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foret

tantiated by identifyd
degicated to Apollo.

Notwithstanding the fact that
latter is late, the story has been &
nearly all writers and camentat:
also free of any derngatory intent that
which would hold one back fram taking
value. Even so, the Buphorbus ancedcie
discussion, which would sort out the poi

i
on Pythagoras, It ig
former may have,
avidence at face
srves  indepoendent
of disagreement

Frg., 7 = D.L, viii, 36,

- Diod. %.6. 1-3: Sch. V £8y Max, Tyr. M ssert.
16.2; Porph. V.P, 26-27; Iambl. V.P. 63; Philostr. V. Apol.
1.1.1 and 8.7.4; Her, Pont. fr. 8% W, = Wi
Gr. 25; Hor. Gdes 1.28.10; Ov. Met.
11Z; tact. Inst. iii. 18.15; Call

3 Few (like Kem and Rathnernd have doubts about the
reference being to Pythagoras; no one I know, about its baing
ridicule. Xenophanes was a notorious satirist of beliefs to
which he was hostile. Again, H.S. lLong (A Study of the
Doctrine of Metempsychosis in Crecce from Pythagoras  to
Plato, Princeton, {1948) p. 17) .« that the other
five poetic passages quoted by Dic his one all
ridicule Pythagoras. That Xenophares - >3 others need
not imply that he satirized Pythagoras; on the ooy (¢orul.)
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the poet, that his soul was the sc,u} of Hemer, ' slating
whom,it may be,the Roman Ennius made the same claim,  having
been addressed by Homer in a 'Pythagorean cream', in which
Hamer himself recalled that he had reincamated as a peacock.
Later we hear of PFataikos, a writer who said that hig
soul was no other than that of the oreat fabulist, Aesop.
Same of these claims in Creece are mock-serious when they are

made, and could well be parcdy of the doctrine of
transmigration, as when the cock in ilucian says his master
Micyllus was Indian ant ard Honer a Bactrian camel 3

Trojan times, while he himself is none than ?ytha«;}csras,J
making the astonished Micyllus whoop:

claimed to have bLeen born several t{imes. There 1is no
question here of psychic excursicns; see E.R. Dodds. The
Greeks and the Irrational Berkeley and L.A. (1951) p. 164,
n.52.

L Anth. Pai. 7.75. This epigran on Stesichorus by
Antlpdros of Sidecn says: "In whose breast, in accordance with
_the doctrine of Pythagoras, the scul which was once Hamer's
 found a second hame".

3 Liber 1. See ¢. Skutch The Annals of Q. Ennius Oxford
(1985) p. 70 fox the fragments, and p. 147 f. for the
commentary. H. Fuchs Mus. Helv. wol. XII (1955} p. 201 £
thinks Ennius was imitating Stesichorus. See however O.
Skutch ‘'Notes am Metempsychosis' in his Studia Enneana
London (1968) p. 155. n.20.

_ According to the 3rd cent. Peripatetic philosopher
, Hermippus apud Plut. Solon 6.7.

10 fme cock 16-17.

lllbld 4, Passeratus gquotes an epigram of Ausonius in
. whlch'Pythagoras of Euphorbus (fame)' is asked what Marcus,
recently dead, will becane, when he 1s rebormn; to which
Pythagoras ., learming that he was a libertine and a crook,
replies:

“Not bull nor mule, nor horse-camel's his fate;

Nor goat nor ram, but a beetle fond of dung.”



64

"Wonder of wonde: a cock philosopher! Bul bell
me, O son of Mycsarchus, hw you became a bixd
from be.ix}; a man, and a Tanagran from being a
‘Samian.”

Cni the other hand, though not specific of his past
Enpedocles is quite serics when he says he has alread
"a boy, a girl, a bush,a bird, and a voiceless sea-fish '

e

G
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]
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The Euphorbus cliaim of Pythagoras is not only made in
earnest, it 1is specific enough to have alée;é quite a
discussion among scholars, not the isast part of which bears
on the 'choice' of this particular hero for the role. Of
equal interest nmust be the = of the memory by which he
recovered the fact,and the exploit with the shield by which
he demonstrated the truth of this - though 1 have not seen
anything like a C(mg,rehonsxv scussion of either in the
light of recent parapsycholog ai studies into claimed
recoveries of pas t«in.‘“*%* experie

The earliest reference to - claim to have been
Euphorbus comes in con}unctdm wi f‘: ‘hme other lives in the
evidence of Heracleides of Pontus, forth century philosopher
and writer, who was & pi,,p; ot rz._'z:; before he followed the
teachings of Aristotle.’ Diogenes lLeertius cites him as
follows in his Life of Pythagoras:

12

13

14 Fra. 89 Wehrli. Heracleides was interested in the
occult, and was rather imaginative. Diogenes (v.86) says he
heard the Pythogoreans - but this may be an inference,
Txmaeus is given by Diogenes {viii.70)} as havmg called him a

‘narrator of impossible things ( nam&o%mmyog Vi Cicerp
De Nat. Deo. 1. 1334 says he "stuffed his books with puerile
tales" and Plutarch (Cam. xxii) says he was add;c ted to
myths and fictitious stories™{ uubudn kdi nmAaopaiiov Bvral,
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this  man
that he was
the son of
2 whatever he
to have

"Heracleides of  Pontus
(Pythagorasz} said this about
once Aethalides and was
Hermes, and that Hemves bid
wished except immo rtaiﬁy,
remembrance, both in life of his
experiences; that during : ramembered
everything, and when he died } : preserved  the same
menory. Labter he bhecane L.Jphcrhuc and was wounded
by Menelaus; and Euphorbus said 'rha he was once
Aethalides ond that he recezved the gift from
Hermes, together with the transmigration of the
soul, and how his socul t"‘a‘ smicgrated and into how
many plants and creatures it h@&d came, and all that
it underwent in Hades, and all that other souls had
to endurs, wWhen Euphorbus daed, his soul went
over to Hermotimus, and he, likewise, wishing fc
authenticate the story, returned to ithe temple of
Apollo at Branchidae, whers he identified the
shield which Menelaus, on his vovage hane from
Troy, had dedicated to  Apolico {so he said}, the
shield being so rotten through and through that all
that was left of it was the ivory facing. Wwhen
Hermmotinus died he becare Pyrrhus, a fisherman of
Delos, and again he remembered everything - how he
was first Aethalides, then  Fuphorbus,  then
Hemotimus and then Pvrrhus. And when Pyxrhus
died, he became Pythagoras and remevbered ail the
facts menticned.”

ide f‘ud

Writing on Aethalides, the Scholiast Apollonius
Rhodius says that the dead armw to receive
forgetfulness of their experiences in life; but not so
Aethalides. This man, (Apollonius} says, ceven in death did
not fall into forgetfulness, and undergox:.ig; metempsychosis in
accordance with the account given by the philosophers, knew
who he was by the will of Hermes. The Scholiast adds that

15 637¢



F'h;e:nacydes}'6 asserts
Hemmes that his soul !
in the places above
5¢ &v 1o0l¢ imep thy vhv

:1ides Teceived as a gift from
i ip Hadez, and at another

2 N o
note pév €v ‘AldSou, noté

- Yuyxonountog ) not
Hades, but on cccasion,

Hemmes, as ‘'conductor of
only leads the souls of the
as during the festival of the Anthesteria, brings them up to
earth - perhaps what he is icted doing in the painting on
the Jena lekythos. PBut o v there was no implication of
metampsychosis in this, even as a privilege restricted to
Aethalides , which we find in the notice of Pherecydes
concerning him here.

3
A

Whoever misrepresented the tradition in order to coopt
Aethalides into the prior incarnations of Pythagoras (and it
may well be some Pythagwers) has, it will be seen, done so in
both significant details. When talking of Aethalides, he
renders the gift of Henmmes as a retention of the memory of
his experiences, both upon the earth and in Hades (Idvia xat
TEACUTIV T Y., thus seeking %o link him with Pythagoras
through the latter’s reputed power of retrocognition alreagy
evidenced by Emedocles with admiration amounting to awe.
But again, when he has Fuphorbus talking of having been
Aethalides, Aethalides has not only received fram Hermes 'the
gift'- meaning the retention of memory of all that he had
experienced in life and in death - but alsc the ‘wandering of
the soul’ { g duxnc neEpLnoAnoLs b, now have  construed as
transmigration and accounting for his rebirth as Euphcerus and
the others thereafter. (uiite obviously Heracleides {or his
unknown - source) is making a second and more  subtle

LG 3 frg. 109 J. It appears that the Pythagoreans had

adopted Aethalides in their list of Pythagoras prior
incarnation - which the scholiast now gives as Euphorbus,
then Pyrrhus the Cretan, fthen a cartain Elelan whose name is
not known, and after these. Pythagoras {cf. 14.8 Diels-
Krang).

17 Frg. 129.
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mantic lore ar
his nare {it means
also lends itself
sameone, who then o T ]
it to Hemmodorus {(dowon = 'gift') » ..VEJ the way
in which Hermes had honoured him whern he was thalides.
In like manner this account seeks to lin Hemmimua with
Euphorbus by transferinc to him the story, which was in the
best tradition told of Pvthagoras himself, of the recognition
of the shield of Euphorbus which Menelaus, on his return from
Troy, ha%dedic:ated to June. The otherwise unknown figerman,
Pyrrhus, is perhaps thrown in to » the intervals
(his date being open} of roughly ears between the
reincarnations of Pyvthagoras' soul in accordance with a dogma

a somewhat
> have had the
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axcursions with much
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18 Amlion., Mirap.3; Pliny N.H. vii. 174: Plut. De
Gen.Soc. 22. p. 592¢: Procl. In Rep. i1, 11 ¥roll; Luc.
Enc.Musc. 7; Tert. Aan. Z; 44 etc. Cn one such occasion his
enemies are said tc have set fire to his badv (with the
canivance ©of his wife). Cp. the Bralmin in the Panchatantra
tr. A.W. Ryder, Bovbavy {1949) p. 150-155,

13 In Plut. loc.cit.; also Frocl. loc.cit. Robde I:*«'yde
transl. from 8th ed. by 18. Hillis, London (1925} p. 331. n.
112) construes this as a ‘copyist's errvor® -~ in which case it
is surely a very interesting one.

20 . . ”
See the sequence of lives in n, 16 above. Pyrrhus
is made to replace Hemmoiimus, while the Delian in him has
given rise to an anonymous and unknown Elian!
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, 21 R o
known to Aristoxenus, and perhaps zs S0 tc allay suspicion

about the rest by his very insignificance and anonymity,
while each incamation is s tu*ua to the pr i:tCQfU.ﬁﬁ ones and to
certain others as plants i in-hebwaen sojourns
in Hades by means of a relinking - rﬁcig ousness’, which had
originated as that gi

halides.

The whole thing
which builds upon the
of an accommodat ing
mathematigue ¢
incamation every 216 ]
recollection is also peculd
sinqgular power restricted ix
possible implication the ¢
it is said that Buphorbus
in Hades”}. Secondlv,

<ing a consumate fiction
cte with other material
accordance with a mystica

of  Pythagoras  underwent
The treatment of birth-
Firstly it is viewed as a
agoras (notwithstanding the
r souls too ::cam carmated, when
Ywhat o W'zr souls too underwent
described as sa‘xe‘é;hiag which
accampanied Pythagoras r incarmation of his -~ a sort
of concamitant of ; reincarmaiion  rather than a
potentiality belonging fo t‘m SUpeInOIE 1 state { “1‘3!!&) which
he had attained, and which & too may acquire ,who
achieves that same mental ar al excellence. As we
saw, Heracleides simply to the gift Hermes
once gave Aethalides, and reason than that he
was his son.

. . . . = 22
Dicaearchus is associated with Clearchus in giving a
somewhat different account of the incaernations of
21 e . 5 -
eolog. Arithm. . = Aristoxenus frg. 12
Wehrli. In this Aristo is abb&.?lated with the

Pythagoreans Androcydes and
and Neanthes. A wrilten work
{viii.1l4) makes Pvthagoras his
Hades to be reborm anong 1
undoubtedly a late pseudo-Pythago

22

and with Hippobotus
} cited by Diocgenes
colare that he rose from
wvery 207 vears This 1s
cean docurent.

Gell. 4.11.14 = Dicesavchus frg. 36 Wehrii.
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t is noteworthy
first Euphorbus,

h g Fuphorbus
- Pythagoras was ;

2 then
Aethalides, then a beautiful hariot ne wehrli

observes, ~~ Pyrandrus is a variant > felian
fisherman. Aethalides is bad in chronology -  Apcilonius
places him among thoe Argonauts and in the genaration which
preceded the Trojan War and to which belonged the fathers of
those who fought in it, The substitution of Alco for
Hermmotimus, considering her sex and 3ES10N, Seems
inspired by malice (or parody} rather than, as
Empedocles' claimed incarmation as a girl, intendeg 4 to
exhaust the categories of lives the soul could assume,” or
same such purpose,

It is noteworthy how the kind of thing begun 1in
Heradieides! account has already begun to transform his own
story, presaging the interesting history it was to have.
Alco in Dicaearchus and Clearchus reappears as the courtesan
Aspasia in Lucian's .gxcellent satre of Pythagorean
metempsychosis, The Cock, while the cock itself {who claims
to be Pythagoras reborn) is surely a degradation of the
peacock, which ?gd found its way into the line of Pythagoras'
reincarnations.

s ‘Die Schule des Aristoteles’. Heft I Dicaiarchus
Stuttgart (1944} p. 33. Rohde (ogp.cit. appendix x. p. 599}
thinks this is a parody of Heracleides, which is not very
likely in the case of Clearchus but suits Dicasarchus very
well.

23 A careful look at this fragnent will show that the
lives Empedocles claims to have lived represent animal, fish,
bird and plant, creatures of land, sea, and air, and (in boy
and girl) the two sexes.

19,

26 He says Henmotimus 'returned' { €naviiABev ) to the
temple of Apollo at Branchidae and pointed out “the shield
which Menelaus dedicated" { Av MevéAaog duednkev aon(da ).
This, presumably by way of proving that he was Euphorbus.
(This reverses the version that (Pythagoras) {(contd.)
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but without implication that he sought 1o prove anything by
his own, except the fact that he had been BEuphorbus. For
instance it is recorded by Aristotle  himself that Pythagoras
reminded Mullias of Croton theat ¥l once been Midas, the
son of Gordias. If Iamblichus connects the Buphorbus-feat
with anything, it is ({through the implication of rebirth)
Pythagoras® admonition to cibers to lead e life of virtue,
and his own remarkable power of bi recollection evidenced
by Empedocles.

Heracleides suggests H : =1 made the claim
elsewhere and went to Rranchidae wi the deliberate purpose
of authenticating it throu
explain the naturc of the ‘i tible proof '(dvapdiiex-
ta texpnpra ) with which Pythoagorss desonstrated that he was
E?uphorbuﬁg He passes over tha story as too well known to be
narrated: This must be what Nicomachus had meant when he

originally bvpassed the rv as being  &nuddn, X lrmt as
Burkert translates, because he found it ‘silly'. ~ The

writer who tells us how Pythagoras established the truth of
his claim to hangz been Euphorbus of the Trojan War is
Diodorus Siculus.

According to Dicdorus Pythagoras wept when he saw the
shield. And when the bystanders asked him why he did sco, he
answered that he himself had carried that shield in the land
of Troy when he was Euphorbus. Incredulous, they thought him
mad. whereupon he replied that he would give convincing

30 v.p. 65..... napiepev s navd Saudsn. Tamblichus
is, in doing likewise, following Porphyry (see V.P. 20).

=1 Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism, transl.
E.L, Minar Jr,, Cambr. Mass. {(1972) p. 141, n, 109,

32 .6.1. Followed by Tertullian (Anim. 28.4), who says
that he not only recognized the shield but said it was his
from marks unknown to the people.
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evidence that what he said was 30, For on the inner side of
the shield had been inscribed '0Of Euphorbus® { ElddpBou ).
At this surprising answer all said te = down the shield,
ard on the inner side in fact was foumd the inscription.

=

No other writer gives the nature of the proof Pythagoras
offered to any doubting Thomas who was present at the time,
but if he did subtantiate his claim, it is some such thing
that he would have done. The incident is thus in a way
brought in line with a2 number of ramavkable feats attributed
to Pythggoras, somwe of which we have from Aristotle
himself.” Notable among these is his appearance in two
plares at the same hour of the same day:  that he drew a white
eagle to him in Croton and stroked : that he foresaw that a
ship putting into harbour at Metapontum  would have on it a
dead body; that he gave the exact nuwber of fish there wae in
a net being hauled ashore; that he correctly predicted the
appearance of & white bear in Cauvlonia, and so on. In
respect of the doctrine of transmigration of course it joins
his recognition of the dog as an erstwhile hunan friend of
his, and of Mullias as having been once Midas, the Phrygian
king - both incidents that are fairly weli authenticated.

Interesting as the demonstration of the truth of his
claim is, there is reason to doubt that Pythagoras was
disbelieved and nesded to do so. “The shi=2ld of Euphorbus
would have been known then, as it was known in Pausanias’ day,
without the need to rediscover it for his fellows in the way
Diocdorus tells us he did. Nor is there any evidence that he
convinca% 4 them by picking it out of a number of other

shields. The drift of the anecdoie is not the wonder he

L See Diels Vors. I. p. 98-99 = frg, 191 Rose, OQthers
are given by other sources. For a list of these miribilia,
see Burkert op.cit. p. 141 f£. He adds (n.11i3)} "It 1is
scarcely to be supposed that Aristotle failed to mention the
Euphorbus story, but since it was so well known he is not
cited for it.”

34 : ; . .

No ancient writer says Pythagoras proved his

assertion by picking oui the right shield v among others,
as is carelessly stated by H.E. Could and f~ontd, )
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caused by the identification of the shield but by the
identification of himself with the owner of that shield.
(His weeping tco adds o gratuitous touch of drama - why
should he weep for Buphorbus when that man was doing pretty
well as Pythagoras 7} 7% is not surprising, however, that
the tradition has sought to umrove on the story and bring it
in line with the wondrous other stories narrated of
Pythagoras.

Brief as the original Euphorbus anecdotre is, then, it
has stili one or two details on whlch the authorities differ,
According to the earliest of them, Heracleides, the temple at
which the shield had been fie*-ccdad by Menelaus and where
Pythagoras, as Hemotumus, indicated it, was that of Apollo
at Branchidaee. Branchidac, also called Didyma,was eleven
miles sauth-=ast of Miletus and not far out of. Menslaus’ route
to Argos fram Troy. Tertullian says Deliphi,”” which must be
a mistake or corruption. The more likely, however, is the
tradition in Diodorus, Gvid lawblichus etc, that the temple
was the temple of Hera in Argos.,. This is the Heraeum near
Mycenae, according te Nicamachus. =8 Pausanias, describing the
Heraeum, evidences the existence of the shield even in his
own day. which is as much as twelve centuries after it was
dedicated by Menelaus and, seven centuries after it was
reidentified by Pythagoras L even though Heracleides gave
us tc understand that well before Pythagoras day it had
rotted thlough and :.hn)ugh, leaving oniy the ivory Lac;ﬂg -
©raceonnuiav 75N, HOVoV 8¢ StapeveLy 1O c;\e(baut LVOV TPOCWIOV ),
Pausanias writes:

Whitelay; see their edition of Q. Horatius Flaccus Odes.
Book I, New York (1966) p. 124, n. to ode 28, vs.10.

[
22 loc.cit, How did Maximus Tyrius (loc.cit.) get the
idea that it was a temple of Athena?

3 apud Porph. V.P. 27; Iambl. V.P. 63.

37 1i. 17:3. On the Heraeum, sec J.G. Frazer ed.
Pausanias's Description of Greece vol. III Londen (1913) p.
163 £. cament 1i7.1 ad loc.
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It is, however, not obvious that he
them away, and soon afterwards it is not even clear whefher
the arms being referred o these of Fuphorbus or
Patroclus. However, M E »r*c::os:deu in taking
the armmour away fo the 4 v ion to have existed
from antiguity that the s‘iu,m{ Was ited at a tenple by
him and for a shield to have cepted as such in
Pythagoras' day and in Pausanias' dayf to say the least.

Pausanias haad nc\ Teason to deubt that the shield he saw
in the Heraeum was Buphorbust!, even if saw no need to
reiterate the story of Pythagoras' recognition of it (so also
Hyginus in his Fables)}, perhaps because, like Nicomachus and
Ianblichus, he th@uc«ﬁ‘g it already itrite. Surely, it camnot
be that he did rnoc wow the story, or that such anecdotes
were out of keepma with his commentaries.

While hugu as®  other incarmations  have  been
considered spuricus, in the sense that they are introductions
by later writers , beginning (to our knowledoe) with
Heracleides of Pontus, the Christian apologists, taking the
claim of Pythagoras to have been Bughorbus as one that he
himself had put forward, attacked its credibility both on the
grounds of the ceneral doctrine of reincarnation as well as
on its own internal inconsistency. Tertuliian in no
uncertain terms calls Pythagoras a 11ar asking o what extent
the man would not go to get at the mark on the shield, who

38 .
C 11, xvii, 60, Apolio, disguised as Mentes, sent

Hector tc 'Lh wart him (70-71}. Bee op.cit. p. 183
comment. 17.3; se > Kekulé '"Euph h }"pw_ . N.F., vobL
XLI1I (1888) p. 4 In the ensuing c:c:rzflr“r, it is not
3
4

immediately clear
Patrocius'

amms  are invoelved | Buphorbus' or
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had severely impaired his health by hiding for seven years in
an underground chamber, only to3§eappear later and thus seek
to prove the truth of rebirth. What if Pythagoras fourd
the information ahout the mark in same more secret accounts?
What if had heard the breath of a rumour which had outlived a
lost tradition? What if he knew of it from a secret
inspection of the shield, which he had gained by bribing a
sacristan - in that temple? Tertullian even suggests that
Pythagoras may have gained knowledge of it, like the Magi,
through katabolic agencies, fawmiliars and Pythonic spirits;
for was not Pherecydes . his guru, prophesying by arts such
as these? What if the same demon was in Pythagoras also,
who in EBuphorbus made him wage such bloody deeds? Finailly,
Tertullian arguss, why 1s it that the man ,who had proved he
was EBEuphorbus by the evidence of the shield, not able to
recognize in a similar way any of the fellow Trojans who had
fought alongside him? For, if the living came fraltothe dead,
they too would have been living again at the time.

Adopting ancther line of attack, Tertullian asks how you
can recognize Pythagoras as Buphorbus, when Euphorbus' soul
was soldierly and warlike {militarem et bellicam), as even
the fact of the dedicetion of the shield shows, whereas
Pythagoras shunned the battles of Greece for the peaceful
pursuit of georetry, astrology and nmsic4lin Italy - matters
so alien to the disposition of Euphorbus.

o Anim, 28.Z. The source of the story is Hermippus

(apud.D.L. viii.4l) and is obviously a malicious invention
based on the Salmoxis story in Herodotus (iv. 93-94), taken
together with evidence of a iatabasis to Hades by Pythagoras
and the legend of his previous incarnations. See also Schol.
on Electra 62. The confusion is clear that Pythagoras tried
to prove rebirth %y katabasis, whereas the two are quite
different things. Ritter mghtly protested (Notae Conradi
Rittershusii in Malchum sive Porphyrium Lipsae (1816) p. 241
n. ad.loc. [pitov pév EddopBog).

Wrnim, 28. 4-5.

41, .
Anim. 31, 3-4



Lactantius likewise calls Pythagoras a silly old man who
lied that he was Euphorbus in a former life, alleging that he
may have done so because he was of ignoble stock and in this
way ho‘géd to adopt for himself & family from the Homeric
poems .

But why Buphorbus? asks Rohde. After all, he was not
such a pramnent or distinguished herc; even the credit for
killing Patroclus went more to Hector than to him, Rchde
remarks the fact that Euphorbus®’ father, Panthous, was a
priest of Apoilo; but notwithstand Pythagoras' distinctive
association with god - we are told that the Crotcm.'%tes
deemed him to be an avatar of the Hyperborean Apollo -
Rohde 4§'s not convinced that the explanation is to be found
here.

Delatte read ‘Euphorbus’ (ED +¢69,[3q, from ¢eppeiv ) to
mean "he who feeds well" i.e. 'the good shepherd’', and
assumned the existence of a Phrygian cult ol{féa 'good shepherd’
and an Orphic alypse derived from it. But, as Burkert
underlines it, ' this is pure hypothesis. Burkert himself
finds 'more persuasive' the interpretation of Karl Kerényy
who saw a clue to the riddle of Pythagoras' identification
with this otherwise not very distinguished participant in the

Trojan War in the words of the dying Patroclus in Homer.

42 Inst. 3.18.15.

43 op.cit. See Il. xvii. 80-81: Apollo, disguised as
Mentes, calls Euphorbus "the best man of the Trojans” (Tpluwv
0V GpLoIov } - but this is merely rhetorical cliche.

i op.cit. append. x, p. 599; see Aristot. loc.cit.
D Joc. cit.
46

7 La Vie de Pythagore de Diogéne Laérce BErussels (1922)
p.15747
op.cit. p. 140. n. 111.

48 op.cit. p. 140; Karl Kerényi p. 19.
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Patroclus, stunned and disarmed by a blow from Apollo's hand,
struck in the back by Fuphorbus' spear and finally finished
off by Hector with a spear-thrust in the belly as he
attempted to leave the battle-field, reviles Hector with his
dying breath with being only the third of those who
participated in his death.

oAAa e uoz o)\or} Kat f\;»tovg exmuev UL()(;,
avbpwv & EugopBoc’ ob 8¢ 1oi10c €Esvapl geg

1t was deadly Destiny and leto’'s son that killed
me;

Of men E.ggmrbub- you were but the third to cause
my death.

Burkert writes: 20 "1f we consider the arithmetic bere,
it seams as though Moira, Apollo, and Euphorbus only make up
two, so that two of the three must be identical. The
solution that Moira is not personified here, and thus not
counted as one of the group, is by nc means self-evident to
the ancient scholars who busied themselves with the problem.”
Thus, Leto's son (Apollo) is, in human form Buphorbus. "If
sameone wanted to say 'I am perhaps Apollo', he cog],d in
Homeric terms, call himself Euphorbus," says Kerényl. 52 The
advantage of this interpretation, observes Burkert, is
that it is entirely derived from the Haveric text. "The name
Euphorbus refers unmistakeably to Homer, and the whole
intellectual world of the archaic period takes its character
fran Homer. Innovation presents itself in the guise of
Homeric interpretation.”

Clever, but hardly acceptable, and for the following
reasons:

49 1. xvi. 849-850

20 loe,eit.

loc.cit.

92§ serii:
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{a)} Apcllic 1is as distinctive a participant in the
killing of Patroclus as is Buphorbus, whom Homer
introduces for the first time with some personal
details abcut him. tw can in no wise be
deatified with ecach other aontexi; their

tributions to the de oclus are, like

Hector's, discrete and sequentiaid.

{b) There is, besides, no less suitable an occasion to
identify the god with the hero than in a context in
which the god himseli, as himself, takes a hand. How
Homer would have done such @ thing would have been
to make Apollo appear in the guise of Euphorbus
when Fuphorbus himself was nowhere around.

{c)} As Burkert admits, Euphotbus is no distinguished
participant in the Trojan War - as indeed he would
have been if he went about as Apcllo incamate.
Shortly after this Euphorbus is killed; and it is
Apollo, whe, impersonating Mentes, seeks Hector's
help to save his ammour.

If Apollo is anything here, he is the divire agency which
sets in motion the fulfilment of Patroclus' Moira - and if he
is allied with anyone in this capacity, it is Zeus himself.
Though only Apolio of the two actually participates in the
deed, Patroclus lays the responsibility on both of them for
giftingsﬁhe victory over him to the two herces ; at least to
Hector. Notwithstanding Pythagoras' absorption with number
mysticism, I very much doubt whether he would have chosen
Euphorbus to be his prior incarnation upon so dubious a
consideration as a possible ambiguity in two verses of Homer.

Despite Burkert's expressed preference for Kerenyi's
interpretation, he is not averse to two others based on the
etymology of Euphorbus' name (-generally it is well, he says,
to keep in mind the possibility of multiple
interpretations!). One of these is that of Delatte which we
saw, though Burkert himself had observed it to be 'pure

53 I1. xvi.B44-845: 0oL yap eowe Vikny Zevg Kpovidng
N~ C oy 4 124 5 Y
Kat 0 AnoAdwv, ot W &€dapaocoav.
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hypothesis'. The other is that of Otto Skutch, who takes the
¢epBetv in the name 'Euphorbus'® reflexively {contrary to
Delatte) so as to mean one whe feeds, not others but himself,
and who does so ‘'well' ( €U ).meaning by 'well' not
'abundantly', but ‘rightly® -‘this n@htly implying of course
the dietary regimen of Pythagoras.’ Skutch writes: "I do
not know how 1t could be proved that etymelogy was
respensible; but, having discussed the matter with classical
colleagues for more than a dozen years, I still have to find
one to whom the explénaticmgs as soon as it is pointed out;,
does not seem self-evident.” :

An etymological basis for the selection of Euphorbus as
the prior incarnation cf Pythagoras (even if this was made by
Pythagoras himself) finds indirect support in the
etymological adjustment {i.e. to Hemmodorus) which the name
of Hemmotimus undergoes in one tradition in order to cement
him more fimly tc Aethalides in the series of births given
by Heracleides., - The two etymologies cited by Skutch in
support cof the likelihood of an etymological consideration
for the selection of Euphiorbus are those of 'Mnesarchus', the
name of Pythagoras' father, and the name 'Pythagoras' of the
philosopher himself. What is astonishing, however, is that
the evidence on them, far from demeaning the Euphorbus
possibility, gives it a curious new dimension. o

Take Mnesarchus, Etymclogically this fg:‘at;]':cnymic fits
Pythagoras singularly well, says Skutch,” “since it means
"the man who remembers his ovigin.” If so, as Skutch himself
suggests, either the name inspired the story, or was itself
inspired by the story, that Pythagoras remembered his origin.

The ability to recolliect his and other people's..past
births 1s attributed to the Buddha without any suggestion
that it was prompted by the name of his father, or anyone

2 'Notes on Metempsychosis' C.Phil. vol, L1V (1959) p.

114 £., republished in Studia Enneana London (1968) p. 151

3 Stud. En. p. 151.
56

5 loc. cit.
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else. Birth-recollection is found a concomitant in other
reincarnation religions as well, not excluding the Irish,
with life extended beyond the limits of birth and death -
though the capacity to recover such memory is not assumed £ b
everyone but only men cof certain eminence or attainment.
We may therefore dismiss as absurd any suggestion that
Pythagorean anamesis was prompted pvy  the name of the
philosopher's father - and in the sawe vein, Pythagorean
vegetarianism from the name of Euphorbus. Any etymological
dependence must be vice-versa, if not accidental.

Kurt von fFritz is fimmly decided on the historicity Qg
the name ‘Mnesarchus' as that of Pvthagoras® father.”
Evidence of it is as early as Heracleimﬁ and Herodotus, and
is repeated by several later socurces.’ The only variant
found is 'Mnemarchus'’, which is late and possibly a sc:ribg(lj
error, since the same writer has Mnesarchus elsewhere.
Besides, etymologically it makes hardly any difference.

Skutch says the possibility of an etvinolegical basis for
the selection of BEuphorbus for Pythagoras' pricor incarnation
was first alluded to by Corsern, and nobody else seems to

2 Tertullian (Anim. 31.5) asks why, out of all Greece
{and indeed out of all the people in all the countries,
through all ages) only four souls are claimed to have
returned; why not he? Lactantius (loc.cit.) 1is equally
indignant at this capacity of Pythagoras, which no others
have.

28 "Mnesarchus® RE, vol., Xv.2 (1931-1932) 2270. Skutch
thinks the matter open to sane doubt. Why, he does not say,
in the face c¢f the formidable evidence.

9 Heracl. frq. 129; Herodot. iv. 95.

a0 Iambl. V.P. 1ii. 4; Aristotle loc.cit. Porphyry and

Diogenes have Mnesarchus, as also Lucian and the rest.



g ., Bl . . . .
have considered it. Perhaps nof in recent times. But the
implications appear to have been satirized in antiguity by
Lucian in The g,_mix_;_il, For, when the cock there asks Micyilus
if he had heard of HE named  Pythagoras, the son of
Mnesarchus of BSamos, Micy! raplisgs

P

"You mean that sophist, that braggart, who imposed a .
restriction on ithe eating of flesh and beans,

banishing from the tabile my favourite focod and

then went on to per:

people that before Gk;e was
Pythagoras, he was Well- rd {Fuphorbus}?..."

Tertuliian lIests the possibility of this sort of
frivolity pass for a more sericus contention against those
who raise the matter of Pytha 5 having been BEuphorbus.,
"Look at EBEuphorbus,” he says;, "his soul was warlike and
aggressive; Pythagoras, on the other hand, was so quiet and
pacific that he avoided the wars then raging in Greece and
preferred to devote himself t¢ a life of geametry, astrology
and music, b‘sz) alien to the interesis and disposition of
Buphorbus.™

The name ‘Pythagoras'® itself, Skutch points out, was
interpreted in antiguity, in tenns of allegorical philology

popular avong the & Qarphicss arxi Pythagorsans, as the ‘mouth
piece of Apollof. In this ffmm, however, no one can even

suggest that it was his service that in due course cgve rise
to his nawe; he was known as Pythagoras from the start. To -
think the converse is sven more irresponsible: one Pythagoras

ol 'Der Abaris des Her

e 4 = ¢ 708. Some readings have "and went on to
persuade - people that they must not talk for five years,”
whereupon it is the cock that says, "Know this thing too,
that before I was Pymaom‘o:;, I was Euphorbus”. Micyllus
opinion of Pythagoras was that he was bogus and an imposter,
The cock admitting thas new point  would only Jjustify
Micyllus. t 1s best said by Micvlilus himself.

63 Anim, 31.4

«Z e

Ponticus' Rh. Mus., vol.

}., uu bn m 1GU E)etou

64 loc.cit. See Jambl, :
ROAL G*ﬁnoc pa)mf*u apu@u -
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becamse
reputation

If we go
conclusion is
happy accident
mystical and
nomenclature
personage . :’&
names associated
called 'Siddhartha’ that .
mother was 'Mashamaya', which transiat
while the ﬂryxrmeug of his father's nane,
curiously approximates . to  ‘Euphorbus,' meaning he  who
partakes of pure *ond’ Y7 Otherwise
nature of the hero i‘uz)hf::*ms
sincerity of Pythagoras 2ie

the very unexceptional
in favour _of the
th

I N S
CAY

Pythagoras® recollooii
or without allusion to ie! ¢ 3
with no mention of other incany s, but aﬁa?“ without
prejudice to the likel ihs:)od 4-}: Q'i'he‘i: incarnations, both before
Euphorbus and between ‘ SOrAas., \x wo saw, a
few narrate it as a ~d by Pythagoras to
illustrate the truth the g;‘az}a—:z:a'i doctrine, The

having been By )ﬁ(*;‘imzs, with

SUITCRS

when 1t makes its
wiature by a story
of Christ, Preserved by
by Por*;uﬂ 4
was called

-

€s The nane of Pythagoras'
appearance, is reciuited into t"
strongly reminiscent of the nativiiy
Apoilonius in his Life ﬂ_f Pythagoras :
(V.P. 2) and I,amu}:‘ chus (V.P. 2.4-7),
Parthenis (Virgin? but her husband, Mnesarch changed it
to Pythais after chian Apollico foretold of her giving birth
to a remarkable s The scon himself was naned Pylbhagoras,
meaning ‘'prophesied by Apolio'. Iarblichus (2.¥.P.2.7-8) 1is
averse to the notice in Epimenide Budorus and Xenocrates
that he was act

ctually fathered by iApollo; he 'uy,ks Jyather
that the soul of Pythagoras was under the lead ( ‘;vauoum )
of theﬁ god,or in association { ovvénadog ) with him - a tme
tpuxn 6/gm>m\muamg

Ses X 1 Xvil, 80-81. Apolic, disguised az | contdl



Heracleides account nof only extends this single instance
with an incarnation prior to Euphorbus, viz. Asthalides, but
two others as well between Buphorbus and Pythagoras, viz.
Hermotimus and the Delian fisherman, Pyrrhus,. But he adds,
when talking of Euphorbus ving been Aethalides, that he
recallgc;ted other incarmations as plants and animals. Peter
Gorman pounces on this to suggest that Asthalides was the
first human incarnation of Pythagoras’ soul, since Eupborbus
recollects only plant and animal Incarnations previocus fo
this, and concludes that “these previous lives demonstrate an
evolution which attained zosunnil with the incarnation as
the wise man Pythagoras." Quite apart from the fact that
Gorman 1is here reading too much inte this detail in

Heracleides, he is obvicusly giving undue credence to what
most scholars have suspected to be secondary elaboration upon
the EBuphorbus anecdote, be it eracleides himself or his

source at onse or mOre IemoVes .

The cock in iucian, on the other hand, speaks of
nurercus incarmations we his soul came down from Apollo,
but is careful not to interpose any between Euphorbus and
Pythagoras, saying that when he died as i‘-ju;;sharbusﬁgxis soul
remain unhousled till Mnesarchus built him a house.

Sk.utch69 owever argues againsi the popular implication
of the Euphorbus anecdote for a tradition cof at least one
incarnation between BEuphorbus and Pythagoras, which must, by
the evidence from which he derives it, be older than the

Mentes, calls Euphorbus ‘the best man in 'me’{'ﬁtxm?m TOU 5pt_s:;,--
tov Jwhen he rallies Hector to oppose Menelaus, who has
stripped the hero of his arms - but this is just rhetorical
cliche. Apart from his assault on Patrocius, his curriculum
is insignificant.

67 .

Pythagoras: A Life London (1979) p. 28.
68 .. - P _

17, Philostratus {(viii.l4) accepts Pythagoras as the
next human incarnation after Euphorbus - but this may be just
out of carelessness, 1if not his own interpretation to f£ill
out the interval between the tes.

)

2 op.cit. p. 153-154.
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second century :.C. Forr he thinks that Hnnius' c¢laim that
his soul cave to him from Homer via a peacock 18 clearly
modeled on a descent of Pythagoras' soul from Fuphorbus. The
time element between Homer amd Ernnius (which the peacock
incamation splits into two 300 year intervals) is, Skutch
finds , the saw: as that between Euphorbus and Pythagoras, if
one assunes fox Homer the Herodotean date in the 9th century.
As for the peacock, it sits more naturally in the descent of
Pythagoras, being the bird of Samos, the home of the
philosopher, and so, according to Skutch, must have been
imitated into the descent of Ennius from Homer, where, as
Tertullia,B had sneered, it hardly does credit to the poetic

Skutch finds evidence for the two 300 year intervals
into which the peacock incarnmation splits the time between
EBuphorbus andd Pythagoras, in Bwpedocles, who declared that
Pythagoras' memory spanned ten and oven twenty generations
of men. ‘Iwenty generations (calculated at 500 vears) from
Pythagoras takes wus to Eughorbus:; ten, he says, to the
(hypothetical) peacock.

Our concern is with BEupghorbus, not the peacock. But if
Skutch's hypothesis of a Pythagorean peacock is better than
his argument, the bird now coammon to both the Buphorbus-
Pythagoras descent and the Homer-Fnnius descent must have had
a lot to do with the conflation of the two subseguently.
Thus we find Perseus writing:

'Lunai portum, est operae, cognoscite, cives'.{Enn.sat]
cor iubet hoc Enni, postquam destertult esse
Maeonides, (uintus pavone e Pythagoreo

"Get to know, citizens, the gateway of the Moon -
its worth your while."

Ennius makes this appeal from his heart,
when he proclaimed to be

, G Anim, 33;8, Tertullian is right that though the
peacock plumes itself with beautiful feathers, it has a loud
and raucus voice. It has been compared to the braying of a
- donkey.



Maeonides, (uintus from the Pythagorecan peacock.

Commenting on this the scholiast says, “He him
'fifth' (Quintus) because of the opinion which de "iares that
the soul of Pythagoras was nsferred t© a peacock, and
fran the peacock to u,;?s“@rbu** fraom Buphorbus tu Homer; and
from Homer to Fnnius.™ © By this reckoning Ennius is fifth
alright,. but not from the [ ft‘kmn:"ecm peacock.  Besides, the
chronology is r_hd iculous  if  Pythagoras is  to  precede
Euphorbus and Homer. it . Theb 3. 484 has, first
Fuphorbus, second Pythagoras, third peacock, fourth Homer and
fifth Ennius - but again (as 'is:. avident) not f£ifth fram the
peacock.  Pseudo-ACTc i

{(Hor. Odes 1,28.10) is non-commital.
He has Pythagoras say

himself, then goes on

ng he was Euphorbus before he became

o ad "This man (Pythagoras) is salci
to have been born before as Homer, afterwards as a peacock,
and finally as Ennius.”

This alternate successi arising fl}l’ the somia
Pythagorea of Ennius Ia es, as it rivals, the
Heracleidean. But if it }_b to conform to Perssus, it must
obvicusly begin with the peacock and end with (as *Fifth';
Guintus Ennius. Skutch howsver rejects a numerical pun on
this praencmen of Ennius, sven t‘w'gn he elsewhers admitted
that ‘“etymological  speculation  likes to  fasten on
nunera.ls.“J The reason is thait, as we saw, he himself had
necessarily located the peacock incarnation (in the case of
Ennius) between Fuphorbus and Pyihagoras, with no prospect of
lifting it off tc first position to allpw for the pun on
'"Quintus® in Quintus pavone e Pythagoreo.’

6. 911,

2 Schol Pers. 6,11,

24
13 OB.Cit. p. 151

74 . . - L ) e
John Connington The Satires of Persius Oxford (1874)

p. 118, n.1l ad lJoc says a pun may very well have been
intended by Persius - hu? Lha? then we should have had a
rather than ex, as in aiter s ; Jove tertius Ajax;
cn the other hand, 1 the same as{omud)
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- With the philcsophers the claim of Pythageoras to have
. been BEuphorbus seems to have particularized the question of
--identity between incarnations in the general doctrine of
, metenpsychosis. Aristotle had asked of the Pythagorean
. doctrine how a chance soul <could occupy a chance body.
+Tertullian found Pythagoras' psychological desposition so
.-different from that of Euphorbus. ILucian saw in it cause for
. humour when the cock in his satire ups and claims he is
. Pythagoras. while Callimachus imputes with curious effect
. the geametrical achievements and ghstinence from flesh to a
: Pythagoras, whom he calls Euphorbus. 7 The climax of all this
must be the appalling paradox which Diogenes works out of the
instance in an epigram in which he seems to pride himself:

7 If you wish tc know the mind of Pythagoras,
; Lock on Euphorbus' shield and its boss.
For he says "I have lived before.” But when he wasn't,
If he says he was sameone, then he was no one whefé
e was.

The inclusion of Aethalides in the incarnations of
Pythagoras enlists for the philosopher an exceptional power
sof memory which the former is said to have received as a
“divine dispensarion. Coupled with a similar gift of
altermating his 1ife between earth and Hades, the impression
rcreated that, like the experience of reincarnation, the power
of recollecting was a privilege restricted to Pythagoras.
lamblichus' observation that Pythagoras assisted others to
crecover the memory of their former births, and the signal
' case of Mullias of Croton known to Aristotle however show
i that such birth-recollection was within the power of others

(o8]

o

pHomer Maeonides, the ex can stand; e.g. Quintus fism e Sosia
nPlaut . Amph. i.1.152.

"> Call. Tambl. 124 £. (=Diod. x.6.1)= Oxyrhn. Pap. 1011
ed. A.S. Hunt.
o 19 viii, 45.

3 -
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as well. In this comnection recent writers draw attention
the Pythagorean practice of memory development.
Pythagorean, we are told, will not get up from bed wr
has recalled ail the happenings of the previous d.dy./
more stringsnt r«m& advaz; 1\3 cxe,n 1&;@“ fhcy my havc

s

attainment of: wgemurmu powms sgre may b\f{‘ﬂ havc, broke
through their intrauterine existence to recollections of pas
lives. Pythagoras himself, as Emnpedocles teils us, could
when he 'reached out' ( do€tatto ) with the full power of hi
mind ( nccch... npanidesoLy )} gc as far back in time as te
or twenty life-times of men,

Such memory ig, experiential. Experiential memory, says
Jonathan Barnes, in typically expressed by way of the

formula, *1 remember $ing? and the object of such memory is
an experience, and an experience of the remembering person.

John Locka's account of personal identity is properly
expressed in temms of ’«fzxgxau.em.ml’ memory, and amounts,
says Barnes, to a conjunction of the following two premises:

(Ml) If a is the same person as b, and b ¢ed at time t
and place p, then a can remember ®ing at tp.

(M2) If a can remember ¢ing at tp, and b ped at tp, then
a is the same person as L.

(ML) is open to the criticism that a may in fact have
been b who ¢ed at tp, but camnot recollect having ¢ed at tp.
This would be the case witih many things a had done as a
himself and within the present life itself.  But this does
not absolve a of responsibility for them, or, as regards
identity, deny that it was he who did them. The only thing
is that he cannot remamber. While this can happen even

The Presocratic Philosophers revised ed. London
(1982) p. 108 £. But see B. Williams Problems of the Self
Carbridge. p. 4. He says that since remembering doing 1S
‘remarmbers himself domq it is tantologous; also, so far from
constituting personal identity, it presupposed it.
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within the single life of a {(when a is the same person aj,
lapse of memory, The concept of Lethe, (the
River of Forgetfulness in Hades, f£rom which all the souls of
the dead are made to drink, according to Creek mythology)
lends itself symbolically to reincarnation eschatology to
account for the total amesia souls suffer in one birth, of
the previcus Life, or lives, Thuas, we find Lactantius
sarcastically exclaiming ahout FPythagoras' recolliection of
having been Fuphorbus (and having thenr hesn killed by
Menelaus):

"0 strangs and marvellously singular memory of
Pythagoras, and O, the wretched memory of us all,
who do not know who we woere beforve! Or perhaps it
was brought about through some errovr or a favour
that he alone did not touch the whirpoal, of Lethe
and never tasted the water of oblivion."'

failure to remember does not disprove the identity of
a person within one life or across morve than one life, if the
reincarnation hypothesis be accepted. {M2), on the other
hand, is immediately plausible, sayvs RBames. “"Indeed, if we
take the noticon of place narrowly, =0 that at most one person
can be at p at any given mawent, and if we construe
‘remember' in a veridical sense, then (MZ] is a necessary
truth; if a remembers $ing, then a ded; and :f a ¢ed and b is
the $er, then a is identical with b, Aand it is (M2) which
Pythagoras reguires,”

Put in this frame, the claim of Pythagoras,as given by
Heracleides,is simple and straightforward.

(1) Pythagoras remembers being killed by Menslaus at
Troy at a particular time of a particular day in
the course of the Trojan War.

["p

{2) Euphorbus was killed by Menelaus at that particular
time of that particular day in the course of the
Troijan War.

loc.cit.



(3) Pythagoras is identical with Buphorbus

The argument 1s - ' cour its truth depends
upon the historicity Horeo's assertion that there was a
hero clled Fuphorbus, who was killed by Menelaus in the
circunstances in which the poer says he was killad., BRut more
importantliy, whetheyr Pyih -as actually rerembered 0Or was
hallucihating upon the Homeric allusion, or even deliberately
lying.

It 18 to insulate r'ha:fgu of ﬁ“!‘;ilq"ﬁii}"; or
lying that the story of {which originally
suggasted that it m -m‘ v avoked the reminiscence in him of
having been Fuphorl in the manner known to us
from Dicdorus. BNot 50 the satter can be settled in
bythagoras® favour, as we m;;t- suspicions raised by
Tertullian, when 1n be certain reputation,
which is found ] ; and Hermdotus, that
Pythagoras was not s\q ong to dishonesty - a
reputation to which, of o ersonage claiming to
esoteric knowledge  and powers  would  be
susceptible.

Even granting Pythagoras' claim to be true, it is not
possible to assess the nature and intensity of his power of
birth~-reccllectzon from the Euphorbus episcde alone. Indeed,
it is not even possible to decide whether he recollected his
life as Euphorbus to an even greater extent, and merely
remarked about his death in it (which otherwise Harnes finds
‘a touch unusual') umn carning across the shield. Taken per
se and restrictedly, however, one may compare  the
Tecollection it evidences tc the memory of a former
habitation such as is in the capacity, in Buddhism, of an
ordinary Brother, whose mamory of the past is described as
‘factitious' in that it is not spontaneous but evoked through
certain means. Such & ”rf*t her, who 13 vyet to becane an
arahat, can only acquire memory of nmast births &.;;ep by step -~
and then too of one birth or a few, but no more.”

80 .
Y visuddhi Magea 411,




His recognition of the reincarnation of his friend as a
dog, even though this too 1is effoected fact ¥ l.e. by
the sound of its barking, mmusi speax for an ability Qn

5

Pythagoras' part o recoomize the hirth of others as well.®
He was also able to assist others {(as we have seen in
Iamblichus' genexal assertion and the more particular
instance of Mullias cited by Aristotle), to recollect their
past births, perhaps at least the cne pravious - though how
he set about this is not known, nov whether it was in any way
involved with the reputed Pythagorsan memory-training.

Lihood that the shield of

If . however, one accepnts the L
Euphorbus upon the wall of Juno's temple did not evoke the
memory in Pythagoras of his having been Euphorbus, but merely
occasioned the obhservation on that past life, which was
accessible to him without the need of such means anyhow, it
would put the sage in a different category of beings, at
least as recognized by Pali Buddhism. Empedocles, speaking
of it as a marvellous ability as it is in Buddhist estimate,
says Pythagoras saw “ecach one of existing things® (his .
phraseclogy for 'everything') in ten or even ftwenty lifetimes
of men - and this surely without always having before him
evocatives for such memory recoveries.

This Empedoclean description of Pythagorean abhinna
seems more reminiscent(!) of the overknowledge of a Buddha,
an iddhi acquired by contemplative discipline, which, when
taken together with Pythagoras® ability to see the lives of
others, is caomparable to the power of birth-recollecting
included as one of the six powers cof levitation which
accampany the achievement of liberation. Mawory occurs by

8l See A.K. Coomaraswany ‘Recollection, Indian and
Platonic' JAOS suppl. to no. 3, (issued with vol. LXIV, no. 2)
p. ©. Recollection ccours factitiously when those who are
naturally forgetful are constrained or stimulated to remember
by another person (or thing), =5 when one remenbers a
relative by likeness or cattle by their brands.
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such overknowledge
who are repu wtedl
birth {jatim saranti ), using
power, a manifestation
by such beings as the
any birth whatever. 87
intuition {anubhif:). is such a category of beings
recognized in Pvtliagoreanism we 'f'}rzx,n.% to ’zx-‘ satisfisd with the
evidence we have of Pyithagoras® unique powers, when taken
together with a classification of ion X . observed
by the ’ytgmr;ox:earx.:. . into gods, men and beings  like
Pythagoras,

exercisad at wi
to roceliect i«

and in the remoe of

1f ,then, one considers Pythagoras'! birth-recolliection "m
the light of his Lo doctrine of rebirth, and both these
in the context wveral observances  and g;jraptlc&s
arising from them, which th is evidence - whether
such evidence appe radictory, garbled or
misunderstood - doubt  that Pythagoras
presented himself in & > as a close gpproximation to the
Buddha in India. Notable among these dant features of
the rebirth docirine are the concept of incarnation as a
suffering for the deeds of the soul in prior existences, and
the world as a place from which one cannot be tco scon in
escaping; that liberation from the worid and from the cycle of
births is into a state <f bliss, the path of liberation
contemplation { Bewpia |} and a way of life; the acceptance
of all beings as egual { auoyevfy }, whence the abstinence
from killing and flesh-eating; and finally, the recognition
of a stage of advancemvent in the parth of liberation, in which
'‘beings like Pythagoras' were thought to peossess marvellous

e rp

a9
%< Ccoomaraswany op.cit. p. 5-6. See Digha Nikaya 3.281,
based on several other texts; PIS Dictionary s.v. abhinja.
83 . U s e
Aristot. loc.,cit. 10U mytmu Lutau 10 UEeV €01t BEog,
1o 8¢ dvBownog, 1O O olov MuBaydpag. It would seem that such
beings were, like the arshats of Puddbi'a:‘ﬁ, on the threshold
of liberation. In which case Pherecydes may also be thought
to have been such a person; see Jon frg., 4

.




qualities and o
ability to recci
of others. W
Pythagoras ‘meﬂ’:z"
attendant upon )
reticence, weditation,
.of forevision and prophesy, bilo
his strange influence over bird and
of these, his remarkable claim to ha
in one of which existences he had
Panthaas, whom Menslaus killed «
field to Troy.

PR TP S
; i

which was the

well as *“mse
maltiplied, of
2 Of *rhn signs
{including
his powers
L@ ..:lmwormng,
st~ (m{? not the least
yeen born before this,
becn By pi rbus, the son of
corn the battle
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The question is bound to ocour,
borrowing, and if so, by whom from - ?)roaﬁlv, by
which civilization from which.” s has been argued in
favour of the cne by one set of SC?XO]LE‘""S ur:d ;n favour of
the cother by another, and often encugh a ce rx::c:tamd
The evidence is largely inferential ard
Pythagoras andg the Buddha are conce:r ‘ed., they are, fr‘r the
most part of their lives, contemporary. Written euderm@.icr
the belief in reincarmnation is, as A.B. Keith observes, ~ in

wvhether there was a

84 . N . .
The best case for a Greek borrowing fron India was

that made by Leopold von Schroader, ?y‘nagc as und die Inder
leipzig (1884). Lm the opposite view, See A,B, Keith
'Pythagoras and the Doctrine of Transmigraticn' JRAS(1909) p.
569-606 (I find Z'u: azgtmnts not as good as they appear).
Recently C.H. Kahn wrote ({ }ﬁrpeﬁ:)cles among the Shamans® 1n
Essays in Ancient Greek Philosophy ed. J.P. Anton with G.L.
Kustas, New York (1971} o. 35): "The time has perhaps come to
reconsider in the light of modern research z:inﬁ with more
rigorocus technigues of comparison, the hypothesis developed
by von Schroeder in 18g4."

Oop.cit. passim.
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favour of Greece - but this could be because the Indians
relied longer on an oral tradition.

I have no wish tc enter my views in this controversy
here, nor 1is it necessary to place the Euphorbus episode
against the wider backdrop to evaluate it. What the evidence
on it does, however, reflect on the issue is that, while
both Greece and India can trace the evolution of the concepts
surrounding the reincarmmation hypothesis in their own
civilizations without the need of a hypothesis of borrowing,
the doctrine seems not to have enjoyed the consensus in
Greece which it did - and indeed does - in India. For, while
it has continued in India to be a fundament of Indian
religion, thought and 1life, it has, even in the brief
antiquity in which it surfaced among the Greeks, limited
itself to certain exclusive religious arnd philosophical
circles, not the least of these the Pythagoreans and the
Orphics, who by reason of this very belief, have from the
first been subjected to the unsympathetic attentions and even
ridicule of others. We have had a fair sampling of this in
the case of our Euphorbus anecdote.

MERLIN PERIS



