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ECPHANTUS’ THEORY
OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE COSMOS

According to Hippolytus of Rome', Ecphantus, who was strongly and
consistently interested in the science of the constitution of the cosmos, had
quite an impact on late thinkers versed in philosophy. Far from falling in with
Hippolytus' views O. Voss® and P. Tannery? attempted to demonstrate that
Ecphantus was merely a fictitious character in a dialogue entitled Of Celestial
Phenomena, which can be safely regarded as a writing of Heracleides of
Pontus. As a matter of fact, W.A. Heidel® and B.L. van der Waerden” attached
credence to such an hypothesis, whereas G. Calogero®, F. Susemihl” and G.
Vlastos® maintained that Ecphantus had made a reputation for himself as a
forth-century thinker. On the other hand, J.A. Fabricius” was not willing to
argue for accepting that the Pythagorean philosopher Ecphantus of Croton and
the Pythagorean philosopher Ecphantus of Syracuse may be the same person. In
our opinion, it seems reasonable to infer that the Pythagorean philosopher
Ecphantus was a native of Croton, who became a citizen of Syracuse because of
the events of 377 B.C.'", but this fact had quite dropped out of the
consciousness of late doxographers. Furthermore, we consider that Hippolytus
placed great emphasis on the phrase «Ecphantus a Syracusan»'' because he did
not fail to distinguish between the philosopher Ecphantus of Syracuse and the
painter Ecphantus of Corinth'2. In addition, the natural conclusion to draw from
Eusebius’ presentation'? would seem to us to be that the alleged fictitiousness
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of Ecphantus of Syracuse falls wide of the mark.

According to A. Boeckh'* and T. Bergk'®, Theophrastus, who was the first to
depict Ecphantus as an exponent of the Pythagorean tradition not only in his
Astronomical Research'® but also in his Physical Opinions'’, knew thal
Ecphantus had attached himself to the Pythagorean philosopher Hicetas of
Syracuse. Taking into account that Hicetas abandoned the view of the Earth as
immovable'®, we have reason to believe that he seriously entertained the
conception of a spherical Earth rotating on its axis. This being so, we are
inclined to think that Hicetas, who had concerned himself with the exact
sciences, tutored Ecphantus in astronomical doctrines which may go back to
Philolaus'”. In point of fact, it deserves to be noted that , according to A.
Capizzi“", it is sought to be inferred that Hicetas was the anonymous vEavioxog
whose imprisonment by Dionysius the Younger for his involvement with
Pythagorean politics had the result of enabling him to make the acquaintance of
Plato. In our opinion, the implication of A. Capizzi’ s argument is that Hicetas
the Pythagorean set up his own School in Syracuse and attracted many
disciples, who were known as ol wepi ®uvriav-'. From this evidence we may
conclude that Ecphantus of Croton came to Syracuse as a teenager and
remained for some decades as a member of Hicetas® School. Being chiefly
influenced by his association with Hicetas, Ecphantus probably suceeded him
as scholarch and dedicated the best of himself to science during the penod of
time between the fiftieth and seventieth years of the forth century B.C.%*.

Keeping in mind that Ecphantus took over the leadership of a group of
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Pythagoras’ spiritual descendents because of Hicetas™ death, we do not leave
out of consideration the fact that no mention has been ever made of ol mepi
"Exgavrov. In our opinion, it is worth recalling that, according to Aétius,
Ecphantus abandoned the view of the Earth as immovable* and «moved the
Earth...in the sense of rotation, like a wheel fixed on its axis...about its own
center»**, Furthermore, one should particularly mention that a similar account
is given by Plutarchus in a short and very clear notice of the opinions of
Aristarchus of Samos®. In point of fact, from Plutarchus we learn that
Cleanthes the Stoic, who had never obtained any theoretical information
concerning the motions of the heavenly bodies, indicted Aristarchus on a
charge of impiety because he disapproved of Aristarchus’ conception of a
moving Earth*®. Now it is perhaps worth adding that the hypothesis of an Earth
rotating on its axis- is stated to have been taught by Philolaus?’ and
Heracleides®®, who probably died by violence because they had shown
unwillingness to recant their views”?. This being so, we are inclined to think
that Ecphantus, who had combined opinions of Philolaus and Hicetas and had
accustomed himself to the Philolaic ideal of demonstrative science, was
indicted on a charge of impiety, because he never declared the Earth to be the
motionless seat of the gods. Granting this to be true, we have reason to believe
that the Pythagorean School of Syracuse did not come to an end by passing
from Ecphantus to toug nepi “Exgavrov.

According to S. Placidis*, Plato had a thorough knowledge of Ecphantus’
theory of the Earth's axial rotation, whereas, according to V. Kalfas®', it is an
accepted fact that nowhere in his Timaeus did Plato imply that this theory was a
mentionable one. Indeed, V. Kalfas** supports the view which goes back to H.
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Cherniss that only for Heracleides of Pontus and his followers one may conclude,
from the evidence produced by Plato’s choice of the word iAheoBat, that,
according to the account of the Timaeus, the Earth has an axial rotation of its own.
In our opinion, Heracleides was probably implying that Plato provided a
satisfactory explanation of the Earth’s behaviour in the Timaeus because he had
familiarized himself with Hicetas” corrections to Philolaus’ astronomical
doctrines**. Now, according to F. Lasserre*, it may be no coincidence that there is
a magnificent depiction of Plato surrounded by Heracleides and other
philosophers, who were attempting to define the scope of an investigation related
with measurements on the celestial sphere. As a matter of fact, F. Lasserre makes
it seem probable that, in view of the account of the Pythagoreans given by
Heracleides, one of those philosophers has enough in common with Ecphantus.
To our mind, the famous passage quoted by Geminus* may be taken as an
indication that, according to the tertiary sources, Heracleides had made no
allusion to Ecphantus’ theory of the Earth’s axial rotation. In point of fact, it is
sufficiently clear that the famous passage quoted by Geminus has enough in
common with the evidence of Theophrastus about the innovation of Hicetas™,
Being chiefly influenced by his association with Hicetas, Ecphantus believed
that the Earth is the centre of the cosmos®’ and conceived the rotatory
movement of the Earth to be from west to east*®. Moreover, G. Marinos"
stressed the point that Hicetas and Ecphantus were the first to declare that the
apparent motion of the celestial objects around the sky results from the rotation
of the Earth on its axis. On the other hand, D. R. Dicks* maintained that,
according to Cicero, Hicetas had regarded the Earth as the only moving body in
the cosmos and «this, if true, would demonstrate an undeniably imperfect
knowledge of astronomy on Hicetas’ part, since it would argue that he
completely ignored the proper motions of the planetary bodies in the zodiac».
To our mind, it deserves to be noted that, according to Heracleides®*', it was
Hicetas® considered opinion that the Earth may be regarded as ®ivouvpevn moc,
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whereas the Sun may be regarded as pévwov mwc. From the astronomical
perspective, it is perhaps more relevant to emphasize that Hicetas, who was an
older contemporary of Eudoxus, did not concern himself with the proper
motions of the planetary bodies in the zodiac because he could not make use of
«three- dimensional spatial coordinates of the planets for defining their
positions relative to the Sun and Earth»*:. This being so, we may suppose that
Hicetas was following the rules of science*’. Indeed, Hicetas exerted influence
upon Ecphantus, who was the first to imply that «where one body moves and
the other 1s at rest, and the vision is not corrected by a comparison with a third
body, the body at rest may appear to be in motion»*4.

In view of an epistemological passage taken from Hippolytus' Refutation of
All Heresies *, L. Duncker and F. G. Schneidewin*® asserted that for Ecphantus
there 1s not any certain kind of universal truths because the world has no
intrinsic characteristics. On the other hand, W. Burkert*’ maintained that
Ecphantus had some sympathy with Alcmaeon’s epistemological views,
whereas W. von Kienle*® was under the impression that Ecphantus advocated
the Xenophanean type of epistemological reasoning. In this connection we may
note especially that neither Alcmaeon’s reference to imperishable celestial
objects* nor Xenophanes’ conception of the infinite depths of the Earth’” are in
conformity with Ecphantus™ cosmological pronouncements. This being so, we
concur with M. Timpanaro Cardini®! in observing that Ecphantus could portray
himself with complete confidence as the last genuine exponent of what he
proclaimed as the epistemological doctrine of Philolaus. As a matter of fact, it is
legitimate to argue that Ecphantus, who had familiarized himself with the
Philolaic way of thinking32, was quite in agreement with Philolaus’ view that
«secure knowledge is possible insofar as we grasp the number in accordance
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with which things are put together»*'. In the light of this quotation we must
realize that for Ecphantus it is not possible to obtain true knowledge of existing
things without giving a description of the cosmos as a whole which has been
ordered according to pleasing mathematical relations. In addition, we may
grant that Ecphantus was a disciple of Hicetas, who, according to
Heracleides™, had attempted to make hypothesis agree with observation.

F. Copleston® and F. Wehrli*® held that the cosmological beliefs attributed to
Ecphantus can be accepted as evidence for those of Heracleides but W. K. C.
Guthrie’’, H.B. Gottschalk™® and H.J. Krimer’” contended that the supposed
resemblance in doctrine between Heracleides and Ecphantus 1s only partial. Itis
nevertheless to be remarked that Theodoretus of Cyrros®™ was inclined to
regard Ecphantus as a Pythagorean who had attached great importance to
ontological views which sound like those of Democritus and Metrodorus of
Chios. Moreover, it is permissible to notice that, according to E. Zéller®' and A.
Kola r®, Ecphantus’ theory of indivisible bodies appears to be a modification of
Democritus’ theory of aroms. On the other hand, O.F. Gruppe® and 1. Zervos®
affirmed that Ecphantus was the first to present a doctrine which is in almost
every essential particular the counterpart of the views attributed to Democritus.
In our opinion, it is most probable that A. Rey® and W. Windelband® were
right in observing that Ecphantus had the reputation of being a philosopher who
saw the possibilities of combining Pythagoreanism with genuine Atomism as
taught by Democritus. It is also fair to mention that, if we piece together the
statements attributed to Metrodorus and Ecphantus touching their theory of
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54. Cf. HEracL. PoxT., F110 Wehrli.

55. Cf. F. CopLESTON, A History of Philosophy, Vol. 1, Norwich, Jarrold, 1946, p. 265.
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indivisible bodies, we discover that Metrodorus, who advocated a version of
Atomism, exerted influence upon Ecphantus by using the terms adialpeta ow-
wata®” and Ovra® instead of the Democritean term vaotd. Indeed,
Metrodorus® posited the existence not only of a plurality of indivisible bodies
but also of the void and Ecphantus’ fell in with Metrodorus® views.

Building on Metrodorus and his Atomism, Ecphantus «was the first to
declare that the Pythagorean units are corporeal»’!. Far from dismissing this
statement in Aétius as merely tantalizing, we take into account that, according
to Theodoretus’, Ecphantus was the first to argue for giving Pythagoreanism a
push in the direction of Atomism of the Democritean type. Now G. Roeper’
points out that in all probability Ecphantus was fascinated by Philolaus’
distinction between unlimiteds and limiters. In our opinion, Ecphantus may
have adapted Metrodorus’ Atomism to his own cosmology and may have
introduced a modification of the Philolaic theory of the constitution of the
cosmos by identifying not only Philolaus’ limiters with Metrodorus’ indivisible
bodies but also Philolaus’ unlimiteds with Metrodorus’ veid. This being so, we
have reason to believe that Aétius included Ecphantus in a list of philosophers
who regarded the cosmos as being unique’ in order to imply that Ecphantus
concurred with Philolaus in observing that the cosmos and everything in it 1s a
combination of unlimiteds and limiters™. Moreover, we are inclined to think
that Ecphantus is mentioned along with Empedocles in a lengthy hst of
believers in a single cosmos’® because Aétius was keeping in mind that
Ecphantus concurred with Empedocles in observing that the cosmos is merely a
small part of the universe (00...10 wav)’”. From this point of view it may be
inferred that Ecphantus, who applied the term mév to the entirety of all that
exists, held that no body whatsoever can exist beyond this cosmos and declared

67. Cf. THEODORET., op. cit., IV 9,

68. Cf. MeTrROD. CHIUS, A3 Diels.

69. CI. ibid., A2 Diels.

70. Cf. EcPHANT., F2 Diels. Taking into consideration that Metrodorus'treatise was entitled On
Nature (cf. METROD. CHius, B1 Diels), we think that in all probability Ecphantus also left a written
composition treating the philosophy of nature systematically. Granting this to be true, it seems
reasonable to infer that Ecphantus’treatise was entitled On Nature.

71. Cf. EcPHANT., F2 Diels. The translation is by G. VLASTOS, op. cit., p. 32.

12. Cf. THEODORET., op. cit., IV 11.

73. Cf. G. Roerer, Emendationsversuche zu Hippolyti philosophumena, Philologus, 7, 1852,
pp. 619- 620.

74. Cf. ECPHANT., F3 Diels.

75.Cf. PriLoL., B1 Duels.

76. Cf. EcPHANT., F3 Diels.

77. Cf. Emp., A47 Diels. As a matter of fact, according to Hippolytus (cf. supra and n. 1), nav
was a term used by Ecphantus.
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the void to be infinite in extent’®,

In order to provide evidence in favour of the Pythagorean theory concerning
the structure of the cosmos’™ Ecphantus held that the cosmos was made up of
ahiboc...opwopévov? of indivisible bodies separated by void. As a matter of
fact, M. Timpanaro Cardini®*' and J. Kerschensteiner® attempted to
demonstrate that Ecphantus had never used the terms mAfifoc...mplopévov. In
our opinion, it deserves to be noted that for Ecphantus the terms mAfifog ...mpL-
ouevov were indissolubly linked to an idea representing the Pythagorean height
of demonstrative Greek mathematics as asserted by Eudoxus’ defimtion of
number *. This being so, it is legitimate to argue that Ecphantus emphasized
the importance of mAnbog...opwopévov of indivisible bodies separated by void
in order to make it perfectly clear that compound bodies can grow by the
aggregations of primary bodies which are limited in number and become
entagled with one another. From this point of view it may be inferred that
Hippolytus® statement on Ecphantus’ theory of indivisible bodies, which is in
part unintelligible because of corruptions in the text, has not been plausibly
emended either by E. Bignone® or by any scholar whose name appears in the
apparatus criticus of the Ecphantean fragments collected by H. Diels®™. In
other words, we maintain that the true reading of Hippolytus' text®® is as
follows: “Exgavrog...égn...adwipeta elvar oopata...tE @v 1a alobnra yive-
oBat...elval 8¢ 10 TATDOS AUTOV GOIOUEVOV %K TOVTOV <TIV> WIELRlav <yi-
veobaw>*’, From the philosophical perspective, the doctrine of indivisible
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79. Cf. H.- L. Nastansky, Ekphantos, in J. MITTELSTRASS, Enzvklopiidie, Philosophie und
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exactly equivalent. Indeed, according to Hippolytus (cf. EceHANT., F1 Diels), Ecphantus held that <z
avsthr 72 have arisen as a result of the existence of indivisible bodies. Now it is not merely implied but
distinctly stated by Anstotle (cf. AriST., Metaph., A6, 987 b 27- 28) that for the Pythagoreans the
terms xsthrsa and mzayuasa were exactly equivalent. Furthermore, it is worth recalling that,
according to Anstotle (cf. Eunox., D1 Lasserre), Eudoxus the Pythagorean (cf. DioG. LAgrT., V. P.,
8. 91) was considered an expert in the philosophy of Anaxagoras. This being so, we have reason o
believe that Eudoxus stressed the point that for Anaxagoras and Archelaus the terms =za2yuz72 and
ameiziz were exactly equivalent (cf. ANAXAG., AST Diels, and ARCHEL., A11 Diels). Taking into
account that in a way Eudoxus exerted influence upon Ecphantus (cf. supra and n. 83), we maintain
that for Ecphantus the terms zmetzia, mzaynatz and 25ty w2 were exactly equivalent.
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bodies is stated to have been taught by Ecphantus as if he were an adherent of
Empedocles and Democritus®®.

Taking into account that mainland Greece played an important role in the
transmission of philosophical ideas to Sicily during Ecphantus’ lifetime®’, we
are inclined to think that Ecphantus attempted to resolve some problems related
to Pythagoreanism, drawing on his comprehensive knowledge not only of the
writings of Democritus but also of those of Metrodorus. To our mind,
Ecphantus probably held that experimental evidence can conclusively falsity
any explanatory hypothesis resulting from an opinion got by guessing. This
being so, we reckon that Ecphantus had a thorough knowledge not only of
Metrodorus’ reference to dua g té@pag VALOpeva™ but also of Democritus’
reference 10 papTOPLOV...TO 7MEPL TS Té@pac”'. In other words, Ecphantus
never disregarded the fact that Democritus did offer a renowned experiment
using a vessel, which could contain as much ashes and water together as it could
of each when poured in separately, as evidence for the existence of the void®.
Building on Democritus and his Atomism, Ecphantus posited the existence of a
plurality of indivisible bodies and thus he suggested a reduction of the structure
of perceptible things to an ontology of primary realities (T@... TEOTA OWQ-
1a)?3. Moreover, Ecphantus concurred with Democritus in observing that the
primary realities differ among themselves in size and shape®. In this
connection we may note especially that Ecphantus declared the primary
realities to be indivisible bodies”™ because he was keeping in mind that,
according to Metrodorus, the primary realities of which the perceptible things
consist are not only finite in smallness” but also invisible”’.

In our opinion, Ecphantus never disregarded the fact that for Democritus the
primary realities are solid bodies (vaotd), which have the quality of being
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94. Cf. IpeM, loc.. cit., pp. 270- 271. Taking into account that, according to Hippolytus (ct.
EcpHaNT., F1 Diels), the term mazaidayr, was the exact equivalent of the term duxgoza, we
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London, Oxford Univ. Press, 1913, p. 251). Indeed, Theophrastus was the first to declare the term
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indivisible in view of the general laws governing the phenomena in question,
and divisible in view of the fundamental truths on which geometry is founded”.
In other words, it is legitimate to argue that Ecphantus declared the primary
realities to be indivisible bodies in order to put special emphasis on the study of
the general laws governing the phenomena in question, and thus he was known
for having given up the Democritean term vaota. Now vaota are definitely
stated to be related to vaotoi mhaxovvreg by Galen™. Far from receiving this
statement with a slight feeling of disbelief, we maintain that for Ecphantus the
way in which every vaotov is organized may be described as being similar to
the structure of a piece of a well-kneaded honey-cake especially used as a
sacred offering'™., From this point of view it seems reasonable to infer that,
according to Ecphantus’ theory of indivisible bodies, the force holding the
nucleus of an indivisible body together may be described as being muratis
mutandis not at all dissimilar to the force holding the mass of a piece of honey-
cake together. This being so, it is permissible to notice that for Ecphantus the
indivisible bodies differ among themselves in duvauuc'’', but the Ecphantean
use of duvaurg, which «is probably derived from medicine»'??, has a great deal
to do with the growth of modern physics'®. To our mind, Ecphantus probably
posited the existence of mesons, which «are believed to participate in the forces
that hold nucleons together in the nucleus» '™,

According to Hippolytus, Ecphantus contended that the indivisible bodies are
moved «not by weight nor impact (mAnyi)'® but by a divine power» ", Taking
into account that for Cicero'"” the term pondus is the exact equivalent of the
Epicurean term fiapog, whereas the term plaga is the exact equivalent of the
Democritean term mAnyn, we are inclined to think that Cicero never identified
Ecphantus’ theory of indivisible bodies with Democritus’ and Epicurus’ theory
of atoms . On the other hand, it cannot be denied that Cicero tended to connect
the term pondus with the term declinatio, which is the exact equivalent of the
Epicurean term mapéyxAwowg. As a matter of fact, we realize that Epicurus did
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not consider Ecphantus’ point of view before entertaining the conception of a
minimal random movement, the swerve, which served to initiate irregular
patterns of motion for blocking the danger of determinism'"8. It is also fair to
mention that Ecphantus stressed the point that the indivisible bodies are not
moved by external impact (xuveloBar..unte minyi)'"™ because he found
himself in opposition to Democritus, who had declared the vaota to be moved
by external impact (mAnyf) ®tvetobar)!'Y, In our opinion, it is most probable that
Ecphantus did not concur with Democritus in observing that each of the
primary realities may be forcibly moved by another without having some
natural motion'''. With a view to block the danger of determinism''2
Ecphantus conceded that Democritus had disregarded the fact that the
indivisible bodies are activated by a divine power (Um0 Oelag duvapewg),
which is said to be similar to mind (votg) and soul (yuym)''3.

E. Zeller''* and W.K.C. Guthrie!'"® assumed that Ecphantus had borrowed
Anaxagoras’ idea of voig as primary motive cause, whereas E. Frank''® and J.
Kerschensteiner''” admitted that Ecphantus had adopted from Plato the theory
that votg 1s a spiritual cosmogonic force. To our mind, it deserves to be noted
that for Ecphantus, who advocated a version of Pythagoreanism, the term voig
was the exact equivalent of the term povég''® and the term povag was the exact
equivalent of the term éotia''”. Now J.P. Dumont'?" affirms that Ecphantus
presented a theory of Yuyn which is in almost every essential particular the
counterpart of Plato’s cosmological doctrines, whereas W. Theiler'?! asserts
that Ecphantus’ theory of }uyn is noticeably the same as the one attributed by
Aristotle to some Pythagoreans who had declared the soul to be identical with
the power of making the particles in the air move. In our opinion, it deserves to
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be noted that for Ecphantus the Pythagorean Gopovia is the link between the
soul (yuyn)'>? and «the first thing fitted together» (10 mpdTov appoobév)',
This being so, we concur with A. Rey'** and J.L.E. Dreyer in observing that
Ecphantus substituted for the Philolaic central fire «the fire in the interior of the
Earth, which revealed itself in volcanic eruptions»'**. In view of the scant
information about Ecphantus’ astronomical instruments'*®, we consider that he
did not realize that «the Earth’s ionosphere...is created by the effect of
ultraviolet and X-radiation from the Sun»'*’. From this point of view it seems
reasonable to infer that it was assumed by Ecphantus, quite wrongly'%, that the
Earth’s ionosphere is created by the effect of radiation from the fire in the
interior of the Earth.

In view of the above-mentioned sequence of arguments, we are indined to
think that, according to Ecphantus, the radiation from the fire in the interior of
the Earth interacts with matter, and thus the indivisible bodies are said to be
moved 0o Belag duvapews. This being so, we maintain that the true reading of
Hippolytus™ text is as follows: "Ex@avrog... €gn... ®ivetobat... 1@ oopata...
o Belag ﬁl?vﬁuamr;. fiv voiIv... TROOUYOPEVEL. TOVTY> WUEV OUV TOV ROONOV
<elzehov> elvan Oeiv..."*”. In the light of this quotation it may be observed that
the term d¢elv has a great deal to do with Hicetas’ ultimate attitude towards the
truth of any reference to facts (10 motOv &% 1OV Gawvopsvov abpeiv)' .
Taking into account that Bpeiv means «to consider»'?!, we have reason to
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believe that Ecphantus, who was a disciple of Hicetas, seriously entertained the
conception of a rational cosmos. On the other hand, it is most probable that
Ecphantus made use of the medical term eixehog'*2, and not of the Platonic term
elxav!*, in order to imply that he found fault with the ways in which it was
attempted to prove that a divine but not omnipotent craftsman transformed the
disorderly matenals of the universe into a harmonious cosmos by creating
images of the unchanging Forms. In our opinion, Ecphantus held that the
cosmos has become spherical Um0 wag dvvapews'* because he regarded the
merits of a spherical and not static universe'* as asserted by Philolaus’ account
of the generation of the cosmos'*¢. From this evidence we may conclude that in
a way the Ecphantean duvauuig, which is invisible to the naked eye'*’ but has
much to do with the unity of the cosmos'*®, represents Archytas’ motive
force'.

As a matter of fact, Ecphantus’ reference to duvapug or Ogia duvapug'! is
indissolubly linked to Ecphantus’ doctrine of divine providence'?', which
contributed greatly to moral reflections'*? by explaining the unity of the
cosmos'* in terms of Order'* and Purpose'**. On the other hand, it is perhaps
worth recalling that, according to E. Bignone, Lucretius criticized Ecphantus’
doctrine of divine providence'*® for being quite inconsistent with the basic
tenets of Democritean and Epicurean physics'’. This being so, we have reason
to believe that, far from identifying himself with Plato’s doctrine of divine
providence'*®, Ecphantus modified Atomism into something more in keeping
with the scientific requirements of Pythagoreanism. In other words, we
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maintain that Ecphantus never attempted to bring his teaching into harmony
with Democritus’ conception of a universe ruled by guoer vt @hoyep'”
because he concurred with Philolaus in observing that & Gloyog @uoLg 1S In
some way connected with Yeddog ", whereas @ @ apBud @uowg has nothing
to do with Yedog'®'. From this point of view it may be inferred that for
Ecphantus, who aligned himself with Hicetas'?? and Archytas'*, the natural
world is ordered in a matter consistent with the existence of mathematical
relations proceeding from divine providence. With a view to lay special
emphasis on Hicetas’ theory of the Earth's axial rotation'>*, Ecphantus , who
attempted to modify Philolaus’ account of the generation of the cosmos'™3,
located what is controlling in the fire in the interior of the Earth «which the
demiurgic god set down under the sphere of the whole» 3.

Christopher N. POLYCARPOU
(Athens)
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H 6EQPIA TOY EKPANTOY MEPI THE LYITAZEQE TOY KOEMOY
[TepgiAnyn

'O "Exgavrog 6 Kpotwviamg, O Omolog éyevvnbn mepi 16 395 m. X, nai
amebave mepi 10 330 . X, UTHOEE OLATPENNS PLAOCOPOS ®al AOTEOVONOC.
Mabntng tod " Ixétov xai emupaveg pELog THG ZyoAdc TOv Zvparovodv, O
"Exngavtog ame@avin 6tL O ®0opog ovyxeltal £ @puopgvor tAnbovg aopa-
WV AOaEETwy owuatwy ta Omola ®AvoDvVToL EViog TOD %evoD YWOEOV.
[1p0g aitohoynor g Evomnrog exdotov adiatpétov owuaros 6 “Exgavtog
ovvérafe Gdpouep®g TV Evvola TOD pecoviov (Svvauts) Evid mTEOS aiTLOAG-
YNOL THG KUVNOEWS EXACTOV AOLaLRETOV Omuatos togpaipevews vnebeoe v
UTaREL GxTivoPOALag ROERXONEVNS Ex TOD EowTépov mupog Tig Mg (Beia
ovvauts). Kata tov "Exgaviov 1 adaipeta owpata ouvamtoteAODV TOV
HLAOTEALOPEVOV OPaLROELdT) ®Oopov O Omolog duemetal o Tic Belag mpo-
volag.



