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THRICE ONE

THREE GREEK EXPERIMENTS
IN ONENESS!

H. S. Versnel

No man knows, or ever will know, the truth about
the gods and about evervthing I speak of:

lor even bt one chaneed to sav the complete truth,
vet onesell knows it not: but seening i wrought
over all thinygs,

Nenophatnes
COSMOS OR CHAOS?T AN INTRODUCTION

Ancient Greek religion was pervasively polvtheistic, to both the awe
and the distress of the mortal observers. Homer (I, 20.4-9) deseribes
how an intinite nunber of gods cone to the assembly on Olympus,
including all the rivers and all the nymphs. From a difterent perspective,
Thales (early sixth century BCE) claimed that “everything is full of
gods,” and, again in another context, his older contemporary Hesiod
(Op., 252f) claims that no fewer than 3o.000 (probably mcaning,
“thrice countless.™ which is rery many indeed) divine assistants of Zeus

are watching over judgments and evil deeds.? He is rapped over the

1. This title is both an mdication of wiat this paper s about and an allusion to miv
book TER UNUS. Isis, Dionysos, Hemies: Hiree Stidies in Henothessin (Leiden, 19y1).
Section HT eans heavily on this book. I 'here wish to express my deep grattude to
Barbara Porter for her scrutiny to try to clear my text from Baws and barbarisins in
the English and even more for her acute comments on lack of clanty in argument or
composition as well as for her numerous suggestions tor improvement,

2. Abbreviated names of classical works used here follow the system of The Oxford
Classical Dictionary (Oxiord, 1996),

3. The same number is mentioned centuries later by the Cynic Omomaos apud
Eusebius {(Praep. er. 5.36.2), concerning the total number of idols in his time.
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knuckles more than a millennium later by Prudentius (Apophtheemata
453). who scorns Julian the Apostate tfor worshipping three hundred
thousand gods (amans ter centum milia divwm).* Although the lateer ewo
pronouncements are both deliberate exaggerations produced for the
sake of argument, they are nonetheless indicative of the way Greeks
(and Romans) envisaged their polytheistic cosmology. Hence, we
should not be surprised that polytheistic Greeks (and Romans) found
their pantheon at times confusing, particularly when it came to select-
ing the most promising god to approach in dealing with a particular
problem.’ Modern theory notwithstanding,” the supposedly obvious
specializations of the major gods did liete to guide human beings who
tound themselves in doubt about the most appropriate god to whom
to pray ot sacrifice. The oracle ot Zeus Naios and Dione at Dodona in
Northwestern Greece, tor instance. specialized in questions that
included the formula: “To which ot the gods {and heroes) must [ pray

Admittedly this v g collective of anonymous gods. Although Greek rehgion 1.
“unashamedly polythestc” (Rowe 1gso, p. s1) Tdoubtif the Greek pantheon counts
as many named gods as the Akkadian one, where P Demmel. Pantheon Babylonicim
(Rome, 1yl4, pt. 19350) counts 3,300, and K. Tallquist, Akkadische Gotrerepititeta
{Helsinki, 1938), 2,400 divine names. And compare the grand total of 1,218 gods in
one inscription and 1.970 divine names in AN = Anum as mentioned in Barbara
Porter's contribution to this volume.

1. As E. Bickerman notced m AP, 95 (1g71) po 304, 1. 310 who also refers to
an observanon by Petronus that the ciey of Cumae has more immortal than moreal
mhabitnts: “Anouymous Gods.”™ JITL 1 (1937-38). p. 187

5. For this see also: Gladigow 1983 and ryyo.

o. One mstance out of many: Brelich 1960, p. 130: "o bedenke man, dass schon
das Gebet ... durch seine verschiedenen Inhalte im Polythersmus untrennbar ist von
der Difterenzierunyg der Wirkungssphiren der Gottheiten, an die man sich wendet:
dagegen erbittet man von einem einzigen Gott .., unierschiedslos alles, was man
braucht: Gesundheit, Fruchtbarkeit, Erfolg in der Wirtschaft und in demn Kneg,
Schutz bei Gefahren....” This is a cheoretical differentiation that does not stand up
to the evidence concerning prayer in a polytheistic context. Accordingly, atp. 132,
we find a reservation: “Die grossen Gottheiten selbst entsprechen nicht immner dem
polytheistischen [deal.” However, the argumentation is deficient and needs a thor-
ough reconsideration,

Three Greek Experiments in Oneness N1
and/orsacrifice inorderto...” (followed by the wish). From this oracle
we have no examples of 4 response to this particular type of question,
and the few we do have from the far more renowned oracle of Delphi
may have been clear to the local priesthood, but were hardly so to the
people who had asked the question. Here is an example: “You must
pray to Zeus, to Hera of the Kithairon, to Pan and the Sphragitic
Nymphs, and sacntice to the heroes Androkrates, Leukon, Peisandres,
Damokrates, Hypsion, Aktaion, Polyeidos.”” Other oracle instruc-
tions from Delphi add, “and to all the Olympian gods and goddesses,”
thus adopting a routine formula of prayers in general. In a discussion
on praver., Plato (Symp. 180E) gives the advice, "One must praise all
the gods.™ And numerous Greek and even more Latin inseriptions
confirm the currency ot this thought. Ceteris dis deabusgue (Cand to the
ather godsand goddesses”) added to one or more named gods 15 tormu-
laic 1 Laem votive inscriptions. In short, hesitative and dubitative
tormulas abound in an astounding—and sigmificant—variety: “Zeus,
or by whatever (other) name vou wish to be invoked™: “listen to me,
lord. whoever you may be™: “whether god or goddess,” these are only
a few of the most common expressions. The latter, characteristically
Latin, expression sive deus, sive dea,” even seems to amalgamate into the
name of a new god, which, if so, should be written Sivedeussivedea.
Doubt deified.

Humans—and Iunderstand this category as including both ancient
Greeksand modern Hellenists—generally dislike uncertamty and doubrt.
On the nature of Greek polytheism, however, doubts among modern

7. Plue. ¢1%6e Arisr. 11.3), who explains to the non-initiated that at least some of
these pods and heroes belonged to the pantheon of Plataca, where the battle to which
the oracle referred was to tike place. Likewise at testivals of the gods. sacrifice 1s often
made nat to one god, but to a whole senes af pods. Sometimes the place and function
of each of the participants can be discovered with some effort, at other times this
exercise remains without convincing success, which of course does not necessarily
imply that there was no system to the plurality. See also Burkert 1983, p. 217.

8. J. Alvar, “"Matériaux pour I'¢tude de la formule sive deus sive dea,” Numen, 32
(1985). pp. 237-73.
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scholars run rampant: was it chaos or cosmos? Although some modern
specialists cannot escape the concluston that Greek polytheism Lacks a
transparent structure and s basically, or at the very least potentially,
chaotic, this view is censured by others as an intolerable admission of
weakness. The dilemma is exemplified in the fundamental difference
of opinion between the two most influential scholars of Greek religion
ot the second part of the last century: Jean-Pierre Vernane and Walter
Burkert.

In his Inaugural Lecture to the Chair of Comparative Studies of
Ancient Religions at the College de France, 1975, Vernant, speaking
about Greek polytheism, formulated what appears to be both his
contession ot taith and the methodical foundation ot his entre scholarly

activity:'?

9. brem the Eoglish vanslanon Inaugural Address ar the College de Trance'
published in: Socal Seience Information, 16 {1977}, pp. s—24. which w sreproduced mn:
1-Po Vernane, Mortals and Ianmortals: Collecred Eocays, edited with an escellent
mtroducton by T L Zethn (Prnceton, 1991}, whose pagmation [ tollow for the

.

English quotation.. In the trunslation under discussion (Zewlin, P27 Thave made
& tew aleerations,

10. Consequenty, siular statements return tume and again, ¢, me Jo-P. Vernant,
Myth and Sedety tn Ancient Greeee, transl. J. Lloyd (London, 1980), p. IX: “Our
remarks on the Greek gods consider the pantheon from two points of view: first as
4 divine socrety with tts own hierarchy, m which each god enjoys his own particular
attributes and privileges, bearing a more or less close, more or lews direct relation to
the structure of human society: and secondly @ a4 Jdasaficatory system, 4 svinbaolic
Linguage withws own mtellectmal ends.” More balinced in hus entry “Greek Relygmon’
e M. Ehade. ed.. The Encpcopedia of Religron (INew York, 1987), p. 1631 7 To be ware
a Greek god s defined by the set of reladonships that umite or put hin 1w opposition
to other divinities of the pantheon, but the theological structures brought to light are
too numerous and. especially, too diverse to be integrated mto the same pateern.
According to the city, the sanctuary, of the moment. each god enters into 4 varied
network of combinations with the others. Groups of gods do not contorm to a single
model that is maore imporeant than others; they are organized into a plurality of con-
figurations that do not correspond exactly but compose a table with several entries
and many axes. the reading of which varies according to the starting point and the
perspective adopted.”™ OF course, especially these programimatic theoremata are
adopted as a catechism of sorts by many a disciple. for instance: Bruit-Schunitt 1yya2,
PP- 1761t
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A god 15 1 power that represents 4 type of action, a kind ot torce.
Within the framework of a pantheon, each of these powers is
defined notin itselt, as an isolated object, but by virtue of1ts relative
position in the aggregate of torces, by the structure of relations that
oppose and unite it to the other powers that constitute the divine
universe, The law of this society of the beyond is the strict demar-
cation of the forces and their lierarchical counterbalancing. This
excludes the categories of omnipotence, ommniscience, and of infi-
nite power,
The question of fiorr he knows all this is answered on the page preced-
ing this passage. [t presents another confession of faith, pertaining to the
profusion and diversity of myths, including ther contradictions and
disparities, which according to Vernant have debarred previous schol-
ars trom treating them as a whole system:
A scattered and heterogencous pantheon., a mythology of bits and
pieces: tf this was the polvtheism of the Greeks, how could these
men, whose exacting ngor in the realms of intellectual consistency
1 extolled, have lived their rc]igiou\' lite in a Khind of chaos?
It fiis contession of tath, to be tound in Giiechische Religion der archai-
schen und klassischien Epoche, published in 1977, Walter Burkert gives the
tollowing assessment of Greek polytheisni:'!
But a polytheistic world of gods is nevertheless potentially chaotic,
and not only for the outsider. The distinctive personality of a gad
15 constituted and medated by ar least four dittferent Dictors: the
established local cult with its ricual programme and unique atmos-
phere, the divine name, the myths told about the nanied being, and
the iconography, especially the cuit image. All the same, this com-
plex s easily dissolved, and chis makes it quite impossible to write
the history of any single god.
Here. then, we have two radically different and apparently incompat-
ible views of Greek polytheism, ditfering in practically every respect
regarding both content and argumentation, most conspicuously, how-

11. From the English edinon- Burkert 1985, p. 110.
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ever, in the antithesis between cosmos and chaos. This radical ditfer-
ence m the interpretation of the same corpus of evidence by two
leading specialists is another indication of the complexity of polvthe-
ism. While this fundamental and still unresolved question inevitably
lurks in the background of any discussion of Greek polytheism, I have
chosen to reserve the question of overall order (or lack of it) for another
occasion and to concentrate instead on three strategies developed by
the Greeks to negotiate, reconcile, or more generally, cope with the
alarming complexity of the divine world—ordered or not. All three
strategles are ‘experiments in oneness’, and as such, attempts to redefine
a plurality or diversity of phenomena as being basically a unity.
None ot these theologies, however, aims at uniting the polvtheistic
plurality 1tselt into one unitving system orstructure, Rather, in each of
theny, though m curiously different ways, the plurality and multitor-
mity of polytheism remains unattected: *the many gods” do not merge
into ‘the one’ nor are they explamned as emanations or aspects of the
one. Both maintain a more or less independent position in the concep-
tual world of the believers. As a matter of fact, my exposition sprouts
trom a critical reflection concerning the sheer dogmatic modern
1dea(l?) of "unity in diversiey —often advanced with more conviction
than supporting argument. The axiom, endorsed by a majority of
specialists, that the Greeks perceived an underlying unity in the diver-
sity of religious phenomena,’* in fact leaves us with more questions
than answers. What. precisely, do scholars mean by such an assertion as

tor instance in the words of Burkert, “the whole 1s more than the sum

12, Just a few mstances out of many: E. Mever, Gesdrichte des Alternans, T (1937),
p- 706, “In Griechenland vollends hac die frage, ol ein Gott eder vicle Gorter, kaum
eane Rolle gespielt: ob die géetliche Macht als Einhert oder als Vielheit gedache ward,
istirrelevant ...."; Th, Zielinski, La refigion de la Gréce antique (transl. Paris, 1926}, pp.
125, “dans le domaine divin, F'umté et la maluplicité se confondent™; Rudharde
1966, p. 355, “'ce qui est essentiel au polythéisme, ¢’est que 'unité du divin et la
pluralité des noms ou des figures divines, la pluralité des dienx, ne sont pas senties par
eux comme contradictoire.” And so on and so forth. See also below nn. 215f

Three Greele Experiments in Oneness B3

of the parts?™"* And how would you prove such a general statement?
And last but not least, we should inquire four the very concepts of unity
and plurality relate to each other in Greek perception. '

The three Greek experiments in “oneness” thae [shall discuss ditfer
in their points of departure (in terms of historical setting, intellectual
climate and social support), in their cosmological presuppositions and
implications, in the mature of the discourse in which they are embedded.
and, not least, in their impact on general religious experience. Only one
explicitly proclaimed a (imore or less)

of these experiments—the first
overtly monotheistic theology. None of them solved—probably none

endeavoured to solve—the problems haunang polytheism.

Because the ternis cannot be avoided in my exposition, it nay be
expedient at this point to give my very provisional and personal
working definitions of monotheisi and henotheism™ in their “ideal

toris. By mosetheisin 1 shall underscand:

the conviction that only one god exnsts (with the cultic corollary ot
exclusive worship), while other gods do not, or, 1f and so far as they
do. must be made nonexistent, tor mstance by relegating them
bevond the politieal or cultic horizon of the commumty and attib-
uting to them the status of powerless, wiched or demeonic forces

without any (real) signiticance.

13, Burkert to8s, p. 216,

11. Are the two telt as mtrmsically contradictory, as Sophocles” Oedipi Rex N3
(adimttedly pertammimg to a ditlerent issue) hasit: “Itcould not be that one (freis) mulu_I
be equal to many (polloisy.” and are we thus contronted with acounide ning oppositonn?
Generally, judgmg from the wealth of stadies histed in the following tootnotes, Thave
the impression that the ‘unity and diversity” polanty —which s nat 111’1.‘&=§'s'.:r11y"
identical to “one and many’'—1, more tundamentally problematized mostudies of
Egyptuan and Near Eastern religions.

15. Ofcounse one can find hosts ot variant defimnons and discussions i the relevant
entries of the well-known encyclopedias of religion. See, e.g., ]. Royce, "Mono-
thewsm,” ERE, VIII (i913), pp. $17-21; F. Baumgirtel, “Monotheismus m.ui
Polythesmus,” RGG3, IV (1960), pp. 1109—15; R. Hilsewiesche. “Monotheis-
mus,” Histoidsches P orterbuch dot Philosophic, VI (1984), pp. 142-46; Th. M. Ludwig,
“Monotheism.” in M. Eliade, ed., The Encylopedia of Religion, X (1987), pp. 6876,
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The paradoxical qualifier i this working definition dramatically
exposes the author’s doubt about whether one can ever speak of pure
moenotheism except in a few exceptional sectors of Islamic, Jewish,'®
Christian'™ and, more generally, philosophical systems. It 1s also the
result of an attempt to accommodate the concept of monolatry'
(exclusive worship of one god without explicit denial of the existence
ot other gods™)—which is relevant to a very restricted number of
religions, most specifically that of Israel**— with the larger and more

16, Prmartly in what Morton Smuly, Pafestian Pasties and Politivs that Shaped
Ol Testament {reprinted London, 1987) called “The Yahwels Alone Partv™ s
pracically exclusively represented i the book of Deuteronomy - Elewhere
monothensnn s not the correct term for Jewsh theology, as among many others most
cogently demonstrated by P Havinan, “Monothesm—A Misused Weord i Jewih
Studies?” forernal of Jewnsh Stedies, 32 (1og1). pp. 1-15. who argues that 1 the angels
(cr. P Sehiter. Rivalrar zwersen Engeln wind Memon [Berling 1975]) ancient
Canaamtic gods contmue their existence. often m a rather caustic polenue with
Yalra el He alo tollows and eliborates on A. Segal, Two Porves in Hearven (Lenden,
1977} and D, Flalperin, The Faoes of the Chanot {Tubmgen, 1988) m arguing for a
‘cooperative dualism” between Yalweh and ELat firse, while Liter ehe place ot vice-
regent was tiken by other powers. such as Michael. See now the stimulating and
creative discussion by Steve Geller in this volume.

17. See, tor instance, a curtous statement by the (not s0) very monotheistic Paul,
I Corinthians 8:5 (below n. 136). Early Christianity was as precariously monotheistic
J4s was the rcligmn of c.lrl_\' [sracl. See e MacMullen 1984, index s<.v. “mono-
theism.™

18, For an excellent and eritreal account of the hintory of monolatry (and heno-
thersm) as techmeal terms see: R Mackintosh, "Maonolury and Tlenothewm,™ ERY,
VT (1915). pp. 810-11. CF more recently: Rose 1975, “Exkurs: Henotheisnus,
Muonolatrie, Monothenmus,” pp. g-11.

19, Ajthoogh in scholarly discussion henothesm and monolutry are often com-
bined {e.g., Chr. Autfarth, “Henothersm/Monolatne,” m: Hme¢, 11 {1993] pp.104-
5). inmy definition monolatry is not “Prakuizierung des henothersnis™ W, Holseen.
“Monolatrie,” in: RGGyL IV (1960), p- 1106, T rather tollow F. Heiler, Ercheintngs-

Jernen vind Wesen der Religion (Stutegart, 1961), p. 323; Rose 1975, p. 10: and others,

20. Of course, a statement like that made by Brelich 1960, p. 1320 “Israel schur
beispielsweise seinen Monotheismus, ohne eme polythestische Phase zu durch-
laufen.... Israel ging unmittelbar von der Verehrung eines hischsten himinlischen
Wesens aus, eine Haltung, die fiir primitive Hirtenvélker charakteristisch tst.” has
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universally applicable notion of monotheis. Ot course, many ditter-
entiations. such as ‘exclusive’, *pluriform’, and ‘temporary” monothe-
ism have been proposed.
Inaccordance with the evidence that I'shall present m the third part
y G, By P
of my paper, henotheisnr*! may be defined as:
the privileged devotion to one god, who is regarded as uniquely
superior, while other gods are neither depreciated nor rejected and
continue receiving due cultic observance whenever this is ritually
required.
While monotheism by definition is supposed to be a permanent and
non-intermiattent awareness, only coming to an end when the believer
loses his monotheistic conviction, henothetsm may be eicher permua-

nent, for instance in a cult group around one god. or restricted to a

Decome untenable, muainly, but not only, due to the Jm_'m'cr_v of new evidence.
Asherah seems to have msprred sehodars witlia new spurt of courage that mahes th‘cm
av what is (and was already long) obvious. On the problems concermmg the dcm.n—
t1on of Lraelite monotherm m various perinds of 1ts history, T have t‘(’lll\l.l]lL‘d_(“”h
one exception): Ruose 1975 QL Keelo ed ., Monotheismus i alten l‘\‘m'r! ind sciner ’Tm”r_
{Fribourg, 19%0): B. Lang. ed.. Dereinzige Gore: Die Geburt des biblischen .Uﬂm‘.!.h('r.\mllh
(Munich‘. 1981):; E. Haag, ed.. Gorr, der vinzige: Zur Entstehung des .\{mmrh:'mm‘is in
Lrael (Freiburg, Basel, Wien, 1985): J. H Tigay, You Shall Hare No Other (.t'n_a'.«:
Liraelite Religron or the Light of Fiebren Inscription (Atl‘muj Il))!'l'));‘F“ B. linmnl'l‘t?. I
Many Meanings of *God s One’ (New York, 1988, Ho mdﬂ‘:_l. Clode E\.’I‘nnr. Hu'-Rm"
of Yl (Leuven, 1990; a second edition wath full lnl\hugr‘]pl.]y i tortheoming):
M. S, Smth, The Eardy History of God: Yalweeh and the Other f-)t'lh.t'- m .411(.1”::. ]\'i":]tf
(San Francsco, 1oyo); W. Dietrich, M. AL Kloptenstemn, ed.. Eim Gort aﬂmf.' JHITTEL-
1 erchrime ord biblischier Monotheismus un Kontexr d-:'r‘r.~nn'1m".\'n'r:'n F”ld .f:'fmrrrr!dlns-‘l’n'u
Redigionsgeschichie (Freiburg, Gottingen, 194). CF Steve Geller in this valume,

21, The term “henothersms”, tirst introduced by Fo [0 WL Schelling i the sense of
“relative rudimentary monotheism,™ was canontzed {and used mterchangeably with
*kathenatheismns’y by Max Muller in order to indicate, m a Polythci-&tlr vontext, the
momentaneous and selective adoration of one god, who, for that specific moment
of devouon, is exclusively hionored with all avallable predicates. See: M. Yusag,
“Henotheism,” m: M. Eliade, ed., The Encydopedia of Religion, VI (1987). pp. 206—
7. For the application of the term in the study of Egyptian religion: Hornung 1971,

P 233.
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specific moment in personal adoration.™ For instance, a hymn to one
god may be regarded as a henotheistic moment in a polvtheistic
context. Obviously, these definitions imply chat boundaries are fluid.
It 1s even to be teared that they will not suttice to cover the whole
spectrum of ‘oneness’. The introduction of the paradoxical notion
‘non-exclusive monotheism’ may help us our of the deadlock.

I. ONE GOD, NEITHER IN FOrRM
NOR IN THOUGHT RESEMBLING MORTAL BEINGS

One god (Heis thees) among gods and men. the greatest.
Neither in torm nor in thought resembling mortal beings.

This 1s the astounding proclamation issued around the middle of the
sixth century 8CE by Xenophanes, who has been lauded as “a paradigm
of the Presocratic genius”™ and “ein Revolutionir des Geistes™ on the
one hand, and relativized as a person who “would have smiled if e had
known that one day he was to be regarded as a theologian,™ on the
other.”* The statenient is as surprising for its revolutionary religious
innovation™ as tor the inconsistency it conceals. [ shall first give a brief
sketch of the unique philosophical experiments that formed the
prelude to Xenophanes® initiatives. Responding to the multiformity of

22. The latter is basically Max Miiller’s interpretation of the concept, which is also
referred to as alfectve monotheism. A van Selms, m: M. AL Beek cralis, ol Symbolac
Biblicae et Mesoporamae M Th de Liggre Bollt dedicatae {Lewden, 1973). PP- 34148,
mtroduced the tenm “temporary henotheism™ i an article under the same nde: He
refers to situations in Mesopotamia and Lsracel {e.e.. Epic of Atrahasis, 1, 1L 376-83,
and Daniel 0:8) in which 1t is stipulated that for a certain period of time only one god
will recetve adoration.

23. Respecuvely by Barnes 1979, p. 82; K. Ziegler, " Xenophanes von Kolophon.
cin Revolutiondr des Geistes,” Gymnasitm, 72 (1965). pp. 28y—302: Burnet 1930, p.
129,

24. With this I do not want to deny that similar initiatives may have been attermpted
before in different cultures, for mstance in the Near East. See Simo Parpola’s essay
in this volume. On the other hand, sub specic acternitatis and accordingly neglecting
the historical perspective, Feyerabend 1986 denies both the revolutionary inno-
vation and the value of Xenophanes' initiatives.
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the cosmios, they postilated one divine principle and/or one (inaterial)
origin of everything that is. Viewed against the polymorphous back-
ground of the contemporaneous religious representations, these archaic
initiatives were indeed a breathtaking venture, Was it for this reason
that they remained without effect on the practice of religious life?
Throughout this section we shall have to rely on brief tragments, since
none of the authors that we shall brietly put on the stage has left
complete works.

Anaximander (Miletus, first part of the sixth century) defined the
origm and essence of all things as to apeiron, the immeasurable. Both
infinite and indefiniee, this apeiron s “immortal and deathless™ and
encompasses all that is: the conflicting elements, rise and decline, birth
and death. the succession of the seasons and that of the worlds. Bemg
the ultimate negation of anthropomorphic representation, the apeiron
is both the immanent ‘material” basis and the governing principle that
“enfolds and steers all”™ the innumerable (successive) worlds. The Laeter
two qualities are expressed by the Greek word ardie, The former mirror
those that traditional religious belief attributed to the gods. This
provoked the attribution of the predicate “divine’ to, or rather the
identification of the apeiron with “the Divine™: to theion (a neuter).
While thus uniting in itself the whole spectrum of major qualities of the
Homeric gods, the Divine at the same time transcends their variegated,
personal and often capricious nature. The speculative line of this devel-
opment is perfectly suminarized by Jaeger:®® *What lappens in Anaxi-
mander's argument (and that of his successors i this hine) iy that the
predicate God, or rather the Divine, is transferred trom the taditional
deities to the first principle of Being (at which they arrived by rational
investigation). on the ground that the predicates usually ateributed to
the gods of Homer and Hesiod are inherent in that principle to a higher

25. Jaeger 1947, p. 204. For abibhographical survey ofstudies on Anaximander, see
e.e., A. Finkelberg, “Plural Worlds in Anaxunander,” AJPh, 115 (1994), pp. 485—
506, esp. pp. $0st.
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degree or canbe assigned to it with greater certainty,”™" In other words,
it was physical, not theological, speculation that entailed a4 new. repre-
sentation of the divine.

Pursuing chis revolutionary exercise in speculatton, Anaximander’s
younger compatriot (and probably student) Anaximenes (imid-sixth
century) proclaimed air, aer, as the original mareria prinna, and claimed
that from it originated “all that was, that is, and that wali be, gods and
things divine.” He thus plirases in an explicit manner what is generally
regarded as one of the most fundamental contrasts between ancient
Near Eastern gods—most conspicuously the One of Istael—and Greek
ones. While in the Near Eastern perception, world and man were gody’
(or god™s) creations, it never oceurred to the Greeks to seck shelter
under the Beth of Bereshit baraly. Although the Tonian philosophers
reterred to their prime principle as arche, unplymg the notion of “hegin-
ning’. this beginning had no begin.*” It siply was (and sull i), gods

1o less than men being parts and products of this ever creative ardie. 2

26, CL Gerson 1990, p. 117 The archie 1 divime because it s inumnortal andmdestruc-
tible. .. Anaxmander has begun to establish o serentitic pathway to the dwvine by
means of causal teasonmg and the a provi consideration of the nature ol a st
principle.” Jaeger adduces 1 liost otexamples of later philosophy in wlhich exactly the
same procedure is applied. The principle, though, is more general. Also outside
speculative theary, Greeks tend to use the terme theas, thefos ("god’, *divine™) as
predicates, which can be attributed as tokens ofacknewledgment o, or mdeed 4, an
award for, manifest qualities and benetactions, usually assocrated with the tradioonal
notion ol god.

27 CE Arstotle Phys, g, co3b7 on the . peiren of Anaxunander; “the apenros has no
begimmning, . but (s arfie) 1 the begimning of the other things.”

28, "God is more than man, but lie s m no way Creaton™: DAL Metjer in: Versnel
LYSTD, pp. 224-28, esp. p. 225, On the Greek side see: W, K. €. Guthrie, I the
Beginmng: Some Grek iews on the Oigans of Life and the Early State of Man (Londoa,
tys7); H. Schwalbl, “Weltschopfung,™ RI:, Suppl. ¢ {1962}, pp. 14331590, Brelich
t6a. p. 127:"Der Hauptunterschied zwischen dem, was wir Gott nennen, wenn wir
uns aut das n einer monotheistischen Religion verehrte Wesen beziehen, und einem
Gottirgendeiner polytheistischen Relignon, bestehtin der Transzendenz des cinzigen
Gottes zur Wirkhehkeit, deren Sehipferer auch ist (und zwar ex nililoy; dagegen sind
die palythestischen Gottherten von der Wirklichkeit menschiicher Erfalirung
untrennbar”—a distinction. however, which in this form is at Teast debatable,
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' S et adEr. fex
The poet Hesiod, probably a generation betore Anaximander, ex
and disputed—lime (Op., 108),

pressed the same idea in a celebrated i
where he promises to reveal "how the gods and 11101'@1 men sprang
from one source.” ™ Accordingly, Greek gods as a rule did not create—
neither cosmos nor (human) life.*® N
The arche from which “gods and things divine” sprang, was divine
itself. There is a paradox looming here, which is often supposed to h;wlc'
originated in Anaximenes’ attempt to find . compromise bctwe.e'n hl:;
philosophical concept of one superior divine SSEnce and t.rac_htlom
forms of religious expression. The nextstep then is to explain it away
in terms of hierarchy: “Such gods as there were in the world were
themselves derived from the all-encompassing air, which was ouly
divine.”*" However, since the same paradox returns with even LeHe
vigor in the work of the next great Tonian thinker, Xenophanes, it

deserves a bit more attention.

Xenophanes
Around s4o BoL the Tonian philosopher Xenophanes of Colophon,

whom we met briefly at the beginning of this section,™ wrote the

2g. Or “started on the sante terms,™ as M. West prefers in his commentary on Horks
and Days (Oxtord. 1978), ad loe. .

30. Suemiticanthy. the oneand only exeeption to tll_l\‘t rule was I'urchodmg or.dl\‘v.htvr
heralding the end of a precultural Utopln (}uld_cu. ['me. The creaton :Tr th)n PIA(‘)[l]\—'
tvpieal woman Pandora—throngh a rare act of divine cooperanon—wa, Ll?}\?r;s v
devised to seal the separation of men and gods, Fnrm.crl?' grods .md“nwn had hved 1-1:
akind ofcommensality, theirlives bemng desenibed insimilar term. At‘tl}.att11:1L~‘1i1‘L11
lived m ease {idschod),” writes Hesiod, wlnle reia zoontes Chving eastly ‘).l\‘ []It.'l\tk‘l"L u-
typed predicate afgods in early Greek pocetry. This connmemsality, these equal terns,
are what West recognizes m verse 108,

3. KIS, 150.

32. The basic editton and standard for the numeration of his fmgmcnt.\‘ as well as
of those of all other Presocratic philosophers is: H. Diels and W. Kranz, I‘)u' I'mgrm'nfc'
der Torsokratiker (Berhn, 19516, cited as I>-K). Fundam‘cl.lF.ll alsg: G. S Klr]‘(, J '}:.
ILaven and M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical I'-f:srory_ wr!h‘u b::unfm
of Texts (Cambridge, 19¥32, cited as KR S), with English translations. T he Greek texts
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following phrase (Fr. 15): "It horses or oxen or lions had hands and
could make drawing, with their hands and accomplish such works as
men, horses would draw the Hgures of gods as similar to horses, and
oxen as simlar to oxen, and they would lend them a physical appear-
ance like their own.” And in order to make himself perfectly clear he
also said (Fr. 11): *It was Homer and Hesiod who attributed to the gods
all sorts of things that are matters of reproach and censure AMONY N1e1L:
theft, adultery, and mutual deceit.” This is the ultimate consequence
of the revolution initiated by his predecessors and as such, the carliest
proclamation of the notion of religious projection as it was funda-
mentally tormulated 2,400 years later by Feuerbach.

I his violent revolt against the excrescences of anthropomorphic
polytheism ¥ Xenophanes postulated one supreme Deity, who was
completely immovable, unimaginable, and predominantly character-
1zed as (having) a Great Mind (Nows). swaving the universe through
thought alone. The influence of his predecessors is unmistakable, but
the two major components of his theological system—the rejection of
anthropomorphism and the embracing of one abstract divinity—are
drawn wieh far more rigor and explicitness. Consequently, after this
momentous initiative the reader cannot but be shocked wihen he is
confronted with another—the most influential—of Xenophanes'
postulates, already quoted in the beginning of this section (Fr, 23):3

alson: | Edmonds, Greek Elogy and Tamhus (Cambndge. Mass. and London, 19313,
Lopp. 182-215. Separate edittons and commentaries on Xenophanes: M. Unter-
steiner, Senofane. Testunonian =c ¢ franmentt (Florence, 195a); E. | lewsch, Nenophanes:
Dic Fragmente (Munich and Zurich, 1983) with German translation: |. H. Lesher,
Nevopiraries of Colophon, Fragments: 4 Text and  Translation with g Clommerntiary
(Toronto and Londen, 1y92). Two recent annuotated bibhographical surveys: L.
Paquet, M. Roussel. Y. Lafrance, Les présocratigries: Bibliographic analytique, 1879
tgxo, T (Paris, 1988), pp. 421-43: L. E. Navia, The Presocratic Philosophers: An Anno-
tated Bibliography (New York and London, 19y3), Pp. 61y—48.

33. CfL Fr. 14: “But mortals suppose that gods are born, wear their own clothes and
have a voice and body.” and Fr. 16: “Ethiopians say that their gods are snub-nosed
and black; Thracians that theirs are blue-cyed and red-haired.”

34. Recent years have witnessed the rise of a debate on the authenticity of these

Three Greek Experoments i Oneness 93

One god among gods and mien (the) grmtcsl”

Ncirl;cr in form nor in thought resembling mortal beings.
This is what [ referred to above as a concealed inconsistency. How are
we to explain that the first intransigent monist" of Greek .philosoph_v
admits through the back door what he has ousted trumphantly
through the front door? How to explain the contradiction, already

lines. For general discussion of the reliability of what 1.1tu.'-r a.uthors have hanfic“d L‘iO\l‘-'Ill.
as the ipsissima verba of Xenophanes: C. Oshome. R(‘f.’”nkl"?l‘t\’ Farly Gml! fidﬂ.“.‘p,l}v.
Hippolytus of Ronie and the Presocratics (Ithaca, 1987), on which see the f'r‘]m;; 1;;‘\’1:{\\’\
by |. Barnes, Plironesic. 33 (1o88) pp. 32741, .u.nl A Moflrcl.ltm. Anede nrl nlosoy 1;).:
o (1989). pp. 111-17. More specifically. M. T l:dwtlrda. X_cnnpl:.uws L3 mxti.musl. ‘
GRBS. 32 (1g91), pp. 21y—28, argues that che mujorty ol the verses quoted 1 ',t T(.
present paper are fabrocations by the Christan (.]L‘Il.lt‘ll\. F,\pcrml!y the ’1m1mm,1" f.\
theos seems suspicious to him, sinee it does not aceur inany other (:rccl:; philosopher
betore Plato, whale it the comerstone of many Christan .md_lgwnh t.1br1:.1tm.1T\1:l\lv
late antquaty (on which see below), Teannot go mto this dle‘ll\\l(‘ll] ?"wrc. Prac u-.'.al v
1o other schiolar shures this viewpomt and. anyvway. 1t remains e "m_[udgc lwy‘ 11
other doxographers, Xenoplnes was not so partial to e asto fien.” which suthees
for my argument.

3. Heis theos e fe theoisi fan anthedpoisi megisto.. ()t'mumj. classicists quurrel about
the correct interpretaion ot this “one” asjoytully as do Old Testament scholars AI.\OL'lt
“Tsrael, vour God s one™ {on which, see Steve Geller in t}u_s vfmlumc). Do the two
lines contain three predicates (‘one’, ‘greatest’, ‘nf)t rr.‘sc‘mb[mg }. or ogly two, w ll(th-
‘one’ functioning as attribute? And so on and so forth. §ee thc dlscussmnslm St?i-?'\
1971, pp. 76-79, and Lesher 192, pp. l,.)(i—IOO. It is often Jttempt‘c( _;t_n {‘( i5-
monotheize” the expression hees dieos by poinomg out that a common Greek wdiom
wses heis to reinforee the superlative (which is nue) and next arguing that what I
intended 18 “the one greatest god.” thus roling out: "'(iod 15 one, the preatest..
(which is nustaken). To demonstrate the tanltiness ot this argument wouhli rm]llu‘n:
too much space. [ confine myself to the observations. finst. that the an}; ;}tc.
doxography., including Anstotle and Tht‘u}ﬁhr‘l:\'[l.lk. uudc‘{'\l“mds thc\t". hnes un t 1;
rest of Xenophanes™ theology as unequivovally 1.111plymg God s one” and. second,
that the all-embracig predicates in the several fragments quoted can unly refer to a
divine hemg that 18 not only infimtely greater than. huF also and more lmport‘lmt.
fundarmentally differens from (supposed) other divmc‘. beings. ! mys'_clt }mn e ti)
‘avoid an all too explicit interpretation by not inserting the verbal form s, which
does not oceur in the Greek text,

36. Aristotle, Mer. A §.986b21, calls Xenophanes the first “mouiﬁt".(ho prt?rvs
henisas) because “he said that the One was thcﬂgod {to hen [a neuter] einai ton theon)
after having looked up at the whole universe.
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looming in the presentation by Anaximenes, berween the postulate of
one all-embracing divine ardte and the acceptance of a polytheistic
woild view, as apparent in the reference to *(the) gods’? Nor is this the
only place where Xenophanes refers to the plural *gods’.*” Or should
we perhaps step back and first ask some preliminary questions? For
instance, fs our fragment proof of & monotheistic experinent, as is
assumed by those scholars who praise Xenophanes as “the only genuine
monotheist that ever existed, ™" while claiming that “we cannot admit
that Xenophanes conceded to the existence of subordinate or special
gods; because 1tis exactly the existence of these gods that he had partic-
ularly in mind to deny™?* Or should we. on the contrary, doubt with
many others “whether 4 convineed monotheist in an unreceptive
polytheistic society would cloud the issue by a mention of plural gods
that is at least ambiguous, in the very context where he is tirmly stating
his revolutionary view,” inferring that “the tragment is not eny to
reconcile with a pure monotheism™# Since this question—more
especially the notion of *prre monotheism'—is essential to my centeral
argument. as well as having a bearing on the whole issue of the present
volume, we will cast a quick glance at the scholarly discussion.?! It will

37. Theyare found m Fragments 1.24: 11.1; 12.1; 415301000 181 and 34,2,
a8, Ul von Wilamowitz, Die gricdnsche Literatur tnd Sprache (Berlin, 1905), p. 35,
39, Burnet 1930, p. o143,

40. Stakes 1971, po 76, Some go much further m therr doubt, Bubut 197 CONIEes
the common opmon that Xenophanes' theological views constitute 2 radical
departure trom the relignous mythologies of Homer and Hestod. CF rdem, La religron
des plifosophies grecs (Pars, 19743, pp. 22-27. 1o the same vear and in a similar vem:
Enenstadt 1974. CE Heutsch 19y, p. 15: “Der Fehler, den Xenophanes zu sehen
meint, liegt daher aicht darm. dass die einen oder anderen Vilker falsche Vor-
stellungen von den Géttern haben, sondern darin dasy sie sich iberhaupt Bilder
machen.”

41. There are several discussions and bibhographreal surveys, Apart from the ones
mentioned above n, 32, most recent (but not most mformative): A. Letka, “The
Xenophancan Religious Thought: A Freld of Various Interpretanions,” Kermos, 2
(1959). pp. 896,
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reveal how desperately—and diversely—scholars have struggled to
elicit a coherent meaning from these two lines, squirming in their
attempts to defend the text against the most fatal charge imaginable in

Academia: lack ot consistency.

One or Many?

By way of introduction I select three ditferent assessments tdkt{n from
three of the best-known textbooks.** Burkert, in a characteristically
clear and well-considered summary, writes: “ What sounds like mono-
theism is nevertheless drawing on entirely customary formulae: one 1
the greatest and for that very reason is not alone.™ On the other hand.
Kirl;. Raven and Schofield comment: = Greatest among gods and men’
should not be taken literally: men are mentioned by a “polar’ usage.
This is simply an emphatic device,* and for the same reason the plural
of "gods’ need not be intended literally 7+ Even so, they continue: “In
fact Xenophanes wrote of “gods” in other places also; partly, no doubt.
this was a concession, perhaps not a tully conscious one, to popular
religious terminology.” Fially, Jaeger states: “But while he extols this
God as more than human, he also deseribes him explicitly as “the great-
est among gods and men”. This manner of speaking, with its polar
juxtaposition of gods and men, follows the old epic formulas; never-
theless it still makes it perfectly clear that besides the One God there

must be others, just as there are men.” However, according to Jaeger,

12, Burkert 1yss, pojod. KIRS 170, and Jaeger 1947, pp. 33444 respectively,

43. Indeed, Greek poetry abounds i polar expressons meant to d?‘llﬂ[L‘ € totality.
not seldom producing curiowsly absurd results. KRS nennon, for instance, Hcm_—_
clitus Fr. 30, wha says that the world-order was made by “none of gods or men.
Creonm ‘Suplmcic:" Antigente savs: " Go, go now, servants, those present .md‘ those
absent.” G. Miiller, Sophokies Anngone [Herdelberyg 1967), comm. ad loc. explains the
“Unlogmk™ by Creon’s desperate haste. Huwcver..tlwrt‘ are numerous parallels to
these illogical polarities. See Eur. Henadles 1106, with von Wilamowitz" note; Eur.
Hippolyts. with Barretes note; Soph. £ jos; Plaur, Trn. 360.

4. In the same hine, Guthrie 1962, p. 375, regrets the contradiction as “at the least
1 surprising carelessness.”
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these other gods could not be the anthropomorphic Homeric ones, and
it was ror Xenophanes™ intention to compromise with popular reli-
gion.® Raiher we should think of Thales™ dictum “that all things are
tull of gods.™ Conclusion: “In any case the one all-embracing God is
so far supenior to all the other lesser divine forces that he alone could
really seem important to Xenophanes.”™ In our terminology, Jaeger
seems to opt for a henotheistic solution.

How very revealing are these desperate attempts to come to terms
with an undeniable and irritating clash of One and Many in two coher-
ent lines of a protessed *monist™! After the well-nigh arithmetical infer-
ence that the superlative qualification ‘the greatest” necessarily pre-
supposes the existence of other (lesser) gods, we see two diametrically
opposed strategies to negotiate the blatant contradiction that thus
enierges: a centrifugal versus a centripetal one. The Arse*” tries to get
rid ot the inconsistency by explaining it away: the mention of gods 15
nothing more than a rhetorical concession, not reterring to anything
Teally real’, Atmostitis a tactical concession to popular religious tradi-
tion, to which. by implication, in his heart Xenophanes must have
vehemently opposed. The other approach offers an explanation in
terms ot what the Germans call so nicely Hincininterpretation, whence
referred to as centripetal by me. It helpfully trots out a homemade
theological system in order to make it all logically acceptable: there are
indeed more gods but they cannot have been the traditional Olympi-
ans. The one great deity and the other lesser gods form a kind of hierar-
chy, in which the normal (or not so normal) lesser gods are for instance
described as emanations or parts of the central *one’ 7

45, Here hie iy followed by Nilsson (GGR T3, p. 7427 “nicht die Gotter der Volks-
religion.”

46. Lastrefuge tomany ascholar, including such celebrities as Zeller, Burnet, Diels-
Kranz, followed by Frangois 1957, p. 167, where one can find the literature.,

47. For a survey of adherents to this idea including Gomperz, Decharme, Digs,
Jaeger, and Untersteiner, see Francois 1957, p. 166
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This is not to say that this supposed "unity in diversity™” was never
conceived of in antiquity, for it was, notably in Stoic and Neoplatonic
systems.®? A famous case in point is the theologia tripeitita as It Was
devised much later by the Roman polymath Varro.™ In accordance
with the Stoic doctrine, Varro claimed that all the gods were parts
(partes) or qualities (virtutes) of one central superior divine beng, which
he identitfies with Jupiter. " However, any attempt to draw analogies

48. The 1dea that one principle (or one god) 1s all did not umncd.l(m-ly ﬁm.{ much
adherence and mn the carlier period—as far as we can see—remained confined to
Orphic and Eleatic eircles. T eannot go into the monist parl.\l‘t'.'fvna' l’.lrmcmdf‘ and
the relanonship betw cen hiy and Xenophanes” theories. See tor 1.l[(‘l\' ‘motsin with
cnpliests on Plate: Rowe 1980, pp. $3-07. and most rcccml}‘: P, Curd. I‘h(' Legacy
of Pannenides: Elearic Moo and Later Presocratic Thoneht (Princeton, 1yys).

1u. “The Stores say that there iv only one god, one and the -ame power. w h]f‘h 15
called by different names 0 accordance wath difterent functions™ (Servius ad Verg,
Georg. 1) Grant 1986, pp. 75-83. gives arapid survey n the context of and as
opposed to carly Chrstuan theology.

50 He disinguished three types of theology: the one transmutted by poets
(ythicon. translated by Augustinus as fabudosa), the one t.mg_h[ Iw . philosophy
(physicon, latin: narurale), and the dheologia aradis (tramposed to the Greek situation: the
religmon of the polis). Fr. vo: prima . theologia maxime mmnmu.uf.m est ad thearrin,
secunda ad mundum, tertia ad urbem. The latter one, being the religion of cult and ntual,
should have aspects of both others in order to suit the taste and .in‘tellcctual 1?\'01 of
the eredgus. B. Cardauns, AL Terentivs Uarro, Ansiquitates Renmn Divinarom I Die Frag-
mente (Abh. Ak, Mamz. 1976). Fr. 6-12, esp. 7 = Aug. (2D o.5. and the commentary
at pp. 140ft. See: G Lieberg, " The Theologa Trpertita as .l}l.lnlt'“CCtlfld.[ Madel m
Antiguey,” HES Monographs. 4 (1934). pp.yi-11500d.. e T hculing‘.a Impertts in
Forschung und Bezeugung,” ANRIF L (1973}, pp- 63-1150 H. “UI‘E’I(‘. “Zu V.E.rms
Konzeption der theologa tripertita in- den Antiquitates reram divinarum, = i
Fetsehritt (5. Radlke (Miinster, 19s6), pp. 76-82. CF ]nngb‘ctnrc V.m_'u. Aristotle Mer,
[0741&3'. arguing thae the divine encompases the whale ot nature {cf. 3 h_unf. jt)?b 10—
40ibag. Pol. 1320a32, where god 1 the “divine power” g [taa dustamis] that “holds
evervthing together as the informmng principle of the km:m}s, or F_r 49, \\:llcrc he
wentifies ;_{ud with mind), while “the rest is addition in the form t_\l myth.“m order
to persuade the mulotude and to be usetul for laws and {private} interest.

51. Fr. 27 = August. (D .11, omnes dii deacque sit unus Tuppiter, sive sint, ut quf'da{n
volint, omnia ista partes eitis sive vretiges efus. CE the famous Hymn to.Zcus by ‘t]w Stmf"
Cleanthes. Most recent translation and discussion by W. Casady, in: M. Kiley et alii
{eds.), Prayer from Alexander to Constantine: A Critical Anthology (London 1997). pp.
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between Xenophanes and Varro is asking for trouble. First, Varro lived
in the first century BCE, separated from Xenophanes by five centuries
of increasingly sophisticated philosophical reflection. Secondly, while
we do have the explicit theories of Varro at our disposal, there 15 no
scrap of information on a supposed deeper coherence of the different
types of gods in the few fragments of Xenophanes. On the contrary,
the expression “greatest among gods and men™ does little to encourage
the reader to single out one of the two categories (the ‘gods’) for a
special relationship to the One.

And there is yet another, more interesting, problem. On the basis
of the same material and following the same kind of argumentation,
exactly the opposite position can be detended, More than 4 century
ago. Freudenthal™ claimed that he could find nothing whatsoever that
s indicative of monotheistic tendencies in Xenophanes, According to
him Xenophanes professed a genuine polvtheism, albeit one in which
one central god—whom Freudenthal identities as Jupiter—reigns as a
despot over his subject gods. As parts of the great God they reign over
their own smaller sections of the world. S

We observe a common trait in these different stggrestions, namely
the retroprojection ofa typical modern drive towards CONSIStENCY upon
an archaic mentality that need not have had a similar penchant for {our)
logic. This does not mean that all these suggestions are mistaken. It is

132-98 On Zews as the "one god” of Stoicsn: ALA. Vong, Hellemstic Pludosoplty
(London 1974}, p. 1398 For 1 documentation of the “one and all° theology of lute
antiquity, see TER UNUS, pp. 213-16,

s2. Freudenthal 1886, esp. pp. 8-12: 16; and 28-31. OFcourse. he met with fierce
reststance by renowned contemporartes such as Zeller and Diels, who m their
textbooks had proclaimed a *pure monathersm” and felt no inclination to surrender.
All the same, he found many tollowers as well. See: Frangols 1937, p. 165, 1. 1.

53. For that mateer, the idea of an omnipotent Being, transcending all the other
powers in the world, even the gods themselves, was one thar the epic writers had
already associated with their highest god. Hom. I1. 8.18-27. presents astriking instance
of the absolute superiority of Zeus, which even Aristotle De motu an. 4.700a Cites as
the first intimartion of the power of his ‘unmoved mover'. See: Jaeger 1917, p. 46,
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of course true that raditional expressions may persevere inan other-
wise revolutionary new context. A popular proverbial expression from
modern (allegedly monotheisticy Greece bears a curious r::scmbl.am'c to
the Xenophanean paradox: *May God fit thee to find favour with gods
and men.” % However, that Xenophanes may have been more dt‘cply.
aware of the implied paradoxes in his system than the average user of
a proverb would be, can perhaps be deduced from his words (Fr. 34):

No man knows, or ever will know, the truth about the gods and
about everything T speak of: for even if one chanced to say the
complete truth, yet oneself knows it not; but seemimg (or: opinion)
is allotted to all,
How very intricate the “truth about the gods™ 15, appears from a tew
lines from his famous Banquet elegy, where (lines 1341) he gives the
seenmingly monothetstic advice:
The first thing men of sense should do is to sing o bvinm to e God
with reverent words and pure speech, with a hibation and a praver
tor the means to do what is right.
However, only ten lines later, plurality strikes back m the inal line (24).

where we read:

Nay, always keep the gods duly in mind.

One and Many

So we lave returned again to the incontestably correct observation
that: “the fragments warrant attributing to Xenophanes the novel idea
ofa single god of unusual power, consciousness, and cosmic intluence,
but not the stronger view that beyond this one god there could be

i " the + 73 How must we lmagine that
nothing else worthy of the name.”" How must we 11iagine

54. J. C. Lawson, Modern Greek Folklore and Ancient Greek Religion {Cambridge,
1910), p. 48, who aptly conments that it “combines impartially the one God and

the many.”

55. Lesher 1992, p. gy,
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Xenophanes coped with the paradox? Did he? 14d he CXPeHetce it as a
paradox? We have seen that some scholars clatim that Xenophanes must
have been a monotheist (he said so himselt, didn't he?), others that he
cannot but have been a polytheist (he said so himself, right?), In order
to ‘solve’ the paradox one scholar makes an appeal to I;henomena of
linguistic-rhetorical perseverance, another devises a theology in which
gods are part of the god. S Nobody, as far as T know. has cvér‘sugqcsted
that Xenophanes just adhered to bofh views (he said so himself, okkay?).
because he literally had no choice.57 Before we explore this (inconsistent)

suggestion a bit turther, [ should first say what I do nof wish to imply

by this idea. T am not thinking of a conscions vielding o political or

social pressure, whether or not compensated by an occastonal “eppure
si more” between the teeth. Nor do 1 appeal to an unconscious slip of
the pen or even—though there i nothing wrong with it—to a eradual

development in the philosopher's thought of which we h;n"t only
incoherent and undatable scraps ofevidence. What I do wish to suggcs"t
can be explined in three related, but distinet arguients, B

36, "Diese verwirrende Fille sich widersprechender Kenophanesbilder™; P. Stem-
metz, " Xenophanes-studien,”™ RAM, 10y (1966), pp- 13~73, esp. 24, [ Of‘;‘(il:l;‘ﬁt‘ do
not mean that such representations are impossible or xlt;rluexistCI;t. Many hor]—
Western cultures do know similar forms of ‘inclusive monaotheism® and * 1Itiru‘i1rm
:,I].f’llt\tllk‘latlz’..ts Th. P van Baaren, “Pluntorm Monotheism, ™ Nederlands 'I['Ir ologisel
Tifdsehrift, 20 {1965 -06), PP 321-27, comned it o e

37. Although Potscher 1962 comes quite close. His discussion and refirtanion of Jll
other mterpretations mentioned inomy text is the most cogent known n; me Al‘s' !
parts ot hus interpretation of the relatronship *One god® - ’Ehc vads’. that | shail 'ir(-
shortly, are convinemg, but I do not follow lim in s centralxthcﬂ; t]ll.nt “the L‘,‘l“t{:l
are representatives of “the Cne god™: “Durch die Wesensedewcheit des einen (5(:('&’&
.und Qer Gorter—wenn man von der Einheit des iilwrr.lut:ndcn absicht—verméeen
ihn dw.w zu reprisentieren”™; “Der eine Gott ist i ihnen allen prisent, weil \ic——i‘llic
Erscheinungstormen von ihin in der bewussten Wele—ihm i allem L',l‘(.’lt‘]l *uind aber
er ist doch mehr als die Summe der Gétter: denn er ist der Eine.” Cf. alqb Gér'iotn
e nextnote, O. Gigon, “Die Theologie der Vorsokratiker, ™ in: R ose 1954, pp- [-37—
55: xbld., pp- 33-36, asks just the right questions on these types of co;m:udicriom
( W:dcr\'pru ¢h”) and argues that some of them are unresolvable and should be takcr‘l
seriously (“unauthebbar und anzuerkennen,” p- 3sh A
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First, Xenophanes, besides bemng a genius, was and remained a
child of his time and. like most other social beings, was unable to escape
from his cultural universe, even if he had wished to. While experimen:-
ing with one he was living with a second, ditferent set of images and
representations of the divine. The two indeed diverged dramatically
and. if subjected to a severe formal logical analysis, would inevitably
have come to a clash. The significant point—infinitely more interest-
ing and important than the unresolvable and indeed mistaken question
of which of the two aspects represented his real conviction®™—is that
they were ot scrutinized in such a relentless manner.™ Apparently,

8. Inthis respect there are excellent observations m Gerson Tggo. pp. 18149, who
aptly notes that there may easily be come contision m ustig the terms ‘monothentz '
and polvthenstc’ as contradictory and s suitable for classifymgg the thought of
Xenophanes: “IFby “polytheism’ we mean the recogmuon ofa muluplicty of acuve
powers m the wnverse seronger and more durable than men, then Xenophanes 1o s
polvtheist, . . [Fpolvthersm” mdicates belietina muluplicrey of personal bemgs more
powertul and durable than men. 1 think the tesual evidence 1+ against the clam that
Xenophanes 1+ polvthent.... When T sy that Xenophanes 15 plulosopheal
monothesst, I do not mean to deny that he is a polythest in the first sense or that,
concervably, e 15 a polythent in the second sense, but dhat he reasons to . unque
archein the universe .. The {essentall difference between Gerson's views and mine
is that I would nor deny that the two conceptions—monotheism-polytheism—are
logically contradictory and mutually exclusive, if considered from one and the same
perspective. Nor would T deny the possibility of the second option concerning polv-
thewsm, though avoiding the term “behet’. As T shall argue, in Xenophanes™ per-
ception they exist sunultaneously and side by ade as conplementary torms of expre.-
s101,

59. It requires lots of courage in our often ngidly comtrucovistie late modern
climate to reconstder whether there may still be a spark of truch i the discovery of
the first part of this century, for instance m the works of Hermann Frinkel. Bruno
Snell, and in a ditferent way in Walter Pénscher. that archaic Greeks did not (always)
draw similar nor as harsh distinetions as twentieth-century readers, tor instance
between bodily and psychic phenomena. In her own brillune way, Ruth Padel. In
and Out of the Mind: Greek Images of the Tragic Sclf (Princeton, 1992) exposes that nerve.
If we want to make sense of Greek religion, following the lines set out by Gould 1985,
we should not overlook the motto that he adopted from William Empson: “The
notion is that life involves maintaining oneselt beeween contradictions that cannot
be solved.” Noris it always helptul, as anthropologists remind us, to ask non-Western
{including early Greek) people direct questions, “because it places them n a realistic
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both conceptions could and did exist side by side, not only within the
cultural universe of one civilization or in one period of time, which is
a historical banality, but cven in the mind of one poet and thinker,* which
may be of great explanatory relevance. In other words, Xenophanes
devised a radically new conception of god, yet did not even contem-
plate taking an equally radical leave from the cultic—and. T would not
hesitate to assume, partly also from the mythical®'—conception ot the
(traditional) gods, who had always been and continued to be indis-
pensable and essential materials for the construction of the symbolic

universe of the polis. Whenever—if ever—it was necessary to keep
them apart, the author had recourse to several difterent lavers of
discourse—philosophical, mythical, cultic—which constantly alter-
nate and intertwine in his texts.

[n general. the two ditferent imageries may be prevented from
clashing by a virtuoso winking process. well known from (socio-)

. . . . .
psychological reactions to cognitive dissonance.”* In a recent mono-

trame ot mind. They ate torced to analyze. define and disungush with a crical mind
whatisesseneially vague, undefinable and largely emotional™: J. . Hollemuan, Lcon-
modating the Spisic Amongst Some Nowtl-Laseern Shona Tribes (London, 1933). p. 3st

6o. Indeed. it would do no harm to recall that Xenophanes is “the only one whose
genuine writings find a place both amang the Presocratic philosophers of Diels and
the Iynic anthology of Diehl™: Guthrie 1962, p. 361,

61 In this respect [agree with Emenstadt 1974 and Babut 1974, who. however,
certamly goes too far in downplaving the uniqueness and simgularty of the new Gaod.

62. I luve amply discussed these psychological techniques meroduced by 1. Fest-
mger. A Fheory of Cognitive Drssonanee (New York, 1957, in the Introduction to TER
UNUS, pp. 4-8, where more relevanttitles can be tound, and applied them through-
vut that book: [alse discussed the question whether the noton of cogmtive dis-
sonance may be applied as long as the conflicting elements are not broughe to the
attention of the observer. [t nuy, but whoever dees not like this answer may prefer
the tmage of “a winking process™ apphed to keep two conflicung realities apart
exactly in order to prevent them from clashing on the level of conscious awareness.
Then the dissonances are “situated just below the normal level of critical con-
scrousness in men [ .| so that they could in principle have been aware of it but as a
rule took it for granied,” thus J. G. A, Pocock, Politics, Language, ard Time: Essays on
Political Thought and History (New York, 1971), p. 32. Another question is whether
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graph on Erasmus, another genius on the borderline between two
paradigims, the stark inconsistencies and ambiguities in his thought and
expression are explained by the tact that he belonged to two cultures:
the late medieval world that lie could not torsake, and the early modern
one that he helped to create.®* And so did Xenophanes.” In his
thought-provoking excursus on the ‘logische Frage' implied in the
contradictions of the One and the Many, Homung,”S after denouncing
a long list of traditional explanations marked by such predicates as
‘alogic’, *‘prelogic’, or ‘undifferentiated’, embraces the concept of com-
plementarity. Two—logically—contradictory predicates or qualities
can both be experienced as true and valid. He adduces Bohr's theory

the theory may be applied at 3l to pre-modern ever ancient—mentahity. Thr,
question was answered atirmatively and convinemgly i g recent artidle by NOH.
Tavlor, "Cogmtive Dissonatice and Farly Chrstanty: A Theory and s Apphicanon
Recomdered.” Releron and Theology- 1 Jorrnal of Contemporary Rehgrore Diconrs,
§ (1998). pp. 138-33.

03. 1.1 Tracy. Lraanus of the Lo Counmes (Berhelev, 1997). Cirea 1000 ¢l
revolutionary stronomical discoveries were gradually incorporated into a traditional
cosinology, ;'l't'crtmg wmcredible contradictions: T van Nouhuys, The Aee of Tio-
Faced jan‘u’s: The Comets of 1577 and 1018 and the Decline of the Anstorelian Torld 1w
in the Netherlands (IDiss. Leiden, 19y7). For annquaty [ have argued the <ame con-
cerning the paradox of iberation and subjection in the early Hellenistic period as a
signal of cultura) and political transitton: “There are mdipensable relics of the old
which still exist and inevitable signs of the new wlich already exises, rereconciled and
pregnant with tension™: TER UNUS, pp. 3u-93. esp. 82-%3. For [srael, of. tor
mstance; N. Lolifink, " Polytheistisches und monothestisces Sprechen aber Gottim
Alten Toestament.™ o, idem, Uansere groceen [ onter: Das Alte Tesaament zi Themen dicses
faler (Freiburg ete. 1977), pp. 124440 vsp 1300 7Es herschat also eine Dhialektk von
Vielhert und Einhett™: p. 1 1: Es kam daraut an, Polythersmus wie Monothesmurs
als zwei i gewsser Hinsicht gleichwertipe, jedoch epochal tesigelegie Wensen des
Sprechens dber Gott deudich werden zu Lisen.™

64. Noless a person than Karl Popper lus often Lwded Xenophanes asa kbrcrunn}‘r
of his own—very (late) modern—philosophy, and thus becomes easy prey tor
Feyerabend’s scorn (see below, p. 109).

05 Horung 1471, pp. 233—40. For what tollows he retersro CL Fovon Weizsicker,
“Komplementaritit und Logik,”™ Die Nutunvissenschaften, 42 (1955s), pp. 521-29: A
Petersen, Quantumphysies and the Phifosophical Tradision (Cambrnidge, Mass., 1968),
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of the complementary validity of both the wave- and the quantum
theory as a revealing analogy.

The same physicist provides a Very appropriate overture to our
second consideration of the apparent meonsistency of Xenophanes'
divine world. In the period in which Bohr was involved in the para-
doxes implied in the quantum-theory, he commented thus upon the
dirty water and grubby towels with which he was kindly invited to
clean the dishes in a temporary primitive lodging:

Mit dem Geschirwaschen ist es doch genau wie mit unserem

Sprache. Wir habe schmutziges Spiilwasser und schmurtzige Kiich-

enticher, und doch gelingt es, damit Teller und Gliser schlieslich

satberzumachen. So habe wir in der Sprache unklare Begritte und
cine 1 ihrem Anwendungsbereich in unbekanmnter Weise Clnge-
schrinkte Logik, und doch gelingt e, damit Klarheit in unser Vere

. . . N
stindnis der Natur zu bringen,®®

My secondargument, then, is that Xenophanes did not always need to
“keep apart™ his two types of gods. They wereapart. The new god repre-
sents a radically new and different category. Though conceived of as
the fmmanent principle of all that is, he or it at the same tme transcends
all that is: gods and men.®” In later times a human being who exceeded
all other mortals in power or quality—such as Hellenistic kings or
Roman emperors—could be promoted into a category different from
the human species. Transcending the ‘condition Inmaine'. he became
god. As long as he was god—for instance during restricted periods in
which his divinity was ritually staged or politically deployed—the
display of human frailties was frowned upon: no sneezing tor the dei-
tied emperor during his advenis. However. though parading as a god

66. Asrelated by W. Heisenberg, Der Teil und das Ganze {Munich, 1973}, pp. 150~
67, quoted by E. Heitsch, “Xenophanes und die Anfinge des kritischen Denkens,”
Abh. Ak, Muainz (1994}, p. 4. 1 cannot vouch for the aptiess of the comparison.

67. Gemon 1ygo, p. 242, n. 18, is right when he calls it misleading in the Pre-

socratic context to use the contrast between immanence and transcendence to
describe the early understanding of an arche.
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and being honored with the same “hymns, reverent words and liba-
tion, ™ to quote Xenophanes, and even with sacrifices, he was.n.nr agod
like the other ‘real” gods.®® The few megalomaniacs who did fail to ob-
serve the boundaries were considered insane. All this (and much more)
indicates that there was no such thing as one fixed category ‘god".”
Rather we are confronted with a type of classification without sharp
borders, more especially with a so-called *polythetic class’, a concept
first coined by Wittgenstein. Such classes are like tamilies to whicl—l -;111
members belong, linked by “a complicated network ot similanties
overlapping and criss-crossing” without, however, sharing all the
funily resemblances.”™

Ar process of deification comparable to that of the Hellenistic ruler
happened to Xenophanes' First Principle ot Bemg, departing hoA\\'ch.‘r
from the other extreme on the scale of divinity. Exceeding all imagi-
natton, the First Principle inevitably was endowed with the highest .ma?
uniquely unsurpassable predicate available i the Greek language. Tt

becane god funte de mienx.” However, though bearing the sime name

68. Sigmticantly, people ws o tule did not pray to the divine ruler, although. as
always, there are 1 few exceptions,

6. The book from which [ had hoped to learn abou‘t the specitic nature ol (}r}cgk
divimty, namely A. B. Lloyd, What is ¢ God? Studics in the Nature of Greek Divinity
{London. 19y7), falls short of expectations.

2o, 1. Whttgenstein, Philosoplical Investipations (New York. 195%, l’l’.ln‘il.l‘l't.‘d from
the German ed. of 1953) L. pp- 06 -67. The pnnciple of ]_1(1]‘_'.‘t}‘lt“tlt' t'].l\:vli[\‘.ll’l()ll 1
exemplinly exploited by | Z. Sinth, “Fences and Neghbors: Some (.unﬁtu'u‘rs uf
Early Judaism,”™ m: ddent, Inagineng Religion: Frm_n .Bfrhyhuf‘ to _[o_rrz'\'{nwn (E.hl]L ago,
tosl, pp. 118 Tt is also wselully applied to the definiton of Arch_gum :‘W. . Alvton,
“Rehgion,” Bicydopediaof Philosophy V1 (1u67} po 142, d]itmgm\hcs nine rc]lgmu-
nmkn;q characteristics” and states ¢hat “when enough of tl}ca‘c L'h‘lI‘JCtt.'l"l-\'flCS are
prcx‘cu} to 4 sutficient degree, we have rehgion.™ The same :.mg!lt waork out for gods,
but. of course. Alston's statements contain at least three subjective elemenes lable to
arbitrariness. Hence the concept of polythetic class has also been quc\'tlum-d: R.
Needham, “Polythetic Classification: Convergence and Consequences,” Man, 10
(1975). pp- 349—09.

71. As Gerson 1yyo, p. 246, n. 40. scortfully remarks about or}c modemn ‘intcr-pre-
tation of the apeiron of Anaximander. Cf. Burkert ll)()()., p. 27,“ Language itself, as
signifving system, seemns to be in need of an ‘ultimate signifier’, the absolute, god.
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and sharing a number of qualities with the traditional gods, *he” difters
from them in other respects. Nothing gives better expression to the
protound ditterence than the concept ‘transcendence”. Though belong-
g to the same polythetic class as (craditional) gods, the One God at
the same time transcends all others, hence belongs to a different
category. His ontological (and granmnatical) singularity” entails a quali-
tative singularity.” This tmplies that the One and the Many did not
need to compete. As concepts they were complenientary. Both pos-
sessed a conceptual domain of their own besides sharing the territory
common to gods. There was no real urge, either in the field ofsociet;r
or in that of logic, to expel either one ot them from the religious retina,

Insum, language can be desperately slippery. A god need not aluays
be god, somie gods are nor complete gods, some gods are superomplete
gods, hence some gods are more god than others, eteetera. The follow-
Ing quotation may help us recover from these startling observations: ™

Indeed, the reader’s attitude seems generally to be determined by
two equally imational assumptions, namely 1) that the human mind
is capable ofand prepared to constantly produce consistent thought-
sequences; and 2) that language is the perfect means of communi-
cation for expressing these thoughts adequately and unambiguously
to others. As for the latter assumption, even the bricfest glance at
the linguistic literature teaches us that human language is an
extremely precarious means of communication. “Their tight, our

72. This would be my answer to aquestion posed by F. Chapoutlier n: Roose 1953,
p. o2 "Comment les philosophes ont-ils Laisser subsister cote 3 ¢ote d'une part le
nom de dien pour désgner les principes de la nature et quelqueton un principe
unique ot de Paure ce méme nom pour désigner le dieux de Lt religron tradi-
tonnelle?” (And see the subsequent discussion there). Potscher ooz, P ‘\'. SCCTIS tO
be the only one who has understood this: “um die Gistter hat man sich zu kiimmern
wie um eme reale Gegebenlieanr ... Doclr der eme Gott hat eme hohere Reahi
indem er der grésste ist, sich aber micht bloss graduell von den Gottern unterscheidet,
sondern durch seine Singularitit (rers thees) in einem prinzipicllen Gegensatz zu der
pluralistischen Gattung der theot steht.”™ However, myv final interpretation of their
mterrelationship differs Rindamentally from his, a5 cited above n. §7.

73. Ttis borrowed from TER UNUS, pp. 14-16, q.v. the bibliographical references.
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tight,” cheered o Red radical Dutch chief mspector during a protest
march against the judicial treatment of members of the Genman Rere
Armiee Frakeion more than two decades ago. Alarmed patriots de-
tected o call for armed terronism, the natural meaning implhicit in
‘their fight'. However, “our fight’, so the chief mspector replied.
could not possibly contain this meaning since he himself was a paci-
fist and opposed to any use of fireanms. So “fight’ was not “fight’,
after all, a surprising lesson which did not prevent him from taking
advantage of the opportunity to retire varly soon after. Here, non-
linguists discovered ‘live’ what any introduction in polysemy could
have taught them,”™ namely, that one term can unite quite incom-
patible. sometimes even radically opposite implications, references
and meanings, depending on the user. the situation and the asoci-
ations they bear.”*

Revealing illustrations abound, particularly in the (abjuse nuade
by pohtical language of ternys such as “democracy”, s documented
by a wealth of studies on pohtical vocabulary. Perhaps the most
maltreated term in this area of ambiguities is “trecdom’, with its dark
opposite ‘tyranny” as second best. But “meaning” is not so unambig-
uous either. After all, Ogden and Richards listed 23 meanings ot
meaning’ in 1923.7" “Hence comes the great trouble we have in
understanding each other, and the fact that we even lie to each other

74. Of course, other lessons could be drawn from recent history. The tirst Ine of
the German nattonal anthem, “Deuschlind, Deuatsehiland uber alies,” contains a
relational polysenty sumilar to “fight” m our example. Iecan be tahen man imperialistic
semne (as many Germans and all therr enenues understood 1t durmg che last World
War) oras an expression of personal devoton: “Germuny s the one and only forme.”
See W, Dieckmuann. Infoemation oder Ubherredung: Zuan Wontgebaudy der politnchen

-

Werbung i Deutschland seit dey Franzosischen Revolution (Marburg, 1904). p. 157,

75. A splendid example trom the world of ehildren: around 1950 one of the ques-
tions in the entrance examination tor Dutch secondary schools ran, " What s a hero?™
Some 40% ot the voung candidates answered "a coward. a weakling. T well remember
from my own youth that this was the primary—to many. even the only—meanng,
of that word, which had its origin in the derisive use of the word for the enemies on
the next street. [ also happen to knowr why the ‘real” meaning was not completely
eradicated from my mind at the time: the existence of a series of much desired stamps
featuring the portraits of naval heroes,

76, (. K. Ogdenand I A Richards, The Meaning of Meaning (London. 1923 1946™).
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witlout wishing to: it is becatise we all use the same words without giving

them the same meaning,” Durkheim already sighed in 191277—and

he was not even a linguist.
I add bricetly a third consideration, which is both a specitication and a
generalization of the argument just put forward. There is no need for
a detailed discussion, because it concerns a truisi, but sometimes it is
helpful to recall that truisms may contain a truth. The argument is
independent of the specific nature of the very special god of Xeno-
phanes and fits in with the ‘chaos’-theory mentioned in the beginning
of the present paper. The imagery and, indeed, the ‘personality’ of a
god in a cultic ambiance, be it in private worship or in temple ritual,
Is not necessarily identical to and is often very ditferent from that of the
same god 1 theological or mythical retlection. The great debate
between Vernant and Burkert has its origin partly in this distinction.
Itis pertectly possible, and even belongs to normal practice, to perform
a cultie ritual without ever relating it to the theological identity of the
god involved. Dutch ministers daintily succeed in ritually reciting the
apostolic creed that portrays a god whom, to Judge by their sermons,
the same preachers have long lost sight of. For this same reason the
many gods of civil religion did not collide with the One created by
Xenophanes, even in the philosopher’s own perception.

And different they were! The profound innovation in the concept
of the Xenophanean god becomes apparent precisely in the phrases
quoted trom the Banquet elegy: “ The first thing men of sense should
do is to sing a hymn to the God with reverent words and pure speech,
with 2 libation and a prayer tor the means to do what is right.” Insotar
as the new god should be honored with hymns, reverent words, pure

77. E.Durkheim, Les formes élémentaires de la vie religicuse (Paris, 1912). 1 quote from
the English translation: The Elementary Forms of the Religions Life (London, 19762), p.
436, adding my italics. Here is how a linguist phrases the problem: T. F. Carney.,
Content Analysis: A Technique for Systematic Inference from Communication (London,
t972), p. 86: " Waords ... do not have ‘meanings’ n the sort ot'way that children have
parents. They have wses, identifiable in particular places and periods.™
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speech. and wath libations, there 15 not much of a problem. Rough
outlines ot what these hvimns ntay have looked hike can be gathered
trom hyvinns referring to a “one and ail” 1deology, ubiquitous in later
times. Libations, as distinet from sacrifice (which is conspicuously lack-
ing from the picture!), are in order too. They often function not so
much as a gift to the god(s) but rather as the ritual overture to commu-
nication with the divine. However, as svon as prayer comes into view
dithiculties emerge. What should one pray for to a god of such an
immense and abstract nature? The answer is as appropriate in the philo-
sophical context as it is unserviceable in the religion of daily lite. One
should ask tor “the means to do what 15 right.”™ With this preseription
along history of “philosophical prayer” begins, Ifitis true. in the words
of Burkert,” that Xenophanes tound listeners, but no adherents or
discrples. and that his theories had no impact whatever on the mam-
stream cult religion, this can be explained above all by the fact that his
vod by its very nature was devoid of anything resembling anthropo-
morphic personality in terms of either representation (image, myth) or
communication {cultic ricual. prayer). These four elements, 1¢ should
be recalled, were the stuff ancient religion was made of. The god of
Xenophanes, conversely, was “ab-human™ according to the Sceptic
Timon, and “ein Denk-, Seh-, Hor-, und Intelligenzmonstrum™ in the
opinion of Paul Feyerabend * referring to the famous characterization
in Fr. 24: " As whole he/1it sees, as whole he/ic comprehends, as whaole

- NI
he/ie hears.

78. Burkert 1985, p. 300.

7y. My tentative translanon of {funny} Greek ap 'dnthn;[)ﬁ.ﬂ ([:.lhl'lt'.lus; Iy dputi-
thrdpon)—by analogy with “abnormal’, and in order to avoid the 1111.\]0.1(1111;__: tern
‘inhuman’—as Timon (upud Sext. Emp. Hypoth. 1.224 = Fr. A 35 1)—K.) Llll.llll.lt’?‘.llll‘
XKenophanean god, On this passage: E. Vogt, “Des Timon von Phleius Urteil dber
Xenophanes,” RhM, 107 (1964). pp. 295-08.

8o. Feyerabend 1986, p. 210.
81. Except in cases of emphasis, Greek does not use pronouns to indicate the
subject (no doubt to the relief of Xenophanes). Different rranslations betray (slighely)
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Once more, ambiguity cannot be avoided. According to Jaeger, on
the strength of exactly the same data, the One God is quite clearly a
conscious, more or less personal being,* while, on the other hand,
Cornford™—followed by many others—holds that, it *personal” at all,
the god is yet not a person in the full sense of that term, since in contrast
to the traditional gods, there is no communication with him. Indeed,
according to many a specialist, Xenophanes theology 1s better charac-
terized by the concept pantheism™ than by monotheism. Again 1
would suggest that it s mistaken, and consequently doomed to fatlure,
to try and explain Xenophanes® system in terms of an ‘either-or’
dilemma. Rather, and this time even more obviously, we are con-
tronted with an exemplary instance ot an “and-and’ complementarity.
I its (original) quality ota physical ardie, the First Princple 1s a neuter
and as such "1t can—albeit not very easilv—be designated without the
aid of anthropomorphic characteristics. As a theos (the second step in
the evolution) ‘he’ cannot be.™ Consequently, in the course of his
reflection on the arche, the philosopheris both condemned to and saved

by a constantly alternating appeal to two ditterent focuses, the physical-
} ) & ¥

different interpretations. KRS: “All of himn sees, all thinks, and all hears™; Lesher:
“Whole he sees, whole he thinks, and whole he hears.”

22, Jaeger 1947, p.44s of, Francois 1957, p. 162 un ére personnel.”

53 F. M. Comtord, Principiom sapioniae: The Origing of Greck Philosophucal
Thongie (Cambndge, 1952), p. 1478

84. Orsno theology atall: . Babut, La religron des philosophies grees (Pars, 197.4),
p.o26: " Mais quetl ne soit pas un philosophe comme les autres nlautorse pas d e
transtormer en théologicien: ¢Test en philosophe quil essate d’élaborer un concept
satistaisant du divin. ... On pantheistic concepts of one god see: Rowe 19%0. For
bibliography see: €. Corbato, “Studi senotaned,” Amuali Triesting, 22 {1952}, pp.
179=227, esp. p. 180, nn. 6—y; M. Untensteiner, Serofane (Florence 1955), pp. ootk

85. Cf. O. Gigon in: Rose 1954, p. 138, in connection with the apefron of
Anaximander: “Die gewaltsame Verkniipfung dinghcher und personaler Kate-
gorien ... Es gendigt zu sehen , wie seltsam ... “physikalische” und "theologische’
Kategorien sich verbinden.” 35: “Der Widerspruch ist unauthebbar und anzu-
erkennen.”
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phiiosophical and the theological, each marked by ies corresponding
type of discourse. However, the two lavers of perception do inter-
mingle, as they have never stopped doing in theological reflection to
the present day. Due to restrictions inherent in human imagination and
language it is impossible to speak about a god, however devoid of
human characteristics, without applying anthropomorphic terminol-
ogy. Any philosopher of religion knows it: why demand trom Xeno-
phanes more than the humanly possible?

Concluding Renrarks

One and Many, unity and diversiey, 1t is all there in Xenophanes
philosophy. However, the mteraction between the two does not
permt a rash and simple definition. If there is uniey i diversity here,
it 1s not the well-known concept of a plurality ot gods united into, or
being parts or emuanations of. one all-encompassing supreme divine
being. The arche devised by Xenophanes was the product of natural
philosophy. not of theology. As physical “all” it did encompass, but it
encompassed everything that 15, because it was everything that s: not
only gods, but also men, and the whole material world. Just as men
were both part of it und were completely independent beings, so were
the {traditional) gods. As theological *One God' (Heis Theos) he tran-
scended everything, hence also the (other) gods, and in this perspective
the gods muaintained their traditional (pluralist) independent status.
Instead of inclusiveness there is coexistence m accordance with the
principle of complementarity,

in general terms, then, it would appear that a monaotheistic theol-
ogy 15 not “by detmition’ rigorously incompatible with polvtheistic
torms of (cult-) religion. Though 1 have argued that Xenophanes'
monotheism was not inclusive, I would not object to the label non-excln-

oo ol
sivistic,®°

86. [ would be tempted to suggest for further use the term “sophisticated poly-
thessm’, if its creator had nor meant something radically different by it: W. G.
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As to the nature of the (other) gods, 1 have argued against the
stggestion that they formed a novel category difterent from the tradi-
tional (Homeric) gods. However, there is yet another possibility: hoi
theot of Xenophanes may be congruent with a traditional picture,
though not with that of the traditional Olympian family as represented
in myth and cult, but as a comprehensive expression indicating a more
or less generic anonymous divine leading principle in nature.*?
Although it will soon become apparent that this possibility is not
consonant with the religious evidence, the question is of interest for
our issue, for indeed, in archaic and classical literature, the expression
Toi theoi otten reters to a general orgamzing principle ruling nature and
cosmos. In oursecond section I will explore this second experiment in

oneness, paradoxically often expressed in a plural. ™

II. MANY [s QONE: (THE) GODS, {THE) GOD, AND THE DIVINE

In addition to such proclamations that god is one and all, there exists
a type ot discourse in which the term god (and variants) seems to be
used as a general device to explain—or at least express a sense of—the
inexplicable, often connoting inescapable fate, chance or the predes-
tined. Though expressions of this kind can be found trom early archaic
poetry into late antiquity, I have selected Herodotus™ references to
God, [the] God, [the] Gods, and the Divine to demonstrate the

Lambert, *The Historical Development of the Mesopotamian Pantheon: A Study in
Sophisticated Polythersm,”™ in: H. Goedicke and J. J. M. Roberts (eds), ity and
Diversity: Essaps in the Hustory, Literatnre, amd Refgion of the Ancienr Near Easr (Balu-
more and London, 1975}, pp. 191—99.

$7. See tormstance: Frangois 1957, pp. 169—71, whose general arpument I endorse,
but whom [ do not follow in the suggestion: “Le term theoi n”’exprime pas autre chose
que la notion traditionelle de la Puissance divine,” referring to similar expressions m
Pindar and Aeschylus,

#8. The passages are often analyzed and compared for their common theme of the
causes of hurnan disaster. See for instance: N. Marinatos, “Wahl und Schicksal bei
Herodot,” Saeaulum, 33 (1952), pp. 258—64; von Fritz 1967, p. 305, and many of the
studies mentioned below nn. g7,
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complicated mtertwiming ot vartous layvers ot sigmticance. T tocus on
the vartous expressions as presented in two frimous logoi (episodes) of
Herodotus” Historiai, tirst, the famous story of Polyerates” attempt to
prevent his inescapable downtall 1n 111 3y—43, and next a pair of cele-
brated, interrelated passages concerning the life of Croesus: 1.32—34,
the story of Solon’s lesson to Croesus, and LL86—91, the account and

interpretation of Croesus™ fall.

Herodotus on Fate
The stories deal with the basic Greek beliet that excessive luck or
wealth 15 inevitably followed by an (often sudden and unexpected)
‘catastrophe’. both in the literal Greek sense of “reversal” and in the
more custoinary negative meaning of “ruin’. Both narratives introduce
a‘tragic warner', whose task 1t 1s to express his concern about the immi-
nent vicissitudes ot the too-tortunate protagonist, and who mav even
ofter suggestions tor escaping the impendimg doom. In both stories the
warner taills—indeed. in accordance with the central message, nist
fail. ™

[n the tirst story, Polverates.” a fabulously wealthy and powertul
tyrant of Samos in the sixth century BCE, receives a warning trom his
friend Amasis, king of Egypt, that “the divine power is envious™ (fo
theion esti phthoneron) and that, consequently, his excessive luck and
good fortune will inevitably be succeeded by reversal and doom (“tor
I have never yet heard ofa man who after an unbroken run of Tuck was

sy, On the role of the warnzer in Herodotus: F1. Bischott, Der Hamer Bed Heredor
(Marburg, 1g12): IR Lattimore, " The Wise Adviser in Herodotus,™ CPh 14 (1939).
PP 24715,

yo. The episade has drawn much attention and is much discussed. H. 8. Verael,
"Polycrates and his Rang: Two Neglected Aspects.”™ Studi Storteo-Religiosi, 1 (1977).
PP. 17-46, discusses earlier views and gives a new interpretation. Most recently: J. E.
van der Veen, “The Lord of the Ring,” Muemosyne, 46 (1993), pp. 43357 also :
idem, The Significant and the Insignificant: Five Studies in Herodotus® View of History
(Amisterdam, 1ygo), pp. 6—22: 1. Ogden, The Crooked Kings of Ancent Greece
(London, 19y7). pp. 119-21.
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not finally brought to complete ruin™) unless he succeeds in ‘buying
off destiny by abandoning what he values most. A precious ring
throwr inito the sea so as to eftectuate its irretrievable loss unfortunately
does return to the fortunate tyrant m the stomach of a fish presented
to him. Moral: “It is impossible for a man to save another man from
his destiny.™ What will be, will be: the fortunate find is a foreboding
of doom.

In the first part of the Croesus logos”' ([.32—34), the wise Athenian
statesian Solon visits the wealthiest man of his time, Croesus, king of
Lydia. In his role as tragic warner, the Athenian ofters a disquisition on
the whims of fortune. Nobody can be called happy betore the end of
his lite, since every day may bring a turn in the present situation.
Nobody can (or should) enjoy a complete set of “happifiers’.”* A sound
mixture of good and bad is preferable. “Look to the end. to the final
outcome. Many humans the god. after first having granted them a
glimpse of happiness. has brought to utter ruin.” Atter Solon's depar-
ture, so the story continues, *Croesus was stricken by divine swrath (it
“a great punishment trom the god™: ek theot nesmesis megald), presumably
because he had deemed himself to be the happiest of men.” This is. in
this narrative, the tirst reterence to pessonal guilt as an explanatory device.
This time, divine or cosmic reaction is not provoked by the excessive
success itself, but by human pnide, which is censured and punished.

91 Aganamuch debated epivode. No general enquory on Herodotus™ historieal
motves can get around it See espeanally: O Regenbogen. Die Geseluchte von
Solon und Krosus, Das inmiasiistische Coymmasiam 41 (1930) (=20, (= Marg 1965,
373403} M. Miller. The Herodotean Croesus, Ko 41 (1963) si—yg; W, Marg,
“Selbstsicherheit’ bei Herodot, in: Marg 1965, 290~ 301: von Fritz 1967, 117-23:
H.-P. Seabil, Learning through Suttering? YOIS 24 (1975) 1-36: C. Cliasson, T he
Herodotean Solon, GRBS 17 (1986) 24y-62.

92. The 1dea remamns popular throughout antiquaty. When Plutarchus De
Superst, 1676, {first century CE) discusses “human experiences and actions which
are linked with chance circumstances which move now in one course and now
another,” he opens the passage with the gnome (proverbial expression) koinon
anthedpin to mié pansa dientuchens (*it 1s the common lot of mankind not to enjoy
continual good fortune in every respect™).

Three Cueck Experiments in Oneiress 115

The second passage of the Croesus legos (L86—91) pictures the
Lydian king utterly degraded as captive and slave of the conqueror of
his empire, the Perstan king Cyrus. Reflecting on the possible causes
ot his downtall, he first blames “the god of the Greeks [Apollo, whom
he had honored more than any other god with gifts and who, he
thought, had treacherously promised him a victory|, being the one
who encouraged me to fight you,”™ and next, without any transition,
“the will of the gods.””* Apollo counters the reproach, arguing that
“destiny is inescapable even for a god.” It is the Moirai (goddesses of
Fate) who had determined that Croesus had to pay tor the crime
committed by one of his torbears—and it was only because Apollo had
mterceded tor Croesus that the Moirat had delayed chat punishment for
three vears. Morcover, the god had saved Croesus from deatls by tire,
Finally. 1t was not the god's tault that Croesus had misunderstood the
oracles. And so Croesus gained insight into the real cause ot his
downfall and “acknowledged that the god was innocent and the tault
all his own.™

Space does not permit a more detatled discussion of the complete
variety of explanations ot inescapable doom scattered through the pas-
sages under discussion. Instead, I will now quickly sumimarize the vari-
ous explanatory strategies that are employed, including some not men-
tioned so far. (Note that my comments here imply no genetic or evolu-
tionary sequence):

1. Imipersonal, universal and ineducible lawes or principles, not (necessarily
or explicitly}comnected with the existence or tntervention of gods or i god:
A) Unpredictable and enatic
L1 Predestination, fate, what is destined to happen {peprdmend
moira), also represented as the working of the Motrai.

3. Note that this is the only instance of the plural daimones in Herodorus™ work.
[ cannot go into the intricate question concerning the “exact” meaning of duimen, and
its possible differences from theos. In the passages cited in our text, there s practically
no difference between the two.
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L2 Man as the plaything of arbitrary chance (sumphond).

B} More or less predicrable

.z The universal law of alternation {kukios).

L4 A special subtheme of 13: the extremely lucky or rch wall
inescapably be brought to ruin.

L. The (arbitrary) intervention of the divine:

ILy The purposetul and deliberate intervention of one personal

god.

I1.2 *“The will of the gods™ (theoi, daimones) as a general, deter-
mining principle.
L The ‘envy of the gods' (phthonos tén thedn):
A umon ot Ly automatic/ predictable) and 11,2 (divine/reactive)
into one (divine) principle.
IV, Human fault resulting in:
IV. 1 Punishment for an error of the victim himself,
V.2 Substitutive retribution for an offence of another, especially
of an ancestor,

Admittedly this is a rigid scheme. In the tirst place it is based in part
on teminological distinetions and consequently presents distinetions that
may seem selt-evident to the outsider (in cast the modern reader), but
which do not necessarily retlect conceprual distinctions that would
have been recognized by (the) Greeks themselves. Moreover, the
scheme runs the risk of separating terms and/or ideas that in their
vartous contexts may function as variant instruments to express the
same notion. 5o, I'do not claim that Herodotus and his contemporaries
were as able, willing or neurotically inclined as the modern reader to
draw distinctions and muke choices between a nuniber of (ditterent)
possibilities. Nor that the implications of our notion of logic should
have been recognized or acknowledged by (all) fitth-century Greeks,
All the same it remains fascinating that these multiple divergent and
sometimes contradictory expressions in the passages of Herodotus are
not presented as different or variant explanations in an explicit manner,
let alone that their mutual compatibility or incompatibility is negoti-
ated, discussed, questioned or denied. Practically without exception

Three Caeel Experintents in (eness 117

they are simply juxtaposed, conspicuowsly lacking even the faineest
trace of helpful conjunctions such as “and™ or *or.” In other words, we
have here an extreme instance of asyndetie expression, stressing the
connotative family resemblance otthe concepts mvolved™ and making
a fascinating issue for further reflection, which, however, is not our
present concern.”” — |

My motives for presenting these Herodotean illustrations are the
following. First and foremost, these episodes reveal in exemplary
fashion the frequency and import of the terms ‘gods’, ‘the god’ or ‘the
divine™. Secondly, they are easily the mostappropriate guides to tinding
the niche or the “semantic timily” of these terms ina contest of conno-
tative alternatives. Thirdlv, Herodotus is particularly interesting u this
respect since he adopts and further develops previous archaic thought
patterns on the one hand, while foreshadowing an ensuing develop-

ment on the other. So let us continue our enquiry.

On Singular Plurals

[t has often been observed and valued as a conspicuous charactenstic
ot Herodotus that in his work names of individual gods are relatively
rare, at least so far as thelr personal interventions in hunin atfairs are
concerned.?® Instead, especially when he voices his own conviction
concerning the causes of events—either as a narrator's comnent or

04. It nnportant to note that, e ditferent contexts, Herodotus otten does present
4 chorwe of possible and ditferentuated alternatives, sometimes conchiding with ln:
own preterence, sonteames leaving the question open. For mstance: 6.75-84. ¢l
Gould 1994, pp. 9s-97: Harrsan 1947, esp. pp. 10I-4.

9s. L. Lewis. Soeial Anthropotogy in Perspective (Harmondswortl, [u’;n_). pPp. 72-77.
uses the term “luxuriant multiplicity” to characterize the perception of cause by the
Azande, a concept productively elaborated on by Gould 1989, pp. 708 i the context
of Herodotus on vausation.

6. This 1s hardly to be explained by an overriding historiographical principle” 1.
D). Lateiner, The Historical Method of Herodotus (Toronto ete., 1989), pp. 64—67 argues,
but is rather an example of the ‘uncertainty prnciple’, as Gould 1985, pp. 9-14 (and
elsewhere, see below) argues. And cof. Harrisan T9y7, p. 104.
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through the words of commentators in Lis text—Herodotus rather
refers to gods, the gods, or the divine as we have just noticed.” This
does not mean that individual gods do not appedr, for instance in stories
ofhow they defended their sanceuaries against enemy attack (Demeter
9.65; Poseidon 8.129; in more general terms 8. 109).% But even here
ambiguities soon emerge, complicating the picture. Apollo in partic-
ular is a striking example of brinkmanship. At times he is the icon of
anonymous divine forcknowledgc or predestination, an oracular voice
rather than a personal god. On other occasions, however, he is dis
tinctly an individual deity with a will and aftections. It is precisely the
amalgamation of these two ‘personalities” in the Croesus eptsode that
15 so dllustrative of the multiplicity of representations mtertwining or
interchanging in a dazzling shift of alternations,
Late-modernscholars of our time, many of whom detest paradoxes
and inconsistencies as much as they fear them, try to clear Herodotus
of having these vices by rescuing the unity and logic” of his theol-
ogy.'™ For instance they reduce Apollo to 4 kind of personalized

97. Long ago I learned most of wlat 1 worth knowng concermng Herodots'
religtows conceptions from a work in my own language: G, C. J. Daméls, Religieus-
historische studic over Herodotus {(Antwerpen, 1946). On the issue ac stake see esp.
Linforth 1928, Following this innovative article there has been a deluge of studies on
this issue. T mention: Nibson GGR 1L pp. 739t Potscher 1958; L. Huber, Religiose
tstd politische Benwggriinde des Handelns in der Ceschichtsschreibung Hevodot, (Tiilingen,
1965): Gould 198¢. esp. Ch. 4 “Why tdangs happen®. Most recent and most excellent
are two articles: Gould 1994 and Harrison 1997

98, Linforth 1928, pp. 211-13, gives a complete list of (eleven) mstances of direce
intercourse between named gods and men. For events aseribed to named gods, see:
i, pp. 213-17; Harrison 19y7, p. 1045

9y. On the general status of Apuollo’s oracles and the virety ol reactions and
mterpretations: R T, C. Parker, "Greek States and Greek Oracles,” in: P, A,
Cartledge and F. D). Harvey, ed.. Crua: Lssays presented to G EL M. de Ste. Croix (=
History of Political Thought, 6 [1985]), pp. 298—326).

100. Against this tendency, illuminating on the interpretation of the multiple causes
in the Croesus logos, see Gould 198y, pp- 79tE: “Closer inspection suggeses that we
are not dealmg wath the sort of imified and structured set of ideas that we are entitled
to call a theory, but rather with a set ofmetaphors of very different implications.” On
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instrument and mouthpiece ot the anonymous theoi (who themselves
are the representation of the highest authoriry that controbs fate). a role
he certainly can tulfill. However, in our context they are—or at Icuft
should be—immediately whistled back by the narrator’s own explicit
references to Apollo’s pronounced efforts to moderate the strict laws

of Fate. As a personal god—cren as a god—he is subject to the absolute
superior authority of fate and the predestined. Mnrnjm'cr. several
explanatory strategies in the outline above are downrlght mutuauy
incompatible according to our—Aristotelian—conception gf logic.
For instance, the inescapability of tate inescapably implies the iescap-
ability of Croesus” error: he could never be allotved to understand the
otaele correctly (and act accordingly). for the latter option would
negate the tormer proposition. Thus one option simply prcAcludc\' tl.lc
other.'®" Consequently, the following (provocative) assertion merits
serious consideration: “untidiness, inconsistency, contradiction are the

1
lol

ofue by which Herodotus™ religious beliets hold rogether.
o &

p. %1 hie calls the ditferent explanatory generalizations gromar, masin. contaning a
truth, which though cach pretending to give general explunation, whcn_|uxt.1}.wm‘.cd
m one context m.x%- provide contrasting and even mutnally exclusive \U]liltlnll\ .‘\ca
lis conclusion below n. 103, CF also Harrison 1997, p. 101: “Hcrudt_nm beliets e
cannot be reduced to any single coherent plan .. it is precisely tl.lc inconsistencies
and contradictions in his beliefs which allow them to serve as a flexible means for the
explanation of events™: p. 1171: "1t would be wrong to see any simple, over-arching
theologieal design to hus work.™

1o1. CL Burkert 1906, p tgi—g2: " The god's answer was that che r.lt(l»:tr‘nphc lad
been ordained by fate, that there was the foretather's otfense, the crimie of € P and
that the god had still provided.a three vears delay. These are three problemuatic exCUNes
instead of one cood one: but Jiars seemed to be saved m some small measure.
Sometimes, but not here, this type ol mconsistency is made explicicand harmonized
into one framework of interpretation: e, the stories of Sabacws (IL13y) and
Aristadyens (L1i8-35y). -
roz. Harrison tyy7, p. 112, 1 quote this phirase with deep satistactoon siee my _bm'['
account of Herodotus' beliefs is a suminary of a paper given and duly torn to pieces
at a conference on “Myth into lopos?™ i 1996, The parl:lcip;lting philologises .{lld
structuralists, a particularly inauspicious blend under che circumseances, were quick
1o realize the mortal danger to their raison J 'ére {as they understnd It to make every
text as neatly consistent and coherent as possible). However., one participant, Thomas
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Smoothmg over these and similar “irregularities”, curbing or even
eliminating the paradoxes and inconsistencies, is a guaranteed method
tor thoroughly wiping out the very signifiers that—it questioned
without modern bias—may yield a profoundly revealing message. '
Most readers, including professional readers such as scholars, says
Quentin Skinner, "™ suffer from “the strain towards congruence’, which

Harrison, was so kind as to send me a forthcoming article in which he completely
agrees on all main poines with my argument. This may explain the prolific references
to this article and its qualitication as “excellent™ m my notes. T promise to return to
the issue on another occasion.

103 This is most comspreuomdy the case m the mterpretations that seek ae all costs
to ke Polyerates and Croesus guiley of therr own fall. Thus, recently, the outdated
theory that Polyerates” g was not sutticienely valuable 1o wve his good fortune, so
that 1t was his own fault that the envy of the gods was not propriated, has been revived
by ] L.ovander Veeno.e. (above n. 9o). IfPolverates had followed Amasis® excmplary
advice properly. he would have appeased the phtfone: of the gods. Bue he did not and
tried to get away with 1t by oftering a Iittle ning wstead of his ‘paver’. The theory
iy selt=destructive due to s selecuve use of the narrative™ constituent clements,
especially m the flagrant disregard of Amasis” emphatic conclusion; it 1 mpossible
tor a man to save another man tfrom what las been destined to happen.”™ This sunply
proves that in the eves of Amasis, who is Linded as an unquestioned authoney by
Herodotus, Polyerates and van der Veen, it 18 not Polyerates” muscalculation in
trying to cheat the gods), but his own miscalculation (by a wrong perception of the
working of fate or ‘the gods’) that caused the filure. Ifnot, he would have expressed
it differently, for instance as Herodotus phrases the insight that it was Croesus” own
error or guilt twice in ditterent term. In my view the real objective of these stories
is to tllustrate the bewldering muluphety of options and viewpoants that nuay all play
their parts in the causation of (catastrophic) events: 1) arbitrary fate or luck (Cthe gods?)
2} too nuch happiness, without any personal error 3) excessive fortune, necessarily
unplying haughty behavior ) personal guilt. CE Potscher 195, p. 260 "Nicht die
Hybns allew bringt die Verinderung: sie konnne auch von selbst und wir suchen
vergeblich, sie imer m den Kosmos unseres Denkens cinzuordnen.”; Gould 198y,
p. 80, as the conclusion to his analysis as summarized above n. 100: “His narranve does
perhaps more clearly convey the idea that the most fundamental of all human
disabalities 1 the inability, displayed by Croesus, to understand the nature of hunan
experience”; Harrison tyy7, p. 1og: *Such contradictions are ultimately irreducible.”™
104. Q. Skinner, “Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas,” H&T, 8
(1969), pp. 3—53. For a fundamental discussion see: J. G. AL Pocock, “The History
of Political Thought: A Mcthodological Enquiry,” in: P. Laslett and W. G. Run-
ciman, ed.. Philosophy, Politics and Society (Oxford, 1962), pp. 182-202.
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is constantly nourished by their beliefin “the myth ofmhcra.’ucc’. The
assumiption that as a rule authors command stable, wcll—cons'ldered' and
consistent doctrines elicits obstinate attempts to “gain coherent views
of an author’s system.” Consequently, “any apparent barriers ... con-
stituted by any apparent contradictions that the given writer's work
doesseen to contain, cannot be real barriers, because they cannot really
be contradictions.” % If, then, a text, a philosophical system or a histor-
ical report reveals an internal contradiction or an inconsistency some-
where, then an almost scholastic conviction that the antinomy nrust be
solved’, at whatever cost, seems to be the inevitable result. In contrast
to this, Skinner pictures the process of thinking as an “mtolerable
wrestle with words and their meanings.™ Thus “our attempts to svn-
thesize our views may in consequence reveal conceptual disorder at
least as much as coherent doctrines.™
So | suggest that we now take a deep breath and bravely prepare
ourselves for the conclusion that fioi theor is not always the same as Jrot
theoi, and for the even more terrifving discovery that sometimes hor
theoi may be the same as fio theos.' In other words, {grammatical)
plurality does not always imply ‘many’, but can refer to “oneness’, 11}
several of the expressions cited above it is obvious that the terms “gods
or daimoesies are nof intended to denote the sum total of the 30,000
individual gods that Hesiod counted.'®” Rather than a cumulative or

105, Here, Skinuer refers to W. FHlarrison, “Texts m Pohtcal Theory,™ Polinteal
Stdres, 3 {1955). pp. 2844

to6. Already 1n the begmuoing of this century W H. S, Jones, A Naote on the y.lguc
Use of THEOL™ CR, 27 (1913), pp. 2521k, referred to this as 4 "vague use.

107. This means that I rerounce such formulations as: “Herodotus rcmgm.zcd‘ the
existence of numerows gods who may act as individuak on parocular occsions, or
who may be thought of as sometling like a umfied group with a r;.lcml sohdarity
contrastihg them with the race of men,” as Linforth ](')Z.f. p. 218, has it, though | dcj
accept many of lus keen observations, ¢.g., on I’?t'ﬂ.li There 15‘;11111:111)' no mor‘;
mythological connotation in the word than there is in the \vurq Gnd‘ as used by a
monothest™ {p. 219). Interestingly, Herodotus 2,52, says that “in anciens umes ..
the Pelasgians offered and prayed to the gods, but without any distinction of name
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collective notion they represent a comprehensive one, in which the
notion of plurality has practically disappeared trom the semantic field
ot vision and which, in accordance with the immediate context, can
be equated with—or at least compared to-—concepts such as fate, the
predestined, Fortune. In other words, in this context, Ao theof, though
grammatically the plural of to theos, from a semantic point of view is
not {at least not necessarily) s0.'°" As such it is very much comparable
with what in Greek and Latin is known as a plurale tantum, a word that
in normal use occurs predominantly in the plural, though often refer-
ring to a simgular notion. '™ An apposite Greek example is the (Homeric)
term ddmata in the sense of “palace.” of which no Greek would consis-
tently be aware that it is the plural of déma, which did maintain its
own-—ditterent—tunction of “house’. Indeed. as quoted carlier. *Words
.. donot have ‘meanings” in the sort of way that children have parents.
They have nses, identitiable in particular places and periods.™

Likewise, fo theos or o theion," ¢

m the genteric sense of *the divine
authority ruling the universe’. often synonymous with “fate and

predestination’, stands in opposition to *one god out of many”. The

or title—for they had not yet heard of such a thing. ... Long afterwards the names of
the gods were brought into Greece from Egypr and the Pelasgians leamed them.™
See: W. Burkert, "Herodot tiber die Namen der Gotter: Polvthenmus abs historsselies
Problem.” ML g2 (1985). pp. 121-32.

to. Although Tugree with Francors 1957, p. 308, speaking about the term hof theos
i Flomer: “on lasse complétement dans Tombre es traits indnaduels des divers
dicux pour envisygzer avant tout T'unité de Iensemble,” I would n general £0 One siep
turther and tor Liter authors Iike Herodotus argue tluit foi theoi 18 not even felt as a
‘collective” notion. See abvo below, p.o127.

toy. Conversely, Linforth 1928, p. 222, sees theos ay o collective simgular, and he
adduces as a parallel the modern term “the doctor” as an anonyvmous sugular referring
to the whole class of doctors.,

110. Though lagree with the distinction by Potscher 1938, pp. 28-29, hetween theos
as the generic concept of a god mterfering m human lite, as opposed to the mythical
gods, [ cannotaccept his suggestion that fe theion 1s a higher abstraction Cneompassing
these two categorics. The testimonia leave no doubt that fio thees and to theion belong
roughly in the same register of significance.
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Jatter meaning of course occurs as well.'! Insome of the expressions
of the Croesus logos, ho theos unequivocally refers to one individual
cod, " namely Apollo. who is with equal certainty 1ot to be idcntiﬁv.d
;»vith fate and chance, since, according to his own contession, by his
attempt to help Croesus he has opposed himself to this high.cst ;111(3.n)r—
mous authority, to which gods of his own category (that is not the
gods™ in the sense of a plurale tanti) are subjected, having only a
;estrictcd scope for intervention. So, paradoxically, both ho theos .;m.d
hoi theei may be indicative of both a polytheistic and a mon(othe)istic
thought pattern.

As in our carlier discussion of Xenophanes, here again we desery
fwo at first sight not easily compatible conceptions of the divine world,
which nonethieless are both experienced as simultancously true and
valid. Nilsson {GGR. p. 761) was right when he wrote: "Herodot war
¢ben so guter Polvtheist wie irgendeiner seiner Zeitgenossen.” But
those who have detected monotheistic tendencies in his cosmology are.
equally right. Again we observe two ditferent bue cn.-c.\'isting layers nt_
divine conceptualization,''? each embedded in s own type of
discourse, and we observe that, like Xenophanes, Herodotus saw no
problem in professing a muld—albeit tar trom Xenophanean—
‘monotheism’ side by side with a traditional polytheism.'™* Both

111, Lintorth 1925, goes as tar as possible -certaly too far—m traving cl‘tllcr an
unnamed. but nonetheless well-known mdividual god or “the gmli who b directing
this aftan ™ wherever the term ho theos 15 used. The weahnesses of thus approach are
exemplinly exposed by Potsclier 1958

112, As of course often, when the identity of the god 1 bevond doubt. A survey
Linforth 1y28, pp. 219t

113. Potcher 1958 15 most instructive on the ditferentiation between ‘the god”asa
general concept and the gods of myth and cult . 7: “Bmdc‘ Wcssc‘t{. das Uber-
natiirliche zu erfassen, als “den Gott™ oderals einen aus dem rclclwx.l (Jotfc‘rhmnncl
der Griechen bestehen nebenemander.” Po8, he speaks ()f"'eincr gewissen Schichten-
aufbau,” one layer for the experience theos, the other for the mythical gods.

114. This by no means indicates that Herodutus_shuuld Iy seen ds "lbllow‘cr Io{
Xenophanes.” as has been argued by E. Hussey in an unpublished essay on “The
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conceptions are juxtaposed and intertwined, throughout his work, and
have also influenced cach other, For, albeit supra-individual, the con-
cept of the anonymous divine authority is not as purely abstract as the
monotheism ot Xenophanes. The mechanical working of divine retri-
bution and compensation by ‘the gods’ can also be expressed in more
affective terms: the universal law of alternation that the all too prosper-
ous have to fear can alternate with divine envy, thus at least termino-
logically *humanizing’ the mechanical law into a more anthropo-
morphic affect.’"s

There is no systematization of the precise relationship between
actions of personal gods and the all-embracing power of Fate: “im
Schicksal siche er das gotdiche Wirken, ohne nach dem Verhilens
zwischen dem unentrinnbaren Schicksal und der gottlichen Mache zu
fragen”™ (Nilsson ibid.). Noris there any explicit retlection on the precise
relationship between freedom and responsibility 1 human action and

the arbitrary omnipotence of “the gods”, Numerous are the reports of

events—especially catastrophic ones—that are prepared by the gods or
the god. but enacted by man (7.84 1; 7-139.5: 8.109,3)."7"
Asnoted earlier, Herodotus was a traft d 'imion between the archaic

period that preceded and the ideas of the tourth century and the Helle-

Religious Opimons of Herodotus” as quoted by Gould ryyy. p. gy, 1. 7. Nor was e
adiseiple of Anaximander. Thus: 1. S, Derow, ™1 istorical Fxplanation: Polvbins and
his Predecessors.”™ in: S, Hornblower (ed e Cireele Hrstoriograply (Oxtord, 1yl p.
78 ds contested by Harrson 1997, p. 112, Therr respective religions cosmologies are
widely difterent.

Vis. S Ranult, The Jealossy of e God and Crimingl Laie at Athens {London and
Kopenhagen, 1933): . Kroynann, “Gotrerneid und Menschenwahn: Zur Deutung
des Schicksalsbegritts am trithgriechischen Gesclirchtsdenken,” Saeculum, 21 (1970),
pp. 166-79; G. J. ). Aalders, “De oud-Griekse voorstelling van de afgunse der
godheid.” Med. Kon. Ned. Ak, W, 38 (1975). pp. 47-05; P. Walcor, Envy and the
Greekes: A Study of Human Behaviour (Warminster, 1978}; Aalders 1979: M. W_Dickae,
“Lo phthonos degli dei nella letteratura greca del quinto secolo a, Christo,” Atena ¢
Roma, 32 (1987), pp. 113-25.

116, See most recently: Harrison 19y7, p. o7t also on the technique of “let-out
clauses” involved.
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nistic period that followed. The terms ho theos, foi theol, ‘rn n";v’ilvm. ‘Im
daimon, hot daimoenes referring to an anonymous and my?‘tcrl‘oillls‘]z 11;&11'1—‘
fering divine {or at least supernatural) power abound in Gre 11 -u. Tolh.'
of all periods.''” The present section cuu.ld. have been Ll.}l\tlltf ;
pruned if I had confined myself to summ;mzmg the ‘conl‘pre;‘:.‘nm]ri
study by G. Frangois, Le polythéisie et {'e'mp{uf :111\_\tn“quf;¢r u.xl;mi :
THEOS, DAIMON dans la littérature grecqiee d Hunfm' d Platon (Pars,
: St ia are duly collected.'"® But I preferred to
1957), where all the testimonia are duly - d. B e
stage the relevant terms in action, dazzlmgfl?r fnsking arounl o thew
semantic entourage. All the same, 1¢ 1s gratifyimy t(} see how r:uil; 7;. :
collection extends the characteristics of Herodotus theology tnu- tl'—
ent periods and authors. Ho theos and he daimon, so he sums up, practi

] i s T Sienificantly, the
cally never denote ‘un Dieu unique et personnel”. Sigmitic ity

. . s a2 s Jesio—

only exception seems to be Xenophanes, whose One God does desig

i ‘ J N * » e 3 3 d T

nate one specitic divine entity.”™ Everywhere else, the singular (l.u

: | ). denorti s same 1dea, freely alternate
theos) and plural (foi theoi), denoting the same idea, freely alten

. 120
the verv same conteXts.

1 i . » a Ty &l \- 1r
Often Zews 1s preferred asa general term mdicating the supreme dlnn;}_}m\ lt
117. < LRt ] ; < . B e
ar 7[—‘ rte. Celebrated passages are the hymn for Zeus At\L]l.~.1‘Q!. .I;;UT “;ﬁ‘
) ‘ i ’ - 3 b T I bl fev { g1 : ’ f v
cindrucksvollste Zeugnis aischyleischer Relgion™ A, Lesky, Die (’m.{é{}[r "vh‘:‘:;:t(‘f
(Stuttgart, 1958), p. 103. Cf p. 632 “Zeus und Schicksal bcdeutcin das(Ay t’lLl r 70
" A I i3 . U . A ) ; . . 1 -
L is the universe—and what 15 still higher than this. s
or; M Zets is the universe—ane il g 1 R b T'r
I'}]r(tl'lf; Hes. Op. 42 and 47, where the same act is aseribed first to “te gods’, then to
FCfi Hes, Op. g2, J
Zeus. See also below noo1s3.

. s o G Solert,
118, The attestations in Herodotus at pp. 20—, UL also G Sul; B
. 1o teologico della letteraturs greca da Vymiero a Pl .

“Politesmo ¢

monoteisio el vocabuld
Rupsta di Study Classia. ¥ (1960), pp. 24=30. |
solerd 1] rcedin P 50 Utheas @
119. As has also been emphasized by Solert op. dt (preceding notel. p. $s : L‘m
: n ¢ i ollettivo e genernco; ¢ nuldia
dainmron mantengono costantemente un signiicato collettivo e geleTieo el s
Unica eccezione, ben singolare, ¢ Senotane. |
1 5 S ‘here are instances
120. Alonglist of these aliernations at Frangois 1959, };. 3(13_\. n. ; The I';. “Lmu«hlgion
. : 1 i . ich reinforces the ©
Ca s ar theos t a verbal form in the plural, which '
of a singular theos taking a v n th Tgforcey the ronson
] Sté penerale employes, au singulier, dd
that (o) theos et (ho} daimon ont ete gene r‘ll:.nu_:nt ploy L h e
ens collectit™ (p. 307). G. Else, “CGod and Gods in Early Gree 10 F, . ;} e
fo 36, menti . cases of the collocation of monothestie
= ntions numerous cases ol the co
B0 (1949}, pp. 24-360, men

and polytheistic language in early Greek literature.
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Atter Herodotus the idiom remains popular, but a significant shitt

becomes apparent in the rise of Tuche (Fortune, Luck, “dic Stgnatur

des beginnenden Hellenismus™ 2"y as a rival designation. Fourth-cen-
tury Athenian orators, for instance, continued to appeal to religious
arguments for purposes of persuasion.'** The politicians Demosthenes,
who opposed the Macedonian king Philippus, and Aeschines. who had
long favoured the Macedonian, both had to admit in the end that the
historical outcome of their policies was not in accordance with what
they had intended or expected. Both readily took recourse to ‘the
God', *ro daimonion’, or to *Tuche’, which are freely interchange-
able."** Acschin. 2.130-31: It was Tuche first of all that ruined the
Phoctans, and she is mistress of all things™ (Tuchd, hié panidn esti kusria).
Dem. De cor. 193: “You must not accuse me ... tor the event was in
god’s hand not mine,”™ which, later in Ch. 252, 18 varied into: it is a
stupid thing for any human being to reproach his brother man on the
score of fortune,” From the fourth century onwards we can follow
Tuche’s rise to the central position held by “the gods” in earlier expres-
stons. Most significantly, in the same period the “envy of the gods” is
gradually replaced by the “enviousness of Fate®, !4+

t21. Nikson GGR, 11, p. 30I.

122. For what follows 1 have based myself on H, Mess, *1ie Vortellungen von
Gotthere und Schicksal ber den attischen Rednern— L Bettrag zur Geschichte des
gricchivchen Volksreligion,” faheb, £ Cla... Phid.. 35 (I8809). pp. 435-76: D. B, King,
“The Appeal to Rehgion 1 Greek Rhetore.”™ G130 (19s4-35). pp. 163-70; M,
Vielberg, “1re religiosen Vorstellungen der Redner Lykurg, ™ RRM, 134 (1991), pp.
49-68: H. Montgomery, “Picty and Persuasion: Mythology and Rehgion in Fourth-
Century Athensan Oratory.™ in: . Hellstrém and B. Alroth (eds.). Religion and Power
i the Ancicnt Greek [Tl (Proceedings of the Uppsala Symposium 1993, Uppsala,
1996), pp. i 25-32. A particularly helptul, albert slightly biased, survey: 12 Mikalson,
Athentan Popurlar Religion (€ “hapel Hill and London, 1983), Ch. 8 (pp. 53-02) "The
Nature of Divine Intervention®, and Cli. 9 (pp. 63—73) ‘The Nature of the Gods'.

123. As noted by von Wilamowitz ad Dem., De cor, 193: “niches Bestimmtes,
geschweipe Persinliches wird dabei empfunden,” Cf H. Wankel, Rede fur Ktesiphon
tiber dest Kranz, 11 (Hewdelberg, 1976), pp. yos-10.

124. Aalders 197y, Tuche and Fate become near equivalents in this period.

; o ‘1
Three Greek Lxperiments 1n Oneness 127

Concluding Remarks B
The term hof theoi as the semantic plural of—and }wn%x.’ clc;lr.]y L.h.s'tmct
from—lie thees, designates the total multitude of tl‘ildltl.UIl;ll:lldlvldll.?l
gods as individual gods, as exemplified in Plata’s advice: “one must
praise all the gods,” and in the votive expression “and to (all) .thc other
oods,” added to names of gods. *All the gods’ can be addressed in pr‘ny‘L r.
:They even can (and do) have cults.'** Hcrodotcanq {(hor) I{u’m‘ a.x‘a‘
generic expression, though grammatically a ph.lra], trom a scmar?tu,
point of view refers to a unity. a oneness. signifyving one all-governing
divine principle. Here hoi theoi is not distinct t}qlll. but on the CO.ITFT;AITY.
semantically identical to ho theos and to theion. The two ditter ent
notions covered by the same plural frof theei. though Bins to contu-
yion, as a rule can be well distinguished if viewed in their CONtext. For
it is the context that makes it possible for the language user to hltcr.nut.
from the various possible meanings ot polyvalent words o8 cxprcssmn}s
all except the “desired” ones."*” On the other hdu.d, thcl.‘c i some [l-lllill'
in the clearly exaggerated phrase: “ifastatement is considered in t.ul 3
open context ..., a man might mean by it anything [hd[. 4 man Illlgl'lt
mean by it.” "7 Consequently, Iwould not be so sure \\.'Im'h of [lu.- two
possibh: denotations (or it one prefers: connotations) s tht..‘ do.mm;.mt
one in the topical opening word of official decr.ecs n Athf?l]l;ll‘l lnSCI'Ip‘—
tions: theot.'*® Concerning the relationship of monotheism and poly-

t25. Already e the Fmear B wblets, written 500 years .'ncr'f'.rc Flomer, we fimd
d;L.h-L‘lt'un-‘ i‘-l--‘l te-0-i “to all the gods™. . Jacobi, Pantes Theoi (Ds., Halle. 1930).
126. Kooy, p. 1411 On the stmulus-filter-response theory: Tcrwllhy&c‘r\. Pp- 1(:_(1{1{.
" e ZtF, ascited in TER UNUS po17. CL
On reterence” and ambiguity: Lyons [ pp. 17740, as cited in TER TUNUS, po17
Camney, pp. 105=7, tid., p. 14, )
127. J. Dunn, "The [dentty of the History ot Ideas.” Philosopliy, 43 (1908). pp. 85~
104, esp. p. 98. See for further discussion: TER UNUS, pp. 6tt. ‘
128. Accordingly, there has been much guessing around al?um the ‘rga] !‘n.c.m;ngf'oi.
rh-isilc' wding R.L.Pounder, “The Origin of theoi as Inscription-Heading, ™ in: Studices

\ ; ; ey and a4 new
Presented to Sterlmg Dow (Durham, 1984), Pp- 24350, gives 4 ,su;\ ey ?1[}) e
interpretation {p. 245): “theeiis nota dedicatory formula, nor a tormal appeal for
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theisim in Herodotus, 1 here summarize our tndings i a fortunate
formulation by Linforth:"* “though the multiplicity of gods 15 never
called in question, there is a disposition to speak of the divine element
in the world as ific were characterized by the indivisibility of the god
of the pure monotheist.” *A4s if" is perhaps the most productive and
promuising strategy in religion.

Throughout their history the different notions of anonymous
divine intervention share a central function: they are conceptual
devices deployed to convey sense to the inexplicable by anchoring it
nan ultimate authority, even if this implies the acknowledgmentot'the
limitations of human knowledge in these matters.™® While Xeno-
phanes” God helps us explain fow the (material) world i (hence s
“good to think with"), *the god” or "the gods’ of Herodotus (and of liis
predecessors and successors) help us understand wiy (catastrophic)
events fappen in human life, and so to accept them (they are “wood Lo
sutfer with™)." " The first is the revolutionary ereation by one individ-
ual, the latter ones are molded by the collective imagery of a civiliza-

tion. Together they are basic instruments “to create a world of meaning

fortune. nor an indication that suitable religious rites had been performed. Rather ...
its presence on the stone may be best explained as harking back to an early religious
clement, imprecatory and apotropate m nature.”

129. Lntorth 1928, p. 218, Although. as noted above 1. 107, 1 cannot accept the
overall view on which it is based.

130. Gould 1994, p. 94 and more extensively on the ‘uncertainty pronciple’: Gould
Y85, esp. pp. 9-14.

131. For these expressions see: John Bamnes m this volmie, "Good to think with™
15 perhaps the moese characteristic expression of the so-called “¢cole de Paris”
(ncluding Vernant, after Lévi-Strauss). For a discussion Baines refers to Cl. Geertz®
celebrated “"Religion as a Cultural System,” in: Geertz 1973, pp. 87-125. I have
discussed this paradigm in religious interpretation in Versnel 1993, pp. off. See also
Burkert 1996, pp. 26-27: “Affliction is made bearable by an ultimate if non-empirical
answer to the gneving one's question, ‘why'.” Ct. Harrison 1947, p. 108: “The gods
act then as a kind of outside regulatory body of human ateempts at justice,” adding,
however; “This is, of course, to reduce a complex web ot religious beliefs to a simple
formula.” I could not agree more (with hoth staternents)
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i1 the context of which human life can be sigmticandy lived. ™ ¥ Inher-
ent i1 their common function, both types of gods also share ‘1] ncarliy
complete lack of worship 1n terms of statues, altars, temples, cule, and,
most relevant: prayer. |

While Herodotus' "gods’ may reflect either the ;1rb1tr_ary. or the
moral or the mechanical principles of alternation or retaliation, Tfuche
is essentially an arbitrary and capricious power in actcnrd‘mce with ht‘.I"
nature: Fortune, Luck, Chance. Not by chance it was e).mctly- Flll.\
power that from the late classical period onwards did receive (..iurme
honors, was worshipped with sacritices and statues in temples dcdlc._itcd
to her, and—especially as Agathe Tuche (Good Fortune)—grew into

: i sy for” ssticating the feartully
a great goddess: an astounding strategy for Jdomesticating

arbitrary power of Chance. You cannot deity '.'god" or “(;UL.L‘" y(‘)u‘
can detfv Fortune, and so the Greeks did. Practically every polis had 1ts
protccti'm_r, Tuche, as did the kings.'* However great. the goddess
rcmaincd‘\\'him.\ic;ﬂ and {for that reason?) never ousted the other gods.

We shall mect this *Mistress of all things™ again in the next section.

[1I. *ONE I5 THE GoD!

Praising the God

Heis (ho) theos (‘one is the god!"): this is the acclamation that rcfm.mded
far and wide in the Greek and Roman world of the Ht‘“_t’nlﬂ[’lt“ lll.ld
Imperial era into the fourth century Ce."H Noris it absent from Chris-

tian literature. We recover the expression—otten applied as a protec-

132, T. F. O'Dxea, The Sociology af Relygion {Englewoods Chils, 1966}, p.s.
I -K 3. Tuche s one of the most disctissed gods, and there i‘x an abundant blbh(}g\;lpi}ﬁ
A. A. Buriks. PERI TUCHES (Diss., Leiden, 1945): G. HL‘rzogl-IA-LlIu)\lcré e
{(194%). pp. 1643-84: Nilsson GGR. pp. 161th; Ul von Wllmmvnti.l e :.ir!r; .l,,:' o
Hellenen, 11 (Darmstadt, 19893 = 19352), pp. 2037305, J. 1. Mikalson. Athenic
Popular Religion (Chapel Hill, 1y83), pp. 53-62. | | .
134. The basic collection isstill Petersson 1926, Many attestations and dlh.L‘ll‘sleIl ‘;,;(j
in the works of Weinreich and Nock, There has becn a host of more TLL:.I-II piu 1l
cations of single acclamations especially 1 papyri and on ges, and a revised and
augmented edition of Petersson is a desideratum.
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tve spell’—engraved on amulets, rings, gems and other objects, in-
seribed on stone and written on papyri as well ay in {especially religious)
literature. With this acclamation we broach our third ‘expernnent in
oneness’, the theology that is generally referred to as “henotheisn.”

The term *henotheism’ is a modern formation by Max Miiller, only
later, in the study of Hellenistic religions, associated with and redefined
in the light of the acclamation fieis (ho) theos, In anticipation ofa demon--
stration given below and in accordance with the provisional definition
given above p. 87, we can for the moment state that the acclamation
does not necessarily entail monotheistic notions (*there is no other god
exeept this god™), although this connotation may understandably creep
in from time to time. ¥ As a rule. it implies a personal devotion to one
god (“there is no ather god like this god™) without involving rejection
or neglect of other gods. As such this acclamation reveals a shift in
religious attitudes of the Hellenistic and huperial periods that. although
not strictly monotheistic and not necessarily a pracparatio to the adop-
tion of monotheism, is among the most striking of all antiquity. "7 To

135. The acclamation ofa god as “one’ 15 otten closely conmected with CNPIesslOlls
of his outstanding sotenological qualities. “One is the god who heals every sickness,”
claims a magical papyrus published by ID. Wortmann, “Neue magische Texte,” BJ,
168 (1968). na. 7, p. 165 (= Betz PG, XCIX: Suppl. Mug.. 33). who did not notice
that thrs is just a slightly elaborated version of a very common acclamation: fress theos
fobodthén /bocthos (*One w God the helper/healer’): Peterson 1y26. Pl

136. Significantly, when 1t does, there may stll remamn inconsstencies: Paal (1 Cor.
8:4=6j says that “we know that ... there 1 no God but one.” which doubtlew refers
to a monothentic conception, However, this phirase 1s unmediately followed by “For
although there may be w-called gods 1 heaven or on earth—as indeed there are
many gods and many lords—yet for us there 1sone God. .. This is probably the most
revealing sample of henotheism. CE KL Wengst, Christologische Forncln und Lieder des
Urchristetrms (Diss. Bonn, 1967),p. 1327 *Dass diese Ubernahme in den chrstlichen
Bereich nicht eme véllige Uminterpretation im Smne des Monotheismus bedeutete,
sondern dass der elative Sinn noch erhalten blieb, zeigt der Kontext von 1 Kor 8:6.
wenn Paulus die Einzigkeit des Kyrios Jesus im Gegeniiber zu den vielen Kyriol
betont, deren Existenz er in v § einraiimt,”

137. Grant 1986; despite the promismyg titie, the book does not really po into this
matter.
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be sure, the Mediterranean population did not en masse convert or
adhere to henotheistic types of devotion, no more than it converted to
the ‘Oriental religions’. On the contrary, henotheism seems to have
remained a somewhat sectarian phenomenon ot an essentially compet-
itive nature. However, this did not prevent many of its features from
permeating established types of religion as well. As such it is certainly
one of the most characteristic hallmarks of what Vevie 1986 calls “le
second paganisme” of the second and third centuries _(:E. Vari.m?s
features, however, can be perceived long before this period, and 1t is
here that we shall start our exposition.

As it is impossible to embark upon a detailed treatment o allIthr
differentaspects of henotheisin, Iselect three topics tor brictll.is'cu.ss]un:
(1} the typical characteristics of the religious mentality 1111}111FL1 in th].s
conception. (2) the concept of ‘oneness” in terms such as Greek feis
(feminine: mia): monos (feminine: mond): and Lat. s/, soltis /sola,
and (3) the question of origins.”*™ This disposition DG RRGR al
surprise it not suspicion: why not focus first and foremost ’Ofl-'fht'
denotation of the central element of henotheism: the term freis? The
answer is that it is practically impossible to determine precisely what
acclamative freis (Cone’) denotes—not surprising when dealing with
acclamations'3¥—so that the most we can hope to recover is what the
term connotes—not surprising when dealing with religious expressions.
It might even be argued that acclamative feis does not “denote” at all.
but, instead. sunnumarizes—hence evokes—aset of connotations, with-
out which the expression cannot be understood at all. However, 4
quest for connotations requires insight into the religious illllbit‘llt‘_t.‘ n
which the predicate feis belongs, in other words a delincation of the
religious Sit= im Leben of henotheism. In order to achieve this we shall

proceed in two steps.

o A ™ T e
138, For all three issues I have drawn heavily on myv book TER UNUS, to v.whlth
the readershould refer for more ample substantiation of what [am here sumimarizing.

13y. See infra pp. 1471
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Fiest, we shall tocus our attention on the goddess Isis. Not only was
she an eminently henothistic deity in that she was consistently (and one
of the first to be) acclaimed as being “One,” but her specific qualities
were also lauded in extensive hymms, called “aretalogies” or *praises”. A
briefsummary of one such aretalogy will also offer the most convenient
avenue to a first, provisional discussion of the ethno-cultural roots ot
this beliefsystem. Next, more generally, we shall draw up an inventory
of the most conspicuous elements of the theology involved as exempli-
fied in a variety of different religious expressions, all of them indicative
of the religiosity concerning gods who are praised as “one’, or at the
least as uniquely great.

Aretalogy

An aretalogy is a laudatory description of the miraculous power (arete)
of a god. The longest and best known is the Isis aretalogy of Kume'™
(hereatter referred to as K). Like other samples of these licurgical
panegyrics, often publicized as a token of gratitude and/ or tor propa-
gandistic purposes, it was written on stone. ™! The remarkable sinnilar-
ity of the various versions of this aretalogy that have come down to us
strongly suggests a common origin. Half a century of fierce scholarly
debate has not yielded a consensus on the original nature of the sup-

140. Apart from many speciahzed studies and editions of vanous versions of the sanie

aretalogy i ather mserptions or hiterary texts. the text of K can be tound, e, W
Peek, Der Isishymnus von Andros und venvadte Texte (Berlin, 1930); R. Harder.
Kuarpokrates von Chalkis wnd die memphitische Lispropaganda, Abh. Berlin. 1943 (19.44),
Grandyean 1975, 107 XI1 Suppl., pp. 98-y, Totd, 1985, no. 1. A translanon me: T
C. Gram, Heflenistic Religions {Indianapolis. 1980 = 1953}, Pp. 131-33. For full
bibliography and discussion of K and other aretalogies, the genre aretalogy n
general, its nature and origin, 1 refer to TER UNTS, pp. 3752

141. Bestdes these aretalogies there were other means ot extolling the majesty of the
god(dess), for instance by relating a specific miracle or even by collecting these storics
in miracle books. The two types could be combined, as for example in the hymn of
Maronea (Grandjean 1975). Many of these aretai are reproduced by Longo 1y6y,
They are discussed by Nock 1933, pp. 8411, MacMullen 1981, pp. 1off, Versnel
19814, pp. 54-62, with special attention to the aspect of marturia.
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posed prototype, whose cradle, according to legend, stood m M‘cm—
phis. On the one hand they display numerous non-Greek, especially
Egyptian, elements that are obvious to any reader and dcnlcq by 11011;:'.
Not only are they unequivocally present in such proclamations as: 'l
invented the letters together with Hermes (= Egyptian Thoth)™ (K 3¢),
or I am the wife and sister of Osiris™ (K 6), but also in " divided earth
from heaven™ (K 12), an act of creation of which no Greek god could
boast.'+* Stylistically, a series of Ego-proclamations in which a god
proclaims his wondrous powers (dunanmeis) is un—Greel_c.”-‘ The same
can be said of the typically ‘oriental’ expression of ommpaotence
compaosed of two polar qualities such as “T soothe the sea and nuke ?t
turbulent™ (K 43) and T make the navigable unnavigable whenever it
pleases me™ (K s0)."H Noris it easy to find, in Greek literature, a p;.nu!-
lellismus membrornm like the one at the end of the Isis arctalogy cited
infra. although neither trope is completely lacking.'* On the other
h;md. in 1949 the two major experts on Hellenistic religion, AL 1.

142, See stpra n. 26. 1 do not recognize anything really comparable i Ht’:.l:)d Th.
126t 17301, to which I Solmsen. Kis among the (.-'n-v]t's and Romans ((..unhlndgc
[Muass.]. 1y80). p. 133, 0. 48, reters. The new fragments otan Urp]u.c theogony 1'1: thlc
Derveni Papyrus (ZPE, 47 [1982] and oft M.L. West, ]’?u' Qq:h:r Poemns ‘[O.\fon‘.
1983], pp. 68-115; A. Laks and G. W. Most, ed., Studies in the Derveni Papyrus,
[Oxford. 1997]) do explam the castration of Quranos by Kronos as the separation ot
heaven and earth. But there cannot be any doubt ws to the strong Near-Eatern
influences here, snece the same text adds that Zeus swallowed the gemtals of ¢ ?ur.um\
and becarmne pregnant, whicl s dearly borrowed from the _Kumarln .[luyth. Seer W,
Burkert. "Orental and Greel. Mythology: The Meeting of Paralleb.”™ in: Bremmer
1987, pp. 1040, esp. 22,

143, See tor a dicussion: TER UNUS, p. 3.1 10,

144. There are even stronger statements of this type m P.f Iy 3o (Toi 1:).'\‘:\' m):
20). I, 195—y6: “vou. mistress of growth and destruction.”™ and above all 1l 175-77:
“and vou give destruction to whom vou like, and to those that are dc\‘lnwrd you give
growéh."‘Fowdcn 1986, p. 4y, deems it likely that parc of the mvocation 1s a
translation from an Egyptian text. No need to say that this type of eXpression is
particularly characteristic of the Old Testament, for instance, Deut 32:39, “Tkill and
I make alive: I wound and [ heal.”

145. The evidence in: TER UNUS, p. 43, n. 11
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Nock and A. J. Festugitre, ' independently (and torcetuily) attacked
the theory of a monolithic Egyptian origin, contending that the original
text must have been written in Greek since it contained numerous
basically Greek concepts. For reasons of space | cannot go nto this
discussion here and shall only repeat my personal conviction that the
aretalogies of Isis are a genuinely Hellenistic creation—comparable to
the creation of the god Sarapis himselt—in which Greek elements have
amalgamated with Egyptian-oriental ones. ™7

In the first line of the aretalogy of Kume, Isis proclaims her absolute
sovereigney: “l am Isis, the mistress of every land.” Then a breathless
series of some fitty Ego proclamations articulares the goddess as the one
who has created {divided) heaven and earth, who has defined the Iaws
of nature and who (sometimes arbitrarily) manipulates the physical
clements, Having invented agriculture, it is she who has initiated social
order and civilization by introducing language. justice. religron, moral
codes and love, After a preliminary formula of ommipotence in 1. g0—
47, “What pleases me, that shall be finished: for me everything makes
way.” the hymn ends with the unsurpassed and unsurpassable climax
(Il s5—50):

[ overcome Fate.
Fate harkens to me.

The two lines can be understood as comprehensive formulas in

which Iyis” supremacy over life and death. including sickness, perilsand

140. A 1Y, Nock, Greman, 21 {1919), pp. 221-28 = Nock 1972 11 pp. 703-11: AL
J. Festugiere, "A propos des arétalogies d'Tsis,™ HTRR, g2 (1949). pp. 209-34 =
Festugiere 172, pp. 138—03. For a full discussion see; TER UNUS, pp- 41-21
147. Asargued in TER UNU'S. This i also the opinion of major specialists such as
L. Vidman, J. Leclant, J. Gwyn Gritliths, G. Fowden. This view is supported by an
undeniable similarity to the Egyptian hymns for Isis found at Philae and published by
L. V. Zabkar, “Six Hynns to Isis in the Sanctuary of her Temple at Philae and their
Theological Sigmficance,” JEA, 6y (19%3), pp. 115372 idem, Hymns to Isis in Her
Temple at Philue (Hanover and London, 1985), belonging to the period of Ptolemy
IT Philadelphos.
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disaster, is proclaimed. The tirst hymn of Isidorus'" (2nd or 15t ¢. BeL)
26-34. articulates this in exemplary soteriological formulas:
Deathless Saviour, nuany-namned, mightiese Isis,
Saving from war cities and all their citizens:
Men, their wives, possessions and children,
As muny as are bound fast in prison, in the power ot death.
As many as are in pain through anguished. sleepless nights,
All who are wanderers in a foreign land,
And as many as sail on the Great Sea in winter
When men may be destroved and their ships wrecked and sunk.,
All are saved if they prav that You be present to help.

Line 29 has literally: “in the fatal destiny of death.”™ This is a crucial
formula, tor, like the final lines of the aretalogy of Kume, it represents
an early anticipation of what was to develop into one ot Isis u_ms‘t
specific qualities during the imperial period. From the beginning ot the
second century ¢1 onwards, we find Isis gloritied for having the power
to shift the boundaries that determine the measured time of life. re.,
for being victorious over fate. '+ In this she is matched by her consort
Sarapis, who proclaims:'* “for I change the Fate™ (lit. “change the
clothes of Fate™). This is 4 conmmentary as it were on K 55/6 quoted
above, and though certainly not an assurance of blissful immortality in
the netherworld,"" it definitely exalts [sis above the ranks of other
gods, and in particular the Greek gods, to whom, as we saw above,

Herodotus™ words applied: “fate cannot be escaped. not even by a

14%. Found m 1935 at Medmet Madiin the Fayum. ‘]'l}g- major publication 1
Vanderlip 1972, whose text and transhion T adope. CE alor E, llivn‘z.lm‘i._ Les
snscriptions ménguics de I Egppte gréco-somaine (Paris. t96g), pp. 631-52: Tott 1985 no.
2l

14y. E.g., Apul. Metam. 11.6, “you shall know that 1 ‘.1lc.:m:“h;n:c power to prolong
your life also beyond the span deternned by your destiny™; ¢f. 11.25.

150. In a papyrus of the 3rd ¢, CE. Ed. pr. Abt, A{(H', 8 ([UIS)‘. p- 257. Totti 1983
no. 12, where a full bibliography is presented. Cr alse Wenreich 1909, L p. 410

151. As Cumont once understood 1. See: TER UNU'S, pp. 47-10.
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egod.""* As we have seen, the only Greek god who sometimes
managed to ransom a favorite mortal from death. albeit for a linited

34 and the notion of divine victory over Fate or

period. was Apollo,
Predestination is not documented before the imperial period in reli-
gious texts outside Egypt.'™ A goddess who has the unique’s* power
to overcome destiny and liberate men from the chafing bonds of
inescapable fate may become a new Fate herself. And here, as promised

136

above, Tuche' emerges again. For Isis was sometimes identified with

152, A tunerary mseription (Spll. 3 88y) mlorms us that “netther by thatterv, nor by
supplication, nor by tears will man ever be able to overstep the boundaries of the
predestuned.” thus summanzing a stock topos i hiteratiere which rimges trom early
lyric via Hellemstic poetry mto epigrams, philosophical and astrological works of the
Roman penod. CE H. Wankel, ™ Alle Menschen mtssen sterben’. Varationen eines
Topos der priechischen Literatur,”™ Hennea, 111 (1983)0 pp. 1269-54.

153 Hde g1 of RO Raecks, “Emne tragische Erzihlung ber Herodot,™ Poerioa, 7
{1075}, pp. 23—44. osp. 120 Aesclwl. Eum 723400 Cure Al prol: off [0 M, Lell
“Furpdes” Alcests. A Readmg,™ Emerita, 48 {1y8o}. pp. 43-76. on the mevitabiliy
ot ananke (here = mescapable tate). Even m the 2508 CF, Apollo still recalled how he
had “shamed™ the Fates and kept ot an epidemic a century betore: Lane Fox 1986,
p- 231. On the other hand the prolongation of lite 1s among the normal capabalities
of Egyptian gods: Nock 1972 11, p. 705, 1. 7; Gwyn Griffiths 1975, p. 166,

154. In fact, the final lines of aretalogy K, whase model can be dated to the third or
second cenrury BCE, are so exceptional in the context of Hellenistic religion that they
were explaned as a Later addifon by no less a specialist than Festugicre. However,
he recanted a few vears later,

155, Zews holding the sedes of destiny in Homer 15 a rare exception to the rule, The

Zeus who, i Iyne poetry and sometimes m tragedy, is pretured as the highese lord
of destiny (as e, in Archiloch. fro 298 Wo; o UL Bunchi. Dios A, Destino, somim
¢ diiiuti nell” epos, nelle teogome ¢ nel ulto dei Greet [Rome, 1953]) may pracuically be
wentified with such notions as Jwi theoi, ho theos and to theon, as we demuonstrated
earlier. Even the Christin god, once beyond the boundaries of the theolograns’
protectorate, is powerless agamst the Fares: G A Megas, AR 30 (1933), p. 20 R
W. Bredmck, olkserzahlingen umd Follsglaube von den Schicksalsfrasen (FF Com-
munications, 193, Helsinki, 1064).pp. 31f. In early Christian theology Christ or the
Virgin Mather competes with Isis in the combat against Fate. They share this task
with the great god of Gnostic and Hermetic speculation, also present in magical
papyn. Qutside this “theosophy’ the notion is rare.

156, J. Bergman, “T overcome Fate, Fate harkens to me. Some Observations on Isis
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Tuche, though in contradistinetion to the blind and arbitrary Fortune,
she was aseeing and helpful one. The combat between the ewo is glorn-
fied in Apuleius Metam. 11.15.

All this has a consequence ot crucial importance: a goddess who
triumphs over Fate and moreover boasts an extensive series of match-
less miraculous feats may lay claim to the most lofty titles. So Isis does
in the first ine ot the aretalogy by calling herselfsovereign (lit. turannos:
tyrant) of all the land, in Egyptian ears probably referring to the land
Egypt, in the Greek perception, no doubt understood as the whole
civilized world. No god or goddess has such a variety of titles indicating
unlimited power and sovercignty. The most frequent are: Queen
(hasilissa), Mistress (despoina, anassa) and Lady (kuria).'*” This divine
absolutism in many respects imitates the model of the worldly autoc-
racy so typical of Hellenistic kingship.'™*

If we now try to sunumarize the picture delineated so tar we can
best quote the faimous cheers of the Ephesians (who apparently were
addicted to acclamations) that “Isis 1s a great goddess. ™™ “Great™ 15 the
most natural and common designation to indicate that the goddess

as a Goddess of Fate,” m: Ringren, ed., Fatalisne Beliggs m Refigion, Folldose and
Literature (Stockholm, 19673, pp. 35—51; . Dunand, Le cuite d'Isis dans le bassin orieatal
de la Méditerranée (Leiden, 1y73) [, pp. v2f; L pp. 271-73: Gwyn Griftiths 1975, pp.
241442 ddenr. “The Coneept of the Divine Judgement m the Mystery Rehgrons,™
in: U. Bianchi. and M. [. Vermaseren, ed., La soteriologia dei cudei ovienrali nell” inpero
Romrane (Lewden, 1982), pp. 192=219, esp. pp. 1991,

157. Collection and discussion: TER UNU'S, p. 66,

158, Most espectally the curtous amalgannon of liberagion and sulyection, which
is not of direct concern to our present isue, mirrors the two sides of Hellenstic
monarchy, as [ have argued a length in TER UNUS and in: "Religous Projection:
A Hellenistic Instance,” in: L. Martin, ed.. Refigious Transformations and Socio-Palitical
Change (Berlin and New York, 1993). pp 25-39.

15y, Xen. Ephes, 5, 13. Ct. PG, XXIV, 1, and parallels in Peterson 1926, p. 208.
Cf. R. Merkelbach, Roman und Mysterium in der Antike (Munich and Berlin, 1962),
pp- 1111.; Gwyn Griffiths 1974, p. 238, CE Isis i an ancient glossary: “Isis, that is the
great hope,” P.Oxy. XLV, (1977). p. 3239. This may refer to dream interprecations,
as M. Marcovich, ZPE, 29 (1978), p. 49, has suggested. For elpis in reigious context
see: B, Cumont, Lux perpetua (Paris, 1949), pp. 401-5: Versnel 1985, pp. 2561F
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towers above all other gods. And this, of course, is exactly the brictest
summary of the hyperbolic Ego-proclamations in the aretalogy: Isis can
achieve what no other god is able to. She 1s not only great, she is
eminently and uniquely great. In other words, she is the great champion
in a divine competition for ommipotence. Now, there are also other
ways to express this. In another aretalogy’® Isis claims: 1, Isis, am the
one and only sovereign of this era™ (egd turannos Isis aidnos mond). *Alone’,
‘without rival’, ‘unique(ly)’, that is what terms such as Greek monos/
mond, used here as elsewhere for Isis, denote, and as such thev are a
further fitting summary of the aretalogies. The term also brings us
very close to that other expression Greek heis (fem. mia), Latin unns/
unna, with which the goddess is stereotypically acclaimed. P.Oxy 1380,
L6 even calls her tén mian: “the One.™ So it will be helptul to go into
the meamngs and tunctions of the term moenos, as we shall shortly do.
But let us first have a glance at the more general characteristics of
henotheistic religiosity, as collected from a broad range of evidence
concerning Hellenistic gods (very much including Isis again) who—
mn opposition to the gods of classical Greece—claim a unique and
superior status associated with the notion of omnipotence.

Nine Characteristics of Henotheistic Religion

Besides being ‘one’—whatever that may imnly—the henotheistic gods
of the Hellenistic era such as Isis and Sarapis lay claim to modes of
adoration that are often radically difterent trom the ones known for the
traditional Greek gods. I have drawin a list of nine of these character-
istics and will in each case give only one or two illustrations.

1. Cosmopolitan pretensions and claims to universal worship are
highly characteristic of great Hellenistic gods, especially of Isis. For
instance: “all mortals who live on the boundless earth, Thracians,
Greeks, and Barbarians, speak Your fair Name, a Name honored

160, Aretalogy of Cyrene, SEG, IX (1938). p. 192,
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among all. ™" Compare the expression “Tyrant of all lands™ in the
Kume aretalogy.

3. Ifitis true that “miracle proved deity™ (A.D. Nock), itis no less
erue that, apart from a tew scattered earlier instances, the first traces of
a structural advertising function of miracles in Greece can be discovered
in the late Classical miracle records of Asclepius at Epidaurns (fourth
century BCE). Significantly, the carliest epigraphical attestation of the
term areté as the expression ofa miraculous deed of a deity likewise dates
from the fourth century BCE.'** Both thus mark the dawn of the Helle-
nistic era. For, indeed, miracles and epiphanies addtced as proof of the

grcatness of u god are among the most characteristic features ot the Helle-

nistic and Roman period.' [sis and Sarapis frequently exacted obedi-
ence and warship through visions or miracles, and the same is true tor
other gods, including the god of the Christans.

3. Makarismor. that is, expressions of beatitude due to divine bless-
ings, are a common feature of Hellenistic piety. The curious contes-
sions of personal devoton and the concomitant beatitude as exem-
plarily expressed m the eleventh book of Apuleius” Metamorphoses have
no exact parallel in classical literature, with the exception ot Euripides’

Bacchae '™

161. The phrase is taken irom one of the most extemsive ‘topographical” catalogues,
viz. the tfirst Istae hymn of Tadorus g6t {Totd 1985 no. 21). the niost extensve
bemg P.Oxy 1350, In her commentary Vanderhp o720 ad loc gives a curvey of
paralle]l expressions. Indicative are turther fised epithets such ass poliomumos and
muriormonos (Cwith many/moumerable nanes’),

162, Syil.1 r131, whose importance has been duly valued by A Kreter, Asetalogrsche
Studien (Leipzig, 1929), p. 218 and of Grandjean 1975, pp. 111

163, Onefine example: P.Oxy 1382 (Totti 1985 no. 13) gives the title ofabook " The
Miracle (aret) of Zeus Helios, great Sarapis, done to Synon the Piot.™ In the
preceding section a miracle is described in a passage whose final words are: “This
miracle is recorded in the libraries of Mercurium. Do all of you who are present say,
“There 1s one Zeus Sarapis’.”

164. As demonstrated 1n the second chapter of TER UNUS. A good second is
Buripides fon 13011, and his Hippolytos.
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+. Although, naturally, “great” 1s a common epithet of gods,'
emphatic acclamations of greatness are exceptional in the classical
period butabound in Hellenistic and Roman henotheistic ideology. In
these periods “the desire to be magnitied”™ (Eur. Bachae 209) is struc-
turally reflected in endless ‘magnifications’, most emphatically docu-
mented in the curious confessional inscriptions from North Eastern
Lydia and the bordering area of Phrygia'®® dating from the second and
third centuries CE. Their frequent exordiunr: “Great is (the god) NN™
1s a ritualized acclamation. The ritual cheering was readilv put into
action as a propagandistic weapon in the struggle between pagans and
Christians: “Great is the Artemis of'the Ephesians”™ shouted the inhab-
1tants of Ephesus for two tull hours in a henotheistic attempt to stop an
advancing monotheism. And the Christians never stopped yelling
back.'®?

5. Cultic worship is the natural privilege of a god. Terms like “to
serve’ (therapenein), of course, oceur in Greek religious texts of all
periods. But the interpretation of such service as a personal submission
or devotion to the god, even to the extent of being “possessed’ or
‘enslaved” by the deity, is definitely foreign to classical religiosiey.** In
classical literature a few passages in Euripides’ tragedy the Ion come

165. B. Muller, Megas Theos (Diss., Halle. 1913): M. Bissinger, Das Adjektiv megas in
der gricchischen: Dichtung (1966).

166, Collected with a commentary by Petz] 1994.

t67. Ii the apocryphal Acts of the Apostles, the crowd generally exclaims " Great s
the god of the Chnstians™ (or "ot Peter™ or “of Paul™). On these and conparable
Christian acclimations seer THNT, sy, megas, ko, V. HL Neateld, The Eafiest
Chrtstian Confessions (Leiden, 1963, pp. s1-68: K. Wengst, Christologische Formen nnd
Lieder des Urhristentums (Bonn, 1967), pp. 123-36. Consequently, the fuithful
adherent often underlines his sense of inadequacy in atrempting to describe the
greatness of the god: “for 1t is wathin the reach of gods alone and not of mortals, to
describe the mighty deeds of the gods” says P.Oxy 1381, 1. gof,, one of many
examples of this expression. Totti 1985 no. 15. Cf. Grandjean 1975, pp. 38—44.

168. W. L. Westermann. “The Freedmen and the Slaves of God.,” PAPAS, 92 (194 8,

p. 56; K. H. Rengsdortt, doulos, TWINT 11 (1935), p. 267. For all relevant evidence
and a fundamental discussion I refer to Pleket 1981,
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close to it, but here the protagonist was 4 temple slave, 4 position that
may have influenced the terminology.'™ In actual cult there 1s even
less.!7? On the other hand, structural symptoms of personal or collec-
tive surrender to a god. frequently in the form ot sacred slavery, are rite
in later periods.'”" A fixed technical terminology indicates both the
monk-like submission of, for example, the devotees of henotheistic
Sarapis and the sovereignty of the local god holding sway over
Maeonian villages,'”? whose inhabitants regarded their gods as mon-
archs and themselves as the slaves of the deity.

6. With the exception of a few isolated cases of ostentatious
atheism, 't retusal to worship is an unknown phenomenon in the

archaic and classical periods. ™ In tact. the term “faith is of ittle avail

10y, Espeenally forr 1518 “Oh [ would that my service to Apollo naght never
end..7CE Pleket tgsn, 1ogt Onthe specitic prets e the Ton see alsor T Yun,
A New Crecd: Frundamental Religione Belicrs o the Atiwenion Dol and Eanprdeas Drama
(Gottingen, 1988, pp. (2138,

170. On the menpheleptos (4 term otten used 1o indicate religous bigotry), see the
case of Archedemos from Thera who decorated a cave in Ataca m ca. 400 Bk, Lod
out a garden torit, and did evervthing m honor and on the instructions ot the nyimphes,
by whom he was “seized” or possessed s FG Lz, 784, 785, 788, Extensively discussed
b;' N. Himmelmann-Wildschiitz, Thealeptos (Marburg, 1957). Ct also: \.ﬂm Straten
1976, p. 19 and notes 264—6%; Pleket 1981, p. 102f; W. R, Connor, “Seized by the
Nynipls; Nympholepsy and Symbolic Expression m Classical Greeve,”™ Clbi, 7
{1U8R). pp. 155Ky,

171. [ have analyzed these servile attitudes m TER UNES, Cl

172. On the terminology see especially P Herrmann, "Men, Herr von Axiotta.™ s
Studien znr Religion nnd Kl Kicinasions. Festeinft Fo KL Dener (Leaden, 1978), pp.
415—24 and Pleket 1981, po162i and p. 177,

173. M. Wimarczyk. " Wer galt im Altertum als Athewts™ Philologus, 128 (1984}, pp.
157-83. provides a tull list of examples.

174. "Il 'y a pas de place, dans ce systéme, pour le personnage du renongant,”™ says
J.~P. Vernant, L'individu, la mort, amour: Soi-méme et Pautre en Gréce anciennie (Paris,
1989}, p. 213, speaking of the inclusive cultic world of fifth-century Athens, Chal-

lenges to the gods as expressed in the myths of Tantalos, Niobe, Arachne and Marsyas

are of a decidedly different nature and allude to the sin of iybris and its consequences
rather than to lack of taith in the existence of the god, W. Nestle, “Legenden vom
Tod der Gottesvericheer,” AR, 33 (1936), pp. 246--60; Chr. Sourvinou-Inwoad,
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in defining archaic and classical forms of beliet, since the pantheon of
the polis was as selt-evident and unquestioned as the polis and her socio-
cultural codes.'7* The retusal to believe inand, consequently, to honor
a particular god—characteristics ot the theomachos (‘one who fights
against god’, e.g., in Aets 51 39)—becomes a veritable topos in the
legends of the expansion of the demanding and imperious Hellenistic
gods and cules. “Let the unfaithful see, let them see and recognize their
error” (videant irreligiosi, videant et errorent suta recognoscant), says the Isis
priest after Lucius’ miraculous recovery in Apul. Metant, 11.15."7° The
Maconian confession inscriptions, where trespasses against gods or
humans are explained by preference as tohens of defictent taith and
theretore as contempe of the god, otten end with the tormula: T warn
all mankmd not to hold the god in contempt, for they shall have this

“Crine and Punshment: Taitvos, Tantalos and Seyphos m Odyeey 11,7 BICS, 13
(1986), pp. 37-55.

175, Thie has long been recognized as one of the most charactersste dastinetions
between the religion of the classical pofis and the contessional creeds i Hellenistic
and later penods. Although J. Kinneavy, Greek Rhetorioad Ongins of Chnstian Faith
{Oxtord. 1988} has argued that the concept of pistis rooted in classical thetorie, thae
is. of tuth as a comscrous choice and imvolving aces of conversion, s, as was powerfully
argued by Nock 1933, practically restricted to heno- and monotheistic creeds. There
is a sigmficant Epidaurian inscription (no. 3 Herzog) in which a person who mocks
the famata (healings’) of Asklepios is pumshed tor his apista by an dlness which s only
cured atter his ‘convenion’. Henceforth his name will be Apistos. This 1 the same
terminology and deology as we see i the confessional texts of the second century
CE. I THAL V. 1, p.o179b, 4 person s punsshed dia o apistein ("because of his
disbelief’). On the idea of piviy m the New Tesanent see: Chr, 1. Marhall, Fah
as @ Theme dr Mark’s Namarive (Cambridge, 1989). Om dificuloes invalved m the
application ot the voncept "beliet” m general see: R Needham, Belfier, Lagnage and
Experience (Cambridge, 1972)

176, CLP.Oxy 1381 (Totu 1985 no. 153 1L 204-5. after an incitement to propagate
the faith in Imouthes Asclepius (following a miraculous cure), the pious are wel-
comed, whereas conversely: “Go hence, o envious and impious ones,” Vettius
Valens 9 pr., p. 331, 12, hopes that his exposition will convince the anatheis kai
theomachor {“the ignorant and fighters against god”). Note thatin an Eprdaurian miracle
(no. 4 Herzog). Asklepios orders an unbeliever to sacrifice asilver sow asa “testimony
of her stpidity.” See for further mteresting examples: Norden 1923, pp. 6ff. and
134fF: Nock 1933, p. 4 and 88; Gwyn Griffiths ad Apul. Metam. 11.15.
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stele as an admonition.” Apparently, the theme of the impious unbe-
liever only becomes relevant when it concerns either & god who still
has to conquer a place i the cult, or one whose claims are substantially
greater than those of the ancient gods of the polis, whose cult tormed
an unquestioned part of polis tradition. In these cases the words of a
Sarapis devotee apply: “foramortal cannot contradict Lord Sarapis. ™77

7. Any attempt to match oneselfagainst a god is fatal tolly. Gods are
invincible, and the human rebel is doomed to get the worst of it.
Characteristically, this theme, though not unknown (Tantalos, Sisy-
phos, ete.), was not exploited for propagandistic ends i classical tunes.
In that period, substantiating the invincibility ot a god was deemed
supertluous. Conversely, the epithet “invincible’ (Gr. anikdros, Lat.
inictits) became very popular in the Hellenistic and Roman periods,' 7
particularly in the competition between vartous henotheistic move-
mients in imperial times: "Sarapis wins™' 7% is 2 common vartant ot the
acclamations *Great” or "One (is) Sarapis”. " We shall win™ says the god
to his priest in the Delian Sarapis aretalogy, .27, The futdlity ot resisting
a god and the divine giumph over atheists or sinners 15 a topos in the

= o = 2 o U Cphgh B
confessional texts and related genres, ™™ where, as we have seen, the

177. . Michigan v, 4686, Ed. H. C. Youde and |, G, Winter, Pap. Mich., 8, s11;
Totti 1983 no. 49.

17%. The evidence n S Wennstock, "Victor and Invictus.” FTER. so {1ys7). pp.
201470 dden, REL VI Az (19s8), pp. 2485 500 and 2so01-420 <v. victor and
WICtOILL .

179. Weinreich 1oy, Lopp. 420-28 and 438-40; abo on the Chrstan response:
Peterson 1y2o, pp. 152-63: Ho Engelmann, The Delian Aretalogy of Sarapis {Lewden.
1975), p. 24

180, A verv important relaced fexe s the well-known sacred Liw ot'a cult group
around the goddess Agdists ac Phaladelphia in Lydia (second to finst centuries BOE).
After the basic discusion by O, Weinreich, ShHerdefbere 1919, there 15 a0 good
treatment by S, C, Barton and G, H. ). Horslev, A Hellenistic Cult Group and the
New Testament Churches,” JAC, 24 (1981), pp. 7-41. In lines 31ff. we read that
a man or woman who 1s guilty of the aforementioned acts shall nov enter the oikos:
“for great are the gods set up in it, they watch over these things and will not wolerate
those who transgress the ordimances,” and in 1L, 5oit’: “they shall hate such people and
inflict upon them great punishments.”
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consequences ot human resistance have the tunction of an “adimoni-
tion’ or ‘testimony .

8. Theomachoi (‘those who fight against god|s]) are severely
punished. The penalties inflicted upon rebels in archaic Greek myths
such as those of Tantalos and Sisyphos are exemplary. Both in myth and
legend (but only rarely in history) we tfind above all blindness and
madness,'™" besides other kinds of illnesses and atlictions, as specific

a2 Historically, however, the punishment

expressions of divine wrath.’
of mortals who resist (the coming of) a god does not becomes topical
until the Hellenistic and imperial periods.'® The forerunners are

discernible in some Epidaurian inscriptions praising the god Ascle-

181, Full documentaton in: TER UNT'S, p. 2oz, Ondlnesses in confession teats:
A, Chaniotrs, "[Hness amd cures in the Greek proprtiatory mseriptions and dedications
of Lydiand Plirvera, ™ in: Ph. Jovan der Eijh HL EL L Torsunanshotis PUHL Schrgjvers,
ed.. Awdent Medicine i i Socio- Crlrral Contexr, 11 (Amsterdaim and Atlanta. 19ys).
pp. 323-44. CLalso the nest note.

182, W Speyer, ‘Flueh’, RAC, 7 (1go9), pp. 11798 and 1112-1 42 rden, "Gottestend”,
RAC, 11 {1981), PP 99— 1043, exp. 1017-19; PP, 10256 and 1037-39; idem, " Zorm
der Gotthew, Vergeltung und Sithne,™ m: U, Mann, ed., Theologic und Relgions-
wissenschaft (Darmstadt. 1973), passim; B W. Vickers, Touwards Greek Tragedy
{London, 1973), pp. 252-55; L. Robert, Hellenica, XI-XII, p. 43v. In Chnstian
context: E. Heck, Mé thvomachein oder: Die Bestrafung des Gottesverachiers. Unter-
stwhungen s Bekampfing wad Ancignung romischer Religic bei Terullian, Cyprian und
Lactanz (Frankture, 1987). The numerous oracles concerning peronal or epidemic
diseases and attlicnions attnbuted to divine anger generally pertain to trespasses against
relgous or riteal rules and are especally concerned with purity. Cr particularly the
subtle and ditferentiated discussion by 1. C. T, Parker, Migsina: Pollution and Puxi-
Seation in Early Greek Religion (Oxford, 1u83), pp. 235-36. and A, Clamons,
“"Reinhert des Korpers - Rewheit des Sinnes in den gnechischen Kuligesetzen,™ uy:
I Assmaim and Th. Sundermeter, ed., Suidien zwn 1 erscehen fremder Religionen, -
Schuld, Gewssen und Person {(Giitersloh, 1997), pp. 142—79.

183, It is significane that Weireich 1gyog, sov. “Stratwunder,” besides some well-
known mythical and legendary miracles (especially the ones performed by images of
heroes [cf. the famous case of Theagenes] and the instances from Epidaurus men-
tioned above) takes his entire evidence from Hellenistic and above all R oman times.
Parkerop. dir. (preceding note) stresses the fatalisiic views on illness, ete., in the archaic
period and for the classical period draws our attendon to the complex attitudes to
divine (though often amoral) and natural causation in cases of illness.
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pius, "™ and we have seen examples in the resistanee legends associated
with Sarapis, especially the Delian aretalogy, in which the adversaries
ofthe god are “like stacues struck by the god™ and cannot utter asound.
Saul, who was (temporarily) blinded, is structurally to be equated with
Apuleius’ Lucius who became a donkey. The punishments are explic-
itly referred to as demonstrations of the pawertulness of the particular
god in question. Divine eriumph or punishment is called “worthy of
his power or majesty” in various texts.'™ Whoever wishes to be
convinced of the ubiquity of punitive miracles in Hellenistic and
imperial times will find rich evidence in such sources as the collections

of Maconian confession texts and in Lactantius e mortibus perseen-

[

tonm. "

y. Public confession of guile towards the god, cither as a token ot
reverenee or s an instrument of propaganda or both. 1s not found in
our sources before the tourth-century miracle records trom Epidau-
rus.'*7 In this collection there are three instances ot people who contess

2 s Nx _
their mistakes and subsequently are healed by the god.™™ These

184, See above ni 1758 and of, Wemrewch rgoy, p. 8N,

185. Delian Sarapis aretalogry 1. 27/8. In a bronze tablet from Asia Mmnor, the Mother
of the Gods is requested to “punish [some unknown thieves] in a manner worthy of
her power,” A recently tound Latin tablet fram Belo (Spain) asks the goddess: fac ruo
ntaming mavstati exemplana. A variant expression on a Delian lead tablet, where the
Syrian gods are unplored to “punish and give expression to vour wondrous power™:
Ph. Bruneau. Recherches sar les ciltes de Délos a Iépogue hellénistugue ot 3 Uépogue impénale
(Paris. 1970}, pp. 6soft. A praver of revenge asks for retahation “that [may see vour
pawer™: G. Byorck, Der Flud des Chyisten Sabinus (Papyrus Upsaliense, 8) {(Uppsala,
1938), p. 46, no. 24 another asks, “Tet the evildoers be pursued. . Lord, quickly show
them vour nught”™ (Bjorck 6).

186. See generally Weinreich 19oy.

187. I8 Pettazzoni, *Confession of Sins and the Classes,” HTIR, 30 (1937). pp. 7L,
mentions Menander it. 544 K (Porphyr. De abst, IV, 15) on the followers of the Dea
Syria as the first literary record of public confession of sins, CE S, Eitrem, “Kultstinden
und Gottesverleugner,” SASR, 13 (1937). pp. 2441 MacMullen 1981, p. 32.

188, They are discussed by F. Kudhen, "Beichte und Hellung, ™ Medizinhistorisches
Journal, 13 (178). pp. 1—-14, esp. L
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scattered and incidental instances are the tisst hesitant signs ofa mental-
1y that in 1es mstitutionalized torm and with much greater rigidity
became particularly typical of (though by no means restricted to) the
Maeonian confession texts, who took their name tfrom 16" These
texts, which are essentially concise aretalogies and accordingly fre-
quently begin with a pegay accliamation. offer reasons for their own
imscription: as a rule, an offence against a god or human being; next,
punishnient by the god, mostly in the form of illness or even death; the
public confession of the lapse, sometimes followed by an act of divine
mercy, for instance recovery from the illness; and finally, the formulary
recognition of the divine nujesty: “and from now on [ praise the god™

or, i1 Phrygian texts, the tormula of warning quoted above.

The Nanwre of Oneness in Henotheistic Religion

Altogether our enquiry into the nature of henotheistic religiosity has
revealed one central message: the god mvolved is superior. uniquely
great, towering above other gods, The divine supertority manitests
itsellin ewo ways, first, as an unrestricted capacity to pertorin matchless
nuracles and creative acts—"to do anything (sthe wants™ (so particu-
larly in the aretalogies)—and secondly, as a status of absolute and
autocratic authority over world and cosmos: “controlling everything
that 1s.” With this conclusion, we are ready to turn our attention from

the themes ot greatness” and “superiority” to the more specific aspect

18y, I tollow here the argument of Pleket 181, p. 180 and 1. 135, On contession
atsiny inantiquty see the fundamental work ot R Pettazzoni, Laconfosione def pecati,
espectally 1, 2 (Bologna, 19363, The contesion inscriptrons m Petzl 1904, OQueade
the Lvdian-Phrygian mnsenpuoens the practice of public confesaon i particularly
promment i the religion of the Egyptian gods and of the Dea Syra. See tor example
Ovid Ex Ponto 1, 1, 516, who states: ralia caelestes fieri pracconna gandent ur siea quod
valeant numina teste probent (“The gods rejoice in such heraldmgs that witnesses may
attest to their power™). Tlus mentality is alse apparent in Jewish licerature, Afflicted
by a horrible disease Antiochus IV promises that, it the God of the Jews will deliver
him from his pains, he will visit every inhabited place to proclaim God's nught (2
Maccabees 9:17).
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of ‘oneness” as most patently obvious in the acclamation hiefs ho theos
(‘one is the god). As Tmentioned carlier, it s easier to determine what
the expression does not mean than exactly what it does. Everybody
agrees that this type ot oneness cannot be simply equated with mono-
theism (once more leaving aside the question of whether pure mono-
theism ever existed in any ancient civilizaton). As 1s immediately
apparent trom various hymnic texts where Isis may be accompanied by
Sarapis, by Osiris and by many other gods, the deity who is acclaimed
as fieis is not (necessanly) monos in the sense of “the only god that exists.”
But by thus stating the problem, we already run the risk ot distorting
the Greek term mosnes by the imposition of onr concept of ‘monothe-
s, In fact, the term mones 1s by no means absent from these prases
and. indeed, we have already encountered 1t an Isis aretalogy. What
is more, it 1s a common term in hvimnody in general and especially
current i hyimmns for henothenstuce gods. A glance at its functions will
advance our msight into the connotations of its twin-term feis, which,
being more restricted to an acclunative function, does not oceur pron-
inently in hymns, On the other hand Latn wnns does, and. henotheism
being a phenomenon that spread far and wide in the Roman empire,
we shall from now on indiseriminately rely on both Latun and Greek
material.

A auick perusal of a few aretalogies, hymns and other panegyrical
texts reveals that terms like srs, solis, monos may have two difterent

99 although they cannot always be clearly distinguished.

tuncrions,
The first 18 the tunction apparent in such acclamations as: “you alone
are able to do this (t1 sola potes),” or “you alone have the power over
a certain domain™ (e.g., “Hail, Roma, ... to you alone, o most vener-

able, the Moirai have lended fame ..., or in the claim we have already

19o. On this difference of. Nock 1972 1, pp. 39F and Nock-Festugiere 19721, p. 57.
Weinreich 1969 I, p. 134 also distinguishes between hienotheste and ‘elanve’ func-
tions,
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met: "L Isis. s the one and only sovereign of this era™)." In these
tormulas, which are among the most popular hymnic devices, those
qualities of the revered god that make him exceptional are emphasized.
{(S)he 1s the only one who can do things that all others cannot or the
only one who rules over the world—which does not imply that she is
the only goddess. Likewise Hellenistic rulers could claim that they
were the ‘great” or the *only” king, although they were pertectly aware
of the irrtating existence of plenty of colleagues around.

In this sense, Latin solts and Greek monos have a contrastive and
elative force pertaining to quality, not an ontological exclusive or all-
embracing one. As a translation, the term ‘unique(lv)™ comes closest.
[n the same sense the terms are also very frequent in elative tormulas
tor funous mortals: generals, cinperors, athletes, ete., both in Greece
and Rome, This, then, seems to be the dominant meaning that both
Latin wnus or sofus and Greek ficis or monos have in the hundreds of
acclamartons and invocatons, most emphatically in the heis theos
cheers. " One of the arguments for this specific meaning is that accla-
mations with ficis, menos and prétos, and various combinations of these
terms, are specitically frequent in the agonistic sphere. " Very popular
was heis ap® aidnos or pritos kai menos apaidnos, which, according to
Tertullian, De spect. 25, was the usual cheer at games and contests. '+

1y1. Lucretius 1. 3t and fym of Melmno o Rome. Stob. Floy, 1, p. 312 (H) respec-
tivelv: of, Norden 1923, p. 100

2. KL Wengst, Chrstologische Formeht und Licder des Urchristenenns (1Divs., Bonn,
1967), pp. 1281 gives the Chrstuan evidence for fiei. and monos as indications of the
singulanty of God as god, and more especially, as creator. Itis a ™ Termmus Technicus
der frithchrsthchen Floidennussion™ ad no doubt ongirated as an anti-acclantaiion
aganst the pre-existent pagan fieis theos acclimadions. There 15 also a good. brief
survey of the pagan evidence. However, even in the New Testament. the terms offer
no warrant of a pure monotheism. See supra n. 136.

193. Collected and discussed by M. N. Tod, "Greek Record-keeping and Record-
breaking,” €CQ, 43 (194y), pp. 10sfF., esp. 111f.

194. This text has been amply discussed by L. Robert, Erudes épgraphiques et philo-
fogigues (Panis, 1938), pp. 1o8—11, who several times returns to these acclamations:
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Most probably this means something like “the vniquely finst sice all
eternity” or more colloquially: “we have never seen such a imiraculous
star.” Similar acclamations existed in Latn. '™

Less obvious is the intended meaning of the notoriously enigmatic
bi-, tri-, and quadripartite acclamations (all from the second and third
centuries CE). such as: feis Zeus Serapis, or feis Zeus Serapis Asklepios
Soter, or heis Zeus Mitras Helios. And there are more elaborated formulas
as well, Peterson has made a thorough investigation of the entire com-
plex. He postulates a Chaldaean astrological origin, which came into
its own in later solar theology.'¥® Supporting his argument with an
abundance of data,™” Peterson argues that these are nof syneretistic
contessions expressing the unity or identity ot the gods mentioned. On
the contrary. he claims, they are acclamations emphasizing the excep-
tional character and the greatness of the god or gods invoked. In other
words. just like single freis theos, they represent the elative. not the
unifying torce of the word freis.'”” On the other hand, it s hard o avoid

Helleniva, X, p. 61; XL p. 2160 “Tes épigrammes atiriques de [ ucilhus sar fes
athlétes: parodie et realités.” m: Llepigramme grecjue (Entretrerns Harde, XIV [Geneva.
1967]). . 2758

195. S. Mrozek, " Primus omnium sur les inscniptions des municipes italiens,” Epigra-
phica, 33 (1971}, pp. 60—0y, discusses some Latin eXpressions, without rcali.zing_, orso
it seems, that they go back to Hellemste Greek prototvpes. CE st temporis prinuis of
sols facttenariu. in an wsenption from 275 CL{CHL VI 10000). Martial 8. 66, 6. hua.
n'run} prin salues of wina, Claesar.

196, Petersen 1926, pp. 227-50. See most recently: W, Fauth. Helies Megstos Zur
symkretistischen Theologre der Sparartile (Lewden. 1995). pp. 74-77-

1y7. For mstance a grathito adduced by Peterson, p. 2301 “one 1 Zeus Sarapis, great
is Isis the Lady™ {hreis Zoens Sarapis; megald Iiis hé kiria), which sutfices o show how
the term fiis defies any narrow monolithic ‘translation”, "Fs gehit luer nichtum eme
begrifthche Definition, sondern um eine Hoheitsaussage™ (p.132).

198. L. Robert, Opera minora selecta (Amsterdan, 1969) 1, p. 427, n. 101, 1m t!li.\‘
connection speaks of “le caractére de superlatif de Iacclamation heis théos.” W.lt}l
Peterson he contests Cumont’s interpretation ‘dieu unique’. It is rather “dien
supréme’, and there is an “équivalence pratique entre heis et megas.” As opposed to
the French ‘unigue’, the English ‘unique’, like the Dutch *enig’, combines the two
notions that can be disunguished as the superlative and the “exclusive’. The same is
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the impression that with the extension of the formula to several names
of gods the unifying-henotheistic element gradually increased at the
cost of the acclamatory-elative component. Atter all, the various gods
mentioned i these formulas did undergo a rapid and protound process
of syncretism in late antiquity. However, the difference is not always
easy to trace and perhaps it is not such a good idea to expect—and
hence search for—precise semantic distinctions.

In this connection we should bear in mind that acclamations
typically belong to what in sociolinguistics is called *phatic or expres-
sive language’, a form of communication that, in opposition to descrip-
tive expression, does not normally bear a precise and well-defined
meaning. What did Israclites and Greeks and Romans mean when they
wished that their Kings and emperors “may live tor ever (or in eternity)’
or what the Chinese, with their slogan—hardly the otfspring of a
Mediterranean tradition—"May Chairman Mao live for ever'®' The
fact that fieis may refer eicher o hierarchy (the first’, ‘unique’) or to
ontology (‘the only one that is” or “the one that is all’) makes the term
ciminently liable to manipulation and ambiguous application. We
should at least consider the possibility that these cheers did not have any
precise ‘intended meaning” at all, but expressed only a vaguie notion of
magnification. It is only when the shouter comes to reflect on what he

true of the Latine sicns, Fo Dutott, "Unrews”, umce” chez Tite-Live, Latoms, 15
(1950}, pp. 48 1=83, counts 25 cases 1 Livy out of which 8 have the semse ‘only” (with
the exceprion of others) and 17, “without equal’. “unmatched’. This may create
ambigunties: for instance n Hor. €. 30 140 5 wmco gandens mmdier maro: <Ol wonicns
manus “der emaige Gatte” oder “der emzigartige Gatte” heisse 15t eme alve Streitfrage”
(U. W. Scholz, IFS, 5 [1971], p. 133, 0. 34 a, with reference to Catull. 73, 6: qui e
uan atgue wticum anticun flabtie) . That even the Greek expression feis kar sonos (one
and only’) does not exclude the existence of other gods is curiowsly illustrated by an
uncription from Lydia (TAAM V| 1. no. 246) mentioning a “priest of the One and
Only God and of Hosios kai Dikaios.” The elative tunction of heis kai mionos is also
demonstrated by the fact that the expression also denotes exceptional human beings:
P. Hermmann and K. Z. Polatkan, “IYas Testament des Epikrates,” ShH ¥en, Phil.-hist.
KL, 265 {(1969). p. 3 with n. 113.

199. On these expressions and further literature: TER UNUS, pp. 204f,
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that the construction

is shouting—Dbut how muany ever did (or do)?
of distinct (and divergent) meanings can commence.

This brings us to the second of the twe ditferent Hunctions
announced above. An inscription from Capua hails Isis as: re tibi nna
quac es orinia ("you who alone artall’).**® It we translate Latin wnus /una
into its Greek equivalent heis /nia, this expression closely resembles the
one introduced by Xenophanes as discussed in our first section, and
even more its later oftspring in the all-embracing Stoic and Neo-
Platonic claims that their god was ‘one and all” {Gr. hien kai pan, Lat. solus
omia). But it we now ask if this similarity implies equality, the answer
must be negative, at least for the henotheistic theology of the earlier
Hellenistic period. For “one and all”™ here appears to have a very special
frame of reference, as expressed in an exemplary way in 2 hymn ot
Isidorus 1.23 where it is said: “that vou alone (mound) are all other
coddesses who are named by the nations,”

" Thisis as close as Hellemstic henotheism ever zot to monotheis.
Isis iv here represented as alone embodyving all the other goddesses.
Further elaborations include long geographical lists of all the superior
gods of cach region who are there invoked by their local names, but
who are now unmasked as just another representation of the one and
only henotheistic god.*®! This is a typical product of theological reflec-
tion. However, that theological reflection is not always the most
reliable refuge in religious matters becomes apparent trom the inevi-
table limitations inherent in this particular trope. First, henothesm 1s
fatally grender-specitic: the many ditterent representations ot Isis are
inevitably all female. This iiritating obstacle on the road to real monoe-

200, CIL, X, 3800 = ILS 4302 = SIRIN so2. CE V. Tran Tam Twh, Le lte de:
divinitds orientales en Campanie (Leiden, 1g72), p. 77and pp. 19y-234: Grandjean 1975,
pp. outl

201. Hence hier inclusive Greek epithet ‘Myrionyma’ (‘with innumerable -n;uncs')
is s0 stereotyped that it occurs both in literary texts (for instance in the Life of Aesopiis
5 = Totti 1985, no. 18) and even in Latin inscriptions (CIL 1L 882 and yo17 = SIRIS
t;)s(): CILV, 5'030: CIL XA, 346010 = ILS 4376a = SIRIS 74v). Turcan 198y entitles
his chapter on the goddess: *Tsis Mynonyme’.
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theism is revealingly tllustrated by the creative solution contrived by a
hymnodist who could not choose between Isis and Sarapis: “You are
niro, but you are called many among the nations. In fact, life knows vou
alone (monons) as gods.” % Furtherniore, this construction by no means
implies that all lesser gods are ousted by this syncretistic operation. It
i1s only the great national goddesses that are identified with Isis. Appar-
ently the message is: Isis is the greatest goddess; consequently every
other great goddess can only be an alias of this central deity.

Questions of Origin

Much of what has been demonstrated in this section is strongly
remimiscent of creedsand cultic practices of Egypt and the ancient Near
East. Time and again characteristic elements of arctalogies could be
traced back to non-Greek models,*® and there is not one of the nine
characteristics listed above that could not readily be typrtied as a struc-
tural phenomenon of Near Eastern religiosity rather than of classical
Greek religion. Accordingly, most of them do not come well ineo view
before the Hellenistic era, to reach their bloom only in linperial times,
especially n the second to third centuries CE. The same is true for the
acclamation heis. There is only one pre-hellenistic attestation of this
acclamation, viz. in a Gurob papyrus®® that has preserved a fragment

202, Hymn of Maronea I 1g-20.

203. Not only Egvptian ones: A, Jerenias, 3Monotheistische Stromungen innerfall der
babylonischen Relgion (Leipzig, 1904), W. von Soden m: Sumerische wnd Akkadische
Flymnen und Gebere (Ziirich, 1953), esp. pp. s0. 254, 2388, 301t and 195, and B3
R Foster, Before the Mines (Bethesda, Muaryland. tggn2). pp. 6o8: 61y: sg8: 6yy—701;
and 7046, mention several Mesopotumian hymns with “all godsin one”™ and other
monotheizing charactersues. See also: B. Hartmann, "Monotheistische sTomgen
in de Babylonische godsdienst,” Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift, 20 (1965-66), pp.
328-38. See especially the contnbutions of Barbara Porter and Simo Parpola in thi,
volume,

204. P.Gureb 1,23: O. Kern, Orphicorum Fragnienta (Berlin, 1922}, p. 31; R A, Pack,
The Greek and Latin Literary Texts from Greco-Roman Egype(1u652), p. 2464. Forrecent
discussion: 8. Tles Johnston and T.J. Mc. Niven, "Dionysus and the Undeiworld in
Toledo,” MH, 53 (1996), pp. 25—36.
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of what may have been an Orphic book. It contais an im'ucjltion ot’
the Kenretes and the password: fieis Diontesos.?® The papyrusis tm.m the
third century BCE, but the text itself should be attributed to ‘thc tourth
century at least. So, as far as we can see, Dionysos was the first gofl t-o
be hailed with an acclamation that became the most charactenstic
identification of the great gods of later times. The problem, lunvcy‘cr,
is that we have no idea about the cultural identity of the JCL‘I;II]I;‘H'IOII.
Did it onginate in Greece or with a local cult group in Egyp_tl, influ-
enced by Egyptian conceptions? In this context it may be of interest

that the first time that we see the acclamation addressed to a human—
‘one Iike Pythios

.

albeit semi-deificd—person is in the acclamation :
(Apollo),” addressed to the emperor Nero ((f;lsx‘: Dio (:1.'20. AN Lt n3.
20, 5). Did Nero'sspecial Alexandrian “claqueurs’ (Suet. Nero 20) intro-
duce this agonistic acclamation from Egypte

The term Jieds as an clative praise is not attested in classical Greece.
but smonos and prétos kai nenos were so ubiquitous that they are chenshed
material for puns in Attic comedy and elsewhere *™ Altogether, | €
sider it most likely that the acclamation heis originated as a translation
of the Egyptian word for ‘one” and that there was a cross-tertilization
with an ideology that was already in stati naseendi elsewhere 1n th.c
Hellenistic Mediterranean. The expressions we have seen earlier—Isis
as tén mian (‘the one’), or as “you who alone {mound) are all other god-
desses who are named by the nations,” while Apuleius Metane, 11.4
speaks of her nomen unicum—may well betray the Egyptim} Isis‘—nn}n‘c‘
Thiouis, ‘the one’.**7 However, all this does not alter the fact that it s
easier. more rewarding and more relevant to draw a list of character-
istics of henotheistic religiosity, as we have done, then to precisely

20s. Thatitisa password may be inferred trom the words immediazely following the
acclamation: heis Diomisos sumbola.

206. Testimonia in TER UNUS, p. 248,

207. Vanderlip 1972, p. 31: Grandjean 1975, p. 7ot.; Gwyn .Gritﬁths 1975, P. 143,
On the peneral diffusion of this expression among Egyptmn and Near Eastern
civilizations: C. H. Gordon, “His Name is *One’.” JNES. 29 (1970), pp. 198f.
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analyze and describe what exactly fiets is supposed to mean. In fact, the
only way to discover the meaning, or rather the connotations, of the

word feis is by adducing the above collection of henotheistic teatures.

Condluding Remarks

What, then, is the overall message of our source material? This: that the
lauded god is greater. more powertful than, hence absolutely superior
to all other gods. In fact, henotheistic deities are competing for omnipo-
fence. In this (and many other respects), they have adopted traits of
Hellenistic kingship, and accordingly they manifest themselves as
autocratic rulers to whom a mortal could only respond with an attitude
ot humble subservience or even slavery. This went hand in hand with
the appearance of new forms of a more intense and personal relation-
ship between god and man, sometimes accompanied by experiences
and expressions of sin, guilt, confession and mercy. In this context in
particular we encounter claims that the god is *great’. indeed greater
than other gods. (Sthe is ‘'unique’ and outshines all other deities by her/
his greatness.

Though most of the elements analyzed above can already be tound
sporadically in earlier periods, their amalgamation into one structural
complex is specifically characteristic of the religious mentality that we
are now discussing. Hymns, including those of the archaic and classical
periods of Greece, are praises of a god. By definition they concentrate
on one particular deity and magnity his greamess. Hence we have
called them henotheistic moments in an otherwise polytheistic con-
text. However, henotheism never developed into astructural religious,
let alone cultic, phenomenon before the Hellenistic period. Mythically
speaking, Zeus was superior to all other Greek gods, as is most emphat-
ically expressed in a unique aretalogical formula of ommnipotence at the
beginning of Hesiod's Works and Days.**® However, this had no cultic
consequences whatever. In classical times, outside the sphere of philo-

208. West ad loc: “reminiscent of ... Semitic and Egyptian poetry.”
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sophical monotheisin,*® a permanent exclusive dc\'-otion m' one god
was confined to deviant religious bigots on the margin of society. The
dogmatic elevation ot one god above all others and tl.lt‘ muc.m?lit.mt
sifective exclusion of other gods are features typical of Hellenistic and
later religiosity.”'® All this is expressed in the acclamation feis (ho) theos.

CONCLUSION

Three experiments in oneness. The first two represent cosmologit.:s ‘to
live by’*"" and can be understood as explanatory devices, an individual
one t(-) explam why things are as they are, and a collective one to help
imagine the mechanisms that make things happen as they happen.
These *One Gods', being products of intellectual reflection. are more
or less abstract principles that transcend botl men and traditional gt)d\'.
They establish 4 conceptual unity, but a umty that is not the sum ot the
P]lll':llit'_\f of the normal gods. In both experiments, the One and the
Many operate on ditterent levels and have difterent ta.\ks..p%'cscr\'mg a
complementary co-existence. Atter all, insight into the divine arche ot

the costmos or into the supernatural strand ot causation does rorneutral-

200. C. Ramnoux, “Sur un monotheisme gree,” RPAL, 82 {1984), pp. 175-98.

210, Of counse, Nock 1933 is right in making a dstinction berween monotheistic
conversion (which implies the “reorientation of the soul and the conscioustes lh.llli
the old was wrong and the new wn rght™ [p. 7)) and pnly‘thchtlc “adhieston. .
However. the tict that henothesn has also been comed Catfecave 111().110[}‘11‘1\11]

unplies that 1 the mmd of the heliever, tor a -.l?nrtcrlnr lomger penod of e, Ui;c.
god dominates his consciousness, Expressions o genuine monothernnare cxtrgjlm 1\
rare m pagan text.. OF the objectionable baker’s wite m /—'}pul. Metoy, 14, 11t i ~m 1
“adespiser ofall gods whom others did hanour, one that allirmed t]m.t sluﬂ‘ 11.1'.‘ mu‘c a

of oursure religion an only god by herself™ (spresis atque cale atis mummhys I PIE Tt
religionis mentita sacrilead pracsimptione dei qiem pm:’dr'fan-f g}, But it1s very lll\cly:
that this includes a contemptuous allusion to the Christan or Jewsh belief in one god:
L. Herrmann, “L’Ane d'or et le christanisme,” Latomus, 12 (lt):\'_?). pPp- IHK‘—UI. M
Simon, “Apulée et le chrstianisme,” in: Mclanges d’hi.\‘rm'rf' des religions offerts H.-.(.h.I
Puech (Paris, 1974}, pp. 209—103, even argues that Apuleins may have been mspired
by the Pauline epistles. CE Gwyn Griffiths 1975, p. 359.

211, Geertz 1973, p. 1138,
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ize hunun anxiety and concern, nor reduce the desire to positively
nfluence and control the fiture. To explain the inexorable, diviniey
must be depersonalized: the One god is nameless and is not conceived
as an approachable personal authority, hence is neither worshipped nor
invoked through prayer. The traditional personal gods, on the other
hand, derive their very identity from their cultic existence, including
sacritice and prayer, and from iconography and myth. Though belong-
ing to the same polythetic class of ‘gods’, the One and the Many are
separate categories. In this respect they are incomparable, hence do not
compete.

[n contradistinction, the third experiment concerns One god who
shares all characteristics with the tradidional gods, ncluding name. cult
and myth. In tact (s)he ixa traditional god, but one whe has risen to such
sublime eminence that (s)he becomes different. The ditterence between
this One and the Many, however, is not one of quality, but of status,
Not bemg the product of intellectual reflection, the One god 15 the
focus of appeal and supplication. In order to moflify the inexorable, it
must be personalized. Accordingly, the Hellenistic One God is per-
sonal and very much a projection of a social/political reality: the king.
The human worshipper is, first and foremost, dependent, dependence
beinganother manner of creating sense out of chaos.*'* In this concep-
tion all gods belong to one and the same category. Not only are they
comparable, they are continuously being compared and constantly
involved ina competition tor pride of place. Instead of One as opposed
to the Many, there are several competing Ones among the Many.

The syncretistic identification of the Many (albeit only of the great-
est among them) with the One is the ultimate venture in the Hellenistic
quest for unity in diversity. None of the three Ones ousted or absorbed
the Many. The first two, being so different, had no need to endeavour

212, Burkert 1996, p. 84. quoting 1. Morris, The Naked Ape: A Zoologist's Study of
the Human Animal (New York, 1967), p. 180: “fundamental biological tendency ...
to submit ourselves to an all-powertful, dominant member of the group.”
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to. the third One, though not averse, did not succeed. One may well
wonder if any god ever succeeds. The above analysis 1s an attempt at
historical interpretation, not a dogmatic treatise. The three experi-
especially in reli-

ments are not impenctrable isolated systems, and
gion—borders are there to be crossed. One may try to personalize the
anonynious First Principle by calling it Zeus, as we have seen. Ty(.jht‘
experienced a similar manipulation. As the fearsome impersonal prin-
ciple of arbitrariness, she was “overcome™ by Isis, as the Powcrful per-
sonified protector of good Fortune, she was identified with the Egyp—
tian goddess. Tyche never lost her ambiguous position on thlc brink
between principle and person. In late antiquity. God and Christ were
worshipped in hymns that extolled their qualities to such a degree that
these Ones risked being reduced to a “Denk-, Seh-, Hor-, und Intel-
hgenzmonstrum.” as Feyerabend characterized the choplmm.nm god.
It is as it these “experiments with experiments” go just one bridge two
far by trying to unite what is basically incompatible. Ask our L‘ollmgu‘c.\
in the Department of Philosophy of Religion: they live on this aporid.
But do not ask the author of this paper. because it is not his subject.
According to N. Luhmann®'? one of the major tunctions of reli-
gion is the “reduction of complexity ™ as astrategy for creating sense out
of the interactions of a system with its environment. This may well be
true. However, many sociologists of religion no less than specialists of
Greek religion®' seem to share the conviction that pre-modern sacie-
ties structurally share a penchant for an all-encompassing unity of
meaning”"* and tend to deny premodern religions the pluralism that,

213. The Fimetion of Religion (Frankfurt 1977).

214. Above n. 12. Not only modem specialists: Arstotle .\I::r. S804, ClEes o li?t. ol
opposites (sustocheia) that was normative 1n a certan bmnch. of Pythagoretsnt, which
are all in the opposition positive-negative: unlimited-lmited. cvcu-odd.. phrr.!hf.y—
one, left-right, female-male, in motion-at rest, crooked-straight, darkness-light, evil-
good, oblong-square.

215, K.-W. Dahm and V. Homer, “Religitse Sinndeutung und gesc]lschuft}ia:he
Ko'mplcxitiit," in: R. Volp, ed., Chancen der Religion (Gﬁ:g:‘sloll, y78), p. 81: “eine
Tendenz zu einer alle Lebensziige umfassenden Sinntotalitic.”
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on the face of it, is so characteristic of polytheism.*'® I hope to have
shown that this idea needs some qualification.
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