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Chapter 4

The Reproductive Technology
of the Pythagoreans

Litde is known about carly Pythagorean sexual cthies, but several linca-
ments become clear from Plato and antedate him. These include deter-
mining throngh geometry, the right tine o reproduce, and advocating wn
appropriate method of copulation to ensure that the sonls of offspring re-
main free of needless discordance. The overall purpose of these preserip-
tions is similar to Plao’s in the Laws: to improve the human condition by
developing amoderaie breed of persons dedicated to practicing sexual and
dictiry austerity, with the dictary regimen serving (o Facilivite the spare
use ol sexual activity. To understand the Pythagorcan sexual program, it is
helpiul o begin with their enigmatic geometry about the suitable time o
reprodiee,

THE NUPTIAL NUMBER

One of the more extraordinary ancient Greek ideas about regulating human
conception is i Pythagorean theovem never taught in modern geomeury,
Thougl known as “the nuptial nunber,” it pertains 10 procreation, not
waarriage perse, and itdates at feast from the time of Plao's Repablic. 'Vhe sig-
nificanee of the number here rests in the convictions that inform i1, which
help explain the Pythagorean ethic of hiarmonious and beneficial repro-
ducrion, Even though the nuptial number has had no discernible influence
onsncient or modern sexual mores, itis a good overture to another aspect
of Pyibagorean sexual ethies that has had great influence in its vansmuted
Chiistan giise: “procreationism,” the dictate that sexual relations should
he practiced strictly in a temperate and deliberately reproductive way, and
solely within marriage. This dictate dates at least from the time of Plato’s last
dimtogue, the Laws. First, though, the nuptial number should set the wne,
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The Pythagorcan nuptial nwmber in Republic 5.6b. =y is an abstrose
engenic principle that designates the most auspicious timing for producing
human offspring. The timing and its geometric measure are notoriously
complex,' but the formula has eminently clear moral ind social goals. b
aits to ensure that prospective parents produce offspring who hiwe sond
body and mind, experience good fortune, mnd help society beeome beae
through their improved moval character. Phnto indicates this purpose in the
Republic, where he applies the formuda in earnest to the guardians, so thi
they make the best possible oflspring to sustain their elite corps. "An entire
geometric number is in charge of better and worse acts ol veproduction, 1
the guardians ave ignorant about this uumber and they bring the conunu-
nal brides and grooms together at the wrong time, the children wilb not e
well-formed (edpveis) orfortunate (edTuyedls)” (Rep rtd1-3). The guard-
iuns are truly a golden race in the model city so long as they regubste theu
sexual intercourse by this formula, or so Plato maintains.

The Pythagorcan nuptial nwmber, though unknown outside of the fie-
public and the tradition of commentary on it? contains several distinctive
features that Pythagorean procreationism likewise evinees, as shown Lites
below. First, the formulaic timing has a cugenic goal. Childven who e the
best in body, mind, and fortune are precisely the caliber of pevsonnel Plato
wants (or ensuing generations ol goardians,

Secorl, the nupdal number presmnes the imiquely Pythagorean rene
that everything is structured by momber in the form of geometrvicallv rekued
ratios.? These geomerric structires have cither ahacmony, which leads o the

1. "For mortl begettings, there is a period comprehended Dy the fivse mne in whicle g
mentations dominating and dominited when they have anained 1o three distisees and fom
limits of the assimiliting and the dissimilating. the waxing and the waning, vender all s
conversable and commensurable with one another, whereof i basal tour shinds wedded 1o the
pempad yiekls two harmonies at the third augmentation, e one the product of equal fie
tors trken one hundred times, the other of cgat kength one way bint oblong-—one dimension
of i hundred numbers determined by the rtional dizaneters of the pempad lcking in ecach
case, or of the irnational Jacking two; the other dimension of i hundred enhesof the tiad. And
this entire geomenic number is determinative of this thing, of hetter and inlesioe bivhs.”
w. P, Shorey (1961), Shorey’s transtation better vaptres the nuamevological tenon of Plan
Greek than does Reeve's update of Geabe's tnskation (rgg7). For modenattemprado figue
out the mathemitics of the nuptial number, see R Watertield, Pa s Republic g g o
which is the interpretation Reeve favars, K. Ehrharde has an alteritive mrerpetation. “Fhe
Word of the Muses (Plato, fiep. 8.5.16)7 (1986), Jog-20,

u. M. Allen (Nuptial Avithmetic: Meansitin Ficinas Conmentiry on the Vit Nwwdur si Book | i
of Plate’s Republic [1goql. 5-11) explores the ancient il sengissance radition of eononen-
tatars trying 1o solve the conundrum,

#e Tetgos is constiomed by three dots for the male plus swo dots for the feosle, walc e
mirle dots aliernating with the female dots, Al five dois in o row ingenioushye symbolize wonan
and 2 woman copulating with . view o veproduction—iwe pairs o leer and anothier dot
hetween for the point of coities, which tov the worna i alse the point of emergenve for e
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good life collectively and individually, or a discordance, which leads to cor-
vuption ikl misforiune,

Thivd, the harmonious ratios pertaining to the good life are not a given
huot imust be sought through personal and collective humian action. Discor-
dinmee, conversely, should be diminished or abolished where possible. Flu-
man heings should lead their lives like a symphoay, not like the dissonant
spueaks and squawks in the warm-up hefore the performance. The attain-
mient ol harmony, further, requires intense constraints on hwman behavior,
not libertics o do as one pleases. In the nuptial number, men and women
who are rying 1o reproduce should copulate only at the most beneficial
measwre of time and not whenever they wish. This distinctive project of Py-
thagorean sexual ethies was already in its formative stage by the time Plato
wrote the Kepublic and adapted the nuptial number for his purposes. The
nuptial number is consequently instructive about the rudiments of the Py-
thagorean project, even though it never emerged from abstruse theory (o
hecome an influential norm regulating human reproduction,

PRELIMINARIES TO PROCREATIONISM

Now that the nuptial number has vielded some core features of Pythago-
rean sexual ethics during Plato’s floruit, we are in a better position to ap-
preciate the like-minded eugenic rule of procreationism. This sexual regu-
lation is Pythagorean in s origins and guiding tenets. 1t dictates that men
and women who engage in sexual intercourse should do so only in marriage
ancUor the express purpose of reproduction, and that excitement during
inercowrse should be kept as sedate as possible. In amore exwreme version,
procreationism forbids all other sexual activity as reckless and morally rep-
reliensible, be it homoerotic, autoerotic, or heterosexual deviance from
strictdy emperate reproduction within marriage. Pythagorean advocates of
this sexual rule considered it key to improving the moral character of future
generatons,

Uinlike the awrcane nuptial number, procreationism is no ancient and
abandoned oddity, Though it began as a distinctively Pythagorean doctrine,
s more exweme form it later came to be understood as God'’s law in ce-
clesiastical Christianity. In this adapied form the sexual principle wenton o
he ane of the most potent dictates (o monitor human sexual conduct in
Western eulture. This chapter concerns the Greek and Roman sowrces on
procreationism that are not part ol Hellenistic Judaism or Christianity, so
that we may better understand its Pythagorean provenance and motives.

nevwhorn, Vhe symbolisi s discussed by W, Buvkers, Low and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism
oz, - gon 3767,
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This dictate is first attested as a eugenic guideline in Phuo’s Laos, andd in
fragments from the Pythagorean Declarations ol Aristoxenus,* which was wit-
ten sometime in the Iatter half of the fourth century n.c.k In addition 1o
Plato and Aristoxenus, other proponents include the Neopythagoreans
Ocellus Lucanus and Charondas, as well as Seneca and Musonius.”

PROCREATHONISM AS QI'POSED TO VALUING REPRODEUCTION

At the outset, procreationism needs to be distinguished from other aneient
norms that promote reproduction but do not fimit morally permissible sex.
ual activity to that function, The Stoics, or example, maintain that navue
intends human beings to reproduce and that the shape of the genitals incdi-
cates this goal, but they also arguc that friendship is the prinsary goal of sex-
ual activity, quite apart from its reproductive function, as shown in the pre-
vious chapter.’ Similarly, most ancient Greeks and Romans thought that the
primary sexual roles ol a free woman oughit o be those of wife and mother,
yet Greek and Roman sexual mores were never confined (o aswictly repro-
ductive purpose, even within marriage.” Though both Stoicism and ancient
society make procreation central, neither of them limits permissible human
sexual activity to reproduction, and hence they are not procreationis,”

4 Whether procreationism also belongs to pre-Phaonic Pethagorean thoaghn e by
determined. Like the nuptial mamber, iv st appeins on record in Plao’s waitings, thongly it
does not originate with Phato, as will be explained below. There is no competling svidence fo
demonstrably pre-Platonic Pythagorean principles of human sexual conduer, thoagh W, B
kert suggests one based on Plato’s Lawns 773e5=7.pa0: "One onght to beger childven, tor -
our duty to leave behind, for the gods, people to worship them,” Love aund Sewrnee, Vi ne g
Burkert's argument, however, is not perswasive, He maintains that Laws 550057060 rellecis
pre-Flatonic Pythagorean teaching becanse its content is stratbar to Lunblichas wit Py 86 ond
o the Babylonian Gigamesh, which states that human beings were created to serve the pods,
This idea, however, is ancient and widespread (e.g., the First Commandmenty, This veligioos
value, further, is one that numerous and diverse priesily groups in the ancent Mediteranean
world would have had a practical motive (o promote, Henee Lases $7805 -7 g aned v Pyt 86
are ancient expressions of a widespread piety e the Pythagoreans likely shared, b disle
marks them as delinitively carly Pythagorean doctrine.

7. Aristoxenus was burn between 375 and 460 sueas the date of his deatly is unkaown, The
Neopythagorean Chavondas has o ferminas ante quent of the mid-fivst cennny soce, and he
teatise of Ocellus was probably written ca, 150 ek | discuss their dates hetow (no 2 and
1), Seneca lived G B.C.E =65 GG Musonins, ci jo=102 .,

6. Cicero, Fin 3.62 (SVF 3,940 = LS 57F). see

7. Sce, tor example, ps-Dem, In Neaeram so.002e; Memander, Dvseafus B, Semaa ey
R. Just, Wonnen i Athenian Law and Life (198y). 146551,

8. Athenian men, for instance, had great tatitnde to engage in sexoal activity with vinmgee
men, concubines, prostittes, and slaves of both sexes. Though marvied women chietly sevved

alzo Hicrocles, soz,1 5 -2,

their husbancds and families by producing legitimate children, in theory they oo bad nihe
sexual venues, though we do not know 1o what extent fende citizens fas opposed 1o noncit
zens) exercised these options. Among wome, there is evidence for homoesoticisu and e
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Moddern scholars have Fargely failed 1o see the unusual nawre ol the pro-
creationist dictate precisely because they have notdistinguished itfrom wide-
spread ancient norms that simply favor reproduction. They have accord-
inaly found the pre-Christian ovigins of procreationism in Stoic thought as
awhole, in Plao’s Republic, and even in Hellenistic morality at Luge.” The
e hat the Stoics are the oviginators and main proponcents of this dictate
is especially popular,’ Thus the distinctively Pythagorean roots and motives
for procrcationism remain largely overlooked. This oversight has had a

eroticism with sex toys, Plato Symp 1g1ez-5: B, Browen, Love betweer Women, 2g-tia; K, ]. Do-
ver, Greek lIm.'um-.umlily’ (19893, 1oz and S, Blundel, Women in Anctent Greece (1ggn), too-5
anel ligures 15—, Moreover, D, Cohen (Law, Sexuality, and Society: ‘The Enforeement of Morvals in
Clisssicad Athens [vgg i), 135~70) suggests that Athenian wives had greater access 1o male lovers
e the sty than was oflicially recognized, C. Paveason (The Family in Greek 1listmry, 1 3.4-32) ad-
dhresses this question further in response 10 Colien,

y. Do Alison (“Divorce, Celiliney,” 7) voices this position well. “Largely ander the influence
of Stoician, many morally sevious Greeks and Romans—and theretore many Christians after
v —- e to helieve that the primiary purpose of sex was procreation. Itfollows that, in gen-
eeal imeo should refrain from *sowing sced from which they are unwilling to have offspring”
(Patoch, Mor g | = Comdugabia praceeptal ), and that, in particular, intercotrse duriog preg-
Aty was against mure, withou good prnpose, unseemly.” J Brundage (Law, Sex, and Chris-
tien Soeiety, 16) further contends thar procreationisim is a central teaching in Plato’s political
theory asawhole: *In the Repbdic and the Laws Phno argued that sexial relations ought to be
resincted solely to procreative interconrse in marriage.” Wo Meeks maintains that the weaching
ts oo widespread topos of Greek morality, “Pagan woralists habitually denonnce ‘passion’ (#pi-
tromisej i “pleasare’ (dedond); the wise nian indulges in sex for neither, but solely in order to
beact ciildeen,” The Fast Diban Christians: The Social World of the Apostle Pael (1984}, 100,
O Yachvough (Nof Like the Gentites, 11) andd R, Havder (Ocelfies Lucqins 119205 reprint, 1661,
12o) Told the simoe view: Procreationisi iy “cin sehr weit verbreiteter topos,™ as Harder pus
i\ Vi Gevtenbeek is rather anomalous in going 1o the other extreme, for he overly restricts
the atested range of procreationism o Musonius, Philo, and Clement, Musonins Rufus and
Conede Dentribe (1), 724, S, Goldhill takes Van Geytenbeek at his word with one minor gual-
Hication, Foucardts Vinginaty: Ancient Erotic Fietion and the History of Sexuality (19935), 135 0. 51,
Eakle DL Allisou, L Preisker incorrectly thinks Plutawelis astrict procreationist, Christentum nnd
Fheon dew eosten over Jahvhanderten: Eine Studie sur Kultiogeschichte der alten Welt (1927 reprint,

ta7u. g o, 36, While Plutirch mentions this sesiiiment, he believes that pital sexual activ-
iy iy pustified i motivaced by friendship (especially afier a quarrvel), and hence heis not a pro-
creationisy, Comergalia praceefia tgd.

1. This scholarly position is prima facie plausible, for Sencea and Musonius, whao support
the dictate, ave generally chassified as Stoics., Itdoes not follow, however, that procreationisin is
phislosaplically Stoic simply because two Rontn Stoics happen o advocate it In Stoice sexual
ethies s seen in the previous chapter, sexual activity is justified if practiced for the parpose of
cuitiviting matial friendship, Seneca and Musonius are anomalous as Stoics in supporing
prowcceationism, as § demonstrate below, Scholars who contend that procieationisim is i Stoie
teaching incinde | Noonan, Contreeption®. 46 -q; 1. Countryman, Dirt, Greed, and Sex, Hz;
' Svown, Budy and Society, 215 D, Biale, Fros and the Jrios (1002), 37-8: along with D, Allison

7+ U, Ranke-Heinemann, funiehs for Heaven, 1-G;

dise wsserd above (n.g), “Divorce, Celibacy
aned | Browdéhons, Mavsape et fearmitle, t 4.

REPRODUCTIVE UEGUPFO OG0 o0

detrimental effect on our understnding of how the procreationist dicie
in Hellenistic Judaism and pairistic Christianity velates 10 its Greeo-Roman
precedents. Given the predominant scholarly view 1hat procreationism is
common currency in Hellenistic morality, its appearance in Philo and ihe
church fathers scems simply 10 carry over a widespread Hellenistic sexuad
norninto Hellenistic Jucaism and chuceh doctrines. The canrv-over «omes,
however, from Pythagorcan thouglu vather than Helenistic moralin o
Kuge.! In order to see why, we must explore the procreationist dictie andd
its Pythagorean underpinnings. '

PROCREATIONISM AND I'TS PYIHAGOREAN MO VIVATION

According 1o Aristoxenus, the Pythagoreans whom he was acquainted with
lavored restricting sexual activity to the maximum degree that they helieved
was both feasible and desirable for people to achieve.™ “There should be as
many impediments as possible on the exercise . . . of human sexual activin
(d(/)po&'am), whiclh one must practice infrequently™ Gt v 2og-10). As

t1. The hypothesis that procreaionism derives rom the ancienm Greek incedical walition

is tuled out. The procretionist position is not anested in this readition and s incompatibie
with prescribing comaceptive methods, which voutinely appear there, sucl asio De otz i
minariom 98 in E. Liné, ed., vol. 7. 1 (8349 -1861: veprine. 1g70); Galew, e seapiresn: me
dicamentorum temperamentis uc facultatibus Gopas=—1tin €. G, Kuhm, cl. (IR = 18, vepning,
196.4). vol. 115 and Sormus, Gynecolugy 1,612 b0 Gyateecionsom Tibri 1V oy J. Uherg, u; (RIS
Scealso | Rickedle, Contracepiion wnd Ahortion from the Aneient Winld 1 the Rentissanter « o, n‘- =
30, 338, 7.4=0, 826, :and 11, King, Hippocrates” Woman: Reading the teutede Body i .\m.';;'m‘rm. e
(rgyR), 132~50.

b2o Inarguing that procreationism is a distinctively Pyihagorean docteine, 1 aan strenth
ening C. de Vogel's more limited observation that this sexim) prinople appears i \UHI-"‘l".'»
thagorean sources, Pythagmas and Farly Inthagoveanism: A Interfretatran of Neolveted Evpden e ox
the Philosopher Pythagares (1966), 170=8 1. As de Vogel stnes, “iaderation wi‘th TESPOCL {0 8y
wal activity (a'q5pa§l’mu) is mentioned several times™ she adds i Avistoxenns, ¢ Jecdlus, il
Musonius further support the idea that sexval intereons se should e divected oy towand pro
ducing childven in arestrained and lawful manner, She does Hot, however, ateng o den
onstrate, as Fiim to do heve, that the waching is oviginally Pviliagorein. as opposed 100 moye
widespread sexual norm thi some Pythagoveans and Musonins happened o shae,

13, The Pythagoreans whom Aristoxeuns knew inelude: Nenophilus, with whon Avistos
enus studied prior 1o becoming a student of Atistotle, fro o (Wehehi), Mhanton, Febeo e,
Polymnastus, and Diocles of Phlius, According o Diagenes Lacrtins, these were sindene, o
Philokns and Enrvtus, DL 846, Aristoxenus also knew about other Pihngoreans, suei s
Arehytas. Aristoxenus's Eiher, Spintharus., was 2t lriend ol Avchytas andd wohl \;:n'i--.\ aban i
Lunblichus, vit Iyt 198, and see oo W, Barkert, Lore ami Sctenee, 1oy -7 and 198, \H,\‘lnw'mr:
somewhat tendentionsly considered ihis aroup 1o be “the Last of the Pythagn r’:llh'.— for tov hiim
they were the st whose thoughie and ideas had merit sinee the time thewr ¢ OMINUBIY 0 s
ton hecame fragmented, unlike the more meducated followers of the Pythagorean \\;‘n ol il
who were lnmpooned in anciem comedy, lanblichus, vt P2y and I L. van der \\".n'r-h'n‘
Due Pythagoreer, 14, 16,4, ‘
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the main impediment these Pythagoreans set forth the teaching thatall acts
ol heterosexual copulation ought o be directed toward purposcful and
temperate reproduction, ‘Their directive builds by binary concept division,
They separate acts of reproduction that are temperate and according to na-
twre from those that are violently perforined and contrary to nature, and
they presume that this division is exhaustive. Any act of procreation is either
one or the other. The wemperate acts are then further divided into deliber-
ately and inadvertently reproductive acts. The Pythagoreans permit only
the former, temperate and deliberately reproductive sexual activity, *One
must do away with reproductive sex acts (yevvnoets) thatare contrary to na-
noe and done violently." Among reproductive acts that are according to
mature and done temperately, one must leave as admissible only those that
we for the purpose of temperate and lawful reproduction of children,”!®
Aristoxenus'’s Pythagoreans therefore believed that all acts of heterosexual
copulation ought to be procreationist in purpose and method.
Aristoxenus's testimony does not itllow us to definitely identily his Py-
trgorean sources s extreme procreationists, though they are strongly in-
clined in that direction. He states only that their reproductive intercourse
must be temperate and deliberately procreative, but not also that this is the
only kind of sexual activity allowed.' Thus the Pythagoreans could con-

g The term yernjoers here refers 1 reprodisctive sexual activity for two related reasons.
First, the context of lamblichus, vit Pyth 2009-10 pertains 10 methods of sexual intercourse,
Second, the senuntic ficld of yévgoie and cognate terms primarily refers o the genentive
process hom inscmination throngh birth (e.q., yervir "o reproduce”; yerpea “tiat which
is reproduced” or “offspring, child,” tor which see LSJ, ad loc). Note also I’h’ilulzuls Fry, “the
wenitals (addoior) are the locale of insemination and reproduction (yervyoios).” Since vit
Fyile 2o~ 10 pertains speeificatly o acts of sexual insemination and discusses their purposes
anel degrees of reproductive intensity, yévimots here signifies “reproductive sexual activity.”

15, tamblichas, vir Pyt 210, This passage belongs (o an extended excerpt from Aristox-
enis’s Pythagorean Drctations ({Tv@ayopikal droddoets) which appears in Tamblichus's
eatise on the Pythagorean way of lite, 209-13 (vit Pyth). The passage is also attesied in an ab-
hrevised form in the Hellenistic Pyiagorean treatise of Ocellus, On the Natre of the Universe,
a2 7. Sedtion 55 in particular cottains the procreationist dictte (sections §2=57 = 137.6~
vaitore of T Thestelts edition). Siobacus contains a truneated version of the excerpt fiom the
Puiagmean Declvations, though he omils the procreationist passage (Stobacus ,.|.87ﬂ.| H—
N7 g s g in E Wehrlk Avistoxenos in Die Schade des Avistoteles: Texte und Kommentar* (19671).
On Aristoxenus’s authorship of the passage and the more complete excerpt as it appears in
lwablichiuss ait Pyth, see R Barder, Ocellis Lucanas, 134—45: V. Wehili, Avistoxenos, 38; L.
Preatwer and U, Klein, femilichi: De vit pythagorica liter (1975), 113=-15; and U, de Vogel, who
collecrs the velevant scient testimony in Pythuagoras and Easly Pythagoreanion, 204 7o, sections

b o See also W Buwnkert, Lo and Scienee, yor n. 17, Allmy references (o Mistoxenns's 75-
thagoreen Dreclavation, are o the excerpts as contained in lamblichus, vit . ..

16, Pho in the Laws similarly aims to restrict reproductive sexual intercourse () 7ijs wae-
Ao gurovada) to deliberate sl temperate acts, 8g8en-6, Plato dues not eliminate all
o eproducrive sex acts except during the citizens” time of procreative duty.

REPRODUC FIVE VECIHINOLOGY ey

ceivably have permitted other kinds (e.g., manual, oral, inmtereroeal, analy.
so long as vaginal-penile copulation remained stricdy restrained anc intens
upon reproduction. If any other sexual activity had been permined, how

ever, it would have needed rigorous justification given their desive 10 pur s
many impediments as possible on sexual activity,” Further, whatever sex

ual latitude might make its way around such impediments would bave to he
exercised within marriage, as other Pythagorcan rules restrict sexual prac-
tices (o the marriage bond. Followers of Pythagoras ideally should refrain
from sexual activity in their early youth, marry, and maintain warital fidelin
therealter, and in general they ought (o make sparing use of sexual activity
throughout their lives.'”” Hence even though Aristoxenus's testimony does
not commit his Pythagorcans to the position that heterasesial copulition
alone is permissible, they are unambiguously procreationist regauding such
acts of copulation. Pythagorcan sexual activity, further. is confined to nn -
ital agency, the bond of husband and wife, which in popular ancient Greel:
thought mainly serves the purpose of reproduction. The minds of the s
bands and wives influenced by the procreationist regulation would likewise
be accustomed 1o this marital norn and habituated to associate the marial
sexual experience with copulation. Within the culwratly specialized group
of Pythagoreans, lurther, the married couples wonld have learned that tem.
perate and deliberate reproduction alone is fit to be praised, preserihedd,
and performed within their social group. Hence this is the only tvpe of sex-
ual intercourse that is unambiguously without impediment in their system
of social values. Pythagorean couples, as we have scen, must place "as many
impediments as possible™ on sexual activity. What trickles through these
locks and duns on their sexual desire is cither strict procreationism or o
sexual norm verging closely on it.

The Pythagoreans advocate strictly temperate and purposcful reproduec-
tion for distinctively Pythagorean motives, sote of which we have seen withy
the nuptial number. Random copulation is undesirable and discordant o
the harmonic intervals of the soul being embodied. As Aristoxenns indi-
cates, the Pythagoreans interpret conception and hirth o be an act of guil-
ing a soul into embodiment, or, more generally, an act of “leading someone
into birth and existence” (vit Pyth 212). The guiding needs to be orderby
and harmonious. Il the prospective parents fail to be temperate and intens
on reproduction while copulating, they are bad and even vather bestial
leaders of the souls they guide into birth and existence. They reprodies
“randomly and brutishly™ and have children with bad moral character, Such
unplanned parenting is unfit sexual behavior, die 1o the soul discardance

17, vit Pyth 47-8, 57, 210, The Pythagorean desive to restrics the exercise of the sexual ap-
petite is a central part of teir characteristic interest in comolling all physically appetitive be
havior, |. Thom, The Pythagorean Golden Verses (1gg5), 127-40.
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thar the Pythagoreans associate with leting conception happen as it may.
“Wretehed offspring (poxlgpa oméppara)” come from the “bad (dad-
M), discordant (dovpddvov), and disturbing blending (rapayddovs
wpetgecs) in reproduction” that fails 10 be temperate and purposelul (vit
Iyl e vy, This concern about procreatively induced dissonance or “dis-
cordant blending™ in offspring is distinctively Pythagorean, for persons and
their souls must be structured as a harmony of ratios 1o have any capacity to
beconme out of tune. Only Pythagoreans or Pythagorean-influenced writers
conceptilize the soul, human body, and other entities in terms ol ratios
veelding cither harmony or degrees of disharmony.™ This idea was for-
nmbated at least a generation belore Plato, moreover, for the Pythagorean
Phitolaus maintaing that the soul has such a structure ™ and is harmonious

e i Pvihagorcan thoughu, souls and all other physical entities are structured by number,
which neans in part that they are stractured by numeric vatios, W, Burkery, Lve and Scienee, o,
i, with the evidence from Aristode evaluated therein, L. Zhinud anempis to
veinstate ancd elaborate the theses of Frank and Cherniss (that Pythagorean number theory isan
wvendion of Aristotle and Plto’s successors in the Academy), but he does not eflectively chal-
leage Barkerts vefuration of this avgament in Lere and Scienee, 8 0. 50, (6 0, g7, and 86 n. 16:
o 1 Zhinud, Wissenschaft, Phitosophie. und Religion im frithen Pythagmeismns (1997), 261-74,
-.wh Frank and Cherniss chted at 26g=70 nn. 31, 4. G, Huloan (Phdolans of Croton: Pythago-
o and Presocratic [ 193], G4 -7.() has an inke oy argument that Philolaus uses numeric
vanios for epistemological purposes and thereby attempis to meet Farmenides” requirement for
beng and gennine knowledge. This argument, however, in no way precludes Philolaus from
thinking that all things, such as soul, actually have numbers as their structuring principle, and
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he is quue emphatic that they do, Fq. Huffman (55-6) overly downplays Philolaus’s poincabout
things Yawving number inan eflor to free him from sceming i amber mystic, as P. Kingsley
netes g, g =6, W Ko G Guhirie's discussion of Pyiagorean namber theory and cosmol-
opy rerains worthwhile, History of Greek Phitosophy, vol. 1 (1gtiz), 235--306.

1 Philokaus is commitied to the position that the soul has harmony as its ordering prin.
caple, by which he means that the soud is ordered by harmonic intervads in numeric ratios. In
Hagiments from the opening of his tost book on mtire, he clims that “nature in the cosmos
lias been harmaniously structmed (dppdxy) trom [two nalike principles, oty oprotad, F6)
undiviiteds and limiters—hoth the entire cosmos i all things in the cosinos,” Fi. Compare
For, wirere he reaftivms and expands upon this point, and note also the siress on gvrappeoyliy
and eepreoaltdy in Faand F7. Soul is one such entity, for Philoks thinks that what animaies
huoe beings is soul (a/tuxrj) comprised of sote substance or mixture of substanees located
in e beart, Frg, The precise natue of soul substace is unclear. Thus by dppaxfy in Fr,
Phitalans means that sonl. fike i else in the world, “is necessatily encased (vuyreérdetofad)
by Isemony™ Fi, and hence that it has havmony, Unfortunately, no extant fragmients explicie
recisely how e conceptualized the embodied sont as ancaumemend in relition o the body.
Sl we get a general idea from the gennine fragments, As Philolus states, "harmony” (dpgeo-
160 s ovdered the cosos, and all things in it throngh a vindety of arrangements on his two

princaples (apxed) the “limiters and ualimiteds,” F6. Soul in an ordered state (of incessamtly
vibrant motes ov ol ain, perbaps, o Aristotle, Ania gogar 6y would be one such imngement.
15y apgrovin, further, Philokas is referving o numeric ratios, which he maintains “knowable
thungs Tawve ™ ined mst have in order to be knowable, F6. These numerie sntios, finally, are con-
vovlant mrervals, which Phiolaus explicates in light of music theory, F6a, Theretore, accord-
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in its well-ordered state.® Finally, the reproductive technology in quesion
presumes at its core the carliest known Pythagorean tenet— b bumian na
ure is a dualistic composite of an inmortal sonl in a mortal body.™ Only by
presupposing this dualism can one intelligibly claim that reproducaaon
somchow mixes the immortal sonl and the body wgether ina way disiarh.
ing to the soul. Theretore, procreationisi is the birth child of Pvihagorean

ing to Philokws the soul is structured by aumeric vatios ax harmonic imiervals, e lease in
ideal state. Consequently Macrobin:
Philolaus (Az2:), despite Hutlman's doubis (5:206-8), even thongh Macrobius wonked be e
precise 1o say that the soul fas a hanmony aceording to Philolns, vather iy thac i oo,

is right to atibute the view that the sond s harnaas (o

The tatter claim can and has ledd 1o two mistken views of Philolus's thomghie: Fase the senlis
reducible 1o the numeric vatios that lend icstructure. Second, the soul is nothing, other ilin
an epiphenomenal atunement of the body itself —the mortal song of the body that necessn
ily dies out when o person dies. For the fragnrents of Philoks sud testimony cived above, see
C. Nuftwan, Philoluns of Croton, $7-77. :
. Philoktus's notion of the sonl as a harmonic stractaee of (|n.muh Wile vatios is disting

JOL, L ,—-h, _'_-h~ Vo

lrnm lhc position that the soul is nothing other than an epiphenomenon of the ol ba
mony or balance of substances that make np the human body, Phe Ewter position is the viey
Sinmias olfers in Phaedo 86cy (viz., that the soul is a necessanily mortd “mis ol hodily <
stances”). For Philolans the sonl's hanmony is not mervely i bodily epiphenonenon, o i
would deny the soul any substantiality and lanmonic suucire of s owin which is comran
Philolus's soul theory, Fig, Hence his conception of the sonbas Banmony is not retlecied
Simmias's segument in the Phaede. The provenance of Stmas’s anganent (Purede Sqe
8ed.g) is uncertain, ICmay come from an anciem Greek medical milien, W Brakent, Lot
Seience, 272, or i nny be Phuo’s own idea to 1est the Pvthagoreans” position that the soul by
larmony and is immorvtal. For the plaosible view that Simmias's aigament s Phao’s invention,
see 11 B, Gouschalk, “Soud as Fharmonia”™ G700 179-08, Thas Guihrie's disenssion abwng
Philokns's attribution of harmaonic intervals o the soal disell is ot the vigln ek Ty g
Greek Philosophy, vol. 1, 21229 and goti-1q.

21, DL 8.36 = Nenophanes DK 2187, The immsinigration o imnrotal souls (which ue
SUppOses sonl-hody dualism) is “the one most certain fact in the history of early dagorcan
isin,” W, Burkert, Lare and Science, vzo=y, esp. vzons v Cobladiman (Phidolees o Croton, -0
asonable doubt whether the Pvthagoreans’ bheliel in sonl vansmegranon Jed

2} expresses re
them to have i defensible philosophical account of sond betore Plato’s day, SGlE be tkes donln
w0 an extreme (o question whether the Pythagoreans, Philoks incuded, belicvedin the sonl’s
innoreality. First, the Pythagorean belief in the soul’s continual evele of taunsmigaition pro

supposes the souls immortality, Second, according 1o Atistotle, Aleniicon of Croton sup
ported the soul”
anel that it is divine or god-like jogago—hr, see oo W, Burkert, Lore and Sewenee,
The Pythagoreans according to Aristotle similarly believed tha soul, whieh is comprised

immortality on the grounds that soul is “always in imation” taen Koo

2O g -y

least partly of motes or the air that moves thens, is “maniestdy in constang motion” (gevey e
dalreTar wwoupdvy). Thi
like Alemaeon, explicitly maintained that the soul is immortal by virte of hemy in constinn
motion, Further, itis a prominent pant of the Pythagorean nadition from Plate onsind the
the soul is divine or godlike, which is the other characteristic Alamiean ol Croton aseribes 1o
s Povphyry, e v aned B Lo vander Wacreden,
Die Pythagoreer, VG -22. Alemacon was acquainted with Pydigoreans in Croton el may e

chavacteristic of incessant moton likely indicsies it they fon

the immortal soul, On this teadition, see,
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thought insofar as the motives for promoting this reproductive practice are
I'yvihagorean. Aristoxenus's testimony that this sexual regulation has a Py-
thagorean provenance consequently proves reliable for reasons internal 1o
Pethagorean thought, and not for reasons depending more precariously on
1he reliability of Avistoxenus alone as a witness. Hence the regulation did
not originate with Plato in the Laws, even though he is the first on written
record to use it Its proponents were either Pythagoreans themscelves, such
a5 the persons Aristoxenus knew, or, like Plato in the Laws, deeply influ-
enced by the ideas of this sect.”

<A passage in Plato’s Timaens helps further elucidate why the Pythagore-
ans think that wiltfully discordant procreation or “discordant blending” is
harmful o himnan well-being and character. Acts of reproduction, Plato ob-
serves, bind an immortal soul into a mortal body in a manner inherently
distrbing to the soul.® The soul is a structure of harmonic intervals, or “cy-
cles™ (repiodot), as Plato describes them, and the binding throws the em-
hodied soul’s intervals into some disharmony (7im g3c7~de). This discor-
dance is partly unavoidable; it is what causes infants and oddlers 1o be
lelpless, irrational, and inarticulate (Tim g4a7-c4). However, if the dishar-
mony is bronght about through reproductive activity that is carelessly unre-
strained, inadvertent, or both, then the harmiul effects of embodiment on
the soul linger even after the children mature. In such persons, the soul re-
mains out of e and thereby harms their ability to reason and act respon-
sibly. Prospective parents consequently should rise above their deleterious
ignorance and stop making wild love as though nothing were atstake for the
soul and its delicate balance of harmonic intervals. Instead they must strive
10 he very restrained and deliberate so as o guide the soul into embodi-
mwent with the least possible turbulence. In this way they wreat each soul they
cmbody as the genuine Swadivarius that icis.

beew one himsell. By L. Zhnud's eriterion Alcoiieon was Pythagorean because he is named as
one i lamblichus’s doxographical liscat vit Ivth 267 (Pythagoreismins, G7-8, ol vit INth 267), by
CLthdthman’s criterion of evaluwaing whitt is known about Alenracon’s ideas, he was not u Py-
thagorcan (Philnlans of Croton, 11), and see further W, Burkert, Lme and Science, 28 0, 7.

w2, Aristoxenus’s testimony about procreationisin does not depend on Plato’s Lates for at
teast theee reasons. Fivst, there are no verbal echoes between the phrascology of Aristoxenus
anel Pt on procreationism. Second, Aristoxenus knew numerous Pythagoreans and had
thein oral naditions on which o draw for his understanding of Pythagorean sexual principles,
iR, Thivd, there is one mijor diflerence between Aristoxenus'’s explanation of the pro-
creationist rule and Plato’s aclapation of procreationisim in his hypothetical city of Magnesia,
which Tdemonstrate below, The second poingabout ovat Pythagorean traditions has consider-
alile weight given the substantive differences between the Pythagarean Declarations and the Laws
on procieationism and the absence of common plirascology.

. Timg2en—gqede. This passage gives an account of birth and of carly chikdhood even
thangh Plhua presems the sccount as a ereation tale that happenced once upon a time in the
post B Cordord, Platos Cosmology (1947 veprint, 1957), 147.
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The Pythagorean supporters of temperate and deliberate reproduction
give this sexual norm first priority on an agenda of soctal and Gunilial reformn,
“The single greatest cause of wickedness and corruption,” they maintain,
arises from the common practice of adults producing future genevations in
flagrant disvegard for the need to be restrained and purposeiul about thei
reproductive task (wit Pyt 219). This is an urgent problem, for (he vast 1na
Jority of parents-to-be make love ina carefree and careless way (it Pyl 2 vo,
213), and in so doing allow the souls of their offspring 1o crash-Tand ino
embodiment. The parents have only themselves © blame for (he results:
children who are roughly thrown together and grow to be depraved aduolis,
If only the parents acted as good leaders of souls into embadinent, as the
Pythagorcans urge them 1o do, then children would be conceived properiy,
The parents would see the immediate reward for their efforts, sons and
daughters at the head of the human class. Future society wonld also hene
fit gready. The rapid recovery of psychic harmony in the oflspring means
that the community as a whole would improve by becoming sound in imind,
body, and character. This desivable social change remains impossible, Tow-
ever, unless prospective parents cease reproducing with reckless abandon
and become restrained technicians in the maritd bed. Thus the Pyvthagore-
ans have a compelling reason 10 promote the procreationist dictae s 1he
standard sexual norm for husbands and wives 1o religiously follow.

The Pythagoreans were already engaged in refated measures 1o relorm
sexual mores toward procreationisi, at feast within their own gronps, ' 1Thes
offered wo ways to encourage people to comply with their procreationist
reform. First, a strict diet. Unconwrolled constmmption ot food and drint,
overstimulates the sexual appetite and leads it o transgress the limicof em-
perate and deliberate reproduction. Thus dietary restrictions e in orde
(wit Pyth 21 1). Second, people should take pride in being above animals on
the Pythagorcan scale of nature. They must refrain from blurring the dif-
ference by copulating as animals do. bratishly and randomly, oblivions ro
the unique human art of reproduction (vit Pyth 213). Therefore, people
need to restrict their diet and to mind their assigned place in natare in or-
der 10 attain the good society for futire generations. They must be ever
temperate, ever restained, and never like wild animals—unowhere more so
than when they guide souls into embodiment and thereby give [ure gen
crations a greater eugenic edge.

Plato in the Laws, as shown in chapter two, likewise requires the citizens
ol Magnesia to behave in a stricily procreationist way during their yeus
of reproductive duty. The motivation for his cugenic regimen is similarly
Pythagorean. First, Plato blames intemperate sexual activity (or bringing
about the greatest harm to people individually and (o entive cities (£
3gpc2-8, 8g6ab-bz). Unmanaged sexual activity gains such an alarming,
status in the Laws not simply because of the rampant consuming passions
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that Plato associates with the unrestrained sexual appetite in his dialogues
as o whaole, Rather, in his Tast dialogue, and there only, he is concerned
ahot the presumed deleterious cffects of uncontrolled sexual relations on
the children thereby conceived and produced. Transgressing the temperate
anel dteliberately reproductive purpose of sex is it kind of gross violence that
harms the formation of the oftfspring, leading them to be “uneven, untrust-
warthy, and crooked in moral character” as well as in body (Laws 775d1-
ey, Vhe Pythagoreans held the simne position, as seen above. In order to do
away with “the single greatest cause of wickedness and corruption”™ in soci-
ey, they oo wonld like 1o put an end to the conveational laissez-faire style
of reproduction and to replace it with purposive temperance (vt yth 214).
Similarly, in the Leaes, the citizens must marry and engage only in temper-
ate and deliberately reproductive sexual relations when they enter their
prime ol lile (Laws 785d8-c4). Plito, however, is distinctive in imposing a
strict time limit on the procreationist restriction. In his hypothetical city the

rude is in force gencerally no morve than ten years on average per couple, for
it applics only as long as the couples have not yet produced the requisite
ninmber of children (Laws 784¢4 -7, 784b1=4). Only during this period is
Lo draconian about enforcing the procreationist norm.*! Alier the citi-
sens” ime of reproductive duaty, Pluo grants and expects them to exercise
aveater Luitude in their sexual behavior, In the Leass, the citizens will still be
driven 1o serve Aphradite through their sexual appetite on a regular basis
undl advanced old age, but they should do so temperately.®” Plato permits
these sexual relations and regards them as honorable, so long as the citizens
dor not reproduce or become outrageously licentious, such as by making a
pablic show of it. Thus Plato in the Laws is very sclective about the time
fiune in which he thinks Pythagorean procreationism is an advisable rule
1o dollow® He is extremely stern, though, during the time procreationism
applics, because so much is ae stake for the hanmonious soul, society, and
hanin race.

Several related Pythagorean measures to bolster procreationism also ap-
pear in Plato’s Laus. Plato makes the same correlation as the Pythagoreans
henveen excessive cating and uninhibited sexual behavior, The former fu-
cls the laner. Plato accordingly advocates dictary restrictions as well as an
cnercise regimen in ovder 1o “divert the nourishment” elsewhere that oth-
crwise makes the sexual appetite hyperactive (Laws 8,1a6-8). Te likewise

tp. Laun Rygreg=n8er, 783a1-e1, Gt - guraz,
25 Faves Synag~bee, 841hy -5, 785 -Bral.

“t b Avistoxenus’s testimony about this sexual yule ar vie I3 20g-10, we see nothing off

this imagor modification of the procreationist principle that Plto nkes, This is the substn-
1ive sditlerende bewween the proceeationism of Plato and Aristoxenus thit L adumbraed in an
above ote (ne2),
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concurs with the Pythagorean idea that human beings are above aninuls on
the Pythagoreai scale of nature and ouglit 1o stay there, as he makes very
clear at the end of the Timaens.*? In the Laws. further, people “should he
better than animals™ in their sexual conduct, and they we better provided
that they marry and follow the procreationist regimen. Otherwise they e
produce without purposcfiduess and vestraing, in the stvle “ofa four-foored
animal,”as Plato describes icin the Phaedris.® Phuo in the Laws consequenthy
shares the Pythagorean conviction that society must undevgo vigorous re
form in support of procreationist cugenies: Eat food in limited amounts so
as to avoid barnyard styles of copulion. Honor your standing as rational
biped by reproducing strictly in the avant-garde siyle formulated in Pvihiag-
orean thought. Phuto takes the additional step, however, ol expecting his i
izens Lo be sexually active without repraducing alter they linish their pro-
creationist duty. Nonctheless, the Laws nrakes the first known aiempt o
institute the Pythagorean craft of procreationism, alheit i an as vet hypo.
thetical society and not as a lilclong measure.

CHARONDAS

The Preambles to the Laws. a Hellenistic Pythagorean tresise under the pseu.
donym “Chuarondas,” advocates procreationism in an unambignously stricy
sense. This work is independent of Aristoxenus and Plato for its source
terial and was in circulation prior to the mid-tivst century vk, Precisel
when the treatise was written, however, remaios anclear,®

Charondas assumes that cach man has or should have i witeand that the
married couple should reproduce. ‘To this extent his thought is consisten
with mainstream Uellenistic sexual morality, but then he parts ways, He stip
ulates in no uncertain terms that the man must climax with his penis fo
cated nowhere clse besides in his wife's vaging and for the purpose of ve

27, The scale of nature begins with smen s the op, who ave tollowed in deseeneding onde
hy women, birds, tour-looted animals, Lelly-stithering animats, e nodenwates animats, 1he
further down the type of antimal, the fess able the aninmal is 0 exercise appetitive sestraing s
the more remote ave their embaodied souls from being able 1o reason phifosophicallv soas o
recollect the soul’s immortal e, Tine goeti -guey.

28 2h0e.q -6, Nonprocreationist human reproduction is animal bebavion roim s Pyoiago
rean perspective inpart becase it corrapts the einbodied soul, aned this cortaption i e
causes the damaged soul 10 vansimigrate later into one or aotier of the il bodies .
mentioned in the preceding note, Fine goeti-gacs.

2. For the psendonymous text of Chinondas, eite the page and hine mmmbersal 18 Uhyes
lels edition, The Pvthagorean “texts of the Hellenist: Period (1g65). Phis work is eadies teun ihe
mid-first contury p.c.k beeause Cicero (o6 -3 st mentions it Leg 2.0 ord Diodoro,
Sicubus (1L Go—21 1) ilso knew and wsed aportion ol the same ovcamilm paesidonyimnes
eatise, 12.01,3=1.2,
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production alone. Any other purpose is wild, licentious, and forbidden.
“Kach man must Jove his legitimate wife and procreate from her. Into noth-
ing clse should he cjaculate (mpotéofw) the seed of his children (Téxvewn
1o aTol oropdr). He must not waste or abuse that which is honorable
in wature and custonn. Nature made seed (omopar) for the sake produc-
ing children (Texvoroius), not licentiousness (arcodaoius)” (b2.30-38).
Itere Charondas thinks in a Pythagorcan manner by the exclusive disjunc-
tion he makes between cjaculating for procreation (texvomouia) or for li-
centiousness (Grodaoia). Unless a man ¢jaculates into his wife to repro-
duce. then he does so for licentious reasons, and such license is absolutely
forbickden. Other justifications for sexual activity are left out of consider-
ation, such as the Stoic goal of mutual friendship. Charondas thus goes by
the strict letter of his procreationist faw, and he would enforce this rule on
a lifelong basis.

Charondas’s unconditional procreationism is far more inflexible than
I'uo's use of the regulation in the Laws. Plato finds lifelong adherence to this
nale both impractical and harmful. Aphrodite’s power is too strong, so the cit-
izens inreproductive retirementshould honor her inaimoderate and guard-
cdly nonreproductive manner. Charondas disallows such permissiveness.
e brings the Pythagorean goal of impeding human sexual activity toward
its frthest possible limit while still allowing for the reproduction of the spe-
cres, Only deliberately procreative sex acts in marriage remain permissible.

As Charondas and Plao clearly show, a reverence for semen goes to-
acther with the procreationist dictate. Charondas writes the procreationist
ideal into the very words he uses 1o refer to the substance. Semen is “the
cced of wman's children™ and as such must be used strictly to produce them
i), Plato in the Laws likewise refers to semen as “procreative fluid”
yarneor) and contends that carcless ejaculation is wrong [or reasons that
are apparent in the very name of the substance. Semen is strictly reproduc-
dve tuid during the time a man must father his required number of chil-
dven (Laws 348¢.4-59a6). This solemnity about semen comes 1o the fore
particularly when Plato and Charondas deplore its misdirected use. A man
who misdirects his semen “kills™ and “wastes” both “his children”™ and even
the cntire “hunsan race” (62.30-93, Laws 837¢7-8), Semen is one of the
vebicles through which immortal souls come into embaodiment, so o de-
oy this liquid s, in eflect, to destroy a human soul. Charondas adheres w
this viewpointumconditionally. A man is duty bound o sow this sacred right-
to-lite substance only into his wife,® Plato’s Laws likewise maintains that a

s For these Pythagorean-based reasons, Clement of Alexandiia simikialy naintains that
+ e whe efaculates inadvertendy engages in involuntary manskughiter, while the man who
alltelly does so s in effect a murderer, Stom 2.61.1-2. The idea that semen is o liguid con-
annent of soubappeas in Aristotle, Gen anim 2.0 73504 —, 2.3. 73701018 and see DL Hahan,
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man should not destroy semen, but only during his time of reproductive
duty. Thereafter he should waste it in accordance with his undeniable sex
ual needs. As Plato sees it, let the vital substance die once it has reached s
expiration date, rather than use it for producing deficient offspring.

QCELLUS

On the Nature of the Universe, which is atributed 10 “Ocellus,” likewise sopy-
ports the strictly procreationist position. This Hellenistic Pyiliagorein 1ireq
tise, which dates to around 150 B.C.ELP partdy cites Aristoxenns’s Pythago.
rean Declarations for its advocacy of this sexual regulation. Ocellus quotes
Aristoxenus at length in sections 52-57. He also supports procreationism
in his own words in sections 4 - 46.% I discuss Ocellus’s own arginment nn
less otherwise indicated.

Occllus presumes the key Pythagorean tenct thad sexual relations ae
motivated either for the production ol children or for pleasuwre. The exclu-
sive disjunction he posits is similar to the one that Charondas makes he-
wween reproduction or licentiousuess. Ocellus likewise Girmly maintains v
only procreation within marriage is an acceptable purpose tor inan sex
ual activity. All the restis hedonistic and unaceeptable. “We do not engagee
in sexual relations (77[)601[1,6!') [or pleasure (7;501'1}5') but for the procre-
ation (yevéoews) of children™ (185.11-13). This regulation reflects the or-
dained purpose ol the Pythagorean demiurge. This creanor god shaped hue
man heings and their sexuality deliberately and only so tha they would
participate in immortality through reproduction. Hence procreationisi e
lations alone gain this god’s approval (135.16-19). Occllus also quotes and
very much lavors the arguinent from Aristoxenus, which states that of all
possible acts of reproduction, only temperate and deliberately procreative
ones within marriage are allowed (197.21-25). What Ocellus diaws from
this argument, however, is the hard-line position advocated by Charondas,

Stoic Cosmology, 70-1. The sane sort ol idea implicitly indorms Pythagorean puoccationtsm
given the strong concern to prevent men from killing dheir semen, as iCwere, by cacabsing
an expressly antireproductive nunner.

0. The Ocellus in whose name the psendonymous teatise s weitten was a Uvilinoncan,
for which see Lamblichus, vit Ivth 207 and DK o qo—=1The time by wihvich Qu the Natsae of tin
Universe definitely was written is the mid-fivst century noee, ot the dite 1 q0 s, is the Bikeh
approximase dane of the weatise, F. Sancdbach. astotle and the Stores (rgiing, 64— 4. See faater
W. Burkerq, “Zur geistesgeschichtlichen Einordinung einiger Psendopytiagotica™ (1g7), 6
EL Theslett, “On the Problem of the Dorvie Psendo-Pythagorica: An Aliernative Pheony o o
ek Purpose” (1g72). 73: and R. Bewtler, “Okellos™ (rag7). 2560=80. Relerences to Oellae
are, as with Chivonedas, to Thesletls edition.

g2, Sections g =6 are ot Thestel) vynao - a6 and sections 5257 lrone Arisioxenns
at1g7.b-198.02,
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Hiless sexual activity is procreationist within marriage, then it is hedonistic
- ~heentions, Charondas would say—and as such forbidden, Theretore,
Ocellus culists Aristoxenus’s Pythagorean Declavations in support of absolute
procreationism. We cannot be so sure that the same held true for the Pythag-
oreans with whom Aristoxenus was acquainted in the lourth century B.c.k.,
though they were very close to this position.

Ocellus, like Aristoxenus and Plato, reinforees the procreationist dicrate
by appealing to the Pythagorcan scale of nature and ideas about excess nu-
ivition, People who engage in unrestrained and vondeliberate procreative
acts behave like irrational animals (146, -6). Yo remecdy such brutish con-
duct he preseribes just whan his Pythagorean predecessors do, i dietary
vegiten that leaves no seraps on which the inner sexual animal may leed
1197.20=138.3). Ocellus thus reallirms the carlier Pythagorcan view that
exeessive nutriment leeds the sexual appetite and brings us o make: love be-
tow our zoological station—as though we were brutes in rut rather than
master artisans of the right reproductive decorum.

Ocelus similinly endorses the older Pythagorean argument that pro-
creationis chietly serves the interest of the children. Oflspring who are
produced in anything other than a strictly purposeful way are “abject, ill-
nmened, and abominable (proxOnpot, kaxodaipores, fdelvpol) in the eyes
of the gods, demi-gods (Sayedvewr), people, houscholds, and cities™ (136.1-
11, Procreationist sex acts avert this nndesirable outcome and help set mor-
rals vight by the gods, in due accordance with Pythagorean piety.® Aristox-
enus and Plato likewise maintain that sutely temperate and purposclul
reproduction aloue prevents offspring from having excessively discordant
~onls at birth, Ocellus, however, gives this position an astral (wist, The souls
ol children who e produced inadvertently, intemperately, or both are
horn under a bad sign. They have been down sinee they began to crawl, af-
ticted with the life-long curse ol having been embodicd in asexually abom-
inable way.

s shown by the treatises of Ocellus and Charondas, the older Pythago-
cean doctrine of procreationism gains a Fvorable reception during the
Neopythagorean revival of the later [Hellenistic and carly Roman period.
Ihe new version is not nearly as nuanced as those of Aristoxenus and Plato,
First, itstresses the need for reproductive purpose yet loses sight ol the point
that the copulation also needs o be wmperate, Temperanee is needed 10
aive the soul the smoothest possible Lnding during embodiment. Second,
Clarondas and Ocellus allow nothing other than swricdy purposclul repro-

i For the cenuality of Apollo in the polytheistic picty of the Pythagoreans, see L. Bruit-
Zanidiman, "L pictd pyihagovicienne et Apollon de DEos™ (1944, 261=g: for thewgy., P. Rings-
tev. Aneacnt Phitosophy, Mystery, md Mugic: Empedacles and Pythagovean Tradition (1995). 292-
st and tor the gaoeds worshipped by Pythigoreans, W, Burkert, Lase and Srience, 1ig=1, 11,
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duction within marriage, even for persons bevond their prime, Henee i is
unlikely that they had anywhere near the clear grasp Plato veveals abon ihe
dualistic cugenics that oviginally maotivited the Pythagoreans 1o formnbue
this regulation. One who grasps this reproductive principle would recog-
nize, as Pluto does, thae it is problematic to advocine Gas Clivondas ad
Ocellus do) that for their entire lives niarried couples should nutke love omly
1o reproduce, One must further specify how the conples should helave sex
wally once they are o old w produce olfspring of first-rate quality. Despine
its inflexibility, procreationism in its Neopythagorean form became popm-
lar enough w extend beyond its Pythagorean origins 1o thinkers known
more as Stoics, as | will now show.

SENEGA

Sencea advocates procreationism in its Neopythagorean version, Like Ocel-
lus and Charondas, and unlike any Stoic other than Musonius, he presimes
an exclusive disjunction between human sexual sctivity “for the parpose
ol pleaswre” (voluptatis causa) ov “for the purpose ol veproduction” i fnofur-
gandi generis causa), Only purposcliul reproduction is justiliable, wed e
riage is the only institwtion in which it may occur, Senect’s suict marind
standard is unequivocal. He linds i intolerable for a man to have anvy sex-
ual partner other than a wife, especially female partiners, and he inveighs
against adultery in particular®! If Seneca had his preference, he would Tike
tw see the Neopythagorean standard ol sexval austerity hecome the pre-
dominant norn.

Sencea advocates unconditional procreationism out of concern more for
the sexual agents themselves than for the offspring. He considers sexital de
sive for pleasure, fbido, to be like a tire ready 1o rage out of control, He e
tines libido us a “destructive foree (exitium) insidionsly lixed in the innavds,”
This force fulills its violent tendency to harm sexual agents unless it e
miains within the confines of the procreationise limit, Like Phito, Seneci
thinks that unregulated sexual desire spreads like wildfire 1o other Kinds of
all-consuming lust, or cupidites.™ Unlike Plao, however, he is convineed

Spe Bp 926, e 228,72, Sencea consequently eriticizes Roman praetices ol adultery ami
unchaste Rowman women, fien 1.a).5-5, Helo 16,3,

46 Hrefv 13.8. This passagge from Sencca is as follows: SEeagrtas filudinem won volaprates e
homni datam, sed fropagendi gencvis, quent non wolaverit hoc seertusn of infixum siseeribies i 1z
Liumt, omnis alin capiditas intactuom practeribit, Sencea’s meaning is hest interpreted as loflows, 1
one thinks that sexual hust is given to i man not tor the purpose of pleasure hut lor propuga
ing the human race, then all other lusewill pass him by woscathed, since the destructive foree
insidiously fixed in the innards does nov violently bavm him,” Suclt aman gous inscathed he-
cause he restricts his fbido w its proceeationist task and thereby prevems this et fiom oy
ing rise to other rampant kinds of cagpeditns, Phato Tlikewise connects svestcained sesal desn e
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that the only way to stop this calamity is to act on one’s sexual dlesire only for
reproduction within marriage. Therefore Sencca’s sexual ethic is conso-
nant with that of Charondas and QOcellus and more restrictive than Plato’s
use of procreationisoy in the Laws.

Sencc’s procreationist doctrine is contrary to Swoic ethics even though
he appropriates Stoic phrasing o describe it The “wise person” (sapiens)
who for Seneca is a traditionally married man, ought to make love to his wife
“with reason” (fudicio) and not “with passton” (affectu).* Sapiens is the Latin
rquivalent of the Stoic term gods and the contrast Sencca makes between
acting with right reason or with passion is a Stoic one. Seneca’s wise man,
however, makes love to his wife “with reason” only if he engages in strictly
reprocductive sexual activity with her. Otherwise he would be making love
tor pleasure and henee “with passion.” The later Stoics, by contrast, argue
ihat sexual activity is justified if it is done to promote reciprocal allection
within marriage. Sceneca also rejects the core Swic principle that love of
heanty is an ethical stimulus of muwally friendly sexual relations, be it in
nrwrriage or communally. He regards such attraction to beauty as an egre-
gious passion. “Love of beauty (amor formae) is the obliteration ol reason,
ane step rom insanity.” Seneca thus allows his strictly procreationist wise
man only to have reproductive impulses with his wile, not 1o be sexually
atonsed hy her beauty or to make love with her for friendship. Conse-
quently, even though Sencea tends 1o be classed as a Stoic in many respects,
hee s anti-Stoic in his sexual cthies. [t is utterly foreign to Stoicism to con-
1endd, as Seneca does, that one must do away with the experience of erotic
love except for the reproductive urge within marriage.™

Seneca is indebted 1o Neopythagoreanism lor his procreationist dictate.
He probably became aware of the rule through his involvement with the
Meopythagorvean revival in Rome.® The treatises of Ocellus and Charondas
were in circulation in Rome by Seneca’s day, for Cicero and Varro men-

with a profiferation of other Kinds ol cupidity, ws shown in chapter two. For Seneca's pro-
cretionism see also M. Foucault, Care of the Self; 178~y),

s, De matrimantio, 188 Frassinetti, excerpted by Jerome, Adv for 3192,

o De matrimenio 188 Frassinedti, rom Jevome, Adu fov 318c¢.

wW. For other ways in which Sencea’s thought is incompatible with Stoicism, see |. Risi,
“Seneca and Stoic Orthodoxy” (1984), 1ggy—2o1z2,

s The renewal of greater interest in Pythagoreanisin in Rome cin gB-5 nck. is dis-
cimssed by | Dillon, The Middle Platonists (19g6), 117-¢ and W, Burkery, “Uscudopyihagorica,”
o=, M Humm explores the broader question abotu the influence of Pythagoreanism in
sowhern faly and in early Roman society, *Les origines du pythagorisme romain; Problémes
historiques ¢ philosophiques, =117 (1996). 430-53, (1997), 25=2. Sce too L. Fervero, Sto-
yase ddel pitagovisma el smondo romana (dalle ovigine alla fine della reppublica) (1955). P. Kingsley (An-
ot Phitosophy, Mysters, and Magic, $17-154) challenges Burkerts thesis that Pythagorcanism
eliedd ddown belore its Neopythagorean and Tagely Roman revival,
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tion them by name. * Sencea might have had an opportumity 10 vead one or
both of them himsell or 1o learn about their contents a2 vemove. Neo-
pythagorean ideas were of great interest in the Roman intellecial milics to
which he belonged. ' Be that as it may, he certainly employs the same fonr-
mulaic disjunction between sexual activity for pleasure or for reproduction
that Charondas and Ocellus employ. Further, Sencea promotes other as-
pects of the Pythagorean way of life and philosophy as well. Hle miaintaing
the Pythagorean tenets that the body imprisons the immonrtal soul and th
the soul must separate itsell as much as possible (rom the weighty dregs of
bodily existence.™ He also staies that the example of Pythagoras inspived
him 10 become vegetarian for a time.* Sencca’s endorsement of procie-
ationism is consequently not as surprising as it might scem for those who
think of Seneca as a Stoic. Rather, he adnires the ascetic strain in Pythago-
rean thoughtas he learned itin Rome, so much so that bie becomes an hon-
orary Neopythagorean in his sexual ethics.,

MUSONIUS
Musonius, though primavily Stoic, like Sencca, similily promaotes Neopi-
thagorean procreationism. In Diatribe 1 2 he urges yowny men o think th

o, Gicero, Leg 2,514, and Varro refers 1o Ocellis in a passage preserved by Censorim,
(4.3, ed. O, Jahn, 125.10), and note as well W, Burkert, “Pseudopythagorica,” 6. and 1L Phes.
leff, “Doric Pseudo-Pythagorica,” 74,

41, Senceradmired and studied with Quintus Sextius Roseius, a Ronn who established o
philosophical group known as the Sextii. This group was in the main Sioic but dso D Pyrhag
orcan leanings. On this aspect of Sencea's lite, see M. Gritling Sencea: A Philosophes i Pidities
(1992), 36 =42, and L. Feirero, Storta del pitagerismn, gtio =78, Sencca presumably alse knew
the Pythagorean astrologer Thrasyllus, who was prominent in the conn of ‘Fiberius and se-
dacted Plat’s writings, For the srong Pythagorean clements of Thrasyllus’s thought aned his
associution with Tiberius, see 1L Tavant, Thrasyflan Platonism (19g3). S~11 and lgments
Trga=baswell as T1g~16h, 22e~240, My thanks to'I, D, Barnes for noting the likely inthienee
of Thrasyllus on Sencea’s Pythagorcan leanings.

2. The body is “this trivial body, the prison and chains of the soul” (o frecseudum hoe, st
it et vinculum andmi), while the soul is “sacred and cierwal™ (sacer of aeternas ) nnlike the body,
Helv 11.5=7. Released from the body, the soul that quickly departs las an casy voud to the gonds
beeause “it has dragged along the leastamount of sediment and weight™ (nininm fucens, pon
derés traxevunt) from the: body. Great souls fined no joy lingering in the body, rather they cluate
atits confines, “Thus it is that Plato declares that the entire soul of the wise oun reaches om
to death, ponders this, and always with this desive strives to he borme ontwarel s sy -
frientis animai totsn in moriem ppominere, hue meditari, hae semper cupidine forei an exterons tenirn
lem), Mare 23.1—2,

43 £p 108,07, For the Pythagorean provenance of vegetanianism m antiquity see W K, ¢
Guthrie's collection and analysis of the anciens evidence, History of Greel: Phifosapiy, vol. 1, v
9. to which should be added Porphyy's De abstinentia. Note further R, Sovabii, Astimal Mids
and Huwman Morals: The Ovigins of the Western Drebate (1004), 172~ 4.
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the only just sex acts (dlkaa appodioue) are those performed in marriage
tor the procreation of children” (86.4 -6). Only this way of thinking consti-
naes vight reasoning. Al other sexual practices arve “lawless” (rapdvogia)
o varying degrees. Aduliery and male homocerotic sexual activity are “most
unbev(ul” (8G.8—10). Men's sexual relations with prostitutes, free ammar-
vicd women, and female slaves are unlawiul, shameful, and blameworthy
rHH.vo--12). though not quite so ontrageously as aduliery and male homo-
erotic relations. Musonius thus aceepts the Neopythagorean stance that
there are two and only two possible goals for human sexual relations: ve-
production within marriage or pleasure. Unless sexual activity is marital and
tor the purpose of procreation, it is wrongly “on the hunt” for pleasure
mied thus unjust and Lawless. This holds vrue “even in marviage™ (86.7-8).
Musonius therefore joins a small but growing chorus of men who promote
procreationisim in its inflexible mode. ! He even brings new life to the Py-
thagorean image of bratish sexual activity, Men who are sexually deviant
hesmirch themselves “just like pigs” ancd they are happy rolling in the mud
(86.27-2q). With a 1ouch of Girce's power, then, Musonius turns such men
nto swine. His magic wick would wansform virtually the entire male popu-
Lice ol the Roman Empire, for in his day the dictate sill had a long way to
g helore gaining greater prevalence by late antiquity.

Aswith Seneca, Neopythagoreanisay is the most likely provenance of Mu-
sonius’s sesial principle. Though very litde is known about his life, Muso-
nius was conversant with the intellectual inilicu of Rome, which by then had
a penchant for Neopythagorean ideas. His writings show that he admired
the Pvthagorean way of life. Diatribe 1), for example, indicates that Muso-
nius knew enough about the life of Pythagoras to recommend it as a model
worth emulating. lo order for young men to become wise. they must adopt
the married style of the philosophical life, which is best exemplified by
Myhagovas and two other married philosophers (go.2q4-92.1). The Neo-
pythagorean revivid in Rome thus probably influenced Musonius just as it
did Seneca.

Musonius and Seneca are the only known Stoics who advocate the pro-
cramionist dictate. They are completely anomalous as Stoics in so doing, '

1= On this aspeet of Musonins's procreationist argument, see also M. Foucanlt, Care of the
Nefl, LR,

150 Neither Marcus Aurelios nor Epictetus argine in favor of the procreationist testriction
an b sexial behavior, Marcus Aarelins does notraise the wpic, while Epicienss rejects the
chrinn that paital sexual activity alone is permissible, and he tolermes some practices of non-
nrarital sexual activity, Epictetus states that aomale who engages in sex acts belore nmiviage
stoudd partake only of aceeptable customary ones and that males who reimain sexually absti-

went unil marriage shoubd tolerate netdes who do not, Encle 30,8, These extranarital kinds of

wexatad aetivity are custonrily not motivated by adesire o reproduce. Musonius, by contrast,
crphicitly wrgues against the view that sex acts other than proceeative parital intercourse are
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tor this Pythagorean rule contlicts fundamentally with the basic principles
ol Stoic eros. Therelore, it is completely misguided 1o infer anvthing about
the tenor of Stoic sexual ethics from cither Seneca or .\!nsnn'ius. n; tany
scholars have done who lave regarded procreationisim as a Stoie sexual n -
ciple. Both Sencea and Musonius are ascetic Pythagoreans in Stoic ¢loihing

at least with regard 1o their sexual ethics. ‘ ’

CONCLUSION
."\tlvucn(cs of procreationism support the principle that a temperake and de-
liberately reproductive goul within marriage is the sole justifiable and per-
missible goal cither of sexual intercourse, or—more extremely —of sexil
activity ol any sort, especially if it involves cjacnbation, This sexal regulation
is Pythagorcan and develops rom uniquely Pvthagorein concerus, 'l"hq- first
concernis to limit the degree of discordance that immortal souls sulfer dun-
ing embodiment. The second and related concern is 1o remedy the mdi-
vidual and social corruption that the Pythagoreans attribute 1o heedless acrs
of discordant reproduction. Such practices are violen, licentions, aned de-
:s'll'll('li\’t‘ o the harmonic intervals of the sonls undergoing embodinnent,
I'he practices also harm e Parental agents, as Sencea in ‘p.n'li('nlur inedi
cates. The procreationist dictate is reinforced by several Persitasive steae
gi(‘s. First, persons must diet and exercise o pi':-vcm the sexual appetite
lrom being overted. Second, they should regard unrestrained and nonIr-
'p'nscful reproductive sexual activity as hehavior fit ondy for hrate winids,
“.lil‘(.l and most swriking, they shoukd revere semen and regard its willinl
misdirection as the destruction of a life, The Pythagoreans weve in einness
nlmu} supp.orling this reproductive techinology. In the Neopyrhagorcan ex-
pression of this principle, however, greater stress is placed on the need 1oy
deliberate reproduction, as opposed to deliberate and moderate reprodue
tion. (j!mmmlus, Ocellus, Sencea, and Musonius appear to have been some
:,t::::|‘:,l:::):ttl::(::,(,:::,ll“ older Pythagorean cugenies tha amiginally maoni-
. The procreationist regulation at the omser showed . 1endeney 1o apphy
lor the duration of the Innnan lite span, given the Pythagorean desire 1o "
as many impediments as possible on human sexual ;ut;ivii\'." Phuo’s Lo ix
the only demonsuable exception to this iendency, for l’l;,un finds litelony
procreationism an unwanted and unfeasible proposition. He avielle \-u|;‘-
ports a limited application of the principle, only for citizens in vheis Pritae
who still need 1o reproduce. Therealter the citizens are ket 1o thein awn

—

acceptable practices, and he especially censures the sort of men who would Tawe the s e
o engage in exuamarital sexaal activity of any kind, $6,8 -2 1.



™

iy

rifh PART |

sexual devices so long as they do not get out of hand, Aristoxenus’s Pythag-
oreans are undeniably strict procreationists with regard to sexual inter-
course that may lead to conception. Though it remains somewhat an open
question whether they prohibited all sexual activity other than copulation,
they were nonetheless strongly inclined in that direction, Charondas, Ocel-
his, Seneca, and Musonius, however, show neither Plaw’s reflective modi-
fication of the procreationist principle nor the vestigial ambiguity ol Avis-
toxenus. I the sexual activity is marital and reproductive inn intent, then
praciice it i not, stay away.

Procreationisn in its aphoristic Neopythagorean form gains wider cur-
rency by the time of the early Roman empire. The stillborn nuptial number,
Dy contvast, was at this time nothing but a puzzle for antiquarians, as Cicero
attests, ™ Still, procreationism proves w have been as distinctive and strange
A Pythagorean idea in its owst way as the nuptial number is, even though it
tater underwent reprocessing and simplification, In this formn, which was
casy (o teach and casy o grasp, the dictate gained enough popularity to
clicit support [rom thinkers whose: main affiliation was not Pythagorean,
such as Seneca and Musonius; and it was well positioned 10 spread further
into the Jewish Pluionism ol Philo and into ecclesiastical Christianity via
Clristian Platonism. By the second century ol the commmon era, therefore,
procreationism was well placed o gain a far greater regulatory hold on
peaple’s sexual lives than it ever had before.

Ak At .5, amd see oo M. Allen, Nupltial Arvithmetic, 5—11.



