(n. 121), made an awful muddie of the tradition by assuming <a Ilater
Pherekydes of Alexandrian times, but evidently an Athenian’, assigning to
him two of the books of the Lerian, viz. Ilegi ‘Iguyeveiag and Ilegi T@V
Awovioov €oprdv; the Ilacpowvéoerg he gave to ‘the double of the Syrian’
invented by Andron, who actually was an astrologer, and whom not even
Andron seems to have regarded as a writer. Lipsius (Quaest. logogr. 1886,
p. 19) ‘saw no reason why the author of the Aufochthones should not have
been the Lerian’, though the Suda has a separate Life of him. Wilamowitz
p. 129f. and Laqueur col. 2024, 39 ff. are quite at sea as regards the alleged
author of the Aufochthones.

125) The title of the book is given only in the Efym. Gen. (Magn.) s.v.
Bondeomdv (FGrHist 3 F 176). The Scholia on Aristeides p. 313,20; 320, 1
(3 F 178 —179) quote Mepexddng xai per’ éxeivov "Avrioyoc and Pepexvdng
xai "Avrioxoc. The second quotation recurs in the Ef. M. s.v. IIaMAddrov
with ‘a simple Aéyer ®Pegexddng, but the contents leave no doubt that the
Autochthones were meant. From the contents it is further probable that this
Antiochos is the ’Avtioygog &v évarme TdOV ‘lorooudv quoted by Clem. Al.
Protr. 3, 45, 1 for the tomb of Kekrops. About the quotation ®epexvdng
6 makardég in Plutarch De fac. 24 (3 F 177) see n. 137. ’
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lent quotations. In the former case we have parallels in the books
forged on the names of very early writers like the Eleusinian Ame-
lesagoras126), Pseudo-Akusilaos 127), Pseudo-Kadmos128), Diktys,
and Dares; in the latter case we have to compare the forged quo-
‘tations from the poetical Afthis of Hegesinus 129) and the masses
of invented authorities in Ptolemaios Chennos, Ps.~Plutarch and
others 139). The manner in which the Scholia on Aristeides quote
this Pherekydes together with a certain Antiochos (®epextdng »ai
‘per’ avrdv ‘Avrioyog '3') might favour the first possibility, and
it seems tempting to regard this Antiochos as the inventor of the
old Athenian Pherekydes. But it is not possible to speak with
-assurance for the following reasons: (1) both ’Awvrtioyog év Tt
évatowr T®@v Toroowdv and Peexdne év roig AdtéxBoovv are once
quoted . each by himself, the former by Clement, the latter in the
Etymologicum; and it is just these quotations which alone give us
the titles of their respective books; (2) the name Antiochos. is
common, and lacking a distinctive epithet we cannot identify this
Antiochos with any of the bearers of the name otherwise known to
"us 132); (3) and chiefly: the matter may be more complicated than

'126) The Ancient Historians of Athens no. 9 (not yet published).
127) FGrHist 2T 1; 7.
128) Bion of Prokormesos FGrHist 14 T 2; 489 T 6; cf. The Anc. Hist.

of Athens no. 11.
129) Pausan 9, 29, 1-2; cf. The Anc. Hist. of Athens no. 10.

130) Mnemos. 111 8, 1940, p. 73 ff.

131) Cf. n. 125.
132) It is no longer necessary to prove that it cannot have been the

Sicilian historian Antiochos of Syracuse who cited the theologian of Syros
or the genealogist of Athens: the contents of the fragments exclude the
fifth century B.C. It is pure chance that Clement quotes the ninth book
of the ‘Iorogiar and that the ZwueAwueae of the Syracusian were divided into
nine books. But it would not be pure chance if the forger wrote not more
than nine books (a hypothesis which Clement’s quotation does not prove).
For in this case we should have to compare the Ilavrodawxai iotogiae &v
BAiorg O, driva &miyodper Moboag Tadt dradéxtwr of Kephalion from the
time of Hadrian (FGrHist 93) and assume- that the forger (if he really
existed) took Herodotos as his model. Of later bearers of the name Antiochos
the_sophist from Aigai from the second century A.D. (R. E. 1 col. 2494 no.
65) would perhaps be possible in point of time. The author of Ilegi Oe®dv,
most probably Antiochos of Askalon who took part in the battle of Tigra-
nokerta in 73 B.C. as a member of the cohors of Lucullus (Plutarch. Lucullus
28,8; cf. v. Arnim R.E. 1. col. 2493 no. 62), seems too early.
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it appears in the simple alternative just set forth. Ptolemaios Chen-
nos, who hardly wrote before the last quarter of the first century
A.D. 133), quotes for the obviously invented story of a beauty
competition between Thetis and Medeia one AOnv6dweog 6 "Ege-
Toedg év N Ysropvnudtwv, who on his part (or so Chennos says)
cited "Avzioyog év B Tdv Kard mwéAwv pubuxdv 3%). A similar quota-
tion of Antiochos and Pherekydes by Ptolemaios (or another impos-
tor) would explain why later writers sometimes quote these two
authors together (Pherekydes in these quotations being the earlier
of the two) and sometimes each by himself. And the same assump-
tion would fix the time of the forgery (or of the forged citations)
which fits the contents of it excellently. The discussion in F 178 about
Dionysos, Isis, Osiris and other Egyptian gods reminds us of the
_theological sources which Plutarch used in De Iside. But the stand-
point of ‘Antiochos’ is exactly the reverse from Plutarch’s: Antio-
chos protests against the theories which seek the origin of Greek
gods in Egypt, and he decides the old issue whether the Athenians
had founded Sais, or conversely the Saites had colonized Athens 135)
in favour of Athens by introducing ‘the Attic autochthons Ogygos

133) The Suda s.v. ‘Exageédirog dates him in a synchronism with
Epaphroditos émxi Népwvog =al péyer -NépgBa (54—98 A.D.), and s.v. IIxo-
Aenaiog "AdeEavdgetc probably more correctly ési te Toaiavod xai "Adoravod
(98—138 A.D.). The first testimony cannot be used for proving that he lived
in Rome: fjv is a purely chronological term which does not allow of sup-
plying év 'Popm. On the other hand it is not improbable that he did live
in Rome, at least for some time, because he dedicated his book to a Roman
lady Tertulla. If he saw himself the temple of Peace built by Vespasianus
(Phot. Bibl. 190 p. 149b 32ff) — and again it is not improbable that he
did — he was in Rome after 75 A.D.

134) Phot. Lc. p. 150a 37 ff. =— FGrHist 29, where 1 collected citations
of this kind (see also ib. I p. 386, 20 ff), but did not distinguish the possi-
bilities clearly enough. C. Mueller’s confident identification of the author
of the Mvduwa with the author of the Iovoeiaw (F.H.G. IV p. 300 f.; 639) is
correct only in so far as both books were invented by the same Ptolemaios.
We cannot deside, nor is it of any importance whether or no he identified
his two homonymous authors.

135) Proklos in Plat. Tim. 21 E (= FGrHist 124 F 51). The priority
of Athens was supported in the fourth century by Kallisthenes and Phano-
demos, the priority of Egypt by Pseudo-Theopompos (= Anaximenes
‘FGrHist 72 F 20) and Hekataios of Abdera (ibid. 264 F 25 ch. 28-29). The
political bias is apparent in the first three writers.
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and Thebe’ 136) as settlers in Egypt, bringers of the Isis mysteries,
name-givers of Egyptian gods, and founders of Thebes in Egypt.
It is for these assertions that the alleged Antiochos cites the evidence
of an Athenian author from the time of Orpheus. Wary scholars
will perhaps be content with dating Pseudo-Pherekydes and
{Pseudo-)Antiochos somewhere between Eratosthenes and - Por-
phyry, because these two fermini are quite safe: Porphyry expressly
denies the existence of the very old Athenian, and in this case we
can and even must infer from the silence of Eratosthenes that he
did not know the Orphic Pherekydes. If he had known him, he
could not simply have distinguished the Syrian theologian and the
Athenian genealogist as the earlier. and the later Pherekydes. Per-
sonally I do not doubt that the forgery of the book (or of the
author) is much nearer to the later date, and not much later (if.at
all) than ca. A.D. 100. It is possible that Plutarch already
knew it 137) :

136) The curious couple points to later times. For this author the dif-
ference between Athens and Thebes has become obsolete. Ogygos and
Thebe are both Greeks, and this is what matters to him. Gutschmid (l.c.
p. 300 f.) probably was right in assuming that the author (or for that matter
Chennos who invented him) tried to prove with bold etymologies that the
Attic ‘autochthones’ were the fountain-head of all theology. But he was, of
course, wrong in the conclusions which he drew from his assumption: bold
etymologies are no privilege of Chennos or ‘Antiochos’, and to assign to him
e.g. F 49 about the Thriai is simply nonsense.

137) In the quotation in Plutarch ‘De facie 24 p. 938b (== FGrHist 3 F
177; Vorsokr.® 7 [71] B 13.a) the following points are remarkable: (1) the
distinctive epithet ®Pepexddne 6 sralaidg, which is not only unique (see n.
6; 8) but not really distinctive; (2) the identification of Athena with Selene,
which seems to be late (Gruppe Griech. Myth. p. 1291 n. 3 quotes too many
witnesses and does not pay attention enough to their time and value); (3)
the statement that 7 "AOBnva T®t "AypAdel véxtapds te dupeoocioc évéortate
pi) sooactepévor Tegogrv, which seems to be an invention like that of Ptolemaios
Chennos about the beauty competition between Thetis and Medeia. In any
case, it is typical of Ptolemaios’ method, for it evidently connects the rich
tradition about the rearing of young Achilleus by Thetis, who uses ambrosia
for an ointment (Apoll. Rhod. 4, 869 ff.; Bibl. 3, 171), with the equally rich
tradition about the food he got in Chiron’s cave, a tradition, which for
example explains the change of his name from Awvgov to "AytAdedg from
the fact that he ©& yeiAn paoctoic oV spooiveyxe. I placed the story among
the Dubia and gave it hesitatingly to the theologian restricting it however
to the divine food (FGrHist 1 p. 429, 19; 430, 18), while Wilamowitz (lc.

Copyright (¢) 2003 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (c) Brill Academic Publishers



" THE FIRST ATHENIAN PROSE WRITER 61

IIT

We can sum up now the results of our investigation. An un-
biassed examination of the biographical evidence as well as of the
fragments fully corroborates the statement of Eratosthenes. This
ought not to surprise us. For if the scanty information which we
got from Diogenes- does not deceive us (and there really is no
reason for believing that it does) the decisive point was not prob-
lematic to Eratosthenes. It does not look as if he passed judgement
in a disputed and involved question. Apart from rejecting Andron’s
pre-Trojan astrologer of Syros, which was not much more than a
matter of interpreting the Homeric evidence, he simply stated a fact
which followed automatically on this rejection: there were only two
writers of the name Pherekydes, one from Syros, the well-known
theologian, the other the genealogist of Athens. It is almost self-
evident that in this as in other cases he based his statement of facts
on the manuscripts stored in the great Alexandrian library and
catalogued by Kallimachos, who was still living when Eratosthenes
became librarian 138). I therefore submit that Eratosthenes’ sta-
tement rests on, and must be regarded as documentary evidence,
and I further submit that the remains of the two works, the authors
of which were listed respectively as a philosopher and a historian,
fully confirm the distinction mady by the cataloguer and Erato-
sthenes. Nor is there any reason for doubting the biographic facts
which also derived from the Pinakes and therefore ultimately from
the opening words of the two works. In these the older Pherekydes
called himself Syrian and son of Babys; the younger perhaps only
Athenian, though (as we have no biography for him in the Suda)
we had better speak cautiously. What more we are (or believe
ourselves) able to state about the Athenian is not evidence in the
sirict sense of the word but inferences from the remains of his
work. We learn from them that the Athenian Pherekydes wrote the
work which the librarians entered as.Historiai or Genealogiai not

p. 133 n. 1) dictates ‘F 177 gehort sicher dem Syrier’ and impressed Kranz.
-1 now prefer to derive it from the forged Aufochthones or to regard it as one
of the forged quotations from' the alleged book.

138) See Wilamowitz N. Jahrb. 1914 — KlI. Schr. 1 p. 412 1.; Herter R.E.
Suppl. V, 1931, col. 389, 63 ff.
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before 508 B.C. 139)_ He probably was younger than Hekataios of
Miletos and may well have known his historical work 140)  he may
even have got the impulse for his own writing from him; and per-
‘haps he was contemporary (though he may have preceded him by
some years) with Akusilaos, whose Argive nationality has never
been doubted although he too wrote in the Ionic dialect. Of course,
no testimony does, and no fragment can tell us whether Pherekydes
was born in Athens or (to express it more cautiously) whether he
was Athenian by blood, perhaps one of those who went to the
Chersonnese with the second Miltiades and returned with him, or
for that matter the son of one of the original colonists. In this case
the fact that he came into personal touch with Ionic culture may
explain how an Athenian came to write a prose book on the mythic
history of Greece, just as the journeys of Solon may have made
him familiar with Ionian elegy and iambic poetry. But I do not
attach much importance to such considerations: books travelled
quickly even before the fifth century, and the existence of an Argive
genealogist is a sufficient parallel to an Athenian one. That both
wrote lonic really ought not to surprise us, for again the parallel
with Akusilaos applies. Nor is it surprising (though it is most
interesting and has its true parallel in the poems of Solon) in how
different a spirit (compared with the Milesian Hekataios) these
first ‘historians’ from Greece proper dealt with their subject-matter:
there is no trace in their remains of the scientific spirit which pro-
voked, and the rationalism which pervaded the ‘historical’ work of
the Milesian 141), while Pherekydes had an even stronger liking

139) See p. 29 ff.
140> Hekataios published the Periodos most probably before 500 B.C,

though Thorikos as swwéAiwc (FGrHist 1 F 126 as compared with Pherekydes
3 F 146) is perhaps not sufficient proof for the assumption that he visited
Attika before the reform of Kleisthenes. The Genealogiai are almost cer-
tainly later than the Periodos, but we are not able to determine accurately
the time of their publication (R.E. VII col. 2671, 48; 2741, 48 ff.). The
reasons for the eighties of the fifth century (FGrHist 1 p. 319, 7; 326,
40 ff.) are very weak. A date between 510 and 491 B.C. is more credible,
but the argumentation of Prakken (Transact. Am. Phil. Ass. 71, 1940, p.
467 f1.) is futile. . :

141) See FGrHist 1 p. 386, 31; W. Schrthid Gr. Lit. 1 1929, p. 711;
Momigliano l.c. p. 351. I deliberately refrain here from trying to char-
acterize at length the literary personality of the first Athenian prose writer
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than Akusilaos for what we must term fairy-tales, which apparently
were preserved by oral tradition.

This explanation, simple as it is, of a fact which may be sur-
prising in itself (though properly understood it actually is not so
surprising as some scholars try to make out) I much prefer to
flights of imagination, such as a Lerian writer leaving his native
island for Athens when the Milesians ‘colonized’ the island, or (for
the former date seems much too early 142)) after the suppression
of the Ionian revolt and being granted citizenship perhaps as a
reward for introducing Athens into the domain of heroic myth, in
which she had hitherto played a rather unimportant part: for the
Theseis, which had been published not so long before, never formed
part of the Epic cycle, and did not influence Pan-Hellenic geneal-
ogy in any perceptible degree until the fifth century, and then
through tragedy. The foundations for such fancies, quite apart from
their openly contradicting our evidence which clearly distinguishes
the Athenian and the Lerian, would be extremely weak. Grants of
citizenship in the time of Kleisthenes and Themistokles are as rare,
if not rarer than they were in ‘Lycurgean’ Sparta 143); and it does
not look as if they became more frequent in the time of Perikles,
who in 451/0 B.C. had attached severer conditions to entries into
the citizen’s list. In the forties Herodotos was given a monetary
reward by the state (such as Pindaros received in the seven-

resting content with referring to Gutschmid lLc. p. 303 ff. and W. Schmid
op. cit. p. 710 f. The latter perhaps overestimates the ‘historical’ character
as inferred from the elimination of the cosmogony: ‘darin liegt ein abriicken
von philosophischer spekulation und eine anniherung an die ionische logo-
graphie, die sich mit sammlung und ordnung der ‘‘geschichtlichen” iiber-
lieferung begniigte; gerade in dieser beschriankung und sachlichkeit mag
man etwas von der eigenart attischer wissenschaftlichkeit, eine vorbereitung
auf Thukydides erkennen’. But he certainly does more justice to the figure
of Pherekydes than Aly (Volksmdrchen etc. 1921, p. 227) does: ‘Phere-
kydes ist das langweiligste stoffsammelbuch, das irregeleitete wissenschaft-
lichkeit je ‘produziert hat’ and so on. Aly cannot have read the fragments.

142) Cf. n. 98.

143) The Peisistratids seem to have applied rather generously the law
of Solon (Plutarch Solon 24, 4) who regulated the question prudently but
not in an illiberal spirit, and Kleisthenes does not seem to have cancelled
their grants. I agree in the main point with Wade-Gery Cl. Qu. 27, 1933,
p. 25 1 do not know of any individual case between Kleisthenes and Pe-
rikles. For Sikinnos, the Persian (or so Plutarch Them. 12, 4 has it) slave
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ties, whom the Athenians made a proxenos) %*) and a xAijeog in
Thurioi. Perhaps the two gifts are connected, and it may well be
that they also made him their proxenos there; but they did not
grant him the citizenship of Athens.

Of the three more or less tangible writers, viz. the Syrian, the
Athenian, and the Lerian, the Athenian probably was the best known,
at least in wider circles. His genealogical work seems to have
been abundantly used in Athens. We infer this from the probable
fact that it came to Alexandria in a condition which showed traces
of such use, though they are not very clear to us. In Alexandria a
new edition was made which again was abundantly used by
scholars, and here the details are better recognizable. We may
safely leave aside the two other bearers.of the name, as they owe
their existence to conjectures and forgery. The first undoubtedly
is the case with the pre-Homeric Syrian, who is but a double of
the sixth century philosopher; but the pre-Homeric Athenian, author
of the Autochthones (if a book under this title ex1sted) is a plain
forgery of probably late orlgm.

of Themistokles, was made a citizen of Thespiai through his influence

(Hdt. 8, 75, 1); and if there is anything real in the story of slaves fighting

at Marathon (which I rather doubt in spite of Notopoulos A.J.Ph. 62, 1941,

p.- 352 ff.), they were liberated not enfranchised (Pausan. 7, 15, 7; cf. 1,

29, 7; 32, 3; 10, 20, 2). In Sparta we have at least the case of Tisamenos

the Iamid (Hdt. 9, 33). : .
144) Wilamowitz Pindaros 1922, p. 272 {.

Oxford, 6 St. Margaret’s Road.
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