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114 EIBERT TIGCHELAAR

one’s own type of food from that of the sacrificial cuisine, rather thap
separating normal meals from sacral ones®. In the meal of bread and
water one concretizes to live holily (H 8.13.1), and the meal as g
Eucharist is opposed to partaking from sacrificial meals.

In short, the manna represents the ascetic, pure meals of the
author, as the realization par excellence of holy life and of servi
God. Any form of deviating from this pure meal, either by eating
excess, eating luxuriously, or eating meat, is potentially harmful, 2
is paramount to worshiping the demons. Whereas the basic oppositi
is between manna and meat, the author intensifies the contrast wi
the reference to the giants’ cannibalism, as a hyperboli¢
condemnation of all those who crave for more than the manna.

Reusing the Watcher Myth
The author of H 8 has thoroughly transformed the Enochic Watcher
myth. We still recognize the overall narrative structure as found
BW, and H 8.14 on the teachings of the Watchers shares many deta
with the account of BW. Yet, neither the Watchers nor their teachin
have any real significance in the author’s retelling. Moreover,
author does not import the so-called Enochic paradigm of &
supernatural or demoniac origin of evil, but, on the contra
emphasizes human free will.

Like other early Christian texts, the author has found in the
Enochic Watcher myth an explanation for the origin of the demons:
But unlike those other texts, the author saw a connection between the
demons and the specific detail of the Watcher myth that tells that the
giants devoured men and drank blood, and focused on that relation.
For the author, the story about the demons, their gigantic origin and
their present influence, was essentially a story about the pure and
impure consumption of food, and he has rewritten the story from this
perspective, whilst summarizing the peripheral details of the original
myth in H 8.14%.

New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers (Oxford, 2005) 135-63.
% McGowan, Ascetic Eucharists, 197-8. 3
5 Thanks are due to Wout van Bekkum, Nicole Kelley, Hinq
Najman, Mladen Popovi¢, Svetla Slaveva-Griffin, and Kevilk
Vaccarella, who read and commented on this paper.

VII. Orphic Cosmogonies in the Pseudo-
Clementines?  Textual  Relationship,
Character and Sources of Homilies 6.3-13
and Recognitions 10.17-19.30

LAUTARO ROIG LANZILLOTTA

The last two decades have seen great advances in our knowledge and
understanding of the Orphic world view. Studies by Burkert, West,
Brisson, and Bernabé have contributed to enlarging our overall view
of the Orphic ideas and to clarifying numerous details', and provided
us with such new insights that a historian of Greek religion such as
Jan Bremmer rightly calls this improvement ‘nothing less than
spectacular’®. To these erudite analyses should be added the
publication, in 2004-2007, of what long will be the edition of the
Orphicorum et orphicis similium testimonia et fragmenta’. Indeed, the

'M.L. West, The Orphic Poems (Oxford, 1983); L. Brisson, Orphée
et I'Orphisme dans I'dntiquité gréco-romaine (London, 1995); A.
Bernabg, many studies: ‘Consideraciones sobre una teogonia 6rfica’,
Actas del VIII Congreso Espariol de Estudios Cldsicos (Madrid, 23 al
28 de septiembre de 1991) (Madrid, 1994) 91-100; ‘Tendencias
recientes en el estudio del orfismo’, £llu, revista de ciencias de las
religiones 0 (1995) 23-32; ‘Orfismo y Pitagorismo’, in C. Garcia Gual
(ed), Historia de la Filosofia Antigua (Madrid, 1997) 73-88;
Elementos orientales en el Orfismo’, in J.-L. Cunchillos et al. (eds.),
Actas del Congreso ‘El Mediterrdneo en la Antigiiedad: Oriente y
Occidente, Sapanu.  Publicaciones en Internet II (1998)
[http://www.labherm.ﬁlol.csic.es]; W. Burkert, Kleine Schriften III:
?ﬁfystica, Orphica, Pythagorica. ed. F. Graf (Gottingen, 2006).
. J:N. Bremmer, Greek Religion (Oxford, 1999°) 86.

A. Bernabé Pajares, Poetae epici graeci. Testimonia et fragmenta,
ars 11, fasc. 1-2: Orphicorum et orphicis similium testimonia et
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scrupulousness and exhaustiveness of the edition by Alberto Bernabé
is a silent but categorical answer to West’s probably gratuitous, but
certainly disrespectful opinion that scholars of Southern Europe
should refrain from producing new textual editions*.

Today, therefore, we are much better equipped than we were
some years ago to attempt a new approach to the two so-called
‘Orphic cosmogonies’ included in the Pseudo-Clementines. The first
of them appears in chapters 3 to 13 of the sixth book of the Homilies:
and is a part of Apion’s discourse in his attempt to defend paganism
against Clement, his Jewish and anti-pagan discussion partner’. The
second version of the Orphic cosmogony appears in the Recognitions,
more precisely, in Clement’s speech in chapters 17 to 19 and in
chapter 30 of the tenth book. These passages have been dealt with
rather extensively on two occasions, but the results of these studies
are, in my opinion, unsatisfactory(’. On the one hand, the influence of
the view that these texts are entirely Stoic speculation has dominated:
the investigation so far’; on the other, the Orphic known material was
not as rich as it is nowadays, and the lack of parallels impeded a
proper textual comparison.

fragmenta (Munich and —Leipzig, 2004-2005); fasc. 3: Musaeus =
Linus — Epimenides — Papyrus Derveni — Indices (Berlin, 2007). 1
quote the Orphic fragments (= OF) from this splendid edition.

* ML.L. West, Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique Applicable to
Greek and Latin Texts (Stuttgart, 1973) 61.

’ For Apion see Bremmer, this volume, Chapter V.3.

6 J. van Amersfoort, ‘Traces of an Alexandrian Orphic Theogony i
the Pseudo-Clementines’, in R. van den Broek and M.J. Vermaseren
(eds), Studies in Gnosticism and Hellenistic Religions Presented 10

Gilles Quispel on the Occasion of his 65th Birthday (Leiden, 1981)

13-30; L. Brisson, ‘Orphée et 1’ Orphisme a I’ époque impériale:
Temoignages et interprétations philosophiques, de Plutarque a
Jamblique’, ANRW 11.36.4 (Berlin and New York, 1990) 2867-2931
[Reprinted in Orphée et I'Orphisme 1V] at 2902-14.

7 See West, The Orphic Poems, 182; Brisson, ‘Orphée et I Orphisme’,
2904, 2911-12. See also E. Albrile, ‘L’uovo de la fenice: aspetti di un
sincretismo orfico-gnostico’, Le Muséon 113 (2000) 55-85 at 65-66.
Against this view, see below note 45.
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Both sections of the Pseudo-Clementines are rather problematic
and pose several questions to the investigator. The first concerns the
texts themselves, since both versions are far from presenting
analogous accounts of the cosmogony in question. As a matter of fact,
they include rather diverging stories of what in both cases are
declared to be ‘Orphic’ cosmogonies. Are these accounts compatible
with one another? Do both or either of these cosmogonies really
include ‘Orphic’ issues? Or do they simply recall the name of
Orpheus in order to endow their narration with authority?

The second question regards the relationship between the
Homilies and the Recognitions. Given the important conceptual and
structural differences in both content and form of the accounts, one
may rightly wonder whether the texts are nothing more than
independent versions of a common source, which they transform
according to their own purposes, or whether they are dependent upon
each other.

Last but not least, there is an important question that concerns
the Orphic cosmogony itself. Was the original version of the
cosmogony in the Pseudo-Clementines a mix of different Orphic
traditions or ideas, or can we trace it back to one of the various
Orphic cosmogonies that circulated in Late Antiquity?

In an attempt to give a proper answer to at least these three
questions, this exposition is divided into three sections. The first part
addresses the contents and character of the relevant texts in order to
determine whether in either case we are dealing with an ‘Orphic’
cosmogony at all. The second part provides a textual analysis that
may distinguish original issues, that is, issues proceeding from the
‘Orphic’ source, from additions by the authors of the Pseudo-
Clementines. The third one attempts to link it with its Orphic model.

L. The ‘Orphic’ Cosmogonies in the Pseudo-Clementines

Of the two known Orphic cosmogonic traditions, namely the
Cosmogony according to which Night was in the beginning and the so-
called cosmogony of the primordial Egg, the cosmogonies included in
the Pseudo-Clementines clearly belong to the second group. Both
Versions not only avoid any reference to Night but also pay particular

altention to the appearance and development of the primordial Egg
and Phanes.
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1.1. The Cosmogony of Homilies 6.3-13 .
The version in H 6.3-13 has been preserved in Greek and is, perhaps,

the more interesting of the two, since it presents a more detailed and
lengthier cosmogonical account. We can divide this cosmogony into
three sections. The first deals with the primeval period with its
chaotic and confused matter (6.3-4); the second section narrates the:
appearance of order and the production of the capacious Egg out of
which Phanes came forth (6.5-6). The third, finally, describes the
furtgher generation of various elements of reality and the gods (6.6=
10)".

A. Primordial matter before Time is born

After a short introduction, the first part of our text proceeds to:
describe the primeval state before the appearance of the tangible
world. The text is introduced by Apion as the narration describing the
primeval Chaos, although the alleged Orphic quotation does not
actually mention Chaos but simply the primordial matter out
which, in due time, the world would appear. It is the state in whick
Time has not yet been born and substance is in want of order:

¢ TeTearyevols VANG éupbxov ovong kai 6Aov ameigov TIVOG
BuOOL &el Qéovrog kai dxoltws ¢egopévov Kal poolag ATeAgls
kodoelg [elg] dAAote dAAwS Emavax£ovtog Kal dix ToUTO AVTAG
avaAvovtog TN atadiq, kal KEXTIVOTOG G €lg Yéveowv Lwov dedbnvat
un duvapévov’.

This matter, of four kinds, and endowed with life, was an entire infinite abyss
so to speak, in eternal stream, borne about without order, and forming every
now and then countless but ineffectual combinations (which therefore
dissolved again from want of order); ripe indeed, but not able to be bound 50
as to generate a living creature'.

¥ See Brisson, ‘Orphée et I’ Orphisme’, 2904-07.
*H6.4.1=OF 104.

' English translations according to J. Donaldson, in A. Roberts and J.
Donaldson (eds), dnte-Nicene Christian Library, vol. XVIL: The
Clementine Homilies. The Apostolical Constitutions (Edinburgm
1890).
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Although the original matter seems to have all necessary elements to
produce a living being, for it is endowed with life, moves (streams)
and is ripe, creation is still impeded by its lack of order. This is
provided for in the next portion of text. The disorderly stage of the
primeval matter is followed by the appearance of order, which

induces a regular movement to matter, thus creating the suitable
context for generation:

ouvéPn moté, avtob ToL Amelgov MEAdyovs LTO Wiag GVOEWS
neQwBOOLUEVOD, KIVACEL GLOIKT] EVTAKTWS QUIVAaL ATIO TOD ADTOL
gic TO avTd womep Atyya kat uiat tag ovoiag, kai ovtwg €€
£KAOTOV TV TIAVIWV TO VOOTIHWTATOV, OMEQ MEOG Yéveotv (wov
ETULTNOELOTATOV TV, WOTIEQ €V XWVI] KATX HECOL QUjVAL TOD TTAVTOG
kal OO TG mAvTa Pegovons Ayyos xwonoat eig fabog xal 1o
neQkelpevov mvebpa Emomaoacfal kai @wg el YOVILWTATOV
oLAANGOEV ToLETY KQLTUTV cVoTaow' .

And once it chanced that this infinite sea, which was thus by its own nature
driven about with a natural motion, flowed in an orderly manner from the
same to the same (back on itself), like a whirlpool, mixing the substances in
such a way that from each there flowed down the middle of the universe (as in
the funnel of a mould) precisely that which was most useful and suitable for
the generation of a living creature. This was carried down by the all-carrying
whirlpool, drew to itself the surrounding spirit, and having been so conceived
that it was very fertile, formed a separate substance.

Without explaining how, the text describes the sudden appearance of
this regular movement in such a way that it shapes a vortex. Matter no
longer moves chaotically but now follows a natural movement in an
orderly manner"”. This circular flow consequently forms a kind of
fut?nel through which the most useful things for generation are driven.
It I8 the combination of these elements with the surrounding spirit,
Which is also absorbed by the funnel, which finally creates a suitable

11
L H642=0F 115.

T_Tlm.e is not mentioned yet, but this movement seems to imply it, for
alme 1s always represented biting its tail, and here matter ‘flowed in
N orderly manner from the same to the same (back on itself)’.
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context for generation. And in fact the separated substance does
indeed appear.

We then come to the second part of the cosmogony, which describes
the generation of the primordial Egg and the subsequent birth of
Phanes:

B. The Cosmic Egg and Phanes’ Appearance

WomeQ yao &v UYew Ael YiveoOBat mopdoAvE, oltws oPaigoeldeg
navtax00ev guveAndpOn kvtog. émeta avTo v éaute kunbév, IO
TOU neQu:u\nq)o'coc Oeuddoug nvevpa’tog avaq)egopsvov nQoeKvlj)ev
elg q)wg péYLoTOV TL TODTO ATOKUNUA, WG AV €K TTaVTOG TOL ATteiQou
PLOoL amokexkunpévov Eupuxov dnpovEYNUa Kal T TegupeQeia T@
WG TQOTEOKOS KA TG TAXEL THG MTHOEWS .

For just as a bubble is usually formed in water, so everything round about
contributed to the conception of this ball-like globe. Then there came forth to
the light, after it had been conceived in itself, and was borne upwards by the
divine spirit which surrounded it, perhaps the greatest thing ever born; a piece
of workmanship, so to speak, having life in it which had been conceived from
that entire infinite abyss, in shape like an egg, and as swift as a bird.

This first section describes how the surrounding spirit, which
has been absorbed by the funnel, forms a kind of bubble that, in
combination with the matter around it, becomes an egg-like
form. But the preuma or spirit is not only in the Egg; according

to our text, the pneuma also surrounds it, and owing to thiS

circumstance, the Egg is driven upwards and finally appears in
the light.

The continuation describes how this primeval matter could
have produced the totality of the visible world. Although Time
had not yet been mentioned, we will see later that it is plausible
that it plays an active role both in the appearance of order and
the generation of the Egg'. In point of fact, Time is now

B H6.43=0F117.
4 See next note.
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mentioned in connection with the production of the Egg,
probably as the course of time over which this process took
place

xQOV@ degopévn 1) BAN dnaca @OmEQ WOV TOV TMAVTA TEQLEXOVTA
oGXIQOELdT) ATEKUNOEV ovEAVOV: OTeQ xat AQXAg ToU Yoviuov
HUEAOD TATIQEG MV G AV OTOLXEl Kal XQWMATA TavTOdAT&
¢KTEKELY DUVAUEVOV, Kal OpwS TavTodamVv €k HIag ovoiag Te kal
XOWHATOG £vog Epege ™V davraciav. womeQ y&Q &v 1@ oD Taw
YEVVIUATL €V LEV TOD @Ol XRWpa dokel, duvdpel d¢ pugla Exet ev
govTq TOL HEAAOVTOG TeAeodopelobal xpwpata, oUTwg Kal 1o €€
ametpov VANG amoxunOév Eupuxov wov £k Tng LTOKELHEVNC Kal AEl
peovomg UANG Kivovuevov mavtodarag ekdaivel Toomde. évdobev
ya s meQupeQeiag LV Tt ageevobnAv eldomoteitat Tovoia ToD
£vovTog &v avt@ Beiov ﬂvebpamg'(’.

For the whole body of matter was borne about for some Time, before it
brought forth, like an egg, the sphere-like, all-embracing heaven (Ouranos),
which at first was full of productive marrow, so that it was able to produce
out of itself elements and colours of all sorts, while from the one substance
and the one colour it produced all kinds of forms. For as a peacock's egg
seems to have only one colour, while potentially it has in it all the colours of
the animal that is to be, so this living egg, conceived out of infinite matter,
when set in motion by the underlying and ever-flowing matter, produces many
different forms. For within the circumference a certain living creature, which
is both male and female, is formed by the skill of the indwelling divine spirit.

The egg-like sphere out of which reality will come forth is
compared to the egg of a peacock, which is only one colour
although it potentially contains all the colours of the future
animal”. Thus the all-embracing heaven includes in its

F Similarly, M.L. West, ‘4b ovo. Orpheus, Sanchuniathon, and the
Origins of the Ionian World Model’, CQ 44 (1994) 289-307 at 290-

91, in explaining the role of time in the cosmogony preserved by
Eudemus

H6 5.1 = OF 120 and 121 (III).
" On the echo of this notion in Basilides, see Hippolytus, Refutatio
7.21.5; also G. Quispel, ‘The Demiurge in the Apocryphon of John’,
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productive marrow the primordial elements that will form the
world. In addition, the indwelling spirit, the pneuma, forms a
living creature, which is both male and female.

Immediately hereafter, a short parenthesis by the author
breaks the continuity of the generation process. In fact, it seems
as if at the mention of the being inside the Egg the author felt
impelled to present its description and name even before it had
come out of it:

év davnta Oodels Kkadel, 6Tt avtod dGavévtog O v ¢& avtov
eAaprev, Q@ PEYYEL TOD bwmgeweownou TV otoLxelwv m)Qog &v
W VYW ’CE/\EO(POQOU}JEVOU kal ovx dmgtov, Ot Kot Emi
Aaumupdwv detypatog Evexa 1) GvOKG MY opav Uyoov ag
ebw@noam's

This Orpheus calls Phanes, because when it appeared the universe shone forth
from it, with the lustre of that most glorious of the elements, fire, perfected in
moisture. Nor is this incredible, since in glowworms nature gives us to see a
moist light.

After the short comment, the process continues. If the first
appearance of order had resulted in possible generation, the birth
of Phanes not only maintains the order that ruled before him, but
also brings coherency to the globe:

T0 HEV oLV antooucrwrcov WOV vno@egpaveev VUTo ToU EowOEV

{ov oyvutar, Emerta d¢ UoQpwBEv TEOLQXETAL omoiév Tt KAl
Oodebs Aéyel KQO(VLOU oxwo8évroc moAvxavdéog wov Kal ovtw
peya/\n bvvap&t avToL TOU nQoeAq/\UGOfcog q)avevrtog, TO pév KUTOG
mv anovuxv /\apﬁavel Kol TV dlakGopnowy loxel, avtos d¢ WoTER
¢ diowgelag ovgavoDd mookaBéletar kai &V AmOQENTOLS OV
ATEIQOV TEQUAAHTIWV alva .

This egg, then, which was the first substance, growing somewhat hot, was
broken by the living creature within, and then there took shape and came forth

in Nag Hammadi and Gnosis (Leiden, 1978) 1-33.
'® H6.5.4=0F 127(1).
Y H6.6.1=0F 121 (IIl) + 171.
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something; such as Orpheus also speaks of, where he says, 'when the
capacious egg was broken’. And so by the mighty power of that which
appeared and came forth, the globe attained coherency, and maintained order,
while it itself took its seat, as it were, on the summit of heaven, there in
ineffable mystery diffusing light through endless ages.

Due to the increase in its internal temperature, probably owing
to the being inside it, the Egg breaks, Phanes appears and its
radiance takes its place on the summit of heaven. But at this
stage it is not only the superior part of the world that is given
form. The following step describes the formation of the inferior
part, so to speak, the foundation upon which everything will
further develop. As in the very beginning, weight plays a role,
since due to its own gravity, the productive matter that remained
inside the Egg sinks and is deposited, as dregs, on the bottom. In
this way Hades appears:

1 d¢ oL KVTOoLG EvdoBev YoVILoG DToAeLdOelon VAT, wg év TOAAQ
@ xQévw tomokeévng éwe duokng vmoléovoa 1) Deguotnct tag
TAVTWY OLEKQIVEV ovolaG. TO UEV YAQ KATWTEQOV VTG TIOWTOV
{DONEQ vTooTABUN VIO ToL PAQOVS €l T KATW DTOKEXWENKEY, O
bt’z‘x ™V OAkOTTA Kl dwx 1O EuPolBeg kal MOAD NG VTOKELUEVNS
ovoing mAnBog ITAovtwva moonydgevoayv, Gdov Te Kal VEKQV
Baoéa elvan amopnvapevor”.

But the productive matter left inside the globe, t ...t separated the substances
of all things. For first its lower part, just like the dregs, sank downwards of its
own weight; and this they called Pluto from its gravity, and weight, and great

guantity (Polu) of underlying matter, styling it the king of Hades and the
ead.

With this section we close the second part of the cosmogony and
Proceed to the third, where the further development of reality
and new gods takes place. The following section already
describes the generation of the remaining gods. From now on,
allegory, even though occasionally present in the previous

® H6.63 = OF 203.
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sections, becomes an increasingly important factor:

C. Further Generation of Reality:

TaUTNV uEv o0V TV ME@TNV kai MOAANY, Qumaay Kal Toaxelay
ovotav Urd Kedvou, Tob xpovov, katamobnvar Aéyovoty Guokag
di TV KaTw VOVOoTNOLY AVTAG. HETA dE TV MEWTNV VTOOTAB TV
10 oLEELEV VdwE kal Ty émmoAdoav Vrootaoet Tlooewave
nooonydpevoav. TO d¢ Aowmov Toitov 10 KabagwTtatov Kai
kopudpaldtatov dte davyés Ov mME Ziva wvopacav dx Ty &y
avt® Céovoay q)l’)cnv”.

When, then, they say that this primordial substance, although most filthy and
rough, was devoured by Kronos, that is, time, this is to be understood in a
physical sense, as meaning that it sank downwards. And the water which
flowed together after this first sediment, and floated on the surface of the first
substance, they called Poseidon. And then what remained, the purest and
noblest of all, for it was translucent fire, they called Zeus, from its glowing
(Zeousa) nature.

As will now be clear, as the narration advances the degree of
allegorization gradually increases. Even though the text goes on
to describe the appearance of other gods, such as Athena, Hera,
Artemis and Dionysus, for our present purposes it will suffice to
close with the description of how Metis is drawn up by Zeus:

avwdeptc yag O6v TO mDE ng(‘)g eV T katw VMO ch’)vov, TOD
KQOVOU, ov mrenoen, GAA’, wg ecpnv, 1 nUQwOng ovoia Cwmcn TE
Kal Gvodeone odoa el avtov Avémn OV afor, 06 mg
(I)QOVLHwTaTOg £€0TL O rr]v m@a@om'ca ™ oUV dig GstomTl 6
Zetg, Tovtéotwy 1) (éovoa ovoia, TO kaTtaAe Tolel Y &V 1Q) UMoKELUEVY
VY@ TO loxvétatov kai Oetov awpa'cat nvebua, 6meg MATV

¢kdAeoav. Katd KOQUONG d¢ avtob EABoV TOI) aifégog Kat

oLVTODEY UTU avTov, GomeQ 1Yoy Begud pryév?

Now since fire ascends, this was not swallowed, and made to descend by time

2L H6.7.1 = OF 203, 8-6 + 204, 2-3 + 207, 2-3.
2 H6.7.4 = OF 204, 4-5 + 240 (X).
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or Kronos; but, as I said, the fiery substance, since it has life in it, and
naturally ascends, flew right up into the air, which from its purity is very
intelligent. By his own proper heat, then, Zeus —that is, the glowing substance
— draws up what is left in the underlying moisture, to wit, that very strong and
divine spirit which they called Metis. And this, when it had reached the
summit of the aether, was devoured by it (moisture being mixed with heat, so
to say);

Apion closes his intervention by stating that all these stories
should be understood allegorically and provides some examples,
which are afterwards further developed by Clement’s epitome of
his words™. Let us now take a look at the version included in the
Recognitions.

1.2. The Cosmogony in R 10.17-19 and 10.30

Rufinus’s Latin translation of the lost Greek original includes a
rather different and poor version of the Orphic cosmogony. To
begin with, the cosmogonical account is no more part of Apion’s
discourse to Clement, but is described by Clement himself in the
presence of Peter, Faustus, Nicetas and Aquila. At the same
time, the tone of its introduction points to the revisionary
character of the text:

Cupio de origine eorum ridicula fe coram exponere, ut neque te lateat vanae
Superstitionis commentum et auditores qui adsistunt erroris sui proba
cognoscant™.

I desire to set forth in your presence the ridiculous legends concerning their
origin, both that you may not be unacquainted with the falsehood of this vain
Superstition, and that the hearers who are present may know the disgraceful
character of their error.

FrOr.n the very beginning one realises that one now moves in a
Chr'lstlan dominated world. The introduction is clear as to the
deriding intention of the section. This account consists of two major

3 . . .
See Apion’s closing words in H 6.10; As for Clement’s epitome of

Apion’s exposition, see H 6.11-25 at 12-13.

R10.17.1
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parts. In the first, Clement makes his exposition; in the second,
Nicetas allegedly epitomizes but actually produces a rather different
version of the cosmogony.

After his introductory words, Clement proceeds to describe the
process of generation, which may also, as in the previous case, be
divided into three stages: the origin from chaos, the development of
the Egg and the generation of the gods. In spite of preserving the same’
order of elements, the single stages, when compared with the
Homilies, present conspicuous differences. The most important is
perhaps that the account is reduced to a minimum. Avoiding all
subtleties, the text simply asserts that everything began from chaos. 1

A. The Origins from Chaos:
Atunt ergo qui sapientiores sunt inter gentiles, primo omnium Chaos fuisse®.

The wise men, then, who are among the Gentiles, say that first of all thing‘
i
was chaos;

This passing reference to Chaos is all that is left of the beginning.
The omissions, however, concern not only the description of the eddy
of primordial matter. As we will see, they also affect the generation f
the Egg, which in this version is formed by the progressive
solidification of matter, and the further generation of the divinities,:
which presents a rather schematic structure:

B. The Cosmic Egg and Phanes’ Appearance

Hoc per multum tempus exteriores sui solidans partes, fines sibi et fundu n
quendam fecisse tamquam in ovi inmanis modum formamque collectum, intrl
quod multo nihilominus tempore, quasi intra ovi testam, fotum
vivificatumque esse animal quoddam; disruptoque post haec inmani ill0
globo processisse speciem quandam hominis duplicis formue, quam illi
masclofeminam vocant. Hunc etiam Faneta[m] numinarunt ab apparendo;
quia cum apparuisset, inquit, tunc etiam lux eﬁillsit27.

¥ R 10.17.2 = OF 104 (1I).
%6 On “Chaos’ as first principle in Recognitions, see below note 40.
"R 10.17.2-4 = OF 114 (XI) + 121 (VIID) + 127 (1).
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That this (scil. chaos), through a long time solidifying its outer parts, made
pounds to itself and a sort of foundation, being gathered, as it were, into the
manner and form of a huge egg, within which, in the course of a long time, as
within the shell of the egg, there was cherished and vivified a certain animal;
and that afterwards, that huge globe being broken, there came forth a certain
kind of man of double sex, which they call masculo-feminine. This they
called Phanetas, from appearing, because when it appeared, they say, then
also light shone forth.

It is clear that the process of formation is rather different than in the
Homilies. The basic elements of the account remain — that is, the long
time, the Egg, and Phanes — but the processes have changed
considerably. In the first place, the Egg is the result of a process of
solidification, an aspect which in the previous version did not play
any relevant role: the outer parts begin to solidify so as to form a
foundation that after a while becomes an egg. Therein a living
creature appears, a being of double sex, but the text does not explain
why or how this happens.

C. Further Generation of Reality

Et ex hoc dicunt progenitam esse substantiam, prudentiam, motum, coitum:
ex his factum Coelum et Terram. Ex caelo sex progenitos mares, quos et
Titanas appelant; similiter et de terra sex feminas, quas Titanidas vocitarunt.
Et sunt nomina eorum quidem qui ex caelo orti sunt haec: Oceanus, Coeus,
Crios, Yperion, lapetos, Cronos, qui apud nos Saturnus nominatur. Similiter
et earum quae ex terra ortae sunt nomina sunt haec: Thia, Rea, Themis,
Mnemosyne, Tethys, Hebe™.

And from this, they say that there were produced substance, prudence,
Motion, and coition, and from these the heavens and the earth were made.
F{Om the heaven they say that six males were produced, whom they call
T{tans; and in like manner, from the earth six females, whom they called
Titanides. And these are the names of the males who sprang from the heaven:
Oceanus, Coeus, Crios, Hyperion, lapetus, Chronos, who amongst us is called
Saturn, In like manner, the names of the females who sprang from the earth
are these: Theia, Rhea, Themis, Mnemosyne, Tethys, Hebe.

28
R 10.17.4 OF 139 (IV) + 149 (VII) + 179 (X).
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After substance, prudence, motion and coition, heaven and earth
appear, from which are born six male and six female Titans,
respectively”. From Saturn and Rhea, finally, Neptune, Orcus and
Jupiter come forth. The Hesiodic character of this cosmogony, or
rather, theogony seems evident™.

This is all that can be found in the first part of the cosmogony.
The second section, however, adds some interesting elements. The
epitome by Nicetas in R 10.30 is rather similar, although it does
present some differences. In the first place, the physicist character is
more prominent than in the previous part and is probably due to
Nicetas himself, since Chaos, for example, is described as being
neither moist nor dry, neither hot nor cold, a type of definition that
sounds pre-Socratic®':

Orfeus igitur est, qui dicit primo fuisse chaos sempiternum, inmensum,
ingenitum, ex quo omnia facta sunt; hoc sane ipsum chaos non tenebras dixit
esse, non lucem, non umidum, non aridum, non calidum, non frigidum, sed
omnia simul mixta, et semper unum fuisse informe?;

It is Orpheus, then, who says that at first there was chaos, eternal, unbounded,
unproduced, and that from it all things were made. He says that this chaos
was neither darkness nor light, neither moist nor dry, neither hot nor cold, but
that it was all things mixed together, and was always one unformed mass.

Another interesting aspect is that the main focus moves from the
exterior to the interior of the Egg; that is, the interest is no longer the
Egg itself and the solidifying process that produced it, but the creature
within it, which after a long period of time comes into being from the
mixture of opposites — once again pre-Socratic terminology:

? On the issue Hesiod, Theog. 132-38. See also J.N. Bremmer, Greek
Religion and Culture, the Bible and the Ancient Near East (Leiden,
2008) 73-88.

% Se below note 40.

! See Anaxagoras B 4, B 12 D-K; Anaximander, 12 A 10 D-K. On
the basis of the similarity between this exposition and Ovid, Met. 1.3,
A. Bernabé, Textos érficos y filosofia presocratica (Madrid, 2004) 45,
considers that our text may very well reliably reflect the tenor of its
source.

2 R 10.30.3 = OF 104 (II).
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Aliquando tamen quasi ad ovi inmanis modum per inmensa tempora effectam
peperisse ac protulisse ex se duplicem quandam speciem, quam illi

masclofeminam vocant, ex contraria admixtione huiusmodi diversitatis

speciem concretam”;

.. yet that at length, as it were after the manner of a huge egg, it brought forth
and produced from itself a certain double form, which had been wrought
through immense periods of time, and which they call masculo-feminine, a
form concrete from the contrary admixture of such diversity;

Finally, there is also the emphasis laid on Phanes as ‘creator’ of the

world, who enacts the separation of the elements and in this way
creates the tangible world:

Et hoc esse principium omnium, quod primum ex materia puriore processerit
quodque procedens discretionem quattuor elementorum dederit et ex duobus
quae prima sunt elementis fecerit caelum, ex aliis autem terram; ex quibus
iam omnia participatione sui invicem nasci dicit et gz'gni3 i

and that this (scil. Phanes) is the principle of all things, which came of pure
matter, and which, coming forth, effected a separation of the four elements,
and made heaven of the two elements which are first, fire and air, and earth
of the others, earth and water; and of these he says that all things now are
born and produced by a mutual participation of them.

Nothing of the kind appears either in the Homilies or in the first part
of the cosmogony of Recognitions.

1.3. Relationship between the Accounts in Homilies and Recognitions
The relationship between these texts has not always been dealt with
properly. On the one hand, in spite of the important differences
between both accounts, the texts are sometimes said to preserve more
or less the same elements®. On the other, notwithstanding the clearly

33

. R10.30.4 = OF 121 (VID).

» R 10.30.5=0F 127 (IV) + 149 (VI).

E In.his summary of the contents of this cosmogony, Quispel, ‘The
e{murge’, 18-19, actually conflates both versions in order to produce

4 single account. This tendency can also be seen in Brisson, ‘Orphée

€ I'Orphisme’, 2910-12, who, after giving the priority to the



130 LAUTARO ROIG LANZILLOTTA

secondary character of the Recognitions’ version, it is sometimes
affirmed that Rufinus’ version retains the most primitive of both
accounts. As far as the differences between the texts are concerned,
the matter hardly needs more elaboration, but the question regarding
the priority of one or the other version perhaps deserves some
attention.

Werer Heintze, at the beginning of the twentieth century, was
the first to maintain that both versions depended upon the same
source, a Jewish apology different from the Grundschrift’®, and that
the Homilies preserved the tenor of this source more faithfully than
the Recognitions. In the 1950s, however, Georg Strecker argued
against Heintze’s hypothesis; in his view, the Recognitions, and not
the Homilies, is the version that preserves the original more faithfully,
As he considers that there is no such Jewish apology, he maintains
that both versions rely exclusively on the Pseudo-Clementines source
and that the dialogue between Apion and Clement is a forgery by the
author of the Homilies”. i

Nowadays, however, we are better prepared to examine and
evaluate these two versions. The publication of new testimonies and
new editions of already known material have provided enough
parallels for the account in the Homilies to disprove the opinion that it
is a forgery. Taking this material into account, a simple textual
comparison between both versions clearly shows that the Homilies:
preserve the most original account. Not only the different mise-e
scene and the revisionary tone of its introductory words point to the
secondary character of the Recognitions™; its epitomizing style, th_tfé

Homilies’ version, nevertheless proceeds to review the cosmogoni?
account conflating both versions as well. The same view, in Albrile,
‘L’uovo de la fenice’ 65-66, who surprisingly affirms that ‘Anche 1€
Recognitiones, il grande romanzo pseudoclementino della cristianitd
antica, riproducono sostanzialmente, con poche varianti, la stessd
cosmogonia’.

* W. Heintze, Der Klemensroman und seine griechischen Quellent
(Leipzig, 1914) 14-23 at 22.

3 G. Strecker, Das Judenchristentum in den Pseudoklementineh
(Berlin, 1958, 1981%) 79-87 at 83.

* See above § 1.2.
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jnnovations without parallel in other versions”, the Hesiodic
contamination“, the clear shift from cosmogony to theogony and the
higher degree of rationalization and allegorizing all point in the same
direction as well*'.

In what follows, we shall thus focus on the Orphic cosmogony of
the Homilies, which in our view preserves the most genuine account.

2. The ‘Orphic’ and ‘less Orphic’ issues in the so-called ‘Orphic’
cosmogony of the Homilies

During the last century scholars tended to doubt the authenticity of
the Orphic cosmogony included in the Homilies. Due to the physicist
tone of the cosmogony, many scholars have, if not suspected it, at
least surmised that the exposition presented a clear Stoic influence.
Thus, for example, Brisson, even suggests Zeno of Citium as the
possible origin for our cosmogony”, although in this he seems to be
following West, for he considers that the cosmogony of the Homilies

* See, for example, the process of solidification through which the
Egg is produced according to R 17.2-4; or the reference to Chaos (see
next note) as the first principle.

* See, for example, Recognitions’ view that Chaos was in the
beginning. Rather than ‘Orphic’, this might be called Hesiodic, see
Theogony 116 and Van Amersfoort, ‘Alexandrian Theogony’, 28-29,
who thinks that the author of Recognitions has simply added the birth
of Phanes to the theogony of Hesiod. Cf., however, ibid. note 53 ad
fin.

“ Van Amersfoort, ‘Alexandrian Theogony’, 29-30; Brisson, ‘Orphée
fzt I’Orphisme’, 2910.

= Note, however, that in doing this he actually bases this
Interpretation in Recognitions’ account, because he refers to the
Process of solidification of Zeno’s fragment (SVF I, 104). The same
Fendency in West, Orphic Poems, 186 note 21, where he seems to
Imply that both Apion and Rufinus, that is, Homilies and
ReCOgnitions, posit Chaos in the beginning. See also below note 45.
This is, however, only true for the latter text, since Homilies clearly
differentiates the Orphic and Hesiodic cosmogony by emphasising the

eCIUivalence, in both accounts, between the Orphic Egg and Hesodic
aos.



132 LAUTARO ROIG LANZILLOTTA

derives from the Orphic cosmogony of Hieronymus and Hellanicus,
and West described this version as ‘a Hellenistic, Stoicizing
adaptation of the Protogonos cosmogony’®. Turcan and Albrile offer
similar views*. Today, however, things are not so certain, and
Bernabé, in his edition of the Orphic fragments, has carefully pointed
out that ‘incertum utrum Apio et Rufinus (vel fons eorum) verterit
ToTiKwTeQa Ovopata in philosophica, an ipse poeta aliquas
opiniones a physicis mutuatus sit’ — it is uncertain whether Apion,
Rufinus, or their source changed the poetic style into a philosophical
one, or whether the author of the original cosmogony was already
used to this mode of expression®.

As was to be expected, many of the aspects in this cosmogony
have been suspected of being later additions. To begin with, there is
the motif of the vortex or whirlpool (iAty&) that follows the
spontaneous appearance of order in the primeval mixture of chaotic
matter. The motif of the divn or ‘vortex’, however, is a well-
established issue in early Ionian cosmology and its influence can be
traced in Anaximander and Anaximenes, Empedocles, Anaxagoras,
Leucippus and Democritus®®. West has even tried to trace it back to
Thales, who might have used it to explain the movement of the
cosmos”. Its appearance in an Orphic cosmogony is not only
plausible but highly probable, witness the frequent contacts between

¥ West, Orphic Poems, 182, 183; cf., however, Bernabé, PEG II/,
80, ‘quod mihi valde incertum videtur’ and Actas del VIII Congreso
Espaiiol de Estudios Clasicos 11 (Madrid, 1994) 911f.

* R. Turcan, ‘L’oeuf orphique et les quattre elements (Martianus
Capella, De Nuptiis 11, 140)’, Rev. d’Hist. Rel. 159-160 (1961) 13-23,
at 18-19 tends to deal with both accounts as if they were
approximately the same; Albrile, ‘L.’uovo della Fenice’, 64-66.

“ Bernabé, PEG II/1, 113. See also, against a Stoic influence,
Bemabé, ‘Consideraciones sobre una teogonia érfica’, 94-95, 100 and
Textos orficos, 37 and note 45.

% Empedocles B 35,21 D-K; Anaxagoras A 12,8 D-K; 88,24
Leucippus A 1 D-K; Democritus B 5 D-K and A 1, 69, 83 and 89 D-
K.

“7 M.L. West, ‘Three Presocratic Cosmologies’, CQ 13 (1963) 154-76
at 172-76.
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Orphic ideas and Pre-Socratic philosophy*®.

Even the motif of the primordial Egg itself also used to be
considered a later invention®, and, as a matter of fact, the Egg is not
attested in any older Orphic text’’. However, there are so many
indirect testimonies that Bremmer has rightly pointed out that ‘its
early Orphic existence can hardly (...) be doubted’”'. Indeed, the Egg
appears not only in the theogony of the Pseudo-Epimenides (DK 3B 5
— 6b Fowler)”, in which two Titans produce an egg from which come
other divinities™, but also in Aristophanes’ parody of an Orphic
cosmogony in the famous ‘ornithogony’ of Birds (685-703 at 697)*,
in his Gerytades (fr. 170 Kassel-Austin)*’, and was probably referred
to in Euripides’ Hypsipyle®. In point of fact, not only Kern, who puts

“ On the relationship between Orphism and Pre-Socratic philosophy,
see Bernabé, PEG 1I/1, 113 app. ad 104; Idem, Textos orficos, passim.
“ L. Mouliner, Orphée et I'Orphisme a 1'époque classique (Paris
1955) 944f.

1. Mansfeld, Studies in Later Greek Philosophy and Gnosticism
(London, 1989) Chapter XIV, 267, 291.

*! Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, 15.

o See, however, A. Bernabé, ‘Una Cosmogonia cémica: Aristéfanes,
Aves 685ss.’, in J.A. Lopez Férez (ed.), De Homero a Libanio
(Madrid, 1995) 195-211 at 206 note 24, who thinks we might already
have here Orphic influence. J.P. Vernant, Les origines de la pensée
grecque (Paris, 1962) 90ff, already pointed to the similarities between
this conception and Anaximander’s ‘fiery sphere’ (B 10 D-K)
including in its interior some kind of germ (T0 YOViOV); see also
G.S. Kirk, J.E. Raven and M. Schofield, The Presocratic
ihilosophers (Cambridge, 1983%) 131f; Bernabé, Textos drficos, 31.

Ly See West, Orphic Poems, 47-48, 112, 201-02.

- On the issue, see West, Orphic Poems, 252-55; Bernabé,
‘Cosmogonia  cémica’. On  ‘Ornithogony’, see  Schwabl,
;)Weltschépfung’, RE Suppl. IX (1962) 1472.

A.C. Cassio, ‘L’uovo orfico e il Geritade di Aristofane (164 K)’,
ﬁivista di Filologia e d’Instruzione Classica 106 (1978) 28-31.

Euripides, Hyps. 1103ff Kannicht (111,20 Cockle) seems to
Preserve the same tradition, since it mentions Night, Eros and
Protogonos. See also the new fragment established by G. Colli, La
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the verses of Aristophanes’ Birds as fr. number 1 in his edition, bug '

also Bernabé considers the motif as belonging to the most primitive
Orphic cosmogony or cosmogonie557.

The egg-motif appears in numerous mythologies around the
world’®, but its appearance in an Orphic context has been connected
with parallels in Phoenician, Iranian and Indian myths®® that suddenly
appear around the middle of the first millennium BC, the origin of
which seems to be in Egypt® (infra). '

Another element under suspicion is the role of prneuma. As we
have seen above, the Homilies mention this preuma on three
occasions, in 6.4.2, 6.4.3 and 6.5.4. In the first the vortex absorbs the
surrounding preuma, as a result of which the Egg is generated; in the
latter two passages it is mentioned in connection with the generation
of Phanes. According to some scholars, this aspect is due to the
influence of Genesis when it says (1.2) that ‘the spirit of God was
hovering over the waters’®. According to others, however, the
important role played by the pnewma in this passage should bq
searched for in the context of the Stoa®. \

Nowadays, however, we know that this can hardly be the case
The wind played an important role not only in the Orphic cosmogony
transmitted by Eudemus (fr. 150 Wehrli), Aristotle’s disciple, but also

A
sapienza greca I, (Milan, 1990) 118-19, fr. 4 [A 1] b (= Ibycus, fr.
285 Page/Davies), where the poet mentions a ‘silver egg’.

57 Bernabé, ‘Elementos Orientales’, § III and ‘Cosmogonia comica’y

210.
8 M.P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion 1 (Munich,
1967%) 648; for the symbolism of the egg in Gallic religion, F. Le
Roux, ‘L’ovum anguinum et Poursin fossile’, in J. Bibauw (ed.);
Hommages a Marcel Renard 11 (Brussels 1969) 415-25; West, Orphic
Poems, 103ff; in general, Albrile, ‘L’uovo della Fenice’, passim. y
9 F. Lukas, ‘Das Ei als kosmogonische Vorstellung’, Zeitschrift des
Vereins fiir Volkskunde 4 (1894) 227-43.
% West, Orphic Poems, 106 and ‘Ab ovo’, 290; Bernabé, ‘Elementos
orientales’ § III ad fin.; Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, 13.008
6! Brisson, ‘Orphée et I’Orphisme’, 2911; Van Amersfoort
‘Alexandrian Theogony’, 26.

%2 Turcan, ‘L’oeuf’, 19.
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in the Phoenician cosmogonies attributed to Moch of Sidon by Laetus
(FGrHist 784 F 4) and to Sanchuniaton by Philo of Byblos. In all
these examples the wind is the fertilizing or active principle that
generates the primordial Egg®, more or less the function it also has in
the Pseudo-Clementines. We should not forget, moreover, that in De
anima (410 b27-411a2) Aristotle records as Orphic the view
according to which ‘the soul, borne by the winds, enters from the
universe into animals when they breathe’ (OF 421)*.

Consequently, it seems obvious that the wind, air or preuma was
an important element already in the old Orphic cosmogony®,
especially since Aristophanes in the above-mentioned ‘ornithogony’
of Birds not only mentions a ‘whirlwind’ (696, &veuwkeot divaig)
in the generation of Phanes /Eros, but also a Umnvépov wiov or ‘an
egg fertilized by the wind’. Admittedly, the sense of the adjective
vrnvéuiov is not undisputed and has received up to four different
explanations: a) ‘e vento ortum’, b) ‘ventis verberatum’, c¢) ‘a vento
fecundatum’ and d) ‘sua sponte fecundatum (i.e. sine maris
fecundantis concursu)’®®. In spite of Bernabé, who prefers the last
meaning, based on the scholium ad locum with West, I favour the
explanation ‘fecundated by the wind’ given by Morenz and
Schwabl®’, on the basis of the Egyptian roots swh ‘wind’ and $wh.t
‘egg’, where both elements were considered masculine and feminine,
respectively. If this interpretation is correct, the origin of the motif of
the Orphic egg may be found on Egyptian soil, where the myth relates
that the God Re, the first of the gods, was born out of an eggGs.

® West, ‘Ab ovo’, passim.

Earlier in the text, however, Aristotle records this idea as
Pythagoric, see De An. 407b 21; see also, Aristotle, Phys. 213b 22 =
Pythagoras B 30 D-K. In Presocratic context, this concept of the soul
as formed by air (designed either as drjo or as mvebpa) is also
Present in Anaximenes (13 B 2 D-K) and Diogenes of Apollonia (64
g 4-5 D-K).

A On the issue, Bernabé, Textos drficos, 75-78.

y Bernabé, PEG 111, 74.

. S. Morenz (ed.), Aus Antike und Orient. Festschrift Wilhelm

chhubart (Leipzig, 1950) 64-103; Schwabl, ‘Welschopfung’, 1473.
Egyptian influence on early Orphism has now been demonstrated
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Phanes is a typically Orphic figure. The version of the Pseudo-
Clementines is rather sober, for in some Orphic testimonies Phanes ig
described with (silver) wings and in others even as a god with four
heads (ram, bull, lion and snake), four pair of eyes, four horns, golden
wings and both sexes®. Not only Damascius, the Neoplanist
philosopher of the fifth and sixth centuries, but also Athenagoras echo
this description. According to the former, Phanes is ‘a double-bodied
(= bisexual) god with golden wings on his shoulders, bulls’ hea
growing upon his flanks, and on his head a monstrous serpen
presenting the appearance of all kinds of animal forms’”. Accordi
to the latter, ‘Phanes himself, being a first-born god (for he it was th
was produced from the egg), has the body or shape of a dragon’”"
all these elements, our version only preserves the bisexuality and ¢
brightness, which might perhaps also be suspected of being a later
Stoic addition. As a matter of fact, however, Phanes / Eros seems
already to have had this quality in Aristophanes’ parody, where he
called ‘sparkling’ (697, 0TIAPwV V@OTOV TTEQUYOLV XQUOKLY).
soberness of the Pseudo-Clementines is noteworthy, since, in spite of
the Hellenistic Orphic cosmogonies, Phanes’ monstrous aspect is not
attested by any ancient testimony, either literary or iconographical72
It seems, consequently, that the Pseudo-Clementines retains the older
iconography of Phanes. '

3. The Orphic Cosmogony in the Pseudo-Clementines and its
Source(s) '

Before we attempt to connect this cosmogony to one of the variou$
Orphic cosmogonies that circulated in Late Antiquity, it seems usefut
to provide an overview of the main groups.

3.1. Overview of the Cosmogonies Attributed to Orpheus

by W. Burkert, Babylon, Memphis, Persepolis (Cambridge Mass:
2004) 71-98; Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, 15 (also on the
egg). ‘
% Bernabé, ‘Elementos Orientales’, § III and note 16-1 8.

® Damascius, De principiis 123 bis, III, 162.5 Westerink.

' Athenagoras, Pro Christ. 20.4.

2 A. Bottini, La archeologia della salvezza (Milan, 1992) 82.
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it is very difficult to determine how many of the numerous
cosmogonies handed down by tradition correspond with clear and
distinct Orphic cosmogonies. Damascius in his De principiis already
distinguished three versions, the so-called ‘Rapsodic’ Orphic
cosmogony, the cosmogony attributed to Hieronymus and Hellanicus,
and the Orphic cosmogony preserved by Eudemus.

However, investigations during the last two centuries have
gradually enlarged the number of new Orphic variants. Otto Gruppe,
for example, added two other exemplars, namely a cosmogony
preserved by Alexander of Aphrodisias (OF 367) and another by
Clement Romanus, which is none other than our own Pseudo-
Clementines’ account”. The discovery of the Derveni papyrus has
added another variant, since it includes a commentary to a previously
unknown Orphic cosmogony. West would add two more: the so-called
Cyclic Theogony, which has been placed at the beginning of the Epic
Cycle, and a Protogonos cosmogony, composed in lonia around 500
BC. Two other exemplars should be added to this list: the parodic
cosmogony by Aristophanes mentioned above and the one mentioned
in the Argonautica by Apollonius of Rhodes™.

Bernabé¢ in his edition of the Orphic fragments distinguishes up
to 9 groups of fragments or testimonies, but for our present purposes
we can reduce all these allegedly Orphic cosmogonic accounts to five:
the Derveni Papyrus, the cosmogony preserved by Eudemus, the
source that Aristophanes ridiculed, the Hieronymus and Hellanicus
cosmogony, and the so-called Rhapsodic cosmogony. On the basis of

73

6410' Gruppe, Die griechische Culte und Mythen 1 (Leipzig, 1887)
M\Apoll. Rhod. 1.494-511 = OF 67. See, however, Mansfeld’s review
of L.J. Alderink, Creation and Salvation in Ancient Orphism, in
Mansfeld, Studies in Later Greek Philosophy, Chapter XV, at 437 and
Idem, ‘Bad World and Demiurge: A ‘Gnostic’ Motif from Parmenides
af'l_d Empedocles to Lucretius and Philo’, Ibid., Chapter XIV, p. 281
‘OWth note 48. On the issue of whether Apollonius is influenced by
Srphlsm or by Empedocles, see Bernabé, PEG 1I/1, 79 app. ad OF 67.
Oee 2}150 IQem, Textos orficos, 33-34: Apollonius is a collage of
thlph'lc .motlves. with elements proceeding from Empedocles. See also

¢ bibliographic references included in his p. 34 note 35.
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their similarities and differences we may distinguish, following
Bernabé, two main groups, which can be called Night cosmogony and
Egg cosmogony75.

3.2. The Orphic Cosmogony of the Pseudo-Clementines and its
Source '

As far as the source of our version is concerned, we have in the first
place the opinion of Gruppe who, as mentioned above, considered the
Pseudo-Clementine account a cosmogonic tradition in its own right’®;
For a long time, however, the predominant view has been that the
Pseudo-Clementine cosmogony depends upon the Orphic cosmogon
of Hieronymus and Hellanicus. Ever since Kern classed it among the
testimonies and fragments of this cosmogony’’, with the only"
exception of Van Amersfoort” scholars have uncritically accepted his
view. To a certain extent his opinion is understandable. These
scholars in general mistrust the beginning of the Homiletic
cosmogony, which they normally attribute to Stoic speculation, and in-
its second section, that is, from Phanes onwards, the accounts of B
Hieronymus and Hellanicus, on the one hand, and of the Rhapsodies;
on the other, are nearly the same.
But the case is different when we come to scholars who accept
the testimony of the Homilies as a genuine, if demythologizeds
narration of an Orphic cosmogony. Brisson, for example, although
denounces the Stoicizing tone and philosophical character of
Homilies”, never rejects its testimony as a later forgery. Nevertheles
he considers the version of the Homilies to depend upon Hieronym
and Hellanicus. The same opinion is held by Albrile, in an article
published in 2000, who not only thinks that the version of the

Homilies, although with some variants, belongs to the same tradition;

75 See Bernabé, ‘Elementos orientales’, § II.
® Gruppe, Griechische Culte, see above note 73, although he
knew the version in Recognitions.
7 Q. Kemn, Orphicorum Fragmenta (Berlin, 1922) 130ft, fragments
55 and 56. '
78 Van Amersfoort, ‘Alexandrian Theogony’, passim.
" Brisson, ‘Orphée’, 2911.
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put also wrongly affirms that it was in the Hieronymus and
Hellanicus® version that Phanes was included in the Orphic
cosmogony for the first time®.

The differences, however, between this cosmogony and the
account of the Homilies are evident. In the first place, they disagree as
to the first principle. Whereas Hieronymus and Hellanicus posit water
in the beginning®, Homilies speaks of the primordial matter. True
this primordial matter is said to ‘stream’ (H 6.4.1), but its ﬂuidit);
does .not necessarily imply, as numerous investigators assume, its
equation with water. Also, the process that will form the eg:g is
completely different. In Hieronymus and Hellanicus the original water
thigkens into mud and this generates Time and Necessity, who, in
their turn, generate the Egg from which Phanes comes forth®. In’the
Homilies, however, the vortex of matter absorbs the surrounding
pneuma, and the bubble it generates will later on become the Egg. In
contrast gg) the important role the wind/ air or pneuma plays in the
Homilies®, in Hieronymus and Hellanicus it is wholly irrelevant®.
Another important difference is that in the latter cosmogony order
appears before the Egg, since Time already enacts a first organization
of space by separating the primordial water and positing Aither above
Chaos in the middle and Hades below. Differently, in the Homilies ali
this takes p}ace after the egg opens and is more or less the result of
Phanes’ activity. There are still many other differences of detail. Let
those I have already mentioned suffice for the time being.

b The 'f?rst to disggree with the predominant view that connected
: e Hgmzlz.es with Hieronymus and Hellanicus was Van Amersfoort,
C;lt his view did not 'h_elp in establishing the genealogy of the

smogony of the Homilies. As a matter of fact, the main interest of

0 Alheile ¢
o Ibrile, ‘L’Uovo dell Fenice’, 65.
aff?ee Damasc1us,'De Princip. 123bis (1II, 160, 17 Westerink) who
y irms that according to Hieronymus and Hellanicus in the beginning
gzass wate.r. See also, Athenagoras, Pro Christ. 18, 3.
¢ ©¢€ Brisson’s comparison with Zeno of Citium, above, note 42.
B ]S€§ above pp. 28-30, § 2.
ncidentally, this might also be the reason why authors who endorse

is view tend to consider the r i
ole of preuma an alien element
above pp. 134-35. sl
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his study was establishing a yet unknown ‘Alexandrian’ Orphie
cosmogony. In his view, the fact that Basilides used the simile of the
peacock’s egg, which also appears in the Homilies, shows that thejp
common source must have been a cosmogonic account sui generjg
that originated in Alexandria®. But his thesis is more a premise than .
conclusion of his study and his comparison of the Homilies with
Hieronymus and Hellanicus and with Rhapsodies is incomplete and
confusing. '

It was Walter Burkert, in an article from 1968, who was the first
to suggest that the account of the Homilies should be placed among
the testimonies of the Rhapsodies. He rightly suggested that if we
substitute the preuma of the Homilies with the aither of th
Rhapsodies we get approximately the same account. As a matter of
fact, as we have seen before, the role of the pneuma in the Homilies i
equivalent to that of wind/ air in several other sources and almost
certainly played a relevant role in the old Orphic account(s), since it is
mentioned in the Aristophanic parody, it appears in numerous pre-
Socratic cosmologies and Aristotle attributes to Orphics the view that
the soul is borne by the wind. The other stages of the constitution of
the world and the gods also seem to coincide: the primordial matter as
first principle, the formation of the Egg, and the appearance of Phanes
seem to follow the same sequence. .

Indeed, in Bernabé’s most recent edition of the Orphit
fragments, the version of the Pseudo-Clementines not only occupies a
prominent place among the testimonies of the Rhapsodies, but als@
serves, especially the version from the Homilies, to reconstruct the
beginning of this Orphic cosmogony and to determine the disposition
of numerous fragments proceeding from other sources.

4. Conclusions

It is time now to draw some conclusions. In the first place, from ouf
comparison of the two versions of the Orphic cosmogony included i
the Pseudo-Clementines, it seems obvious that the version of the
Homilies is the one that keeps the most genuine account. This version

% Van Amersfoort, ‘Alexandrian Theogony’, 30; the idea had beefl
already defended by Quispel, ‘The Demiurge’, 10-23.
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not only presents a better structure with numerous parallels in other
Orphic cosmogonies, but is also free of the Hesiodic contamination
that marks the version of the Recognitions. In the second place, the
aquthor of the Homilies has been frequently accused of allegorizing the
text and of changing its poetical and mythological style into a
philosophical one™, As far as we can judge today, it seems that he
was only responsible for the allegoric interpretation, since the
philosophical approach to the Orphic cosmogony might have been
already present in his source®. Finally, this source was in all
likelihood the cosmogony known as the Orphic Rhapsodies with
which the Homilies present the most similarities®®.

% For the opinions on the issue by Brisson, West, Turcan and Albrile,
83766 above § 2 and notes 42 to 44.

Bernabé, PEG /1, 123.
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