
HERACLES THE PHILOSOPHER (HERODORUS, FR. 14)

I. INTRODUCTION

Among our earliest extant references to the word ‘philosophize’ is an unfamiliar one,
from the mythographer Herodorus of Pontic Heraclea, whose son Bryson associated
with Plato and Aristotle. A Byzantine compiler quotes Herodorus, probably from his
book on Heracles, as saying that his hero ‘philosophized until death’ (φιλοσοφήσας
μέχρι θανάτου, FGrHist 31 F 14). This is a surprising claim in light of the fifth/fourth-
century B.C. view of Heracles as long-toiling but not intellectual. Euripides’ Licymnius
characterizes him as ‘unimpressive and unadorned, good to the greatest degree, confined
from all sophia in action, unversed in talking’ (φαῦλον ἄκομψον, τὰ μέγιστ᾽ ἀγαθόν, |
πᾶσαν ἐν ἔργῳ περιτεμνόμενον | σοφίαν, λέσχης ἀτρίβωνα, fr. 473 TGF). Heracles is
thus explicitly distinguished from those who strive for dialectical understanding or the-
oretical knowledge.

Yet, the possibility of such a non-intellectual Heracles ‘philosophizing’ contradicts
the scholarly consensus about the meaning of ‘philosophizing’, which is thought to
have started out meaning ‘intellectual cultivation’, ‘love of wisdom’, ‘zeal for learning
or understanding’, or ‘propensity to abstraction’.1 The nature of ‘intellectual cultivation’
usually goes without definition, but must include the development of reason, dialectic or
knowledge, whatever σοφία, φρόνησις or νοός refers to. ‘Philosophizing’ is thought to
name a kind of self-improvement that focusses on mental or epistemic growth.

So Herodorus’ remark about Heracles’ philosophizing could mean one of two things.
It could mean that Herodorus attributes intellectual cultivation to Heracles. This would
go against the trend among Classical Greek authors, for whom Heracles typified non-
intellectual self-improvement. Or it could mean that the scholarly consensus about
the early meaning of ‘philosophy’ is mistaken or deploys the concept ‘intellectual

1 F. Überweg (trans. G. Morris), A History of Philosophy, from Thales to the Present Time
(London, 1875), 1–2: ‘striving after intellectual and … scientific culture’, being ‘educated above
the mass of men’, ‘love of wisdom’; LSJ s.v. φιλοσοφέω: ‘loving or pursuing knowledge’, or, in
the orators, ‘studying or contriving’; s.v. φιλοσοφία: ‘systematic, methodical treatment of a subject’;
s.v. φιλόσοφος: ‘all men of education and learning’ and ‘one who speculates on truth and reality’;
E.A. Havelock, Preface to Plato (Cambridge, MA, 1963), 280–8, 306–7, ‘intellectuals’ concerned
for abstraction; A.W. Nightingale, Genres in Dialogue: Plato and the Construct of Philosophy
(Cambridge, 1995), 14–15; M. Frede, ‘The philosopher’, in J. Brunschwig and G.E.R. Lloyd
(edd.), Greek Thought: A Guide to Classical Knowledge (Cambridge, MA, 2000), 3–19, at 4–8: a
philosopher is someone ‘who, in what he does and how he lives, to an unusual degree is influenced
by a concern for wisdom’; A. Laks, ‘Philosophes présocratiques: remarques sur la construction d’une
catégorie de l’historiographie philosophique’, in A. Laks and C. Louguet (edd.), Qu’est-ce que la
Philosophie présocratique? (Villeneuve-D’Ascq, 2002), 17–38, at 29: ‘faire preuve de curiosité
intellectuelle’ or ‘cultiver son esprit’; J. Cooper, ‘Socrates and philosophy as a way of life’, in
D. Scott (ed.), Maieusis: Essays in Ancient Philosophy in Honour of Myles Burnyeat (Oxford,
2007), 20–43, at 23–4 n. 7, ‘intellectual and general culture’ as well as ‘someone engaged in logical
argument and trusting to reason in pursuit of the truth about how things actually are, while, if that
pursuit of the truth requires it, disregarding experience and convention’.
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cultivation’ in a way that covers too wide a range of modes of cultivation, education and
maturation to be analytically useful, and thus that Herodorus reveals an unacknowledged
trend in the meaning of ‘philosophy’, as an activity definable without direct reference to
abstract or erudite thought. This paper seeks to determine which view we must prefer—
an intellectual Heracles, or a not-always-intellectual philosophy. Because a complete
determination raises fundamental questions, such as the relation between intellectual
and moral virtues or between cosmological and psychological knowledge, the nature
of self-knowledge and self-control, and the flexibility of concepts and exemplars, we
can only make some preliminary suggestions. This paper suggests the second choice:
a not-always-intellectual philosophy.

The meaning of ‘philosophy’ matters to reconstructing the early history of philosophy,
from Heraclitus’ fr. 35 DK and the first extant use of φιλόσοφος in its apparent critique
of Pythagoras, to the Hippocratic On Ancient Medicine 20.1 and the first extant use of
φιλοσοφίη in its explicit rebuke of Empedoclean doctors.2 By the fourth century,
debates about the meaning of ‘philosophy’ underlay Socrates’ defence speech in
Plato’s Apology, Isocrates’ distinctions between rhetoric and eristic in Against the
Sophists and Antidosis, the core problems in Plato’s Republic and Sophist, and
Aristotle’s On Philosophy and Protreptic.3 Other first-generation Socratics may also
have distinguished themselves from outsiders and from each other by their stance on
‘philosophy’.4

For all that, scholars of ‘philosophy’ have paid almost no attention to fr. 14.5

Granted, details about fr. 14 are scarce: we know neither what lines to attribute to

2 Clement quotes Heraclitus: ‘It sure is necessary for philosophical men to be inquirers into much’
(χρὴ εὖ μάλα πολλῶν ἵστορας φιλοσόφους ἄνδρας εἶναι); on its meaning and authenticity, see, for
example, W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy. Volume 1: The Presocratic Tradition from
Parmenides to Democritus (Cambridge, 1962), 204, 417; M. Marcovich, Heraclitus: Greek Text
(Merida, 1967), 19, 26–9; J. Lallot, ‘Une invective philosophique (Héraclit, Fr. 129 et 35 D.–K.)’,
REA 73 (1971), 15–23; C.H. Kahn, The Art and Thought of Heraclitus: An Edition of the
Fragments with Translation and Commentary (Cambridge, 1979), 105; P.K. Curd, ‘Knowledge
and unity in Heraclitus’, The Monist 74 (1991), 531–49. The author of VM contrasts his favoured med-
ical approach to the more abstract and cosmological approach of other doctors and of sophistai which
‘tends toward philosophy’ (τείνει … ὁ λόγος ἐς φιλοσοφίην); for discussion, see F. Dunn, ‘On
Ancient Medicine and its intellectual contexts’, in P.J. van der Eijk (ed.), Hippocrates in Context
(Leiden, 2005), 60–3; M. Schiefsky, Hippocrates: On Ancient Medicine (Leiden, 2005), 293–318.

3 See, for example, S. Peterson, Socrates and Philosophy in the Dialogues of Plato (Cambridge,
2011); M.L. Gill, Philosophos: Plato’s Missing Dialogue (Oxford, 2012); C. Moore, ‘“Philosophy”
in Plato’s Phaedrus’, Plato Journal 15 (2016), 59–80; P.P. Fuentes González and J. Campos
Daroca, ‘Hérodore d’Héraclée’, in R. Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques (Paris,
2000), 3.671–5.

4 L. Rossetti, ‘Les Socratiques “premiers philosophes” et Socrate “premier philosophe”’, in
L. Rossetti, Le dialogue Socratique (Paris, 2011), 265–77.

5 The testimony of Herodorus is regularly ignored, as, for example, in LSJ s.v. φιλοσοφέω and
F. Montanari, The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek (Leiden, 2015), s.v. φιλοσοφέω; A.H.
Chroust, ‘Philosophy: its essence and meaning in the ancient world’, PhR 56 (1947), 19–58, and
‘Some reflections on the origin of the term “philosopher”’, The New Scholasticism 28 (1964),
423–34; J.S. Morrison, ‘The origins of Plato’s philosopher-statesman’, CQ 8 (1958), 198–218;
A.-M. Malingrey, “Philosophia”: étude d’un groupe de mots dans la littérature grecque, des
Présocratiques au IVe siècle après J.-C. (Paris, 1961); J.E. Heyde, ‘Das Bedeutungsverhältnis von
Φιλοσοφία und Philosophie’, PhNs 7 (1961), 144–55; Laks (n. 1); C. Riedweg, ‘Zum Ursprung
des Wortes Philosophie oder Pythagoras von Samos als Wortschöpfer’, in A. Bierl, A. Schmitt and
A. Willi (edd.), Antike Literatur in neuer Deutung (Munich, 2004), 147–81; Rossetti (n. 4).
W. Burkert, ‘Platon oder Pythagoras? Zum Ursprung des Wortes “Philosophie”’, Hermes 88
(1960), 159–77, at 173 quotes the passage but without analysis.
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Herodorus, nor in what decade those lines would have been written, nor by whom they
would have been influenced. Yet, what we do know justifies a careful study of fr. 14.
Herodorus’ volume on Heracles extended to at least seventeen books (fr. 3). Heracles
had become, by the mid fifth century and into the fourth century, a character of great
interest to writers of all types.6 Herodorus’ home on the Black Sea had regular
intellectual interchange with Athens and other centres of Greek culture.7 By the decades
around Socrates’ death, we see a plurality of meanings of ‘philosophy’.8 The word’s
application seems to have diffused, tracking distinct if overlapping patterns of external
behaviours or group membership linked to earlier groups called ‘philosophers’, perhaps
the Pythagoreans. Some of these early uses, like Herodorus’, seem to mean something
that would not best be described as ‘intellectual cultivation’. Finally, even if only a frac-
tion of fr. 14 quotes Herodorus, larger parts of it appear to gloss his view of ‘philoso-
phizing’. For Herodorus it means becoming unmoved by desire, practising a kind of
self-discipline or self-mastery that results in steadfastness. He appears to distinguish
‘calculation’ (λογισμός) from philosophy proper or to subordinate it to the quiescence
or management of desire.

What we can say about Herodorus puts pressure on the consensus picture of
‘philosophy’ as ‘intellectual cultivation’. How much pressure is a difficult question.
Herodorus is said also to have called Heracles a ‘physicist’ (fr. 13). Herodorus never
explicitly links ‘physics’ with ‘philosophy’—he may treat them as separate aspects of
(separate?) Heracles(es)—but the Greeks did debate the relationship between philoso-
phy and the investigation into nature.9 It is also possible that the notion of ‘intellectual
cultivation’ really can capture the practice of self-improvement Herodorus attributes to
Heracles. Some might believe that desire has normative or intentional structure and,
because of that, desire-management necessarily involves intellectual, cognitive or
even epistemic work. Even should this be true, and even should Herodorus have
believed this, he would still provide an importantly outlying data point for understanding
the scope or contour of the fourth-century concept of ‘philosophy’.

The purpose of this study is twofold. The first is to bring into focus a fascinating and
rich fragment about ‘philosophy’, one that has heretofore received little attention, and
show that its interpretation occasions deep reflection on the nature of philosophy. The
second is to suggest—without having the space here to prove it—that, with this frag-
ment brought into focus, a radically new early history of the term ‘philosophy’
comes into view. This is what I call a ‘genetic’ history, one that frees us from assuming
that philosophy and reason are analytically linked. I adumbrate this genetic history at the
article’s end.

6 R. Höistad, Cynic Hero and Cynic King: Studies in the Cynic Conception of Man (Uppsala,
1948), 22–50; K. Galinsky, The Herakles Theme: The Adaptations of the Hero in Literature from
Homer to the Twentieth Century (Oxford, 1972), 1–107; E. Stafford, Herakles (London, 2012),
104–29.

7 S.M. Burstein, Outpost of Hellenism: The Emergence of Heracles on the Black Sea (Berkeley,
1976), 5, 39–66; P. Desideri, ‘Cultura Eracleota: da Erodoro a Eraclide Pontico, I’, in R. Bernard
(ed.), Pontica I: Recherches sur l’histoire du pont dans l’antiquité (Saint-Étienne, 1991), 7–24, at
8–11, 14–15.

8 See, for example, L. Rossetti, La filosofia non nasce con Talete, e nemmeno con Socrate
(Bologna, 2015).

9 See, for example, the Platonic Rival Lovers.
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II. HERODORUS, FR. 14

I print Fowler’s text (EGM 1.237–8), delineated by Jacoby (FGrHist 31 F 14) from
chronicles connected with John Malalas’ and John of Antioch’s Chronographiai.10

The indexing numbers and translations are mine.

[1] ἐγέννησε δὲ Ζεὺς καὶ ἕτερον υἱὸν ὀνόματι Ἡρακλῆ μετὰ Ἀλκμήνης τῆς Θηβαίας, ὅς
ἐκλήθη τριέσπερος. [2] οὗτος Ἡρακλῆς κατέσειξε τοῦτο· φιλοσοφεῖν ἐν τοῖς ἑσπερίοις
μέρεσιν ἤτοι τοῖς δυτικοῖς. [3] τοῦτον ἀποθεώσαντες οἱ ἐκ τοῦ γένους αὐτοῦ μετὰ τὴν
αὐτοῦ τελευτὴν ἐκάλεσαν ἀστέρα οὐράνιον ἐπ᾽ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ {τὸν ἀστροχίτωνα}
Ἡρακλέα. [4] ὃν γράφουσιν ἀντὶ χίτωνος δορὰν λέοντος φοροῦντα καὶ ῥόπαλον φέροντα
καὶ τρία μῆλα κρατοῦντα. [5] ἅπερ ἀφελέσθαι αὐτὸν ἐμυθολόγησαν τῷ ῥοπάλῳ
φονεύσαντα τὸν δράκοντα, τουτέστι νικήσαντα τὸν πονηρὸν καὶ ποικίλον τῆς πικρᾶς
ἐπιθυμίας λογισμὸν διὰ τοῦ ῥοπάλου τῆς φιλοσοφίας, ἔχοντα περιβόλαιον γενναῖον
φρόνημα ὡς δορὰν λέοντος. καὶ οὕτως ἀφείλετο τὰ τρία μῆλα, ὅπερ ἐστὶ τρεῖς
ἀρετάς· τὸ μὴ ὀργίζεσθαι, τὸ μὴ φιλαργυρεῖν, τὸ μὴ φιληδονεῖν. [6a] διὰ γὰρ τοῦ
ῥοπάλου τῆς καρτερικῆς ψυχῆς καὶ τῆς δορᾶς τοῦ θρασυτάτου καὶ σώφρονος λογισμοῦ
ἐνίκησε τὸν γήϊον τῆς φαύλης ἐπιθυμίας ἀγῶνα, [6b] φιλοσοφήσας μέχρι θανάτου, καθὼς
Ἡρόδωρος ὁ σοφώτατος συνεγράψατο, [7] ὃς καὶ ἄλλους Ἡρακλεῖς ἱστορεῖ γεγενῆσθαι
ἑπτά.

Scholars have struggled to identify the authentic Herodoran material.11 The last refer-
ence to ‘philosophizing’ apparently quotes Herodorus, and the fragment’s explanatory
middle part looks like a paraphrase of his explanation. In this section I address questions
of attribution, leaving analysis for the next section.

[1] And Zeus brought about another son, Heracles by name, with Alcmene of Thebes, who was
called ‘three-evening’.

This remark about Heracles’ birth would not have been written by Herodorus so near to
his remark about Heracles’ eleventh labour in a seventeen-book treatise about him. Nor
does the reference to ‘three-evening’, the dalliance issuing in the conception of Heracles,
have any relevance to Herodorus’ point about philosophizing.12 Strikingly, ‘evening’

10 R.L. Fowler, Early Greek Mythography (= EGM): Volume 1: Text and Introduction (Oxford,
2000), and F. Jacoby, ‘Herodorus von Herakleia (31)’, in Die Fragmente der griechischen
Historiker Parts I–III (= FGrHist) (Berlin, 1923). The sources are C. Müller, Fragmenta historicorum
graecorum (Paris, 1851), 454 fr. 6.6 (= Suda η 475 s.v. Ἡρακλῆς), from cod. Par. 1630 (= Ecloga
Historiarum); Georgius Cedrenus 1.33 Bekker (Bonn, 1838), which starts at ‘Heracles was the first
to make known …’; Anecd. Par. 2.380.22 Cramer (Oxford, 1839) (= cod. Par. gr. 854 fol. 236);
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, in T. Büttner-Wobst (ed.), Excerpta de virtutibus et vitiis (Berlin,
1906), 1.164. H. Thurn, Ioannis Malalae Chronographia (Berlin, 1998) is the critical edition of
John Malalas (this passage at 1.14). W. Treadgold, ‘The Byzantine world histories of John Malalas
and Eustathius of Epiphania’, International History Review 29 (2007), 709–45 argues that John
Malalas paraphrases Eustathius of Epiphania; S. Mariev, Ioannis Antiocheni fragmenta quae
supersunt omnia (Berlin, 2008), 1*–26* discusses John of Antioch’s authorship; U. Roberto,
Ioannis Antiocheni fragmenta ex historia chronica (Berlin, 2005), lxxxiii n. 94 discusses the
manuscript tradition for the present passage.

11 Müller (n. 10), fr. 24; FGrHist 31 F 14; M. Detienne, ‘Héraclès, héros Pythagoricien’, Revue de
l’histoire des religions 158 (1960), 19–53, at 30; EGM 2.328; G. Hawes, Rationalizing Myth in
Antiquity (Oxford, 2014), 12 n. 17.

12 The earliest attestation to Heracles’ nickname τριέσπερος is in Lycoph. Alex. 33 (which
E. Kosmetatou, ‘Lycophron’s Alexandra reconsidered: the Attalid connection’, Hermes 128 [2000],
32–53 argues was written 196–194 B.C.), a work known for its deployment of rare (and thus old)
words; the nickname is seen again much later in Alciphron 3.38. The story of a three-night dalliance
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arises again in the second sentence, which is about philosophizing, but this juxtaposition
probably issues from the compiler’s free association.

[2] This Heracles showed how to do the following: to philosophize in the evening places, or,
really, the sun-setting [sc. western] ones.

Heracles initiated ‘philosophizing in the evening places’. That this fragment glosses
the evening places as ‘the sun-setting places’ (ἤτοι ἐν τοῖς δυτικοῖς) suggests that
this is an old commonplace grown unfamiliar. The evening places (ἑσπερίοις) must
be the land of the Hesperides.13 But the West is Italy,14 which historiographers from
Aristotle believed received philosophy after the East and Asia Minor.15 Herodorus
might also have thought so.

[3] Those of his kin who apotheosized him after his end called a celestial star ‘the {star-clad
(ἀστροχίτωνα)}16 Heracles’, using his name.

Here begins the fragment’s rationalizing programme. This sentence could well be
paraphrasing Herodorus’ idea.17 Early mythology says that Zeus transformed an
apotheosized Heracles into a constellation. Our author undercuts that view in two
ways. He makes Heracles’ kin responsible for (the story of) the apotheosis, and accounts
for the constellation by appeal to their naming of it.18 The author appears to disbelieve
that Heracles was actually divine or immortal. Such scepticism is of a piece with the
early-to-mid-fourth-century tradition of myth-rectification, to which Herodorus surely
belongs.19 The implication for philosophizing here could be that it aims for something

between Zeus and Alcmene is recorded in Apollod. Bibl. 2.4.8 and Hyg. Fab. 29; the dalliance itself,
without mention of its length, is recorded in Hes. [Sc.] 35, Pind. Isthm. 7.5, Nem. 10.19.

13 On the garden of the Hesperides, see Hes. Theog. 215, Apollod. Bibl. 2.120, Ap. Rhod. Argon.
4.1363–401. On this labour, see Apollod. Bibl. 2.120–1, Eur. HF 394–9, Ap. Rhod. Argon. 4.1396–
484.

14 On Italy as the West, John Malalas in Thurn (n. 10), 4.2; see also 1.9–10, 2.6. Cf. Fuentes
González and Campos Daroca (n. 3), 3.674.

15 Diog. Laert. 1.8, Plin. HN 30.3, Plut. Mor. 370c; A.H. Chroust, ‘Aristotle and the “philosophies
of the East”’, RMeta 18 (1965), 572–80.

16 EGM brackets this term: it does not appear in Cedrenus’ version.
17 Detienne (n. 11), 31 and n. 1 doubts that Herodorus would have known the word ἀστροχίτωνα,

and so doubts his authorship here, noting that the word appears as Heracles’ epithet again only in
Nonnus (Dion. 40) and (to qualify the moon and the night) in the Orphic Argonautica 513, 1028;
see also P. Borin, ‘Richerche su Erodoro di Eraclea (FGrH 31)’, Acme 48 (1995), 145–54, at 148–
9. Against Detienne, we may observe that Cedrenus does not use ἀστροχίτωνα in his version, instead
having in the next line ἀντὶ χιτῶνος (‘instead of a cloak’).

18 Fowler (EGM 2.328, 2.697 n. 4) doubts that sentence [3] belongs to Herodorus on the grounds
that (i) this account of apotheosis and star-naming differs from the idea current in Aristophanes’ gen-
eration that souls become stars, and that (ii) only with Euhemerus, who flourished after Herodorus, did
humans earn posthumous divinity for great deeds. Against (i), I take Herodorus to be critical of the
received views, and we might expect debate about apotheosis in this period; against (ii), Fowler admits
that Prodicus and Hecataeus may also have reflected on human-divinity transformations.

19 Evidence of Herodorus’ rationalizing: fr. 4 (moon as source of lions); fr. 12 (actual location
of the Islands of the Blessed); fr. 13 (the real nature of Atlas’ teachings); fr. 28 (human origin of
Troy’s walls); fr. 30 (the real story of Prometheus); fr. 48 (Argonauts, not Apollo, arriving at
dawn); fr. 57 (the real golden ram). On Herodorus’ rationalizing programme, see F. Jacoby,
‘Herodoros aus Herakleia am Pontos’, RE 8.1 (1912), cols. 980–7; F. Wipprecht, Zur Entwicklung
der rationalistischen Mythendeutung bei den Griechen (Tübingen, 1902), 1.38; I.M. Linforth,
‘Diodorus, Herodorus, Orpheus’, in Classical Studies Presented to Edward Capps on his
Seventieth Birthday (Princeton, 1936), 217–22, at 221; Borin (n. 17), 147–51; Fuentes González
and Campos Daroca (n. 3), 3.673–4; S. Blakely, ‘Herodoros (31)’, BNJ (2009), ‘Biographical
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other than an actually divine (or blessed) afterlife, the view that is hazarded in Plato’s
Phaedo.

[4] It [sc. Heracles as constellation] they depict wearing, instead of a chiton, a lion hide and
bearing a club and seizing three apples.

The association of Heracles with a lion-hide and club is Classical,20 as is debate about
the proper identification of the constellation; at least the Aeschylean Prometheus
Unbound has it as or depicting Heracles.21

[5] These three apples he grabbed, they relate, once he slew the dragon with the club, that is,
triumphing over the impoverished and variegated22 calculation of sharp desire through the club
of philosophy, having as wrapping a noble mind, like the lion hide. And thus he grabbed the
three apples, which are three virtues: not getting angry, not being avaricious, and not being
self-indulgent.

This passage provides the allegory or rationalization at the core of this fragment, intro-
ducing it with ‘that is, …’. Its Herodoran provenance depends on two factors: its con-
sistency with sentence [6], which is probably Herodorus’, and the likelihood that
Herodorus constructed the list of three negative virtues (τὸ μὴ ὀργίζεσθαι, τὸ μὴ
φιλαργυρεῖν, τὸ μὴ φιληδονεῖν).23 Both factors tell in favour of authenticity.
Sentences [5] and [6] are in fact consistent, as I show below.24 And it is likely enough
that Herodorus would write this list of virtues: by the fifth century, intellectuals had
given increasing attention to clusters of phil- prefixed terms,25 and Prodicus’ allegory
of Heracles refers throughout to the obsession with pleasure, and by implication the
need for wealth and the propensity to impatience, precisely the vices negated by
Herodorus.26

This passage would count as ‘allegory’ if it made a claim not about the literal truth
but instead about the interpretative value of the story it was allegorizing. A ‘rationaliza-
tion’, by contrast, replaces one story with another that is more likely true even if less
interpretatively valuable. In this fragment, sentences [3] and [7] provide rationalizations.
Sentence [3] replaced actual apotheosis with apotheosis asserted by kin; sentence [7]
will replace a set of actions attributed to a single Heracles with those actions distributed
across eight distinct Heracleses. We cannot directly perceive whether sentence [5] serves

essay’. We know that Euhemerus of Messene, c.300, rationalized gods as humans, and we have no
reason to think he was the first. On rationalizing in general, see now Hawes (n. 11), and specifically
among the Socratics, by whom Herodorus may have been influenced, C. Moore, ‘Socrates among the
mythographers: review of D. Werner, Myth and Philosophy in Plato’s Phaedrus’, Polis 30 (2013),
106–17, and id., ‘How to “know thyself” in Plato’s Phaedrus’, Apeiron 47 (2014), 390–418.

20 Ar. Nub. 46–7; Eur. HF 360–3.
21 Hyg. Poet. astr. 2.6, discussed in T. Condos, Star Myths of the Greeks and Romans: A

Sourcebook Containing the Constellations of Pseudo-Eratosthenes and the Poetic Astronomy of
Hyginus (Grand Rapids, MI, 1997), 115–118; see also Eratosth. [Cat.]. 4.241.22–242.9.

22 Jacoby prints πολυποίκιλον, ‘much-variegated’, instead of Fowler’s πονυρὸν καὶ ποικίλιον.
23 Arguing that the list of negative virtues is Stoic or Cynic and thereby post-Herodoran: Detienne

(n. 11), 31; Hoïstad (n. 6), 30–1; O. Gruppe, ‘Herakles’, RE Suppl. 3 (1918), cols. 910–1121, at col.
1072. But their argument weakens if the Stoics and the Cynics were influenced by Antisthenes, as
W.K.C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy. Volume 3: The Sophists (Cambridge, 1971), 305–
8 thinks they were, and if Antisthenes also influenced Herodorus (§6 below).

24 Contra D. Ogden, Dragons, Serpents and Slayers in the Classical and Early Christian Worlds: A
Sourcebook (Oxford, 2013), I.vi.33, and Detienne (n. 11), 30.

25 For example, Ar. Vesp. 73–93; see P. Cipriano, I composti greci con ΦΙΛΟΣ (Viterbo, 1990).
26 Xen. Mem. 2.1.21–34.

CHRISTOPHER MOORE32

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838817000404 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838817000404


as allegory or rationalization—that is, whether the author replaces the dragon-slaying
story with a psychological account because he takes the psychological one to be
more meaningful and valuable to think about (‘allegory’), or because he takes it as
more likely true (‘rationalization’). Nevertheless, given sentences [3] and [7], I suspect
that this sentence too is rationalization, and is thus consistent with Herodorus’ overall
rationalizing project.27

This sentence includes the noun ‘philosophy’. Because the participle ‘philosophize’
at [6b] is surely Herodorus’, this sentence likely gives the substance of Herodorus’
understanding of philosophy.

[6a] For, through the club of a steadfast soul and the hide of the boldest sound-minded
calculation, he triumphed in the earthly contest of base desire …

This sentence summarizes the rationalization. Because the summary follows the
rationalization immediately, we might doubt that Herodorus wrote both. The summary
is presented as a reason to believe the rationalization (γάρ), as though belief in the
summary is justified by its source in ‘wisest Herodorus’. This makes Herodorus look
responsible for [6a] but not for [5]. Against this, Herodorus might have summarized
himself later in his book (as authors do), and the chronicler juxtaposed the
rationalization (which may have been longer in the original version) and the summary.
Because [6b] is directly attributed to Herodorus, but makes sense only in light of [6a],
we should attribute the content of [6a] to Herodorus.

[6b] … philosophizing until death, as wisest Herodorus wrote down …

The activity ‘philosophizing till death’ is attributed directly to Herodorus (καθὼς …
συνεγράψατο). The fact that ‘philosophy’ cognates were used twice above suggests
that the chronicler wanted to gloss and capture this arresting and memorable claim
about Heracles’ ‘philosophizing’.28 Yet, this clause is problematic in two ways. We
have a reason to doubt that it is really Herodorus who is being named here. Even if
he is being named, we also have reason to doubt that we should attribute this clause
in particular to him.

Let us first consider the name. As it turns out, no manuscript actually attributes this
passage to ‘Herodorus’. Some manuscripts and Cedrenus refer to ‘Herodotus’; the
remaining, Slavonic, manuscripts refer to ‘Diodorus’. But Herodotus is impossible,
since Herodotus’ sole work does not include this story, and the one time he uses the
verb φιλοσοφεῖν (1.30) he does so in a way that would not make sense in the
Heraclean context. Diodorus is less implausible, since not all his work remains, and
he writes frequently about Heracles in what does remain; yet, in the extant work
he already gives a thorough account of the Hesperides episode and its various

27 John Malalas’ Chronographia comprises dozens of rationalizations and few if any allegories; see
S.W. Reinert, ‘Greek myth in Johannes Malalas’ account of ancient history before the Trojan War’
(Diss., UCLA, 1981) for details. Fowler (EMG 2.328) offers the idea that if sentence [3] is not
from Herodorus, then [5] may not be either; but he does admit that a view like [5] is to be expected
by a person who wrote fragment 13.

28 Indeed, Suda η 475 s.v. Ἡρακλῆς starts by calling Heracles ‘this philosopher’ (Ἡρακλῆς,
Ἀλκμήνης υἱός. τοῦτον φιλόσοφον ἱστοροῦσι …) and ends with the catchy three-word claim,
using a variant preposition (φιλοσοφήσας ἄχρι θανάτου).

HERACLES THE PHILOSOPHER (HERODORUS, FR. 14) 33

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838817000404 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838817000404


interpretations, with nothing like what John Malalas prints.29 Herodorus is not otherwise
mentioned in the manuscripts of John Malalas or in their recensions, and so it is plaus-
ible that a scribe might have found the name Ἡρόδωρος unfamiliar and corrected it to a
more familiar and epigraphically very similar name, Ἡρόδοτος or Διόδωρος. Actually,
we can readily account for these two manuscript readings only from an original
Ἡρόδωρος; a slip from ‘Herodotus’ to ‘Diodorus’ or the other way makes little
sense. The fact that Herodorus is not otherwise mentioned is not itself evidence against
his being quoted; John Malalas cites seventy-five different writers, including other
obscure historians.30 And many writers knew Herodorus well into the Common
Era.31 Given the fame and length of Herodorus’ work on Heracles, and the ensuing com-
ment that whoever said ‘philosophizing till death’ also asserted eight Heracleses, which
we can expect from the rationalizing Herodorus,32 editors have been right to correct the
name to ‘Herodorus’.33

Now let us consider the clause-attribution. John Malalas’ Chronographia treats in his
own voice a tremendous variety of people as philosophers; might he be responsible for
saying that Heracles did philosophy? In the early books about ancient Greece, most of
John Malalas’ attributions of philosophy are unsuspiciously conventional: Democritus
(4.15), Thales (6.4), Anaximander (6.13), Heraclitus, Socrates and Pythagoras (6.16).
Others make sense given the broad Byzantine definition of philosopher: Hippocrates
(4.15) and Solon (6.6). Yet others are obviously being rationalized as culture heroes:
Hermes (1.14), Syros (2.9), Teiresias (2.14), Endymion (3.9), Prometheus (as inventor
of ‘grammatical philosophy’) (4.3), Marsyas (4.7).34

Only John Malalas’ first mention of philosophy, five sections before the Heracles
passage, casts some doubt on the attribution. He says that Aphrodite became a philoso-
pher and married ‘the Athenian philosopher Adonis’. After Ares killed Adonis, both
Aphrodite and Adonis descended to Hades, where it is said that together they
practised philosophy until death (λέγονται δὲ ὁμοῦ πεφιλοσοφηκέναι <σωφρόνως>
μέχρι θανάτου, 1.9).35 The similarity in locution could suggest that ‘philosophized
until death’ is a late verbal trope and not a direct quotation. But we should resist this

29 1.17.3, 1.19.1, 1.24.1–7 (Egyptian Heracles), 2.39.1–2 (Indian Heracles), 3.74.4–5 (shortly
before the Trojan War), and at greatest length at 4.8–39. The Hesperides episode with its various
interpretations is at 4.26.2–27.5.

30 Treadgold (n. 10), 714.
31 All sixty-seven extant fragments except those saved by Aristotle are from the Common Era or are

late scholia.
32 Cf. fr. 42, on the two Orpheuses.
33 P. Wesseling, Dissertatio Herodotea (Paddenburg, 1758), 3.24, with 20–7, is the earliest known

to me; C.A. Lobeck, Aglaophamus, sive, De theologiae mysticae Graecorum causis libri tres
(Borntraeger, 1829) or Müller (n. 10) are usually the earliest editors acknowledged. Fuentes
González and Campos Daroca (n. 3), 3.671 show that at least twenty-two fragments of Herodorus’
works have versions attributed to Herodotus. Reinert (n. 27), 128 retains ‘Diodorus’ without strong
evidence; E. Jeffreys, Studies in John Malalas (Sydney, 1990) does not mention Herodorus.
Interestingly, Reinert (n. 27) also thinks that Diodorus is responsible only for clause [7], because
he believes that the sentence following the fragment, by most editors placed in the subsequent
paragraph, overrides it: ‘And these things regarding this Heracles having been framed allegorically
were set out by Theophilus the wisest chronographer.’ Yet, this Theophilus could have been
responsible for condensing or passing along the whole fragment, including the specific reference to
‘Diodorus’ or to ‘Herodorus’. Or, according to Treadgold (n. 10), 723, John Malalas simply fabricated
this (otherwise unknown) Theophilus, attributing passages to him to sophisticate his work.

34 On philosophers as culture-heroes, Reinert (n. 27), 702, 705–6; Jeffreys (n. 33), 65.
35 It is the Chronicon Paschale that adds σωφρόνως (‘with discipline/chastity’); it also uses a pre-

sent participle for ‘philosophize’ and a different form of the preposition.
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suggestion for two reasons. Herodorus could very well have written the phrase, since the
prepositional phrase ‘until death’ (μέχρι θανάτου) is rare but evidenced by Socratics
and intellectuals in the fourth century.36 He probably would have, too: Heracles was
so characterized by excessive desires that his apotheosis, real or merely asserted,
would depend on his philosophizing till death; or, indeed, he could die once he so
tamed them. Further, John Malalas’ story about Aphrodite, which is the only other
time he uses ‘philosophize until death’, long predates him.37 Thus the story could
very well have had Classical roots. Aphrodite, like Heracles, is known for her strong
sexual desire. Her apotheosis would thus require that she too philosophize, by restraining
her desires and by doing so with discipline (σωφρόνως).38 Thus the account Herodorus
gave of Heracles could also have been given by a contemporaneous rationalizer of
Aphrodite; both stories caught the eye of later chronographers.

[7] and who reveals there to have been seven other Heracleses.

The final clause gives information about Herodorus (ὃς καὶ … ἱστορεῖ):39 he is the one
who further rationalized the stories of the hero by dividing them between eight lives. We
see such divisions in Diodorus (for example, 1.24.4), and already knew of multiple
Heracleses from Megasthenes’ discussion of an Indian founder so named (for example,
Strabo 15.1.6–7).

Summary

While only [6b] can be treated as a direct quotation, little about the rationalization or its
summary could not be Herodorus’. Even the introductory bit of rationalization in sen-
tence [3] may belong to Herodorus. Because [6b] is the direct quotation, and is about
philosophy, we may take the whole fragment to gloss Herodorus’ understanding of phil-
osophy in his attribution of the activity to Heracles.

III. HERODORAN PHILOSOPHY

Herodorus treats philosophizing as a continuous activity, in Heracles’ case the time
between this labour and his death.40 He also treats it as extraordinary and heroic,

36 Isoc. 6.59 (willingly fighting one’s enemies until death), Pl. Resp. 2.361d1 (in Glaucon’s
thought-experiment we imagine a man who is just but seems unjust for his whole life), Hippoc.
Morb. pop. 6.5.2.1 (the soul of man keeps growing until death).

37 Africanus F 24b, lines 38–43 prints a similar story about Aphrodite, whom he calls λογικὴ καὶ
ποικίλη (‘intellectual and sophisticated’). His epitome does not mention her being a philosopher, but
his Adonis is said ‘also’ to be a philosopher, and so his source must have included it—he wrote in
A.D. 221, according to M. Wallraff, Iulius Africanus Chronographiae: The Extant Fragments
(Berlin, 2007), xvii—or at least according to the ps.-Symeon tradition from which we get
Africanus’ work.

38 There is no reason to ground the story of a philosophical Aphrodite in Pausanias’ story of two
Aphrodites in Plato’s Symposium, as Reinert (n. 27), 110 shows; but such a story makes plausible
fourth-century rationalizing accounts of Aphrodite.

39 Malalas adds ὁ σοφώτατος, as he does for nearly all his sources.
40 Fowler (EMG 2.328) reads this as claiming that Heracles philosophized for his whole life; but I

take Herodorus to be interpreting this as Heracles’ achievement of philosophy. Diod. Sic. 4.26.2–4
treats the Hesperides episode as Heracles’ final labour before death, but Eur. HF 348–440 puts it
somewhere in the middle of the twelve labours, putting the descent into Hades as the twelfth.
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perhaps implicitly responsible for Heracles’ being (said to have been) apotheosized.41

His details are provocative. Heracles, wielding a club and protected by a lion hide,
kills the dragon Ladon (son of Typhon) and gets the three apples (guarded by the dragon
for the Hesperides in the west).42 After the longer rationalizing interpretation [5], the
fragment includes the more compact summary about Heracles’ success:

[6a] For, through the club of a steadfast (καρτερικῆς) soul and the hide of the boldest sound-
minded calculation (θρασυτάτου καὶ σώφρονος λογισμοῦ), he triumphed in the earthly contest
of base desire (ἐνίκησε τὸν γήϊνον τῆς φαύλης ἐπιθυμίας ἀγῶνα) …

We have here a windfall of significant vocabulary from Classical Greek intellectual
reflection—καρτερικός, θρασύς, σώφρων, λογισμός, ἐπιθυμία, ἀγών—applied to
mythological storytelling. The dragon here is ‘base desire’, the wielded club is ‘a stead-
fast soul’, the protective hide is ‘boldest sound-minded calculation’, and the slaying is
‘triumph in an earthly contest’. Heracles’ labour is transmuted into an occasion of self-
overcoming. The mythical becomes psychological, the cosmic becomes earthly. Mastery
of one’s impulses involves the martial virtues: strength, bravery and endurance.
Herodorus treats as monstrous, even as alien, those desires that might otherwise have
been treated as one’s own and as internal to one’s person. It is either more likely (if
Herodorus advances a rationalization) or more meaningful (if it is an allegory) to
think that Heracles triumphed over some part of himself than that he literally triumphed
over Ladon.

There is one puzzling detail here. This summary seems to some readers to have given
the wrong gloss of the club and the hide. We might expect the club to be something
active and used in attack, the hide something passive and used in defence. The ‘boldest
sound-minded calculation’ might seem the more plausible club, an active offensive
weapon. The ‘steadfast soul’ might seem the more plausible hide, a passive defensive
shield.

Yet, we should resist treating the summary as backwards, which assumes a picture of
philosophy as dialectical sparring, adapted from the tradition of Gorgias (Hel. 13) or the
Dissoi Logoi (1 and 9). In the ‘dialectical sparring’ picture, one person defeats another
—or, in the psychological rationalization, one’s own inclinations—by active deploy-
ment of thoughtful, even audacious, argumentation. Reason and verbal articulation
are active forces. But rejecting the summary for its unusual picture of philosophizing
begs the question about the familiarity of Herodorus’ usage of φιλοσοφεῖν.

In fact, Herodorus’ interpretation of Heracles makes sense in its own terms, with the
dragon-desire defeated by a steadfast soul. We might take that steadfast soul to tame or
neutralize desire, not simply to defend prophylactically some true self as it were behind
that soul. For Herodorus, Heracles masters his violence with resolve. This is a familiar
fourth-century observation, as Aryeh Kosman has shown for the Platonic dialogues,
where (self-)mastery replaces active effort with passive constancy.43

41 Compare Socrates’ heroic philosophizing according to Pl. Ap. 28b2–29c10.
42 See C. Watkins, How to Kill a Dragon: Aspects of Indo-European Poetics (Oxford, 1995), 297–

303, 374–82 on Heracles’ connection to the ‘hero slew dragon’ motif; D. Ogden, Drakon: Dragon
Myth and Serpent Cult in the Greek and Roman Worlds (Oxford, 2013), 33–40 on Ladon; and
J.E. Fontenrose, Python: A Study of Delphic Myth and Its Origins (Berkeley, 1959), 346. Plut.
Thes. 8.1 claims that Heracles wore the skin to show off his prowess at besting a wild beast.

43 A. Kosman, ‘Sôphrosunê as quietness’, in J.P. Anton and A. Preus (edd.), Essays in Ancient
Greek Philosophy (Albany, NY, 1983), 2.203–16.
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Similarly, ‘boldest sound-minded calculation’ may serve, like the lion hide, for
defensive protection and not just for offensive sallies. Suppose that Heracles’ steadfast
soul leaves some desires unmastered; he remains somewhat angry, greedy or lustful.
Calculation (λογισμός) could, with some effort and skill, fend off the still-active
desire.44 Though Herodorus does not explain how, perhaps Heracles could determine
that the costs of desire-satisfaction outweigh any gain, on the model of the ‘art of meas-
urement’ in Plato’s Protagoras (353c1–357e10). Or Heracles could figure out what
opposed desire would be sacrificed by giving into the problematic desire, say shame
for anger, and play them off each other, on the model of the vulgar virtues in Plato’s
Phaedo (68d1–69b1).45 In either case, calculation might be ‘sound-minded’
(σώφρονος) because it serves to constrain Heracles and to unify or integrate his
goals. In this it contrasts with the ‘variegated’ (ποικίλον) desires against which it fights,
erratic, contrary and arbitrary. It might be ‘boldest’ (θρασυτάτου) in its opposition to the
intimidating threats of desire, threats that, in the end, prove ‘impoverished’ (πονηρόν).

Herodorus’ priority of steadfastness over reason looks remarkably plausible. The
successful life does seem to depend on constancy in the face of challenges. Only infre-
quently must that constancy call in reason as backup, to rebuke or negotiate with
impulses. Despite this plausibility, Herodorus’ rationalized picture of philosophy
remains a bit indeterminate. The summary of the rationalization relates each psychic
element to a mythic element, but does not relate ‘philosophizing until death’ to anything
in particular. The phrase’s circumstantial position makes it free-floating. Given the
structure of the summary, it must, however, refer to something. These are the three
possibilities:

1. The allegorical interpretation calls the club philosophy; in the summary, the club
means having a steadfast soul; thus philosophizing is having a steadfast soul.

2. The summary otherwise disregards getting the three apples, so ‘philosophizing’
means getting the three apples; since the three apples are the virtues of avoiding
anger, avarice and indulgence, philosophizing is avoiding anger, avarice and
indulgence.

3. The circumstantial clause summarizes what precedes it; philosophizing is triumphing
in the earthly contest through a steadfast soul and boldest sound-minded calculation.

The first two possibilities depend on the consistency between the rationalization [5] and
its summary [6a]. In the rationalization, the dragon is the ‘impoverished and variegated

44 The summary of the rationalization in fr. 14 treats Heracles’ dubious desires as in some way
external to his soul. Interestingly, in this passage both desire and soul are said to have λογισμός
(‘calculation’). Suda η 454, which calls Heracles the ‘best philosopher’ (φιλόσοφος ἄριστος), and
replicates approximately sentences [4]–[5] (but nothing from [1]–[3] or [6]–[8], the material about
Herodorus), describes a statue in which Heracles holds three apples in his left hand, awarded ‘because
he has organized the three parts of the soul’ (διὰ τὸ τριμερὲς τῆς ψυχῆς κεκοσμῆσθαι αὐτόν). This
gives a Platonic spin to fr. 14’s rationalization. (Compare ps.-Codinus, Patria Constantinopoleos
2.8a [= Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanarum 154.18 Preger]: διὰ δὲ τῶν τριῶν μήλων
δηλοῖ, ὡς σφαίρας εἰς τρία κλίματα κατέχειν τὴν πᾶσαν διακόσμησιν.)

45 For discussion of λογισμός in the fifth and fourth centuries, see C. Huffman, Archytas of
Tarentum: Pythagorean, Philosopher and Mathematician King (Cambridge, 2005), 183–224,
esp. 202–6 concerning fr. 3 of Archytas (428–347), and P. Horky, Plato and Pythagoreanism
(Oxford, 2013), 211–12. Thucydides says that the Athenians’ φιλοσοφεῖν includes λογισμός
concerning practical risks (2.40); Democritus says that, whereas mental superiority improves physical
strength, physical strength without λογισμός does not improve the body (fr. 187 DK); see also Pl.
Meno 98a and Resp. 7.522d1–23a3.
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calculation of sharp desire’ (τὸν πονηρὸν καὶ ποικίλον τῆς πικρᾶς ἐπιθυμίας
λογισμόν); in the summary, the dragon is, more simply, ‘base desire’ (φαύλης
ἐπιθυμίας). These are consistent: the summary’s adjective ‘base’ simplifies the ideas
that the dragon-as-desire is intrusive (sharp, πικρᾶς), clever (calculating, λογισμόν),
polymorphic (variegated, ποικίλον) and undignified (impoverished, πονηρόν). Again,
in the rationalization the hide is ‘noble mind’ (γενναῖον φρόνημα), and in the summary
it is ‘boldest sound-minded calculation’ (θρασυτάτου καὶ σώφρονος λογισμοῦ). Both
φρόνημα and σώφρονος share the root φρήν. Self-assurance is signified by both
‘noble’ and ‘boldest’.

These parallels between the rationalization and its summary suggest that philosophy,
in the rationalization, has its equivalent in the summary. The simplest reading then is
possibility 1, that philosophizing is a steadfast soul. In this case, philosophy is at
most supported by, not constituted through, ‘boldest sound-minded calculation’,
where philosophy is more essentially self-mastery than reasoning with oneself.

But in favour of possibility 2 is the reasoning that because the rationalization has four
elements—dragon, club, hide and result of the victory—the summary should also have
four elements. Since the rationalization’s fourth element is the victory-result, the
summary’s fourth element, ‘philosophizing’, should be victory. Victory psychologized
is the overcoming of anger (ὀργίζεσθαι), avarice (φιλαργυρεῖν) and self-indulgence
(φιληδονεῖν). Thus possibility 2 treats philosophy as successfully overcoming one’s
desires. Possibility 1 treats philosophy as the primary means by which one successfully
overcomes one’s desires, which thus differs mainly conceptually, not practically, from
possibility 2.

Possibility 3, by contrast with possibilities 1 and 2, ignores the original story and
treats ‘philosophizing’ instead as encapsulating the fragment’s summary [6a].
Philosophizing thus involves triumphing over desire through (διά) the steadfast soul
and the boldest sound-minded calculation. Thus it involves both self-mastery and the
thoughtful continence that sweeps up after self-mastery’s imperfections. This is a
more complex picture of philosophy than either previous possibility allows, as concerned
primarily for self-discipline but secondarily with the ability to reason, as occasion
demands, about the pleasures most worth pursuing.

Which possibility to prefer being unclear, at least we see that for Herodorus
philosophizing is characterized by a steadfast soul, which in Heracles’ case is
peacefulness and patience, indifference to the accumulation of money, and restraint of
an otherwise prodigious sexual appetite. Success in life comes from his wholehearted
possession of these virtues. Further, philosophizing either involves, or has as a back-up,
or is related to the ability to reflect actively on one’s desires, convincing oneself not to
accept one’s (base) desires as reasons for action. Heracles’ completion of this labour,
and his valorization thereafter, testifies to the heroism of philosophy.

This appears to subordinate or at least to de-emphasize reason’s role in philosophizing.
A sceptical reader might, in reaction, be tempted to narrow the conceptual distance
between reasoning and steadfastness of soul, which possibility 3 (but not 1 or 2)
could encourage. Perhaps the soundness of reasoning provides the essence of the
steadfastness of soul. Or, less radically, perhaps it provides one or the only condition
for the steadfastness of soul. The ‘essence’ interpretation asserts that the steadfast
soul is nothing but bold and sound-minded calculation. One becomes resistant to the
claims of desire through or because of this active and stabilizing sort of thinking.
This is the ‘Socratic intellectualist’ view, which holds that virtue, for example
σωφροσύνη, comes through knowledge, and knowledge comes through analytic, critical
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and reflective argument. Against this interpretation, however, is the evidence of the
rationalized story and Herodorus’ locutions. Heracles has distinct pieces of equipment:
the club and the hide. Perhaps the hide contributes to his triumph only counterfactually,
keeping him alive in (the non-eventuating) case he were to be struck. Even were he to
have been struck, presumably that protection would not itself have caused Ladon’s
defeat, since the dragon is not said to have died from exhaustion or a broken knuckle.

Some problems with the ‘essence’ interpretation are avoided in the ‘condition’
interpretation. The latter interpretation accepts the conceptual, psychological and even
temporal distinctions between the correlates of the club and the hide. In this reading,
the hide—that is, the protection, the sound-minded calculation—allows or underwrites
or enables the use of the club. After all, it would be folly to enter a violent contest
without defensive preparation; and so even were the hide never struck by the foe,
confrontation with the foe depends on its being donned. The ‘condition’ interpretation
may therefore present a plausible picture of the relationship between reasoning and the
steadfastness of soul. But this interpretation seems actually to have no important
consequences for Herodorus’ concept of philosophizing. In the first place, fr. 14, at
sentence [5], rationalizes only the club as philosophy. So even were the hide (= reasoning)
a condition for using the club (= philosophy), any particular condition for philosophy
need not be part of philosophy.

I began the paper by saying that Herodorus’ use of ‘philosophy’ tells against the
common view of the word’s pre-Platonic sense as connected to intellectual cultivation,
theoretical interest or concern for wisdom. I have just shown that fr. 14 treats Heracles’
philosophizing instead as the development of a steadfast soul, which appears to differ
from mental development and intellectual cultivation. But another fragment of
Herodorus might put pressure on this view.

IV. HERACLES AS PHYSICIST

Clement records the following from what is likely Herodorus’ long treatise on Heracles
(fr. 13 = Strom. 1.15.73.2):

Herodorus of Heraclea found that Heracles became a prophet (μάντιν) and physicist
(φυσικόν),46 having had passed down (διαδέχεσθαι) to him from the barbarian Atlas from
Phrygia the pillars of the cosmos, this story meaning (αἰνιττομένου τοῦ μύθου) having had
passed down, by instruction (μαθήσει), knowledge of the celestial things.47

Heracles is thereby said to know astronomy and perhaps astrology; he has the ability to
understand the stars and perhaps to predict events on their basis. Does this astronomical

46 Herodorus could have used the word φυσικόν; the word is attested at Xen. Mem. 3.9.1, and
the meaning as ‘investigator of phusis’ is attested throughout Aristotle, for example, at Metaph. Λ
6 1071b28, Part. an. 640a2.

47 Plut. De E apud Delphos 387d–e may reflect a common account: ὁ δ᾽ Ἡρακλῆς, οὔπω τὸν
Προμηθέα λελυκὼς οὐδὲ τοῖς περὶ τὸν Χείρωνα καὶ Ἄτλαντα σοφισταῖς διειλεγμένος ἀλλὰ
νέος ὢν καὶ κομιδῇ Βοιώτιος, ἀναιρῶν τὴν διαλεκτικὴν καὶ καταγελῶν τοῦ ῾εἰ᾽ τὸ πρῶτον, τὸ
δεύτερον [εἰ τὸ πρῶτον, καὶ τὸ δεύτερον ‘si primum, est et secundum’ Emperius] ὑποσπᾶν ἔδοξε
βίᾳ τὸν τρίποδα καὶ διαμάχεσθαι πρὸς τὸν θεὸν ὑπὲρ τῆς τέχνης· ἐπεὶ προϊών γε τῷ χρόνῳ καὶ
οὗτος ἔοικε μαντικώτατος ὁμοῦ γενέσθαι καὶ διαλεκτικώτατος. See also Diod. Sic. 4.27.4.
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knowledge have anything to do with his philosophizing?48 Some commentators have
thought so.49 But the evidence is weaker than it may seem. Fr. 14 does not speak at
all about knowledge of cosmology, only about the containment of desire. Fr. 13
makes no connection between cosmological or celestial knowledge and the control of
desire. The fact that Herodorus may attribute multiple qualities to his Heracles does
not mean that he takes the term ‘philosophizing’ to include all that we might. All the
same, such strong scepticism may seem unsatisfying, and there are at least three possible
rejoinders, to which I now turn.

First, Servius, eight centuries after Herodorus, claims that ‘astronomy, that is, reason’
(caeli scientiam … haec est ratio) allowed a ‘philosophical’ (philosophum) Heracles to
defeat his monsters.50 Servius is glossing the line of the Aeneid that introduces Iopas’
song on the moon, sun, origins of man, meteorology, constellations and the seasons
(1.742–6; Iopas was taught by Atlas). Yet, Servius does not say whether the monsters
were Heracles’ desires. Indeed, we have no reason to take Servius to give us information
about the Herodoran tradition of interpretation, since we know there were many distinct
rationalizations of Heracles’ labour.51 And Diodorus retells a version where the
Hesperides were Atlas’ daughters; when Heracles saved them, Atlas both helped
Heracles complete his labour and also taught him astronomy and astrology; there is
no hint that Heracles’ eventual knowledge of stars helped him in his fighting.52

Second, much closer to the date of Herodorus, the fragments of Antisthenes discuss
the relationship between Heracles’ knowledge of high, even cosmological, matters and
his success in human matters.53 Themistius (A.D. c.380) quotes Antisthenes’ Heracles,
through some intermediary text (On Virtue 5–23, trans. from Syriac by Menahem Luz):

But if you know truly that reason is an exalted thing, it is not on Plato and Aristotle that I call as
witnesses but on the wise Antisthenes. He it is who taught this way, for thus he says:
‘Prometheus said to Heracles, “Your toil is very contemptible in that you are occupied with
the things of the world, for you have abandoned concern for what is greater than this world.
Indeed, you will be a no more complete man until you learn those things, which are more
exalted than humans. But if you learn these things, then you shall learn of human things too.
But if you learn only of what is here, you will wander like the wild beasts.” He then whose
diligence is in the things of the world and who has enclosed his mind’s reason and prudence
in what is weak and narrow, is no wise man’, as said Antisthenes, ‘but is like an animal that
takes pleasure in a dung hill.’ Indeed, exalted are all heavenly things and it is befitting that
we have exalted thought about them; but if you are not persuaded by that man, raise your
sight to heaven and think on how much is the space from here to there.

48 Müller (n. 10) combines into his fr. 24 what became Jacoby’s frr. 13 and 14, and translates only
what became fr. 13, perhaps implying that the longer fragment should be subsumed to the shorter one.

49 Wipprecht (n. 19), 41.
50 Ad Aeneidem 1.741: nec enim istum docere potuit, qui Didonis erat temporibus, sed docuit

Herculem: unde et dicitur ab Atlante caelum sustinuisse susceptum propter caeli scientiam traditam.
constat enim Herculem fuisse philosophum, et haec est ratio, cur illa omnia monstra uidicit Nilum
Melonem uocari, Atlantem uero Telamonem.

51 For example, Diod. Sic. 4.27.2 records two rationalizations that the ‘apples’ were really sheep; he
implies that there may be even more such rationalizations.

52 Diod. Sic. 4.27.4–5.
53 See M. Luz, ‘The transmission of Antisthenes’ Hercules in Hellenistic philosophy and literature’,

in K.J. Boudouris (ed.), Hellenistic Philosophy (Athens, 1994), 114–21, and ‘Antisthenes’
Prometheus myth’, in J. Glucker and A. Laks (edd.), Jacob Bernays: Un philologue juif
(Villeneuve, 1996), 89–103, on the Themistius passage.
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Antisthenes’ Prometheus, and then apparently Antisthenes himself, advocates for
reason. Reason (or calculation; Luz observes that malîlûthâ is from melâ = λόγος) is
an exalted skill concerned with more than mere experience. A person must seek to
learn it; it does not come simply through toil and hardship. Themistius adds that reason
directs itself to ‘heaven’, and takes up astronomical calculation. So he seems to deploy
Antisthenes to argue that Heracles’ success comes through cosmological knowledge. If
Antisthenes argued this, it would be possible for Herodorus, his contemporary and
potential reader, also to have had this connection in mind. But it is in fact unlikely
that this passage from Themistius shows Antisthenes to have argued for a connection
between cosmological knowledge and moral capacity. While the precise end of
Themistius’ quotation of Antisthenes is uncertain (I have inserted the closing quotation-
marks), it seems necessary that Themistius is responsible for the final sentence. It is in
the final sentence, and nowhere else, that reason is associated with astronomical thought.
In fact, Antisthenes’ ‘reason’ is given almost no determinate content—it is not said to be
dialectic competence, theology, comparative anthropology, mathematics, science or
anything else we might find in Plato or Aristotle. Of course, reason must differ somehow
from experience or from technical skill, but it could just as well be self-reflection, clarity
of mind or articulation of purpose. In other words, Antisthenes could have in mind the
exercise of προμήθεια, sticking to one’s life-organizing principles, rather than reacting
to those (worldly) objects of desire most immediately present.54 Thus even were
Herodorus directly influenced by Antisthenes, we would not yet have grounds to
think that the physical, astronomical or prophetic knowledge that fr. 13 says he acquired
must underlie the ‘philosophizing’ that fr. 14 says he practises.

Third, there are reasons to believe that Herodorus was influenced by Pythagoreans,
or at least by Pythagorean questions.55 His interest in ἄλιμος, the appetite-suppressing
drug (mallow or asphodel) favoured by philosophers (fr. 1), aligns him with the
Pythagoreans, as does his interest in the moon and in Heracles’ stature (frr. 4, 19).56

Were Herodorus influenced by the Pythagoreans, then he could conceivably have linked
philosophy and cosmology. Guthrie describes the Pythagorean concern for cosmology
in a useful way:

(a) The world is a kosmos … order, arrangement or structured perfection. (b) All nature is akin,
therefore the soul of man is intimately related to the living and divine universe. (c) Like is
known by like, that is, the better one knows something the more one is assimilated to it.
Hence (d) to seek through philosophy for a better understanding of the structure of the divine
kosmos is to realize and cultivate the divine element in oneself.57

Through the idea of κόσμος the Pythagoreans could link astronomy and self-knowledge,
cosmology and self-discipline. But none of Herodorus’ fragments suggest he did the
same. The advanced reasoning displayed by Heracles, in fr. 14, involves only outplaying
one’s desires, and fr. 13 simply provides a rationalization of the mythic idea of ‘pillars
of the cosmos’. We have no way of knowing what Herodorus thinks Heracles did with
that celestial or natural knowledge. Thus I conclude that we must resist assuming that,

54 On προμήθεια, see C. Moore, ‘Promêtheia (“forethought”) until Plato’, AJPh 136 (2015), 381–
420. S. Prince, Antisthenes of Athens: Texts, Translations, and Commentary (Ann Arbor, 2014), 330
refers to the object of Antisthenes’ exhortation as ‘a transcendent object of knowledge’.

55 Detienne (n. 11), 25–32; Borin (n. 17), 148–9; Fuentes González and Campos Daroca (n. 3),
3.674–5; Blakely (n. 19).

56 Ath. 4.161a; Porph. Plot. 34–5; Detienne (n. 11), 24; Blakely (n. 19) on F 1.
57 Guthrie (n. 2), 206.
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for him, philosophizing requires intellectual development in the manner provided by
lessons, theories, schools and abstract thought, in particular in astronomy, physics
and prophecy.

V. HERODORUS AND HIS INTELLECTUAL CIRCLE

Herodorus’ understanding of philosophy must have come from somewhere; it would do
him no good to invent a meaning, and fr. 14 gives no notice that he is consciously
innovating or modifying a use.58 No evidence supports the idea that Herodorus absorbed
a usage local to Pontic Heraclea, and Herodorus obviously belonged to a much wider
republic of letters. Called a ‘sophist’,59 he had a thirst for every sort of knowledge,
and the great length of his Heracles suggests that he must have read tremendously.
He surely read material that discussed ‘philosophy’. The material available to him
depends on the decade in which he wrote his volume.

The best information about the period of Herodorus’ life comes from fourth-century
remarks about his son, Bryson. The Platonic Epistle 13 (360c), purporting to be from the
350s, treats Bryson as by then famous enough to have followers. In History of Animals
6.5 (563a5), Aristotle invokes Bryson ‘the sophist’ to identify his father, Herodorus,
whose remarks about vultures interest him.60 That Aristotle mentions Bryson suggests
either that he wants to connect Herodorus to Aristotle’s Peripatetic associates via
their friend Bryson or that Bryson is more well known than his historian and
mythographer father; or even that Herodorus is long gone.61 Diogenes Laertius
identifies Bryson as a teacher of the Cynic Crates (c.365–285) and the sceptic Pyrrho
(c.360–270; cf. Suda π 3238).62 The Suda (σ 829 s.v. Σωκράτης) mentions the tradition
that Bryson studied with Socrates, but also records a view that Bryson studied instead
with Euclides or with Clinomachus (π 3238).63 If we accept the claim that Bryson
studied with Socrates, then Bryson must have been born by 420 (and thus must have
been older than seventy, or dead, during Aristotle’s writing career), and his father
must have been born around or before 450. On this accounting, Herodorus could
have written his book before Socrates’ death. But given the Suda’s uncertainty that
Bryson did study with Socrates, and given the silence about the relationship elsewhere,
reliance on the connection is risky. Our other evidence unanimously suggests that
Bryson would have been in his pedagogical maturity by the end of the 350s. This
puts his birth no later than Aristotle’s.64 This earlier date would put his father’s birth
as late as Plato’s, but probably earlier. Herodorus could thus have written his book as

58 We do see such self-conscious modification or re-articulation at Pl. Ap. 28e4–5 with 23d2–6 and
29c5–e3, but Socrates does so openly and for clear reasons.

59 Evidence at Jacoby (n. 19), 984–5.
60 Aristotle also critiques Bryson’s famed squaring the circle (An. post. 75b40, Soph. el. 171b16,

172a3) and refutes his claim that putatively vulgar words cannot actually be vulgar (Rhet. 1405b9).
On Bryson, see K. Döring, Die Megariker (Amsterdam, 1972), 158–61.

61 Desideri (n. 7), 10 observes that this could also mean that Herodorus’ work was written long
before it became generally known in Athens.

62 Diog. Laert. 1.16, 6.85, 9.61. Diogenes also puts him at the end of a chronologically uninforma-
tive list of philosophoi who did not write: ‘Socrates, Stilpo, Phillipus, Menedemus, Pyrrho,
Theodorus, Carneades, Bryson’.

63 Suda θ 150 claims further that Bryson taught a Theodorus.
64 Fowler (EGM 2.696) gives without evidence a date for Bryson of ‘about 400 to 340’; Hawes

(n. 11), 11 gives fl. c.400.
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early as the decade or so before Socrates’ execution, or as late, theoretically, as
Aristotle’s History of Animals. Thus I accept Döring’s dating of Herodorus’ work as
between 400 and 340, though potentially earlier.65

What we can say is that Herodorus’ account of Heracles comes in the midst of Greek
intellectual reflection on Heracles. Prodicus’ speech on the crossroads of virtue, repeated
by Socrates to Aristippus in Xenophon’s Memorabilia (2.1.21–34), must have been
written before Socrates’ death.66 In that speech, young Heracles sits wondering about
the life he should adopt, when two women present to himself his real choice, between
a pleasure-lined life of ease and a toilsome, rigorous life of virtue. This life of virtue is
not a life of intellectual reflection or dialectical exchange but a life of pain and effort
(πόνου καὶ ἐπιμελείας), care and benefaction (θεραπευτέον … εὐεργετητέον) and
helpfulness and good deeds (ὠφελητέον … πειρατέον εὖ ποιεῖν). If Heracles wishes
to perform well in war, he must learn martial skill from teachers, and practise it in
the field (28). If he would live well overall, he must give up his desire for instant grati-
fication, for money with which to satisfy every whim, and for whatever frustration he
might feel toward friends. How he is to adopt this life, Prodicus’ tale does not say.
The implication is probably that the good life demands a conscious choice, a commit-
ment to challenging activity, and a belief that such activity will redeem itself. Neither
Virtue, Prodicus, Socrates nor Xenophon calls Heracles’ path to virtue ‘philosophy’,
and we cannot assume that Prodicus did either. But this picture of the good life for
Heracles, in its silence about abstraction, the development of reason or the pursuit of
knowledge, is consistent with Herodorus’ picture.

Plato acknowledges the popularity of Heracles-talk among intellectuals (Symp.
177b, cf. Lysis 205c). His Callicles interprets Pindar’s poetic reference to Heracles as
vindicating his might-makes-right view of justice and as against Socratic philosophizing
(Grg. 484b), and Socrates treats Heracles as an exemplary hero (Alc. 120e, Hp. mai.
293a). On three occasions Plato even makes Heracles Socratic, in his mastery at taking
down claims and counterclaims. Socrates calls Heracles an excellent wrestler, after
Theodorus has likened Socratic conversation to wrestling; by implication, Heracles is
a vigorous interlocutor (Tht. 169b). When both Simmias and Cebes argue against the
immortality of the soul, and request Socrates’ further defence of his position,
Socrates notes that the mythological tradition holds that not even Heracles could fight
two enemies at once; when Phaedo tells Socrates to call on him as his Iolaus, he
confirms a tentative equation of Socrates and Heracles (Phd. 89c). Socrates even
rationalizes a Heraclean labour when, again confronting two opponents—the brothers
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus—he judges himself worse than Heracles: and yet
Heracles, he says, could not even fight the Hydra, a ‘sophist’ with such ‘wisdom’
that she could replace any ‘head of argument’ she lost (σοφιστρίᾳ οὔσῃ καὶ διὰ τὴν
σοφίαν ἀνιείσῃ, εἰ μίαν κεφαλὴν τοῦ λόγου τις ἀποτέμοι), at the same time that he

65 K. Döring, ‘Bryson’, in Brill’s New Pauly (Leiden, 2002). Wipprecht (n. 19), 38 suggests a
flourishing around 420, which seems too early.

66 D. Sansone, ‘Heracles at the Y’, JHS 124 (2004), 125–42 and ‘Xenophon and Prodicus’ Choice
of Heracles’, CQ 65 (2014), 371–7 argues that Xenophon quotes Prodicus directly; V. Gray, ‘The
linguistic philosophies of Prodicus in Xenophon’s “Choice of Heracles”?’, CQ 56 (2006), 526–35
denies it. Most scholars agree that Prodicus died by 395. See R. Hunter, Plato and the Traditions
of Ancient Literature: The Silent Stream (Cambridge, 2012), 129–30 on the layers of identification
this passage creates, and K. Urstad, ‘Pathos, pleasure and the ethical life in Aristippus’, Journal of
Ancient Philosophy 3 (2009), 1–22 on the Socratic aspects of Aristippus, in particular his concern
for self-control.
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fought the crab, another ‘sophist’ (Euthyd. 297c). Again Socrates says Heracles called
on his nephew Iolaus, and Dionysodorus asks whether Iolaus is also his nephew, thereby
again likening Socrates to Heracles.

This Platonic evidence confirms what we knew already from the Prodican evidence,
namely that Heracles took a prime place in Classical Greek intellectual reflection.
But when Plato participates in such reflection, either by reporting the way in which
Socrates actually spoke, or by imagining new anecdotes, he reads into Heracles
something other than Prodicus did. In the three references to Heracles’ wrestling and
fighting excellence, Plato has Socrates treat the excellence as argumentative vigour
and ability. This Heracles can, like Socrates, defeat all comers in dialectical exchange.
This suggests that Plato reflected on the image of Heracles. But this is importantly not
the image of Heracles that Herodorus takes up. The picture we glimpse from fr. 14, and
even from fr. 13, has nothing of the argumentative, dialectical or conversational about it.
While it is possible that Herodorus read Plato before having written his Heracles, it is
clear that his having done so did not directly cause his rationalized reading of the
Hesperides episode. (While it is of course possible that Herodorus read other parts of
Plato’s works that influenced his thoughts about steadfastness of soul, I do not believe
that Plato’s works make a strong link between ‘philosophy’ and steadfastness of soul;
but this cannot be argued here.)

An even better match for Herodorus’ fr. 14 than Prodicus or Plato is Antisthenes
(c.445–365), who himself wrote at least one work on Heracles (Diog. Laert. 6.16,
6.18). Diogenes Laertius sums up Antisthenes’ conception of the good life by observing
that happiness requires virtue alone with Socratic strength (Σωκρατικῆς ἰσχύος), and
manifests itself in deeds, needing neither much talk nor learning (μήτε λόγων
πλείστων δεομένην μήτε μαθημάτων, 6.11). He proceeds to deploy martial language
to describe this view. He calls virtue ‘an irremovable armour’ (ἀναφαίρετον ὅπλον ἡ
ἀρετή), reasoning ‘a strongest wall’ (τεῖχος ἀσφαλέστατον φρόνησιν), and calculation
(λογισμός), the term to which Herodorus drew particular attention, ‘an indissoluble
wall we must prepare’ (τείχη κατασκευαστέον ἐν τοῖς αὑτῶν ἀναλώτοις λογισμοῖς,
6.12–13).67 Diogenes tells us that Antisthenes uses the example of Heracles to prove
that hardship (πόνος) is a good thing (6.2), to take a strong anti-hedonist line (6.3)
and to exhort a ‘life in accordance with virtue’ (6.104). From his experience hiking
many miles daily to visit Socrates, Antisthenes learned to be steadfast and unmoved
(τὸ καρτερικὸν … καὶ τὸ ἀπαθές, 6.2). He thought that virtue could be acquired
(6.10), and, as he says in the Heracles, persists inalienably (6.105). Other authors
emphasize Antisthenes’ arguments against sexual pleasure and his lauding of
σωφροσύνη above all other virtues.68 Additional information about Antisthenes
comes from Xenophon’s Symposium. The character Antisthenes argues against the
desire for money, in favour of self-reliance for pleasure, and about the benefit in
being generous and congenial to others (4.33–44), presumably in opposition to being
quick to anger and jealousy.

67 On λογισμός in Antisthenes, see F. Decleva Caizza, Antisthenis Fragmenta (Milan, 1966), 110,
and Prince (n. 54), 394.

68 Clem. Al. Strom. 2.20.107.2–3; Theodoret. Cure of Greek Maladies 3.53 (τὴν σωφροσύνη περὶ
πλείστου ποιούμενος); cf. Diog. Laert. 6.103, who ascribes to Antisthenes the view that the σώφρων
will forgo reading from the fear of distraction by others.
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As should be clear, Herodorus’ fr. 14 shares much with the theses attributed to
Antisthenes.69 The siege language is the most remarkable similarity. Beyond that,
both treat thinking and mind as defensive, a ‘hide’ or a ‘wall’. In both, Heracles stands
for effort in opposition to desire-satisfaction. The key to the good life is giving no more
than due consideration to pleasures, wealth and irascibility. Argument and broad
scholarly exposure have little importance. Antisthenes’ fame and vast publication
(Diog. Laert. 6.18) make it entirely possible that Herodorus would have read or heard
about his work. Cultural interchange between Athens and Pontic Heraclea (if Herodorus
had not moved to Athens, as his son did) would even have made it likely.70 It is
worth considering the possibility, then, that Herodorus represents Antisthenes’ view
of ‘philosophy’. We cannot establish this directly, because the only testimony to
Antisthenes’ view comes in three late and dubious passages. Nevertheless, we will
look briefly at them.

Stobaeus tells the following story: asked by someone what he ought to teach his son,
Antisthenes replied, ‘if he is to live with the gods, philosophy, if with men, rhetoric’ (εἰ
μὲν θεοῖς μέλλει συμβιοῦν, φιλόσοφον, εἰ δὲ ἀνθρώποις, ῥήτορα).71 In this witty
riposte, Antisthenes seems to claim practical relevance for rhetoric while calling
philosophy good only for those undergoing apotheosis. This makes some sense; a
Hellenistic tradition associated Antisthenes with rhetoric, both directly and through
the tutelage of Gorgias,72 and, as we have seen, with a distaste for theoretical pursuits.
But the same tradition also had Antisthenes abandoning rhetoric for Socrates.73 So
perhaps Antisthenes meant quite the opposite by the riposte: whereas rhetoric has no
better than mundane and instrumental value, philosophy elevates.74 Yet, this alternative
view faces as many challenges. The same riposte is elsewhere attributed to Demosthenes
(Florilegium Monacense 182), who would not have derogated rhetoric. And even had
Antisthenes said this before he converted to philosophy, he would hardly have been
famous enough for his sayings to be retained, and it may have been too early in the
fifth century for ‘philosophy’ to be connected to the life of the gods. So it may seem
that either the attribution to Antisthenes cannot be sustained or the riposte’s vagueness
prevents any useful interpretation. Yet, there is a third option. Heracles underwent
apotheosis. So for him ‘philosophy’ would be suitable. Heracles’ philosophizing, as
Herodorus presents it and the fragments of Antisthenes recorded in Diogenes Laertius
and elsewhere suggest, was not theoretical; but it was even less rhetorical. So if
‘philosophy’ for Antisthenes means the self-overcoming adumbrated in Herodorus’ fr.
14, then the riposte is Antisthenic and determinate enough for fruitful interpretation.

Diogenes Laertius relates another anecdote about Antisthenes and philosophy. When
Antisthenes ‘was asked what he gained from philosophy, he said that it was the ability to

69 Decleva Caizza (n. 67), 95 mentions scholarship that uncertainly relates Antisthenes and
Herodorus on Heracles.

70 Desideri (n. 7).
71 2.31.76; a similar response is found at Gnom. Vat. 7.
72 Rhetoric: Diog. Laert. 6.2, Gnom. Vat. 4, Jer. Adv. Iovinian. 2.14 Bickel, Suda α 2723; Gorgias:

Diog. Laert. 6.1. See Prince (n. 54), 41–8.
73 Diog. Laert. 6.2, Gnom. Vat. 4.
74 M.-O. Goulet-Cazé, ‘Religion and the early Cynics’, in R. Branham and M.-O. Goulet-Cazé

(edd.), The Cynics: The Cynic Movement in Antiquity and its Legacy (Berkeley, 1996), 47–80, at
69 takes this line, glossing Antisthenes as saying that ‘only philosophy enables a man to surpass
the human level and reach that of the divine’, and linking the divine and philosophy with (the
normatively excellent) unity and nature. This reasoning follows Pl. Phdr. 274a1–2.
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converse with himself’ (ἐρωτηθεὶς τί αὐτῷ περιγέγονεν ἐκ φιλοσοφίας, ἔφη, τὸ
δύνασθαι ἑαυτῷ ὁμιλεῖν, Diog. Laert. 6.6).75 This obviously recalls Socrates’
description of thought in Plato’s Theaetetus as ‘talk that the soul has with itself’
(λόγον ὃν αὐτὴ πρὸς αὑτὴν ἡ ψυχὴ διεξέρχεται, 189e6–7), which includes conversing,
questioning, answering, affirming, deciding, agreeing and holding an opinion with itself
(Tht. 189e8–190a6). Both Plato and Antisthenes could have taken the idea from
Socrates, and taken it their own directions, Plato toward the idea of internal consistency
(cf. Tht. 190a8–e4), Antisthenes toward the idea of self-sufficiency.76 We might take
this as consistent with the riposte in Stobaeus: rhetoric involves convincing others
and being convinced by them; only when one thinks for oneself does one qualify to
live divinely. Herodorus’ psychologizing internal battle, with the soul’s steadfastness
and its backup λογισμός defeating the ‘impoverished and variegated’ λογισμός of
sharp desire, might have its inspiration in Antisthenic internal debate. At any rate,
Antisthenes is not said to have won from ‘philosophy’ knowledge of the world or
wisdom or a love for abstractions—which we might expect were ‘philosophy’ to
mean ‘intellectual cultivation’.

A final piece of (potential) evidence for Antisthenes’ view of ‘philosophy’ comes
from an ostracon found in Oxyrhynchus.77 Stobaeus 2.31.76 had already attributed to
Antisthenes the following slogan: ‘those intending to become good men must exercise
their body with gymnastics and their soul with education (παιδύσει).’ The ostracon,
probably residue of a student exercise, prints: ‘While the farmer tames (ἐξημεροῖ) his
land, the philosopher tames his nature (φύσιν). Those intending to become good men
must exercise their body with gymnastics and their soul with talk (λόγοις).’ The first
sentence had already been known anonymously in the Florentine florilegium under
the heading Περὶ ἀγωγῆς καὶ παιδείας; its juxtaposition with a purportedly
Antisthenic line and its plausibly fifth/fourth-century provenance suggests that it
could also be Antisthenes’.78 Of particular note is the verb, ἐξημερόω. In its only
other Athenian usage, in Euripides’ Heracles, it twice refers to Heracles’ labours
(πόνους) as a whole, the removal of savage beasts from the world (ἐξημερῶσαι
γαῖαν, 20; ἄβατον δὲ χώραν καὶ θάλασσαν ἀγρίαν | ἐξημερώσας, 851–2).79 For
Herodorus’ ‘philosophizing’ Heracles, the task is precisely the taming of one’s wild
beasts in the advancement of one’s nature. Herodorus does not develop the reliance
this self-taming would have on education or talk, but the remark about philosophy at
Diog. Laert. 6.6 and Antisthenes’ Socratic tutelage makes it plausibly an Antisthenic
view.

Herodorus’ fr. 14 seems to provide an Antisthenic view of ‘philosophy’, for reasons
connected both to the content of that fragment and to its compatibility with the few late
gnomological witnesses to that view. Because we know so little about Antisthenes’ view
of ‘philosophy’ otherwise, this is a boon. It is a particular boon because Antisthenes, as
a leading student of Socrates, may have developed one or more strands of Socrates’ view

75 Answers to this question, ‘what is gained from philosophy’, are attributed also to Aristippus
(Diog. Laert. 2.68), Plato (Gnom. Vat. 430), Aristotle (Diog. Laert. 5.20) and Diogenes of Sinope
(Diog. Laert. 6.63).

76 For this anecdote as concerned with self-sufficiency, see Prince (n. 54), 334–5.
77 O.Köln inv. 04.
78 A. Henrichs, ‘Zwei Fragmente über die Erziehung (Antisthenes)’, ZPE 1 (1967), 45–54; Decleva

Caizza (n. 67), 110; Prince (n. 54), 547–9.
79 At Hdt. 1.26.1, it refers to the clearing of a ‘thorny’ (ἀκανθώδης) tract of land; in Theophr. Hist.

pl. 2.2.12, in the passive, it means to be domesticated.
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of ‘philosophy.’ And there is no doubt that understanding Socrates’ view matters to the
history of philosophy.

VI. A GENETIC HISTORY OF ‘PHILOSOPHY’

There is no room here to give a general account of the history of the word ‘philosophy’.
But the following is a conjectural sketch of that account. The term ‘philosopher’ may
have been coined around the time of Pythagoras.80 We need not accept that
Pythagoras himself coined it, or even that he was the first person to apply it to himself.
But we might suspect that people called him ‘philosopher’, or his students and
sympathizers ‘philosophers’, and that at some point the Pythagoreans accepted the
name.81 Pythagoras and those modelling their lives on his were probably distinguished
by their breadth of travel, accumulation of wisdom literature from diverse sources,
rigorous study, memorizing, belief in immortality and in aspirations to it, and discussion
or defence of the views so developed. As Pythagoreans travelled (freely or forcibly)
through Magna Graecia and mainland Greece, and as other travellers came upon
them, the idiosyncratic life of ‘philosophy’ (= Pythagoreanism) may have become
more broadly known. But in some vicinities certain aspects of this life might have
impressed themselves more powerfully upon non-philosophers, and in other vicinities
other aspects upon other non-philosophers. Thus the name ‘philosopher’ or the activity
‘philosophy’ might have ended up referring, within different circles, to different kinds of
people or practices. For Ionians like Herodotus, the travel and the accumulation of
knowledge might have been central (1.30). For those in Gorgias’ midst, discipleship
in argument and analysis could be key (Hel. 13). We need not find an essential semantic
commonality between these usages, or a technicalizing evolution, from broad-to-narrow
connotation. We may see instead an origin in an external description of a specific group,
and contingent development as the term spread.

It seems plausible that Herodorus’ usage—or if it is Antisthenes’, or one of Socrates’,
then their usage too—has Pythagorean provenance tempered through several
generations of reapplication. The Pythagorean regimen appears to have emphasized
desire control.82 This desire control may have been relatively distinct from argumentative
skill, love for wisdom, concern for the abstract, or other modes of mental development.
That for the Pythagoreans desire control might be only one ingredient in a complete life
of philosophy does not mean that for Herodorus (or Antisthenes) philosophy must be so
expansive. After all, Herodorus’ remark about Heracles mentions neither knowledge nor
truth, neither learning nor wisdom, neither debating nor studying. It treats philosophizing
instead as attainment of the virtues of restraint, an attainment that involves training
primarily in steadfastness and secondarily in the self-directed calculation appropriate
for withstanding the siren call of one’s desires.

Herodorus does not see himself as presenting an iconoclastic, revolutionary or even
revelatory signification of ‘philosophy’. He simply draws from the literature he reads
and the particular pools of culture into which he immersed himself. Antisthenes is his

80 Implied by Heraclitus, fr. 35 DK. See Guthrie (n. 2), 204; Riedweg (n. 5).
81 Lallot (n. 2) and T. Ebert, ‘Why is Evenus called a philosopher at Phaedo 61c?’, CQ 51 (2001),

423–34, with the stories of Pythagoras as the first person to call himself philosophos in Cic. Tusc.
5.3.8, Sosicrates apud Diog. Laert. 8.8, Diod. Sic. 10.10.1, Diog. Laert. 1.12.

82 See, for example, Diog. Laert. 8.9, 8.13, 8.18, 8.23.
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likely literary or cultural influence. He may not be; but whether he is or not, we have no
reason to think that Antisthenes himself has an iconoclastic, revolutionary or revelatory
notion of ‘philosophy’. While he may have taken a more self-conscious attitude toward
the notion of ‘philosophy’ than Herodorus—with too little evidence we cannot be
sure—he too likely drew from some particular range of influences. These influences
have been mostly hidden. Herodorus’ fr. 14 goes some way to revealing them. As we
see, and as we may not have seen as decisively before this study, some people in the
late fifth and early fourth century found ‘philosophy’ to describe, most saliently, the
rigorous control of one’s desires. They surely did not posit this explicitly against
Plato’s analytic-deliberative notion, Isocrates’ political-pedagogical notion or Aristotle’s
fundamental-explanatory notion. This is just how they heard the term being used and
talked about. A genetic history, in particular one with its origin in observers early in
the Pythagorean movement (for example), allows for multiple contemporaneous uses
of the word ‘philosophy’. This recognition has important interpretative consequences.

At only one other moment in extant Classical literature is Heracles explicitly connected
to ‘philosophy’.83 In Alexis’ (c.375–275) comic play Linus, Linus shows to Heracles his
extensive library of excellent literature, and says that the book Heracles picks will reveal
his nature. Heracles picks a cookbook. ‘You’re clearly some philosopher’, Linus
responds, ‘who, having passed over so many books, grabs the Art of Simus.’84 The
joke implies that philosophers have wide interests in literature, but generally reject
the indulgence of gluttony. It also implies that Heracles is among the least appropriately
categorized as a learned reflective philosopher. This suggests that Herodorus’ equation
of Heracles with philosophy would be memorably counterintuitive, or paradoxical, and
good for citing in the future. But it does not mean that a philosophizing Heracles is, for
Herodorus, impossible, or a joke. It means that on a certain understanding of
philosophy—as the way of life concerned with virtue, self-control and the proper
estimation of values—Heracles, like Socrates, is as model a life as any.85

CHRISTOPHER MOOREPenn State University
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83 We might find another contemporaneous but much more tenuous connection between Heracles
and ‘philosophy’ if we consider that Aristotle’s ‘Hymn to Hermias’ implicitly likened Hermias to
Heracles, and Aristotle’s nephew Callisthenes wrote that Hermias wished people to know that he
did nothing unworthy of philosophy (Arius Didymus col. 6.15–16). See W. Jaeger, Aristotle:
Fundamentals of the History of his Development (Oxford, 19622), 117–18, and A. Ford, Aristotle
as Poet: The Song for Hermias and its Contexts (Oxford, 2011), 19–20, 144–6.

84 Fr. 140.10–12 K.–A. In Greek mythology, Linus gets killed for this sassiness (Apollod. Bibl.
2.4.9); see J. Boardman, O. Palagia and S. Woodford, ‘Herakles’ early life and family’, LIMC 4
(1988), 827–38, images 1666–73. Heracles is then sent out to Amphitryon’s cowherds for a more
rustic education (Herodorus, fr. 17; Apollod. Bibl. 2.4.9).

85 I would like to acknowledge the many labours performed by Robin Boyes, Richard Hunter,
Doug Hutchinson, David Murphy, Matthijs Wibier and several anonymous referees in their advice
on drafts of this paper.
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