Heraclides’ On Soul (?) and
Its Ancient Readers

Inna Kupreeva

The doxographical tradition attributes to Heraclides a theory of light-
like, phétoeidés, soul. The source of this doctrine is usually considered
to be the dialogue which contains a story of cosmic vision experienced
by Empedotimus of Syracuse. The details of the story preserved in a
handful of fragments were variously interpreted as parts of a cosmo-
logical picture endowed with eschatological significance, and there
has been a tendency among scholars to regard Heraclides® position as
some sort of middle ground between the mind-body dualism undes-
lying the theories of soul in Plato’s Academy and the naturalism of
Aristotle’s later psychological doctrine.

In this paper I review the extant fragments, in an attempt to assess
the evidence for the content and method of the work, and discuss a
number of questions that have been raised with regard to Heraclides’

* I am grateful 1o the editors for accepting this paper which was written after the
conference and for their generous help in preparing it for publication. Thanks are
owed also to Jan Bremmer, Damian Caluori. Bill Fortenbaugh, Dominic O'Meara,
and Eckart Schiitrumpf who read the final draft and saved me from a number of errors
(the oncs that remain are my own).
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VIsion and its interpretation in later sources, with a view to establish
ing the doctrinal implications of the myth. Finally, in the third a]r? ;
fixscuss the texts regarded as evidence for the theo:;y of Iitd}t—]ikg S , 1
I an attempt to reconstruct Heraclides’ theory of soul. i} >

1. On Soul; The Sources

1.1 Fragments'

ment,” and Wilamowitz published the Em i
: . edotimus f; i
appe\;;dlx to his book Der Glaube der Hellfnen 3 emens i an
ehrli’s collection was sy v
pplemented by Gottschalk who added
passage from Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 4.59 (= 95B)* and supp?ieg

contexts to fr. 96 Wehsli (= 52 Philopon ) :
L8, 117 10072y el A é, iy ponus On Aristotle’s Meteorology

I
Passg}:;eraléy, I use.the concept f’f fragment as defined in Kidd 1997 (ie. only the
asgm;; Ib;v[ ere a glven} author is mentioned by name qualify as fragments), but

passages where j i i i f ,

T he re just Empedotimus is mentioned are also fragments of
Ab; (zzsz .Zo;i:r2'8-:33 (28= .49 29=46A;30 =46C;31=46B;32= 47:33 =48}, dilogy
S (Aban'ls 'zgz; inabtaidou + Empedotimus ¢ Peri 1on ouranén {vel en ou)rané?)'
s 5:34= 0; 35 = 130; 36 = Procius In Plar. Tim, 2.8.8-10 (not in Wehrh:

s e;a?n), 37 =86:38 = Schol. Od. A371(s.n.);39=131 and DL 8.21; 40
: fmpedotimus: 41 = 54A; 42 = 57. 43 = Plut. De /. : 3 “Consor,

) ) - i~ i $
ad;%;\)igll, 35; 44 =50; 45 = 52; 46 = 53;47=DL I,;S:a:;l:e;)‘zvé ’;,2C£ o comet.
:lamomfz, 1932: 535-9, includes fragments 54A.; 56; 50; Sé (r;otino the refer-

B 5=3 =

1980, 99 n. 35.
“Gottschalk 1980, 148-9,
*Gottschalk 1980, 149-.54.
Gottschaik 1980, 154-5.
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In an important article,” Whittaker added an epigram by Gregory
of Nazianzus (85C), a passage from Pseudo-Nonnus® Scholia myth-
ologica (95D), and, significantly, a passage in Psellus (Or. 24, 87,
93 Littlewood = 54B), which is also a fragment of Posidonius not
in Theiler or EK and an uncollected fragment of Iamblichus. I have
added here Psellus’ Court Speech 1.898 (= 54C).

Wehrli’s fr. 95 (= 58) is now attributed to Damascius in the light
of Westerink’s work on Alexandrian commentaries.’

Wehrli’s fr. 100 (= 48) does not mention Heraclides, and although
it is likely that Heraclides is referred to as the author of the doctrine,
there is no way to attest the argument as his with any certainty.’® Fr.
103 W. is attributed to Heraclides Lembus.!

Fr. 101 Wehrli (= 51) does not seem to contain anything concern-
ing soul explicitly, but Wehrli hypothesises that Heraclides’ advice
could be interpreted in the light of his doctrine of light-like soul.”

1.2 Title

In the list of Heraclides” works in Diogenes Laertius,”> we find the
following two titles: On Soul and On Soul Specially (kat’idian). The
meaning of kat'idian is not clear, and the text was suspected early
on.”* Wehrli tentatively assigned all his fragments under the heading

“Whittaker 1997.

¢ Noted also by Capelle 1917, 42 n.2.

® Westerink, 1959, XV-XX; Westerink 1977, 15-7.

0 ¢f. Boyancé ap. Wehrli ad loc., Moraux 1963, 1195.

See p. 96 and nn. 21, 22 below.

*?On Democritus’ suggestion and tradition about burial in honey, see Cébe ad loc.

" Going back to an early Peripatetic source (Moraux 1951 argues for Hermippus,
Wehrli for Sotion as its source). See Wehrli 1969, 64-5; Gottschalk 1980, 6 n. 20;
Moraux, 1951, 220~1; Mejer 1978; Sollenberger 1992, 3851-5. The titles of Diogenes®
list do not coincide with the titles preserved by other authors, such as Plutarch.

¥ Voss 29 prints the text with Reiske’s emendation, i.e. inserting »at instead of
comma after vob giving: el voi #ad stegl Yuyfg xot »ot idlav weol Yuyfc. The
emendation is printed in the apparatus by most modern editors, including Wehrli and
most recently Marcovich. There is a lot to be said for it, because it helps to make sense
of %t idicev, which Voss correctly cites in parallel with %o e stegl Gpetiic
(after the list of titles devoted to particular virtues) as an evidence of editorial activity
of the compiler of the list. On Reiske’s readings of DL, see Diels 1889, 302-5. This
would not make it easier to decide where the theory of light-like soul and the story of
Empedotimus belong, but would at least eliminate one textual obscurity.
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igel;nlehre to tI“'ae:sc two works, although only one fragment (102 W, =

the)t‘ ;zs‘an explicit reference to the title—and regrettably nothing l;ut

o ooi:;é C;he cirﬁtergt has no direct connection with the subject Hcirzél
gg » On the basis of the reference made j in’s epit

asis : n Justin’s epitome of

Trogus, that Heraclides wording (specifically, the identification of the

sackers as Hyperboreans) refiects the Delphic oracle through which

;r;;:ct ;l)f fa'ct and‘ﬁction suggest the kind of plot usual for Heraclides
b ere 1s nothing more specific.' Wehrli prints his fr. 103 (= Serviusj
17(7.} : ?lelllcée)}n 1 213, rejected in this edition)'? as a tentative parallel to
= » On the basis of the fact that in both i
. -t passages the
assumption of the Greek origin of Rome. 2 But alreadycl acob;:tsrigl

uted the text of fr. 103 to Heraclide,
. s Lembus, 2! i ibuti
been defended recently by Frascetti.2? s aribuon has

1.3 Empedotimus

title. In mbdern scholarshi i
, p. before the details of the story beca
m
available from Proclus (54A, 56), the question seems to hyave beelf

"Hirzel 1895 (1), 327 and n2.
“The text does not sa
y that the embassy learnt about the sa
» assy ck of Rome from t
}?/:C]Z ratl;fr Sthét the embassy heard this news on their way back from Delp.gio z;u:f
L AUt 43.5.8: parta pace et securiiare Jundata, revertentes q Delphis Mas:YiIien-l

:}I:fj :E;a;l;érh:golzfle:dfivegi wais so interpreted by the Massilian people on the basis of
: ‘ledge of local temain, further details of the story i :
silver, 43.5.9-10) are perha mli i i Do 501 and
er, DS more in line with Roman than with Delphi iti
" Other contemporary referenc oo Arrcte £
Y €s to the sack e i i i
and Theopampue penrry oS s ack of Rome mglude Aristotle F 703 Gigon

" Boyancé 1934 are : : ,
1998, 3 argues that the title Abaris refers to P, dikaiosunés, cf, Dalfino

** Schiitrumpf 2008, 2667,
*So Wehrli ad 103.
UFGrH (840 F 40q).

2 Frascetti 1989, 83-6.
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whether Empedotimus was some famous historical character, e.g. a
local cultural hero obliterated in later tradition. After the publication
of Kroll’s edition of Proclus’ Republic commentary in 1899, the pre-
vailing tendency was to deny any historicity behind Heraclides’ anec-
dote. It was suggested by a number of scholars that Empedotimus is
a fictional name, based either on Empedocles or Empedocles + Her-
motimus.” But in fact there is independent evidence for this name,
both epigraphical and literary.” so even if the name of Empedotimus
is a conscious literary altusion made by Heraclides, it is still based on
the choice of an existing name rather than a poetic invention.

The main reason for common scepticism about historicity is that
we do not have any extant tradition about Empedotimus apart from
Heraclides. This does not mean that such a tradition did not exist:
arguments ex silentio are difficult to sustain;* but there is no evidence
to work with.

The earliest authors reported to mention Empedotimus are Posi-
donius (54B) and Varro (57). It is likely that both read the dialogue.
Heraclides’ writings were influential in Cicero’s time: Cicero himself
and Varro are attested as professing to imitate him;?’ Asclepiades of
Bithynia is reported to have developed in his physiological theory the

¥ Wilamowitz 1932, 534: “seit die Stelle des Proklos bekannt ist. steht fest, wie

Rohde gleich bemerkte, dal Empedotimos eine von Herakleides erfundene Figur ist,

- der einen Mythos in Nachahmung des platonischen dichtete.” Capelle 1917 is, to

my knowledge, the only modern work where the historicity of the main character is
assumed.

*Bidez 1945, 55-6 (arguing the name is invented by Heraclides as a *pseudonym
of Empedocles): Burkert 1972, 366 n.89, Bolton 1962, 152; Bremmer 1983, 49: cf.
Gottschalk 1980. 111 and n. 79.

* A form of this name Is attested in the Hippocratic corpus (Epid. 2, 5, 106, 3, cf.
Index Hipp. and Littré’s note ad loc.). LGPN 1I1.A 142 has two records for the name
"Epsteddrytog independent of Heraclides: (1) SEG xxxvi 384, dated to saec. | B.C./
TAD. (by LGPN), inscriptions on the stelai in the Museum of Tegea, published in
Dubois 1983 (the names in the vocative of Empedotimus, Onasiphoron, Epaphrodi-
tos. Damatris, Markos and Niképhoros); (2) CEG II 833, inscription on the marble
base of the statue of Heracles and Nemeian Jion. dedicated in Olympia by Hippotion
of Tarentum, son of Empedotimus; the dates saec. V ex/IV in. (confirmed epigraphi-
cally by the sculptor’s name, Nikodamas) and Italian provenance are of particular
interest. (See Fraser & Matthews, 1997, s.v.)

% Notably, Capelle 1917, 42, n.2 uses all the same fragments to argue that Empe-
dotimus is a historical figure incorporated by Heraclides into his dialogue.

#ef. 21A~F.
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gf SI’_cIipio.zl9 Po;i)d.oniug who is probably familiar with several works
y Heraclides,® is said to have “athetized” the story of Empedoti-

ﬁgf:; t<())r both.3" In any case, it seems clear that he takes either the
Ty Or & certain part of it (speci

phole A (specified further by the lost context)

o Other sources wh%oh mention the name of Empedotimus include

‘ emZ?t (65), Iamblichus ap. Psellus (54B): Proclus On Plaro’s

epublic (54A, 56); nggscius On Plato’s Phaedo (88); Damascius

(52 and Gottschalk 1980, 149-54 i
s ~54). 1t is hard to tel] v heth
these authors had direct access to Heraclides’ work 32 Tenerany of

o Bolt?n has argueq, on the basis of circumstantial evidence that
; emlenc; s p(z;ss;age which lists the pagans who had the power of }ore
nowledge (53) ultimately goes back t i ,
4 g o Heraclides. The excerpt
: Itin . or or
he compiler of this list appears 10 be taking all the literary ﬁgrsres as

iIambllchu§9 JuIian, and their Christian Opponents present Empe—
d()l mus as a lllStOI'ical char acter (the “ne ~-Pag ” €ase, the
> O pagans” as a true h
Cappadomans as ach i ,
arlatan). IamthhUS’ enthus'as ic a
. ! : 1ast1 cceptance of
the StOI'y is understandable in the ﬁght of hlS interest in theurcy SinCC
&J>

*On Asclepiades 60-1, cf. Voss 65. On the
Gottschalk 1980, 56; Rawson 1982, 368
sceptical), ,

~: Cic. De re pupl. 6 16,2, cf. Zetzel ad loc.

: <I:f. EK F18.39; F49.148, 234; F110.9f
e ;j‘;ﬂi j:i ii( r;r;xor})f othler periplus-stories he rejects as &udorvgo, Posido

. ¥ Heraclides, in which the Tatter is said 10 have ... ina
e ; ac T 15 said to have “creat
‘ V‘;ﬁfgﬁeﬁ :;:gert:%:]] magus amvmg»at Gelon’s, saying that he has sailed [;reguj:l lfh:
Wy (. & })7.9 1&315n§§ thzfthPI(;&donius had his own physical theory of the Milky
vay (cf. fr. 129, » with Kidd’s commentary ive
wiﬂch to put the Empedotimus myth (see sec. 2.2 b)eIZi-';oc.) s @ persective in
*Cf. Whittaker 1997, 306. '

33 H
Bolton himself treats Empedotimus as a fiction (1962, 157-75)

_ possible influence of Heraclides, see
~9, with Vallance 1990, 7-43 (who is more
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the real existence of Empedotimus would give him a trump card in
his polemic against its critics. Ironically, it seemns that Christian oppo-
nents of paganism, such as Gregory, also preferred real charlatans to
mere literary characters, because the former could be more impres-
sively exposed in their folly and thus indirectly testify to the Christian
cause. On the other hand, the fact that Empedotimus is spoken of as
the author of his own story indicates that Empedotimaus is given a nar-
rator’s part in Heraclides® dialogue.™ It seems useful to expand Weh-
rli’s citation of the Suda in 53 to include the line about Jamblichus,
because it may shed some light on the source of this fragment. The
sentence may also suggest that Jamblichus was familiar with Hera-
clides’ dialogue, or at least its plot.3

Proclus’ agenda in his Republic commentary (defence of Plato’s
myth of Er against the criticisms of Colotes) also makes Empedoti-
mus’ historicity highly desirable. Proclus’ text suggests that Empe-
dotimus’ vision was told in the first person—and Proclus knew that
Heraclides was the author.* Damascius has not recorded any views
concerning the dramatic framework of the story, being more interested
in some of its ideas; but he also refers to this work as “the account
of Empedotimus™ (6 'Epmedotipou hovog),” thus also suggesting a
first-person account.

1.4 The Plot

The dramatic setting of the dialogue is described by Proctus who tells
us that Empedotimus was part of a hunting group. Around noon®

*Suda’s ohTog ¥ypaape mepl Puoteils dreodoems (whatever confusion it reflects
otherwise) may be based on this description.

% As is not clear from Stobaeus’ excerpt from his On Soul (50). This would also
lend a stronger sense to the ¢éEaupel of 54B, and in any case raise a question of lam-
blichus’ access to the dialogue.

* The wording in Proclus (6 %0td Tov 'Bpmedénipov Advog év Hocuheidng
iotdonoey ¢ Iloviinds) may suggest that Heraclides recorded the story of Empe-
dotimus, the real person. Cf. Wilamowitz 1932, 534, cited in n.23 above. Proclus’
source may be relatively early: most likely. Porphyry going back to Numenius (see
2.1 below); we do not know whether he himself read Heraclides.

%7588, cf. ap. Philop. In Mereor. 117,9-11: %oiig 6 Aapéoriog Thy "Epmedoripov
neol ToD yahoartog [Ind0eoiv] olxeotal.

% On the mythological and literary significance of the mid-day, cf. Maass 1895,
224, n.35; Reiche 1993, 166; Bremmer 1983, 132.
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Phaedr. 246C-247C, on Plato’s view, the Spectacles would include
the Forms, but for Heraclides they will contain 2 cosmological and
eschatological picture of the soul’s Jjourney in Hades.* Other sources
tell us of three gates and three roads to heaven (87), mention three
heavenly realms (88), and the Milky Way, which js identified as 3 path
of souls in the afterlife (52, 50).

It is hard to say how much of the cont

nts: it is usually assumed that the missing parts
i -like nature

Radermacher suggested that an episode with Hecate in Lucian’s
The Lovers of Lies 22-4 might be a parody of Heraclides’ dialogue
and conjectured op this basis that Empedotimus® Story contained a part
about the underworid proper.* Lucian’s dialogue mocks the supersti-
tion and a rejated genre of Storytelling, making the Participants of the
conversation compete in telling the most Incredible ghost stories that
involve someone they know. One of the stories shows some affinities
with the Empedotimus myth: a man goes out hunting with hjs son;

39\’&71']211110\&'1'I‘/:, 334: “dem schlafenden

On the eschatological significance of me,

“Festugitre ad Joc.

“ Reiche 1993, 163; 165-6.

“Cf. Gottschalk 1980, 102.

<3 Radermacher 1902, 202-5, cf. Wehrli ad 92,

“ About Empedotimus he says: “Aber er hat siche
fragments telj us} geschaut: sonst konnte Procjus sich nicht auf die Geschichte
berufen, um zu beweisen, dass Menschen von den Dingen im ‘Hades’ Kenntnis 2a
erlangen imstande seien, Darunter kann unmoglich die Milchstrasse, wenigstens nicht
die Milchstrasse aliein, verstanden werden. Also wirg man die beiden Berichte alg
Umbiegungen einer und derselben Anekdote fassen diirfen. Sie sind durchaus charak-
teristisch fiir die Art, mit der man solche Schaucrgeschichten im Altertum weiter-
getragen hat. Der eigentliche Kern der Sache bleibt ohne vie] Vcré‘nderung; dagegen
werden einzelne Zlige nach Belichen dusgestaliet. Was vor allem wechseln muss,
i Glaubwiirdigkeit der ganzen
nnten Gewéhrsmann zu nen-

Jdger”; Reiche 1993 argues that he is awake,
eting Persephone, Bremmer 2002, 21-5.

rlich noch mehr {viz. than extant
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falling behind the group in the forest he runs into Hecate, who is holc;i
ing autorch and leads him to the underworld where he gets to see ;
ing _ : .
the unspeakable sights. The case of Empedotimus is only a ;;;ﬂhi '
more general argument in which Radermacher seellcs to esta ; ;s o
b= < . A i N . y
to several of Lucian’s dialogues i
antecedents of the plots : ‘ e car
ier Ii ical tradition, by tracking some co |
er literary or mythologica : .
2f the narrative which remain unchanged in the process of dhte;raiy
borrowing. He bases his argument on a number of verbal an tsv tzrl}k
tural parallels between the two stories, but the par.aiiels are no hs r; .
ing.*® Even assuming that Radermacher is right, }t is not clefzr whet ie7
Lucian’s text can help to reconstruct Heraclides® story: the 1?eaveni Sye
part is absent in Lucian’s account and we cannot be sure of the prec
scope of the intended parody. A . ) 4
Iz{f Clement’s report which credits Empedotimus with a power of
foreknowledge is accurate, one might imagine tha(t:i .the] Iosii pé;tz f::v
i i in which it would be displayed, i y
tained some related episode in w ch id d. in a wa
similar to the prophecy given to Scipio by Smplp the Elder 126C106ro s
Dream 10-12, or even some of Lucian’s mav‘eflck perphets. on of
Proclus (56) contrasts Empedotimus® y1szon with the v1§10z1 b
Cleonymus of Athens, a character of the d1alog§§ by .thi Penipatc.a c
Clearchus of Soli (fr. 8 Wehrli). Cleonymus’ Viilon 12 dcat;l ip PI:Q
i 1 is in a state “between life and death™: Pro-
1.e. taking place when he is in a : P
i i ss which takes place “wi
clus describes it as a mental proce
body,” whereas Empedotimus’ vision does not transcend the category
of embodied sensible experience.*”

“The description of Hecate and Hades may be intenc}ed asa ;,)tz;lr:acg;l::}t) :n 1: };:;i ;c])
say whether its target is the specific plot of the Empedotm'flfsg:: o Sh e
Iitérary genre; details involved suggest the Iafter (190, 4-6 ne - y }‘:}yo\r Tao;dosw,\f
(SQOL?.O\;ES{QJ odt Tobdagdog é:noi*r]oev KGopa naups,'s sg 0}(; '231’100& :én:é;:ow(i
oSttt 5 St e
M:s2;j?]\\'oi,iifxvSzzzziggggggﬁvnzfawa, ov hvgtqbksy“aeovw, Y Aluvny,
"" h " ' . . ’ o~ ~‘ -

OV KéoPegov, tolg vérgoug, Bhote yvweilew £viovg W‘f;i{mia] evidence) that

’“’Cic;.ro De rep. 6.10.12. For the argument (bascd. on cn'cm}l3 o Sogasace) that
the Clement passage ultimately goes back to Hera@dcs_. se; o (59 e },)Vthagoras
(60), followed by Bolton (152), suggests on ths? basis of theJ uI da %) bty m;y o
mjgi'zt be Empedotimus’® interlocutor in this dialogue, but Iulian’s
© 487 j;éercsfo u};f;iion 1962, 153. Reiche’s translation of the penfmimate semencee :)(f
this fraémént as refeninngn}y to the disembodied kind of experience seems to m
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lt]\;fsecel:é}c})o?ig f}fities appear in heaven. Thus Heraclides is thought to
pted the concept of “heavenly Hades,” which w i
1 °pt of “he: , ould includ
;1 ptlace of pumshmem:"9 This might reflect a contemporary tendencye
0 reat~ Hades, the deity of the underworld, as €qual in rank to the

the basi i
basis of the meager textual evidence that we have,” but the reasop
—_————
overstat istincti
o en; i :”h;) _(izst;lncuon drawn by Proclus between the two cases (which is clear from
A 1S chapter, where Proclug says that “Empedotimuses d Cl
o and Cleonymuses
*Wehrli, Clear
, Chus, fr. 8, 15-23; Bolto i 3
B Cle s ; n 1962, 152-3: v oty abtod )
PavaL oo 1oV Odvatov oioy &% dgopmv 6ééaf -fw-:’hj g\gua\"ow o atorony
e 2a o | OV Ol - 0oLV & ELLEVTY TOT ohpator
Hawo&w%ﬁgfsnta@gox: OLQG?[]V&I., #ol agBsioay vmgg viic Welv témoug év’i(‘:ﬁ‘t'fz
a0 (;v (;:af Tolg oyznp.'c«aoa ®Ol T0lg %odpacy wol oebuota motaudmy
o }t EQLE‘;[eW 6050)31(?1;' *gou TEAOS aLxEobon sig Tive, ADOOV ieQdY g ‘Eorlécz'
7 Moviae Suvapers &v vivougy boiic Cteouyt Y
Exeiv O 200, GOV, b berrr PP GmEQUIYATOL. £ig 8¢
et :/)v :Viéngv TOV 10OV 2al Ehhov apueécbor dvBowmov ?cz‘:mdpx;oiv b‘n‘]\af
. A & A - N e = i
60&3 aﬁ@ mcwg; gw}'n\f, HEVEWY e fiouyf) «ai dod 16 Enel évra. wa O e
0 3 (OV ELEL #OL&ORS TS %0l %ol %ol ThE G 00, .
¢ ; : > T8 XOL 2Qloeg %ol Tde Gl 2ab ¢ t
TAG TOVTWV &110md U eV . that e e
w0 agth Seemedst,'(t)tgfco;'rov? Evuawéag (12, 9-17 W) “He claims that his sou] after
o heeme IS¢ up, as thongh released from some ties, with the body beside it
o S[reamz n;e{] above the earth 1o see on it places varying in shapes and colours and’
ot rivers that humans cannot look at; and at the end arrived into some }101y

both of i j
b 1t '(])e tsf(x)eur;l sbzz}'nih:g:zsi;semer}és and judgements of the Souls that take place there
d the g ally purified and the Eumenides watch: 5
it 1des watching over themn.”
emacii:r wgulzd r;;le out the supplerpcm of a traditional Hades asasuooested by Rad-
X - ottschalk 1980, 101, thinks that Empedotimus’ Hades :ob 1d be i
egween the moon and the earth. . e focared
®Laws 7, 828C6-D2: Morr
‘ 7, I8 ow 1960, 451-3; Reiche 1993 i
all;!sA of ‘H]lklel.‘ Tepresentation of the god of death, see Wiis;) 9534*5 ror ey par
o sxerzit }lxr}k 15 argued by Reiche 1993, who also sugoes;s that this presence
b f ained only by Pluto’s tutelage over the summer month; but on the oth
» D0 SUggests at least one other reason for Pluto’s appearance. ’name]y his pe.er
’ : ‘r~
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Plato gives in the Laws of why “warlike men” should not shun this
god but honor him instead — namely that “he is the best for the human
;ace since there is no way in which (ouk estin héi) the communion is
better for soul and body than their dissolution” (828D2-3) — might be
relevant to the rationale behind the mythological setting of Heraclides’

dialogue as a treatise on the soul.®
2. Empedotimus’ Vision

2.1 Cosmic Topography

Varro quoted in ‘Servius auctus’ mentions the “three gates and three
roads” as parts of Empedotimus’ vision. They are situated “towards
the sign of Scorpio, ... at the limit which is between Leo and Can-
cer, and between Aquarius and Pisces™ (57). Servius’ guotation comes
from his commentary on Georgics 1.32-5, where Virgil, addressing
August as the thirteenth god, mentions the sign of Scorpio as allowing
space for a new deity.” The details about the other two gates of Empe-
dotimus’ myth are omitted by Servius, even if Varro had them (pos-
sibly because Scorpio is the focus of the commentary), and no obvious
Interpretation of these locations is found in other ancient sources.
Varro’s fragment is tentatively assigned by scholars to his Menip-
pean satire called At the Cross-Roads before the Three Gates or On
Acquiring Virtue>* The satire has to do with questions of nurture vs.
nature, moral education, and possibly the role and form of religious
beliefs.” Varro scholars, interpreting Heraclides® fragment, conclude
that the three roads have to do with moral choice of some sort. This

2On the role of developing astronomy and geography in “secularization” of tradi-
tional sacred resting places of virtuous souls, such as the underworld and the Isles of
Blessed, see Burkert 1972, 363 n.70.

¥ anne nouwm tardis sidus te mensibus addas.J qua locus Erigonen inter chelasque
sequentisipanditur — ipse tibi iam bracchia contrahit ardens/Scorpios et caeli iusta
plus parte relinqui.

% Torodimng Teurtkiog (Tlegl dgetiig #Thoewe). The first attribution seems to
have been made by Riese (cf. Wilamowitz 534: “wegen dieses Titels”). Maass 1893,
223, suggested that Varro imitated Heraclides’ dialogue (224, and n. 25), but the other
fragments of the satire do not seem 1o be related 1o the plot of Heraclides’ dialogue.
Wehrli is sceptical. In the recent editions the fragment is printed with Triodirés, but
scholars are aware that it may come from elsewhere (see Cébe 1997; Krenkel 2002;
cf. Lehmann 1997).

*Frr. 257-61 Astbury; Cebe 1997, 2067-70.
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(numbered as the second and third): the Meadow of the Blessed and
hell proper. The difficulty with this view is that Plutarch is supposed
to be using Pindar’s text to elucidate Heraclides’ cosmological picture,
no single known detail of which is mentioned in his explanation, the
only link with Heraclides being the alleged provenance of the thesis of
“soul-light” and the supporting argument.*
Damascius in his commentary on the Phaedo 110B5-111D2 (=
58), mentions the “three realms™ as a part of Heraclides picture of
the cosmos. Heraclides® division of the cosmos is cited after the tri-
partite division of the earth by the sons of Cronos in Homer /. 15,
189-93. In Homer, Poseidon gets the sea, Zeus the heavens and Pluto
the underworld, the earth being common to all.* Heraclides® exegeti-
cal innovation (and the reason why he is quoted separately along with
the traditional Homeric division) consists in assigning each sphere an
astronomical rather than a traditional “elemental” cosmological loca-
tion: Zeus rules over the sphere of fixed stars, Poseidon over the plan-
ets as far as the sun,* while Pluto is given everything under the sun.%

%0n which see 3.1 below. Wehrli, although accepting the “light-knowledge” frag-
ment as Heraclidean, in hjs comment ad 95 (= 58) denies that Plutarch’s adjacent
exegesis derives from Heraclides; ¢f. also Moraux 1963, 1195.

% (Poseidon speaks:)

Tosic vap 1" in Kodvou gty adehdeol, olig téxeto Péal
Zetg #ol &y, Toitotog & Aldng, évégovow dvioomv.i
TowyBa 8¢ mdvta deddorar, Exaotog & Epuoge wufc
jon &y Ehayov moluyy dha valepey aistif

morhouevdv, Aldne & Ehays Lobov Tegoéva, i

Zehg &' Ehay ovgavdv ety v aiffoL zal vepéhnorl
Toia § £n Sovi) mdvtov vl poroodg ‘Ohvumog.

The same Homeric passage is cited also by Plato in the Gorgias (523A3-5) in an
eschatological context, as a point of departure in the story of Pluto’s judicial reform
in the underworld. Like Plato. Heraclides uses the passage as a point of departure for
his own interpretation (astronomical mapping of the three realms, setting the stage for
his dramatic plot).

“We can guess that Heraclides (like Plato in Tim. 38C-D) adopted the “Egyptian”™
order of planets, in which the sun was the second closest to the earth, so that Poseidon

is given al the planets except the moon, and the lower area which comprises the moon
and the Milky Way js assigned to Hades.

$5Not the moon, as in the later demarcations of the Jowest stratum of the cosmos.
which included the world of coming-to-be and perishing. Although the world of gen-
eration is not explicitly excluded, it is clear that it is not among the focal points of

this division.
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describes the realm of Pluto as beginning at the level of the Milky
Way’* which is apparently located above the seven planetary spheres
and not beneath the sun as in Heraclides.” Proclus, on the other hand,
reports that Numenius (not Pythagoras) uses the Homeric epithet “the
folk of the dreams” (démos oneirdn, Od. 24.12) to refer to the Milky
Way and that it is according to Numentus that Pythagoras in his secret
language calls the Milky Way “Hades™ and “the place of souls”. This
might suggest that Numenius may have supplied the interpretation of
Hades as the Milky Way himself rather than finding it in his Pythago-
rean source, whatever that was. Earlier tradition going back to Aristo-
tle does not mention this interpretation of the Milky Way among the
others that it attributes to Pythagoreans.” In fact, Wilamowitz sug-
gested that Heraclides is Numenius’ source for the new construction of
the cosmos in general and for the attribution of this view of the Milky
Way to Pythagoras in particular,™
Needless to say, the attribution of this material to Pythagoras by
Numenius and later tradition should be treated with caution.” As was
already mentioned, the Empedotimus story retold by Proclus is proba-
bly coming from Porphyry,’® who may depend on Numenius. So, Burk-
ert’s parailel is valid to the extent that there is a common tradition, and
Heraclides plays a certain role in it. What role exactly, whether that of
a conscientious exponent of ancient Pythagorean doctrines, artistically
inspired witness to the same doctrines, or just a parallel source used by
later Neoplatonic authors along with other Pythagorean sources, we
cannot say with assurance. Most probably it is some combination of

" hinc et Pythagoras putat a lacteo circulo deorsum incipere Ditis imperium, quia
animae inde lapsae videntur iam a superis recessisse.
2In Somn. Scip. 1 12.13.

See below 2.2.1.
* Wilamowitz 1932, 535. His opinion that De antr. nymph. 28 is the source of

Proclus In Remp. was corrected by more recent scholarship, but his remark: “den
Neoplatonikern zu glauben und Herakleides von dlteren Pythagoreern abhingen zu
lassen ist dieselbe antihistorische Methode, die den Platon bei Orphens oder &lteren
Orphikern borgen 148t may still be valid. Of course, it is possible that Heraclides
himself attributed this view to Pythagoreans; there clearly is room for more research.
Cf. Diels 1879b, 489,

On his tendency to “Pythagoreanise” Platonic tradition, see Frede 1987, 1044-50;
O’Meara 1990, 9-14. Porphyry occasionally calls him a Pythagorean; ¢f. Euseb. H.E.
6.19,8 and Stob. Ecl. 2.14,17 W.

 See above (p. 106 and nn. 69, 70).
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Both Damascius and Philoponus are inclined to place the Milky Way
higher up, in the region of fixed stars.®

Damascius argues that the Milky Way neither has exhalation as its
matter nor is formed in the sublunary realm.™ He cites approvingly the
story of Empedotimus, which he calls a “fact™ and not a “tale.” It is not
clear whether he had any access to Heraclides’ text: as we have seen,
the plot of the dialogue was known to the late Platonists, including
Proclus. Here are some doctrinal points which Damascius establishes
as germane to the description of heaven in the Empedotimus story:

(1) The Milky Way is the road of the souls going through the

Hades in the heavens.®

(i1) In their progress the souls get cleansed.®

(111) The heavenly circle is a divine structure (explanation of the
myth of Hera’s milk: no soul will ascend until it draws in

some of Hera’s milk).

(iv) The Mitky Way is a certain disposition of the heaven, imper-
ishable, starry, and owes its milky appearance to the density
of small stars.¥

52Tn fact, the view according to which the Milky Way is located on the fixed sphere
is attributed to Theophrastus in Macrobius® /n Somn. Scip. 1.15.4 (= fr. 116 FHS&G,
with the parallels in Philo Prov. 2.89, Achill. Isag. 24 (55.17-8 Maass), Manilius,
Astron. 1.723-8). On the significance of the issue in the tradition, sce Mansfeld 2005,
534, n.110.
® Philoponus, /n Meteor., 116, 36-117, 8. Philoponus cites two objections made
by Damascius (which he himself takes over in his critique of Aristotle’s arguments):
(i) none of the effects formed in the exhalation can hold for a very Jong time without
change, but the Milky Way does not undergo any visible changes at all; (ii) if the
Milky Way is formed in the aether. and aether in its motion fags behind the circular
motion of heavenly bodies (the point made by Aristotle himself in his discussion of
comets), then the Milky Way should be lagging behind the fixed stars as well; but this
does not happen.
$117, 11-2 Hayduck: ¢mot vd exelvog (sc. ‘Epnedduuog) 680v sivan Yyuydv
TO YEha ThY Adv TOV £V SOV SLeEToQEToUEVHY.
$5117, 12-1: zol o Bavucotdy, dnoly O Aapdoxiog, st xol Yyol xadaip-
ovos v ToUTY Th wiwA Thg vevéoews. The addition of <dué> after wirip, sug-
gested by Hayduck, is not necessary. cf. Philop. /2 GC 248, 6; 313,13, als0 298,16 (the
image seems to be standard).
8117, 19-21 (= 118, 9-10): elven & oty 10D obpavod tiva. didBzotv ddBagtov,
AoTEAOUY, WGV GoTEQWY TunvdTHTL YoharTiCovoay.
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Unlike Numenius, Damascius gives a physicalist interpretation of
the animate constituents of the Milky Way describing them as small
stars. One would like to know whether he found any of this in his source
for the Empedotimus story; unfortunately, our sources do not tell us.
Heraclides’ view is not mentioned in the ‘Aétius’ chapter on the Milky
Way. The view that the Milky Way js made of souls does not occur in
Aristotle’s discussion of earlier views in Meteorology 1.8.% It is not
found in Macrobius, who, however, notes in the beginning of his expo-
sition that he has omitted mythological accounts.” This view occurs in
Cicero’s The Dream of Scipio 16, whose source could be Heraclides,”
and it is mentioned, anonymously, by Manilius last in his list which
otherwise largely coincides with that of Macrobius.” In these later
sources, the “souls” view is not linked with any specific cosmological
theory: it is either invoked in an explicitly mythological context, as in
Cicero, or contrasted with the naturalist accounts, as in Manilius.

With regard to the precise place of the stuff of the Milky Way
in the hierarchy of being, Damascius disagrees with “Empedotimus,”

and presents it differently: “*Anaxagoras and Democritus hold that the Milky Way is
the light of certain stars. The sun, they say, in its course beneath the earth, does not
shine upon some of the stars: the light of those upon which the sun does shine is not
visible to us, being obscured by its rays, while the Milky Way is the direct light of
those stars which are screened from the sun’s light by the earth” (345a26-32). Cf.
Mansfeld 2003, 33-4,

% Aristotle mentions two mythological accounts: “The so-called Pythagoreans give
two explanations. Some say that the Milky Way is the path taken by one of the stars
at the time of the legendary fall of Phaethon: others say that it is the circle in which
the sun once moved. And the region is supposed to have been scorched or affected
in some other such way as a result of the passage of these bodies” (345a14-9). Both
views are reproduced in “Aet.” 3.1.2, contrasted with a third ‘Pythagorean’ account,
naturalist but sceptical; see Mansfeld 2005, 2944 for discussion.

9 In Somn. Scip. 1.13.3: sed nos fabulosa reticentes ea tantum quae ad naturam
eius visa sunt pertinere dicemus. Macrobius does not ention the Pythagorean stories
of the sun’s old road and Phaethon which most probably were in his source. On the
doxographies dependent on Posidonius, see Kidd 1988, 487-8.

% Wilamowitz points out the possibility of Neopythagorean infiuence on Cicero
{Wilamowitz 1932, 11, 535).

93 Astron. 1.758: an fortes animae dignarague numina caelo f/ corporibus resolute
suis rervaeque remissa I/ huc migrant ex orbe suumque habitantia caelum /f aetherios
vivunt annos mundoque fruuntur? On Manilius® sources, cf. Diels 18792 229, 187%
489. Wilamowitz cites as parallel Ovid. Mez. 1.168 esr via sublimes, caelo manifesta
sereno, lactea nomen habet, candor notabilis ipso. hac iter est superis ad magni 1ecta

Tonantis.
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have been presenting the theory of Heraclides, because in using the
terms “star-like and radiant” rather thap “aitherial” “he agrees with the
pre-Neoplatonic doxographical tradition, and his suggestion that souis
are permanently attached to their vehicles at Jeast does not contradict
it.”® Several concerns arise with regard to this suggestion.

First, Heraclides is reported to have recognised aether, so the term
“aetherial” perhaps should not be discarded right away.”

Second, as we shall see in the next section, a certain pre-Neopla-
tonic Platonist tradition had a concept of fine-textured body in which
soul resides when in the heavens. It is impossible to attest its origin
in Heraclides; in fact, Gottschalk himself advises against assigning to
Heraclides the whole of that doctrine on the strength of Jamblichus’
evidence.'®

Third, the Neoplatonic tradition itself uses the term “radiant and
star-like body” to designate the vehicle of rational soul.' It is possible
to suppose that in his discussion in On Aristotle’s Meteorology. Philo-
ponus is referring to a particular version of the theory of soul-vehicles

adopted in the school of Ammonius, which is presented in detail in

the proem of his commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul. According

to this theory, there are three levels of soul-vehicles corresponding

to the three parts of human soul: the “dense” body which clothes the
vegetative soul, the “pneumatic” body which is a vehicle for “irratio-
nal” (animal) soul and the “star-like and radiant” body which is the
vehicle of the rational soul. Each type of soul is inseparable from its
corresponding body, and separable from the body of a lower level.
Thus, rational soul is separable from both the “dense” and “pneu-
matic” bodies, but inseparable from the “radiant and star-like” body,
which is of the same stuff as heavenly bodies.!®? The Milky Way is

% Gottschalk 1980, 104.

9 See below 3.2.

% Gottschalk 1980, 103,

199 See Schibli 1993 (for references and bibliography).

192 Philoponus, /i An. 18, 22-8: 010 aowv petd Té tmd yiy dronemtiiou adhty
TaQoyivesBor oUTiv EvB3ade &l tovoottov, Eng tavty nabdouca dvay07)
g vevéoewg dmodloveioa: 1Ote Tolvey rol Tov Gupdv zot v Enluuiav
GmotiBeadon pstd. ToTToV ToD OyNRaTog, TOU Tvetuatog Aéyw- sivar 88 T zal
HeTd TotTo GAko 1L Giding obTiig eEnpuivov odue otdviov xal At todto

Stdrov, & dpaow guyosdig 1] dorooeldéc. For the theory of vehicles in Philoponus,

see van der Eijk 2005, 334 and nn. 183, 203; for earlier sources, Dodds 1963,
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descending souls commensurately to their respective rank, in the pro-
cess of descent. (3) The third group of Platonists differs from (1) and
has in common with (2) (a) that the souls descend from intracosmic
places as well;'™ but differs in (b) not recognising divine lots as play-
ing a role in such descents. The mechanism of descent on this third
view is not further specified, but lamblichus indicates that there are
several types, of which the main two involve either (i) a transfer from
some special body of fine texture (coming from the Milky Way, or
heavenly spheres, or around the moon); or (ii) a transfer from another
solid body.'®®
Heraclides’ view according to which souls constitute the Milky Way
is appended to this third tenet, represented by the two shadowy figures
of Eratosthenes and Ptolemy the Platonist,'** and still more mysterious
“others,” according to whom soul “is always a body,” transferring (at
birth) from a lighter, finer body into the hard, earthy one.'"! Apparently,
according to this theory, the soul is somehow distinct from its bodily
receptacle (the word okhéma, “vehicle,” is never used in this passage),
so that its ascents and descents are construed as the processes in which
it leaves one kind of receptacie only to enter another one, but is distinct
from both. This kind of theory would have been a target of the argu-
ment developed by Alexander of Aphrodisias against soul’s movement
cited by Simplicius in his commentary on Physics 6.4

Alexander here, pulling everything to his own doctrine of the soul
which says that the soul is inseparable from body, says that this is
clear also from the present argument: (1) if the soul is incorporeal
and partless, (2) what is partless does not move, if something of
a moving thing is that from which it moves, and something, into

i.e. coming 10 be associated with the cosmic god, and finally its embodiment in the
world of generation. (See Finamore & Dillon 2002, 150-1).

9 Tamblichus De anima 26 (54, 8~14 Finamore & Dillon).

1% Both types are anticipated by Plotinus in £nn. 4.3.9.1-8, who may be Iambli-
chus’ source.

0 On this Ptolemy, see Dihle 1957 (the argument is that this Ptolemy is identical
with Prolemy the Gharib); on Eratosthenes, see Solmsen 1942, who argues that this
is the Alexandrian scientist of the second century B.C. Cf. also Haase 1965, 351 n.54
(**der unbekannte Ptolemaios, wohl ein Jamblich nahestehender alexandrinischer Pla-
toniker des 4. Jh. n. Chr.”).

T Wilamowitz 1932, 535: “Sehr wertvoll ist die Angabe, daf die Seele immer einen
Korper hat, auch wenn sie von dem irdisch-materiellen gelost ist.”
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AR 17, 9-11 : cf. Kupreeva 2003, 315-6.

“*On the place of Tertullian, Ps.-Plutarch and Theodoretus

tradition, see Mansfeld & Runia 1997. e donceraphica
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use “light” or “light-like” as a key term in the definition of soul; Philo-
ponus uses “ethereal.”**

Doxographical fragments give us very little information about the
motives behind this definition of the soul. It is significant that Hera-
clides’ tenet is grouped together with the views of “materialists” and
“corporealists.” There are no ostensible links with the eschatological or
ethical motifs of the story of Empedotimus (and vice versa, the extant
fragments of the Empedotimus story have little to say about the back-
ground theory of the soul). The closest we get to an argument in favour
of this definition is the text of Plutarch’s On “Live Unknown” 6 (48).

3.1 “Epistemological” Argument: The Evidence of Plutarch

In 48, the light-like nature of the soul is connected with the thesis that
knowledge is the object of soul’s natural desire. This latter thesis is not
found in any extant fragment of Empedotimus’ story, but the attribu-
tion of Plutarch’s anonymous doctrine to Heraclides 1s accepted by
most scholars, and many (though not all) consider the argument “from
knowledge” to be a likely part of Heraclides’ theory.'”

Bignone took the argument to be a part of Heraclides’ anti-Epicurean
polemic and traced it back to the etymology sophia— sapheia attributed
to early Aristotle (On Philosophy, fr. 8 Ross). The Aristotelian origin of
this fragment has been convincingly called into question by W. Haase,
who has shown that the etymology comes from the late Neoplatonic
exegesis of Aristotle’s Metaphysics 2."'¢ Even if the argument in Plu-
tarch precedes the Neoplatonic one, the problem with it is that it is not
specific enough to provide good grounds for an exact attribution.

Plato uses the parable of the Sun after the discussion of knowl-
edge and doxa (474B3-480A10) underscoring the difference between

4 On the terminological discrepancy, see below. Diels 18792, 214; Moraux 1963,
1194; cf. Untersteiner 1963, 266. Moraux expresses doubts whether Heraclides used
the term “cthereal,” and regards it as a Neoplatonic modification of the original defini-
tion. Moraux 1963, 1194: “die Neuplatoniker hielten bekanntlich den Aither fiir eine
lichtartige, feinstoffiiche Substanz. Es ist daher mglich daB der von Joh. Philoponus
bezengte Ausdruck nur eine neuplatonische Ubertragung der genuinen definition ist.”
On this assumption, the Neoplatonists would be assimilating Heraclides” definition 0
their own doctrine of soul-vehicles.

HSCf. in favor of this attribution: Moraux 1195-6; Dalfino 1998, 69 Gotischalk
1980, 105-6 points out that this argument does not commit its proponent to the belief
in light-like soul.

6Haase 1965; cf. Luna 2001, 193,
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the former and the latter, The similarity between Pphilosophoi and

out by Socrates (475E1) is obliter
g » and the parables emphasise a distance
between the two cognitive states. Aristotle, in the begi

ginning of Mezq-
Physics 1.1, argues that the love of sense perceptions is an indication

that “all humans desire knowledge” (980a21-7). Aristotle wants to

ground, of the desire for knowfedge.

In Alexander’s commentary on Metaphysics, Aristotle’s argument
Is presented in terms of Hellenistic discussions of telos:

Since knowledge is a perfection of the soul wh
ified cognition, and particularly of rational soul, and still more of
the rational soul whose end is contempiation; and since the perfec-
tion of each particular thing is the good, and each thing has jts being
and preservation in the good, therefore he [Aristotle] added that
generally “all people by nature desire knowledge,”
(aurophucs) they love knowlede
4-9 Hayduck)

ich possesses unqual-

The love of sense perceptions, itself an indication of the love of knowl-
edge, is explained by a natural tendency towards the proper telos, in

ic of discussions of the human end in the
Hellenistic schools.

The argument re
ities with this latter type of reasoning. Light and knowled

argument.

A version of this argument, couched in terms of the Stojc theory
of “appropriation” is found in Hierocles’ Principles of Ethics as a part
of a series of proofs of the innateness of self-love:

For nature is well capable of instilling a sirong love for themselves
even in such {viz. little and simple beings]. Therefore, it seems to
me, the young children do not bear it easily when they are locked up
in houses that are dark and deprived of any sound. For intensifying
their sense-organs and not being able 10 hear and see they get an
impression of self-destruction, and are therefore disturbed. There-
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fore nurses aptly tell them to close their eyes: for thc‘ fact i?:)z::t ;};es
p(;ivation of sights happened voluntarily and not by force

fear. (Principles, 7.3-13)""7
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hav:e their lanterns open. He comes up with the following sugg

¥ Is
Were they like the Pythagoreans, who made small matters szlomlz)c; ’
of great matters, forbidding men to sit on a peck ?e?(sjuza(;; ufe «©

, i vord:; / did the men of ©
a fire with a sword: and even so n ot ; '
ila;y riddles, especially with reference to priests; and is the ques
i f the lantern of this sort? . . '

tIOII;o(; the lantern is like the body which encompasses the Sgltl}il ;}}f;
soul within is a light and the part of it that comprehenc,ls agn fninks
should be ever open and clear-sighted and §hould never be
nor remain unseen. {281 A8-B35, trans. Babbiit)
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a rationalization. "8 This passage is valuable because it shows us the
ease with which Plutarch invokes philosophers’ views, adjusts them
to fit the tasks of his own argument, and does not hesitate to impro-
vise the details and links when necessary. The point about soul-light is
needed here to fit the simile of “lantern”— and jt is readily available
along with the argument, according to which the part that corresponds
to light should be kept open.

It might be that in On “Live Unknown™ 6 we are also dealing
with Plutarch’s rationalization of the point being proved rather than 3
precise report of Heraclides. The analogy between light as a physica]
state and an “enlightened” cognitive or moral state is commonplace
in Plutarch.” Plutarch’s general reference to “philosophers™ need not

exclude Heraclides. However, as such, it does not provide enough evi- -

dence for any specific attribution.

3.2 The Fifth Element?

It has been pointed out by scholars that a feature of Heraclides’ defi-
nition of the soul which makes it distinct among the theories devel-
oped in the circle of Plato and Aristotle is its direct appeal to a certain
cosmological principle as the main physical constituent of the soul, 20
There has been a tendency to regard this cosmological principle,
namely light or light-like body, as some sort of a counterpart to Plato’s
fifth regular solid. It may be useful to summarise the main points of
Plato’s theory of elements which may be thought to have parallels in
Heraclides’ doctrines.

Plato describes the forms of five regular solids (7im. 53C-55C)
and assigns four of them to the four elements of traditional (post-
Empedoclean) cosmology: tetrahedron (pyramid) to fire, hexahedron
(cube) 1o earth, octahedron to water and icosahedron to air (Tim. 55D~
S6A). Each of the planes that make up a solid figure is further analysed
into its basic constituents, right-angled triangles (of which there are
tWo types: isosceles, for the cube, and scalene for pyramid, octahedron

"*In the end he rejects it and adopts a different, more “pragmatic” explanation of
the custom, On Plutarch’s sources in this work, see Rose 1924, Valgigtio 1976, van
der Stockt 1987.

"ef. Def. Orac. 433D2-E5. Curios. 515B1-D2, Amar. 765B5-D9,

"2 Moraux 1963, 1192-5; Gottschalk 1980, 102-7; Isnardi Parente 1979, 226-33;
Annas 1992, 31-2: Reiche 1993; Dalfino 1998
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\\'h;) exp]z‘xim that dralwyoddwv means “making a patiern o g
reference to all the constellations.
12 Tim. 55C-D.
124 Tim, S6D1-6.
25 Tim. 56D6-E2.
126 Tim. S56E2-1. .
4 7 i ion d 1937, 230-9.
127 Tim. 57C-D, discussion in Cornfor »230-9. ) o, Soen.
mzc-ls’Z‘L 1€ ThV évTe oYMUETOY & Tolg ®oowxolc drodidotat orotyeto. Sp
i L fr. 122 Isnardi Parente. ' ) y o of the
Slgg;lsf-lgraux 1963, 1192 thinks that Speusippus himself developed the theory
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The report on Xenocrates cited by Simplicius says that this elerent
is aether.3® The only evidence for this view in the Platonic corpug
comes from the Epinomis (now agreed 10 be by Plato’s student Philip
of Opus): the five solid bodies, viz. fire, water, air, earth and ether,!3!
are contrasted with the sou] which belongs to a “different kind” that is
incorporeal .’ It should be noticed that aether, although described as
the “fifth” element (in addition to Plato’s four), is not the “divine” ele-
ment in this system: divine bodies are said to be composed predomi-
nantly of fire; and aether is the layer between fire and ajr This in
fact is in agreement with Plato’s description of aether as the brightest
and clearest kind of air in 7im. 58C-D and Phd. 111B. Philip’s doc-
trine develops Plato’s view of the particulate structure of matter and
extends it to the fifth element.

A different version of the “fifth element” theory is found in Aristo-
tle, who does not aceept the geometrical construction of the elements,
and develops instead his owp qualitative theory, while sharing the view
that the four elements form the material basis of the sublunary cosmos,

fifth element, although admits that it is impossible 1o say whether this clement was
OQUIErmost as in Aristotle or fully intracosmic as in the Epinomis. Cf. Isnardi Parente
1980 ad loc.

" Ap. Simpl. In Phys. 1165, 33 (= 264 Isnardi Parente, 53 Heinze): Gote 6 aibno
IOV Ghho T OB GThoDV £0TL 20r, BT [sc. T Dhdrraviy TOQQ & TéTTUQO,
otouyeia. Cf. Simpl. In Cael. 12,22 (= 265 Isnardi Parente, 53 Heinze), In Cael. 87,23
= 266 Isnardi Parente, 53 Heinze). Discussions in Cornford 1937, 221, Isnardi Parente
1982, 433-3 (who notes that the order in Simplicius is the same as in the Epinomis),

! Epin. 981C5-8: mévre oY 10OV Sviwv Tav owpdtwy, abo %07 Pbéva o,
BOwg elvo o toltov Géoq, TETaQToV 82 vy, atuTov 8¢ aibéon, Toltwy &' gv
Nyepoviaig éxaotov CHOV oA %o AAVTOdamY dmorehelobar,

2 Epin. 981B: otEQed 8¢ ohuata, AéveoBon 1oM wavd tov £ix0Ta hoyov mtévee,
€ OV RGhiuoto %ol GQLOTE TIg div TRETTOL, TG 82 &iho vévog dmav Eye. HOQTV
ploev- ol vag soTiv AoBRaTOV ST Ehho yirvorr' Gv xon 7O0Oua 0VdEv oVdcLudg
oUdémot’ Exov, ST TO Gerdrortov Svrwg Yuyhg vévog,

'3 Epin. 984B6-C1: WBEQU 1dv vip petdr 10 70Q Odpev, YPuyiv §” 5% oo
TbGpeY ThGTrewy Coa dbvapn EL0VTU, HOTEY THV Ehawy YEVOY, TO TokD udv
s atTod Ploewe, té 83 ourdteQn OUVSEOLOT AQIV % TOVY Wiy vEV@DV,
uetd 8¢ 1ov oidéga §8 G0 AhGTTery Y Yoy vévog €rsgov Chov, xoi 1o
TQiTov £ Bdatog, “After fire let us take up ether. We may suppose that soul fashions
living things out of it which (like the other kinds of living things) are for the most part
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he region of change par excellence. Aristotle does introduce a'furt}he;
tiemetr)lt outside this cosmos as the substrate of heavenly (c1rcu. a
. o
: otions, which is not subject to three other kmd§ of change (@mmcd
?ol be anzi perishing, growth and diminution, qualitative aétfeir]atllon) ;Ilt d
y i i ] 3¢ The term “fifth elem
ght or lightness.! T :
does not possess either weig : _
is never used in the authentic works of Aristotle, but does occur in
135
later reports. _ ' o N
Onlé of the controversial issues raised by this indirect tradition \;\/:;
whether Aristotle at all periods believed in the tx'ansceélFltznt ?n:n;)e "
. ) a
ivi inciple, or whether there was a distinct stag
mover as the divine principle, et stage o
i « ic” r, which later came t0 be either r
immanent “cosmic” theology, 0 26 oiherrovised of
in favor of the former belief. This :
completely abandoned in : _ o This immanen”
cted with the idea of the ‘
stage was thought to be conne g
me;lt which ﬁl?s the cosmos and accounts for the existence of mind
and intellect. . _ o
Some reports of Heraclides’ views are couched in terms similar t(;
the reports of early Aristotle,"* and his views on the nature of th?t sgu
were regarded as indirect evidence for the ex1st‘entl:f3_ and lasting influ-
Ari ’s i logy” in antiquity.'?’
ence of Aristotle’s “cosmic theo gy” in . . . ’
Moraux has argued that Heraclides identified his light with Pl(e;t(;1 s
fifth element;'™ to the same effect M. Isnardi Parente has tr(;ne tbe
’ 2 O _
quest for the “fifth element” as a reply of the Academy tlgdt‘ e fsriied
lem of cosmological interpretation of the five regular solids p

13 Cael. 1.3, 269b18-270a35. Comprehensive discussion Qf Aristotle'z lﬁfth ele-
ment in Morau;; 1963, 1196-1231; recent discussion of Cael. in Falcc])n7 20 Fi,n i
1% Most important Hellenistic passages: Cicero, Tusc. 1.22; Ac. 26; ' dé{aéleé
Nat beor 1.33, cf. Tusc. 1.41, 1.65; Nair. Deor. 2.44; further references an
Naz. . 1.33, cf. - 1.4, 1.65;
iscussion in Moraux 1963, 1209—311 N o .
¢ 136 Cf. for instance the Epicurean criticism of both in CLIQ f‘g 5128(178.1 9] :;rcued o
9T y in Bi 36, 11, 598-600. Luck 1953, 38-9, argued,
¥ This was suggested in Bignone 1936, I1, _ 3, areved. on
A ides’ was the first in the long series of misinterpr 0
the contrary. that Heraclides’ was t A ¢ pempretaions of
i 5 eChy x 1963 argued against both views.
Aristotle’s theory of soul-entelechy. Moraux guec A
i i I : v is ide the scope of this paper. For the .
sion of Aristotelian theology is outside t 8 e o e
i /si i Moraux 1963, For further discu
tion and analysis of older literature, see A ! :
?Ele;;otr:iem ;ee gefévre 1971; Bos 2003 (neither of whom mention Heraclides).

S Moraux 1963, 1194-5.
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by Plato in the Timaeus." In a rece
A s nt study by Dalfino, the affinit;
bem:;en Heraclides and Plato are also emphasized.® e
'he fragment regarded as evidence for H lides™
g g eraclides’ theory of t
fifth element comes from Plutarch’s On the E at Delphi 390A:) e

Nevef'theless, even if this world of ours is the only
as Aristotle also thinks, even ours, he says, 1s in ;1 way put togethe

through the union of five worlds, of whic}i one is of earth al‘;other
of water, a third of fire, a fourth of air; and the fifth somc: cail th(:
hea.wens,”‘ others light, and others acther, and others call this very
{tthng]“‘2 a fifth substance, which alone of the bodies has by ;mturz
a circular _motion that is not the result of any compelling pbwer or
any other incidental cause. Wherefore also Plato, appareritlv noting
t}}e five most beautiful and complete forms améng those found i;
Nature, Pyramid, cube, octahedron, icosahedron, an:i dodecahedron

appropriately assigned each to each (trans. Babbitt modified). ’

one ever created,

It h.as bet?n suggested that “others call light” must refer to Heraclides. 4
This attribution does raise several questions, '

lPIut'arch s list is supposed to include the doctrines of those who
believe in the oneness of our world; this view is contrasted with Plato’s
suggestion of the plurality of the kosmoi in Tim. 55C7-D6 (discussed
by ?luﬁarch immediately before this passage}.'* Heraclides with hi
b.elzef 1n the infinite cosmos might seem to"be the odd-one—éut in thii
list. But perhaps his belief in infinity is compatible with the postulate

129 H
. f}s}zzflga:me ]97{9; 2§?—9, esp. 228. She also adduces the report of a Pythago-
“Ory OF elements by Alexander Polyhistor in the TTvBayogund i
” Y YOO DIOUVALOTE
as ev zde{nci: for the em:stelnce of the post-Platonic Academic tradition whi::h deq‘}:ﬁged
soul as GAdoTaou ai@égog (DL 8.28) (cf. ibi en

d. 97 and n.133). Butith b
that the report continues: xal § T %Ol Py oof ing the JichTess procine
P 9 EQHOV %Ol Yy 00D, making the parallel less precise.

“!There is a textual problem he:
Wyttenbach and read oi ugv
1963, 1194,

¥2390A3. T take 0010 ToBTO0 to refer back (0 the Tov

- ot wépmrov
“Boyancé ap. Wehsli 93: “; : ides.” cited approvi
1065, D i 93: “it can only be Heraclides.” cited approvingly by Moraux

e 2RO is L Se mn o

—[oocgg E oS?I;‘. TOIG, 8 QRO TOLODTA, EQnY €y, TagehBav Tov TThdrova

PBVOP 6<')1pm S YOVTO ©OGHOY Eva, (g elneg cict TOQE TOUTOV ET800V %ol ey}
0g otiTog eig, TEVTE TOVG TAVTOg Sviag wod Wiy stielovag. Babbitt's reference

to 7im. 31B is imprecise. i o

1 here, and I am inclined to accept the suggestion of
OvQAvoV where the MSS have otigavdv: of. Moraux
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of oneness. The report that we have (74) goes back to the same doxo-
graphical source as the reports about the soul; it says that “Seleucus
the Erythrean and Heraclides of Pontus [believe] that the world is infi-
pite.”* This view is distinguished from the view according to which
“there are infinite worlds” attributed to Anaximander, Anaximenes,
Archelaus, Xenophanes, Diogenes, Leucippus, Democritus and Epi-
curus in ‘Aétius’ 2.1.3b10-14."¢ Another group of doxographical
fragments (75A-D) tells us that “each of the stars is a world™: there
are minor differences in the way the physical constitution of such a
world is described in different fragments, but it seems clear that each
star is supposed to consist of the traditional elements, of which three
are mentioned, in different combinations: earth, air and aether.’¥’

It is tempting to associate souls with the element of the intermundia.
Notably, astronomical fragments (75A—D) mention aether rather than
light.'*® Philoponus’ fr. 47, where soul is defined as aitherion séma, if
accurate,'® would provide a bridge between the two groups of frag-
ments. It might be relevant that our Greek sources for 46 describe
soul not exactly as “light,”**! but as “light-like” (phdroeidés).

In any case, there is a question what theory of light Heraclides
adopted. According to Plato’s explanation in Tim. 45B-D, daylight

¥ Aer” 2.1.5.b4-6: Séheurog O EguBgaiog zat Hoaxkeldne 6 Moviindg
drrergov TOv zOopov. {[Platarch] mentions Seleucus alone.)

6 The argument attached to the fragment of Seleucus cited by Abl Bakr al-Rézi
in his Metaphysics (Magdlah fi mé@ ba‘d al-tabi‘ah): “If the world is limited, is it
limited by something or by nothing? If by something, this agrees with my claim. If by
nothing, it must be able 0 be impressed against the nothing and touch it, in the same
way as it is limited by it” (113, 13-6 Kraus) appears to deny the existence of void and
argue for the infinity of one cosmos. For discussion see Pines 1986, on Heraclides
ibid., 216.

HT75A: “earth, air and acther in the unlimited acther™; B: “aether in the unlimited”;
C: “carth and aether in the unlimited air”; D: “earth and air.” Diels secluded the first
“aether” in 75A (as an error from scribal correction of dittography of “air”). On this
reading, a star-world will comprise earth and air in the unlimited acther: a plausible
but not sufficiently proven picture. In any case, it is clear that the traditional elements
constitute all the stars; the nature of intermundia is not entirely clear. Cf. 76 A-D,
where the moon is said to be ‘earth surrounded with mist’.

*SThe term is present in 75A and C.

9 See pp. 113-4 above.

0 CE. Untersteiner 1963, 266; Moraux 1963, Isnardi Parente 1979.

"I This is the Latin translation, 468 ({ux) and 46C (lumen).
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P]atq distinguishes the kind of fire “which does not burn but provides
the hght to the eyes.” Ultimately, light consists of particularly fine
pyramzd-shz_iped particles.'* Thus the idea that the heavenly element
§houid be directly present in one of its forms within the soul is famil-
iar fron'.: Plato himself: that is the role of fire in his theory of vision. 153
According to Aristotle, Jj ghtis not a body, but a state of the transpare-:nt
when a source of I ght (fire or aether) is present. ! Aristotle ’s theory of

]3 ghtin the. 0{7 the Soul is contrasted with two, or possibly three, rival
corporealist” theories: ’ ’

Nowr \Yhat the transparent and the light is, has been stated namely.
that it %s (1) neither fire, (1) nor body in general, (iit) n<;r yet aI;
emanation of any body (for this way it would still be a body), but
the presence of fire or something like that in the transparent; for

neither is it possible for two bodies to be j
815 in the same {place) 2.7,

: ge, Aristotle goes on to criticise the Corpo-
f{f:g]lst theory of light put forward by Empedocles, “or anybody ells.i ?

his latter addition might indicate that corporealist theory of light did
have some following in the Academy. }

"*2See Cornford 1937, 247.
153 1 M
~S.orfae terminological parallels between this story
mus vis{on were pointed out by Reiche, who compar
mus” vision which takes place “ar high noon” (&v pe
thew{wen,usgwov D@S of Tim. 45C3 (Reiche 1993, 1
_ AR 27, 418b11-3: 15 83 GO olov yohmuc
VTEReyela DIohavis 1o muode H totofron, of
Evieagyeig Suoderve tmd TUOOZ 1 ToLotTOU
TLUAGQYEL BV %ol TauTdY.,
S
7 S OVAE st s
. 0535‘: do;v 0 §La<?ave, #OL TLTO Oh), slonTa, St obite g 0By’ Showg
000N OOUATOG OVSevHE (&l y&o &v o@ud L of
obpa ¢ i ) g 190 AV COUG T %ot 0lTmC), dhkd
TVEOg _FOLOUTOY TIvdS stagousic gv 0 dadovel onds yaQ 860 oh . v} i
duvardv év e adT®) eive. ) e e

and the fragments of Empedoti-
ed the description of Empedoti-
oNuBeic otabeod, 54A), with
66-8), cf. also Craz. 418C5-6,

; acm T0b Sigavods, Stay 4
OOV 10 dvey odua: ol vero 'cofm;)
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In placing his aether after all sublunary elements and (possibly)
describing it as “light-like,” Heraclides is close to Aristotle. But he
most probably does not adopt Aristotle’s distinction between the lumi-
nescent body and light itself as the state of the transparent medium.!
63 list Heraclides among those who explained the mechanism of
sense perception by the theory of pores. 64 claims that Heraclides is
no different from Democritus in postulating eidéla, presumably in the
theory of perception. Aithough both reports are very short and general,
it is clear that the mechanism of sense perception does involve some
sort of corporeal agent which enters the sense organ. What could be
the nature of this agent, according to Heraclides, we do not know.
That such a theory would be conceivable in the circle of Plato is clear
from Plato’s own explanation of the mechanism of sense perception in
terms of the elemental particies in Tim. 65R—68D.

There is a further question about the relation between this theory
of soul and the theory of matter attributed to Heraclides in the sources.
Heraclides is reported to have put forward a corpuscular doctrine,
whose main theoretical objects were “disjointed masses,” described
as “qualitatively unlike” their compounds, but “subject to affection”
and “breakable” (81, 62). The fact that the particles are breakable
and changeable probably has to do with their loss and acquisition of
new structure,’”” but we are not informed about the sort of stracture in
question. The idea may owe something to Plato’s theory of particles
of different size constitutive of different kinds of sensible bodies.'s
There certainly is a question about the relation between the “masses”
and the elements.

Heraclides’ theory can be compared with the theory of Xeno-
crates, to whom the sources attribute a theory of partless minimal ele-
ments of physical structure,' and at the same time a traditional theory
of four elements.'® According to Plutarch’s report in On the Face in
the Moon, various combinations of these elements constitute heavenly
bodies:

*%1n 50 discussed above, Heraclides® view of the Milky Way is supposed to illus-
trate the view of those who thought of soul as a “fine-textured body.”

*7The process of dissolution of elemental solids is described by Plato with the
verbs (duoyruBiiva, peoifeodo, watafoauodfvar (Tim. 56D2, 3, 6, E4-3).

8 Tim. 57C-D.

¥ Fr. 14851 Isnardi Parente.

%0 Fr. 152 Isnardi Parente.
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Xenocrates says that the stars and the sun are composed of fire and
the first density, the moon of the second density and air that is proper
to her, and the earth of water [and air] and the third kind of density,
and that in general neither density all by jtself nor subtility is recep-
tive of soul (trans. Cherniss), !

Xenocrates apparently distinguishes between the rarefied elements,
which include fire, air and water, and “the density” which includes
the earth and the corresponding dense material of which the heavenly
bodies are composed. It seems that there are three “degrees” ‘of den-
sity. It is not entirely clear in what way the minimal partless particles
are connected with the traditional elements, but the fact that the latter
are described in terms of states, namely dense and rarefied, suggests
that this may have to do with the way the particles are “packed” in the
aggregates. This option will have been available for Heraclides.

Since ancient sources frequently cite Heraclides and Asclepiades
together for the theory of anarmoi onkoi, it may be useful to note
Galen’s report in his account of the state of the breathless woman
(89). According to Galen, in Heraclides® dialogue On the Woman Not
Breathing, the body of the woman who is alive in a comatose state
is said to differ from the dead only in that “it has a small amount of
heat in the middle parts of the body.” The reference to heat is meant
to relate to the cause of the woman still being alive. We would like to
hear more about the nature of this heat: according to Asclepiades, it
would be adventitious upon the motion of bodily particles,’s but our
report stops here, thus leaving the question open.

3.3 Heraclides and IIEPI TQN EN Al4OY [KAG' AIAHN ](80)

A further difficulty of reconstructin g Heraclides’ theory of soul is that
we know virtually nothing about the functions of the embodied soul.
The text known as Tyrwhitt’s fragment 1, attributed in the MSS to
Plutarch, entitled Desire and Grief—Physical or Bodily Phenomena?

191 043E8-044A5: § 82 ZevVoRQaTNg 1dh pdv GoTRa Ral TOV Hlaov &x awede dnot
%0l To? TOOTOU MURVOD GuyreloBon iy 8¢ oshipvny Ex Tot devtéoov svrvod
%ol Tol idlov dépog Y 08 vijv ¢ Bdarog [ral dtgoc] nat tob Tottov TAV
TURVOV- Shog 8% pite 1O munvdy AT %af’ olTd pfe 1o Havov etven Yuyie
Sentinbv.

12 See e.g. Caelius Aurelianus, De morbis acuris 1.14.113; Anon. Lond. XXV 24

Diels; for a general survey, Vallance 1990.
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(ITotegov Yuyfic i} owporog swbuvpio %ol i) c.ontams a refer'—
ence to Heraclides’ work On the T‘hir?gs in Hade\s Whlf:h hgi becgnz
a subject of debate in recent discusspns pf Peripatetic ph'I osopf txge
of mind.'®® The “fragment” is transmitted in three manuscr.lptsi (2 o
fifteenth century, probably going back to the same archetype. e
question of authorship has been debated by early ethors, but the currelrii
consensus seems to be that it is safe to attribuf:e this text go Plutarch. t
The passage from sec. 5 that mention? I'-ierachdes — 80in j[he— presen
edition — runs as follows (the six divisions, a—f, are my own):

(&) Evior & dvtiroug »ol SéEav wal (3L0‘.7\;0“{L0.U,C\2\’ £ig 0 oibp;ﬁt
zatateivovowy, o8’ eivol aitiov <Td> aQdoy ?’Umf \
héyovieg GiAd T TOD O(bponzo:; LapoQd %ol FTOLOTNTE %Ok
duvhpet ouwe}.sio(im; IQL TowadTe. o

(b) 1o pdv vap Iegl tdHv &v Afdou ﬁl:BMOV EUYQAPOLEVO -

(©) &v QT Puydy T ovoia na@tlmagxa}v/a:coémw)egta‘b /-.07 vOg,

(d) ol gdv oD sivan T mapdmay Hgawtatﬁou \COML%OLGI;\\ .

(e) ol ¢ mEO¢ dvTETaQEEaywy v ouvieTdyfor TOV elonuéve

£TéQolg meQl OVotog Yuyhic: o

) Z:\s*cgmoltﬁ57 g"clsfw yayg“aipxpé\}ov dvriQug d}!au\gai TV o}umgw
aDTRiC, Wg ToD 0OPATOE EXOVTOE &V AUTH TAG ELONUEVAS
Juvdels TAoag.

(a) Some, on the contrary, squeeze the opinion and calcu]atzonfn;;o
the body, saying that there is absolute!y‘n‘o cause on the part 0 g
soul, but such things are accomplished jointly b_y the variation an
quality and power of body. (b) For the book entitled O.n the Things
in Hazles {c) in which the argument has it that the souii is co-present
with the substance, (d) some think is not by Heraclides at all, (e)
while others think that he composed it for the sake of a c§>unt§r-
attack against what others said about the soul; (f) now. fvr.ittenhlfz
this way, it completely destroys its substance, by maintaining tha
the body has in itself all the said powers.

3 See Caston 1997 and 2001, Sharples 2001. . |

6 Hae;L 5612 (h), Laur. 56,4 (3), Laur. 80,28 (k). On the manuscripts. see Pohlenz
1974, p. XX1I; 1953, p. IX; Sandbach 1969, 3:2 and n. (5b)'1"

15 S Sandbach 1960 and 1969, 327, Pettine }99}., ~13. v )

"“”zifyf]i MSS (I checked Harl. 5612 and agree with Pohlenz and §andbach tl;j(u
the readiﬁ&vis wvyﬁg) oy Tyrwhitt followed by Wyttenbach, Wehrli and Sharples

12001, 157 n. 63.
167 otitwo MSS, St Ditbner (followed by Pohlenz).
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The text of (a) is problematic, and did not satisfy any of its edi-
tors. The MSS reading puyfic can be translated meaningfully (e.g. as
§ugg¢stec} above), but stylistically this is highly unlike?y. The .rz‘ad-
g Yuynyv is preferred by Wehrli because it makes it easy to kee
the MSS reading aitiay where Pohlenz conjectured oVolory. 168 Thil:
reafhng certainly makes better sense than Pohlenz’s conjecture.'® The
main (flaun seems {0 be quite general, namely that of the two contend-
ers, it is body, not soul, that wins the day with the “some,” who, on our
reading, should include Heraclides.!™ ’ ,

’I"he title of the book mentioned in (b) is also mentioned by Plu-
tarch in Reply to Colotes 1115A (79), along with two others namely
Zoroaster and I1epl tdHv Puotrdc dmogovuévay, in the list ;>f works
whe.re Xenocrates, Aristotle and the Peripatetics are said “constant]
to differ with Plato, contradicting him about the most fundamental an()ir

far-reaching questions of natural philosophy.”'”!

Ip (¢) we probably find the particular point on which Heraclides
was (‘ksagreeing with Plato. The claim that the soul is “present along
wzth"'the body is ambiguous in more than one way. The first and obvit:
ous d1fﬁcult)\r is the scope of the concept of soul. The word otoly in
the phrase v Yoy T odoig TOQUIGQYELY can refer either (i} to
the subszfmc.:e of a living body or (ii) to the bodily mass (if we take
the t(_%rm m its later sense dependent on the Stoic usage). The context
(?odﬂy powers are mentioned twice in the passage) lends support to
(1), but (i) would be also true according to wha{ we know of Hera-

123 o
o CasAton 2001, 186 n. 26 defends the reading aitic
Justification of YuyNyv vs. Yoy, B

169 .
- fT’here sei:rlns to !Je at le§st one more possibility of Cobet-style emendation keeping
& 1{1 };1 /r;a}r;&; y bT) dls'mz}ntchng the aitiovas aresult of dittography (EINAITIAN ~:
06; A Ah )‘L ov§' evon 5 Gv <TO> TOQmOY Yuyhi Léyovieg &hAG Tf) TOD
o £u hﬁ N 1apoQ 1ol FooTTL 2o Suvper ouvteheioBo Té ToiabTa. (“Slayinc

at such things are nothing at all of the soul, but are the results of bodily differencesi=

yatax and stylistically can be com-

qualities or properties,”) This gives a tolerable s
drhdoodpoL paot piTe GOROTOL Blvar T

but says nothing about the

pared with 7.2: o &2 tarhy ATOYVOVTEG
HNTE Yuyne (Bov dog cird 1.

"1 do not think there is a reason o su
does.

N s
EV 015 IOOE TO XVQUDTOTA %ol ué DV ¢ DV 1

N g o U0 Ol UEYLOTU TOV QUOLOY UAEVOVILODLEVOL TG

S 705 T braTa wol | 4 5 oL TR

Thdrove xai por yopevor Starehotion 1115B1-2. H )

spect a lacuna before 6 pgv v, as Wehrli

_the authorities whom he consulted could not resolve his difficulties.

Heraclides’ On Soul (?) and Its Ancient Readers 131

clides. and may be taken as generalizing (i) to say that soul can only be
present in a body of some sort."”” The rare verb FEQUIEAQYELV is most
frequently used to explain the verb apetvai.'”

In (d) we have a report that Heraclides” book was regarded by
some as spurious. Reply to Colotes 1115A makes no such sugges-
tion; so Plutarch himself does not necessarily share this view. Others,
(e), considered it to be written as an antiparexagbgé, as a reductio ad
absurdum'™ of what others say about the being of the soul. Gottschalk
sketched two possibilities: (i) this dialogue was “a rhetorical exer-
cise advocating a view Heraclides did not really believe™;'™ and (ii)
“pseudo-Plutarch had an incomplete copy of Heraclides’ dialogue and
27176
But (i) would not do full justice to the report of Plutarch in Reply ro0
Colotes 1115A (whether or not he is taken to be the same as the author
of Tyrwhitt fr. 1), who seems to take this dialogue as a serious work
in which Heraclides disagrees with Plato. The “incompleteness™ sug-
gestion (ii) is on the slippery slope to an argument ex silentio. The
unpalatable statement to which a reduction must lead presumably is
that soul is not a real cause of the mental processes within the body:
this is the interpretation given to (c) in (f), in agreement with (a).

We can take a closer look at the claims attributed to Heraclides in

(a), (¢) and ().

172 Along the lines of 50 discussed above in 2.2.2.

"3 The term occurs in the whole corpus eleven times. only three times in literary
texts apart from Plutarch, Greg. Nyss. Liber de cognitione dei 313.8 (referring to light
and darkness) and Tzetzes Chiliades 3.70.194 (referring to the presence of updg
described as hQ mvéwv) and eight times in scholia, mostly to explain various forms
of magsivar (once éniotaca). It is interesting to note that the word sagovaia
is used by Aristotle in quasi-technical meaning to describe the nature of light in De
anima 2.7 418b13-7 discussed above, p. 126.

i Sextus, Math. VI 150-4.

75 Gorttschalk 1980, 109.

17 Gottschalk 1980, 109-10. This is the only way 10 accommodate the earlier
hypothesis stated by Wilamowitz that the position discussed by [Plutarch] is presented
by a character in the dialogue, and then criticised by another character who speaks for
Heraclides. Wilamowitz, 1932, 533, n.1: “In Falle {(viz. der antiparexagdgé) konnte
eine Ansicht, die Herakleides nicht teilte und schiiesslich iiberwand, wohl vorkom-
men, was auf dialogische Form fiihren konnte.”
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(a) Soul does not cause mental processes; mental processes are causeq
by bodily powers.

(¢) Soul is co-present with the being (presumably of a Iiving bodily
substance).

(f) Soul has no being (ousia) (of its own, apart from that mentioned ip

leD.

The claims (a) and (¢) could be a fair (if somewhat dry) description of
the state of the soul in the traditional Greek underworld: the souls in
Homer’s Hades lose pretty much all their mental properties.!”” If Hera.
clides’ dialogue for some reason focuses on this description and makes
no reference to the concept of light-like soul and the soul-journey of the
Empedotimus story, someone (especially if familiar with that concept
and that story) could raise doubts about its authenticity. A reader with a
dualistic agenda could also construe the claims (a) and (©)as (), ie. as
a denijal of “real” (separate, i.e. disembodied) existence to the soul.
Nonetheless, there is a way for Heraclides to be consistent in his
views even in the light of this report. He could still believe in the
light-like sou] without making it the only cause of body’s properties,
including mental properties, if he assumed that there is a difference
between its incarnate and discarnate state. This would not be out of
line with the way Plato thought about these matters. In Plato’s theory,
the “embodied” tripartite soul, which is the seat of the main functions
of a living body, is distinguished from the one that exists separately
from the body. This “embodied” soul is its handicapped and subordi-
nate state, where it can be described as “dependent” upon the body
— temporarily.’” Heraclides could hold both that our thoughts and
opinions in this life are products of our embodied faculties, with the
corporeal soul perhaps playing some contributory role (no clear evi-
dence for this),' and that the soul 1n the absence of perishable body
does not produce the same kind of mental states. This analysis inevi-

"7 Cf. Bremmer 1983, 74-88.

"SCf. the argument in the tenth book of the Republic (608DAY.), the dialogue where
the doctrine of tripartite soul is otherwise quite central to the main argument, Accord-
ing to Heraclides, of course, transcendent soul jtself has a special corporeal status; in
this he differs from both Plato and the Epinomis (983D-984B).

*In Plato’s psychology. separate soul seems 0 have the function of providing our
beliefs and actions with the qualities of truth and intrinsic correctness (cf. Republic

611B3-614A8), whereas generating beliefs and actions is a function of embodied
soul.
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tably ends in speculative conjectures,ﬂbut not pure fancy. Eurthermor;:;
we }Jmow of Heraclides’ polemic against Platg, and ope d;saégrzeme
concerning the nature of the soul ha§ to do with the status of the se;;;
arate soul: according to Heraclides it hgs some physical (cor;éore;an
propel,-ties.’so In any case, I think Webrh’s view _(fqllowed b.ybl as‘_cih
and to some extent Sharples) that this passage is incompatible wi
Heraclides’ theory of soul can be amended.'®

Coda

Any reconstruction of Heraclides® doctrine of the soul is mevnibl):
onlgf tentative because of the state of the sources. The fra:gment‘s S oxxf
the relevance of Heraclides’ theory in the context of discussions o
the nature of the soul held in Plato’s Academy of ‘h;sAday. The te'n;
sion between the new, theoretically grounded p.h)_/swahsm of natura
philosophy and the persistence of moral and rehglogs agend.a 1fn p§y(;
chology, which can be regarded as centrgl to the phﬂosophy 0 n;n;
in thevlate Academy, is shared by Heraclides’ doctr.me of the sou .‘hn
the fragments, we can discern some element§ of his approach to the
solution of this tension: the account of SOU]«IS cc?rpc%real}st, a_nd pos(;
sibly physicalist, departing from both Plato’s ob;ectw; z.deah'svnz ax;e
Aristotle’s hylomorphism. The view that sgul dePendS In ItS exis Enh
on a material with special physical properties will become one of the
most popular options in Hellenistic philosophy, and will play some
role in Hellenistic Peripatos.

% In this respect, the claim of soul’s lack of causal power could be derived by
. 3 - - - ea].
reduction from the assumption that soul is incorpor N -
¥U'Wehrli ad fr. 72 (= 80); Caston 2001, 185-9; cf. Sharp]gs 290] . 157 (Sh;rgi}(:)s
discusses the passage as Dicaearchean, but says that the attr;buggn is ngz ce : 1th(;
i at B ides’ wi i iemical imitation of Dicaearchus, o :
Caston argues that Heraclides” work is a polemica 3 e
i he vith fr. 19 of Dicacarchus. But there is a ques
basis of the analogy of the report with fr . ea : J
whether this resemblance is owed to the respective ongmal. sources or t02 thc. lr)egsl;t::%
source(s). As indirect evidence for this polemic, Caston cites _‘It(seci 13 1\: a; Sa;d;;
\ G i lagiarism (Caston mistransia ying
that Chamaeleon accused Heraclides of plag; nsates 1 a6 saying
i 2001, 186 n. 257). But this 1s hardly
that Beraclides was the accuser {Caston , _ /
to the alleged philosophical debate. Plut. Adv. Coloz: 1115A on polemic against Plato
would alsg need to be reconciled with this hypothesis,
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“Unjointed Masses”’: A Note on Heraclides’
Physical Theory

Roberr W. Sharples

Our evidence for Heraclides’ physics is scanty in the extreme; a,r}ﬂ
interpretation must be highly speculative. The present dISCUSS}?}I;l W 10
be no exception. It does not aim to brea}c new gro_und, but rather \

review existing scholarship as a contribution to making the essays col-
lected in this volume a more complete commentary to the testimonia

ing eraclides.! .

relat:; it:siie that arises at the outset concerns the relation between
Heraclides™ physical theory and the thgory of the» structx;r; 'ohf t}%Z
human body adopted by the medical writer Asciepxgdes 0 nhym

in the second centary B.C.? Both are reported as having held a theory

'1 am particularly grateful to Sylvia Berryman and to Liz Pender for @mmfe;::

which have helped me to improve the necessarily rather toriugu; presentation 0f e
in thi i ion by Svitzou {2005), which covers some 0
arguments in this paper. The discussion by : .
sarl;ne ground, only came to my attention after this paper was substantially complete,
h ) it fully into account.

1 have unfortunately not been able to take it fully X )
e 2 On Asclepiades’ date cf. Rawson 1982, 360-3 (arguing that he.dwd b;:]fcc))rigé
BC), and, more speculatively, Polito 1999, arguing that he may have lived ¢.2 2
BC and may have studied in Alexandria.
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