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About the Book

What is classical about Classical Civilization? In one of the most audacious works of scholarship ever written, Martin Bernal challenges the whole basis of our thinking about this question. He argues that Classical civilization has deep roots in Afrosiatic cultures, but that these influences have been systematically suppressed since the eighteenth century – chiefly for racist reasons.


About the Author

Martin Bernal was Professor Emeritus of Government Studies at Cornell University, specialising in ancient African civilisations and origins of Western civilisations. He was educated at Darrington and King’s
College, Cambridge, where he was a research fellow and tutor. He was published widely on the subject of modern Chinese history. He died in 2013.


 

‘How did the wise Egyptians, admired until the Enlightenment as the founders of philosophy, religion and mathematics, become transformed into a dead and death-loving people incapable of abstract thought, who built the pyramids by some kind of lucky accident? Why did the British continue to admire the Phoenicians long after the French and Flaubert had dismissed them as child-devouring monsters? By what extraordinary sleight of hand did the treacherous southern Mediterranean Greeks of Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida become the noble, primitive, mountain-dwelling, clear-eyed public school heroes of Thomas Arnold’s Rugby? These and many more conundrums Bernal explores and answers, and his allusions – to Fénélon and Northrop Frye, to Campollion and (most appropriately) Conan Doyle, to Renan and Renfrew – are a delight.’

Margaret Drabble, Sunday Times

‘The value of the book lies in his massive and meticulous demonstration of how scholarly views of the past are moulded (and repeatedly modified) by the changing political environment in which scholars pass their lives… Black Athena is certainly a stimulus to thought.’

London Review of Books


 

‘Ten years in the making, Black Athena is a swashbuckling foray into the very heart of racist, Europocentric historiography. He shows a thorough grasp of every relevant discipline and is formidably well read… and has at his fingertips the results of all the latest scholarly research in the diverse fields he has mastered. Already one can hear the knives being sharpened against Bernal… having read the first volume with respect and admiration, one awaits its successors, and the battles ahead with some excitement. For, in the end, it may be the last-ditch defenders of the Aryan Model who find themselves cut to pieces.’

City Limits

‘Racism made it intolerable that Hellenism could owe anything to Africa… The political purpose of Black Athena is… to lessen European arrogance… The book has the virtues of force, clarity, wealth of ideas and a voracious intellectual curiosity.’

Times Higher Educational Supplement
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TRANSCRIPTION AND PHONETICS

EGYPTIAN

THE ORTHOGRAPHY USED in Egyptian words is the standard one accepted by modern Egyptologists, the only exception being the 3 used to represent the ‘vulture or double [image: image]aleph’, which is often printed as two commas on top of each other.

Whatever the exact sound of the 3 in Old Egyptian it was transcribed into Semitic scripts as r, 1, or even n. This consonantal value was retained at least until the 2nd Intermediate Period in the 17th century BC. In Late Egyptian it appears to have become an [image: image]aleph and later, like the Southern English r, it merely modified adjacent vowels. The 3 is the first sign of the alphabetical order used by Egyptologists, and I shall continue with other letters with obscure or difficult sound values.

The Egyptian [image: image] corresponds to both the Semitic [image: image]aleph and yōd. [image: image]Aleph is found in many languages, and nearly all Afroasiatic ones. It is a glottal stop before vowels, as in the Cockney ‘bo[image: image]le’ or ‘bu[image: image]e’ (‘bottle’ and ‘butter’).

The Egyptian [image: image]ayin, which also occurs in most Semitic languages, is a voiced or spoken [image: image]aleph. The Egyptian form seems to have been associated with the ‘back’ vowels o and u.

In early Egyptian the sign w, written as a quail chick, may have had purely consonantal value. In Late Egyptian, the form of the language which had the most impact on Greek, it seems to have been frequently pronounced as a vowel, either o or u.

The Egyptian sign written as r was more usually transcribed as 1 in Semitic and Greek. In later Egyptian it seems, as with the 3, to have weakened into becoming merely a modifier of vowels.

The Egyptian and Semitic letters Romanized as [image: image] appear to have been pronounced as an emphatic h.

The Egyptian and Semitic [image: image] represents a sound similar to the ch in ‘loch’. In later times it became thoroughly confused with the letter š.

The Egyptian letter [image: image] appears to have represented the sound [image: image]y. It too became confused with š.

The letter written here as s was transcribed as either s or z.

š was pronounced as sh or skh. In later times it became very confused with [image: image] and [image: image].

[image: image] represents an emphatic k. Inconsistently, I have followed the common practice of Semitists and have employed q to represent the same sound in Semitic.

The letter t was probably originally pronounced as ty. However, even in Middle Egyptian it was being confused with t.

Similarly, the [image: image] was frequently alternated with d.

EGYPTIAN NAMES

Egyptian divine names are vocalized according to the commonest Greek transcription – for example, Amon for [image: image]lmn.

Royal names generally follow Gardiner’s (1961) version of the Greek names for well-known pharaohs, for instance, Ramessēs.

COPTIC

Most of the letters in the Coptic alphabet come from Greek and the same transcriptions are used. Six extra letters derived from Demotic are transcribed as follows:

[image: image]

SEMITIC

The Semitic consonants are transcribed relatively conventionally. Several of the complications have been mentioned above in connection with Egyptian. Apart from these, one encounters the following:

In Canaanite the sound [image: image] merged with [image: image]. Transcriptions here sometimes reflect the etymological [image: image] rather than the later [image: image]. [image: image] is an emphatic t.

The Arabic sound usually transcribed as th is written here as ty. The same is true of the dh/dy.

The letter found in Ugaritic which corresponds to the Arabic Ghain is transcribed ǵ.

The Semitic emphatic k is written q, rather than [image: image] as in Egyptian.

The Semitic letter Tsade, almost certainly pronounced ts, is written [image: image].

In Hebrew from the 1st millennium BC the letter Shin is written as š.

Elsewhere, however, it is transcribed simply as š, not as s, because I question the antiquity and the range of the latter pronunciation (Bernal, forthcoming, 1988). This, however, causes confusion with Samekh, which is also transcribed as s. Sin is transcribed as ś.

Neither dagesh nor begadkepat is indicated in the transcription. This is for reasons of simplicity as well as doubts about their range and occurrence in Antiquity.

VOCALIZATION

The Masoretic vocalization of the Bible, completed in the 9th and 10th centuries AD but reflecting much older pronunciation, is transcribed as follows:

[image: image]

The reduced vowels are rendered:

[image: image]

Accentuation and cantillation are not normally marked.

GREEK

The transcription of the consonants is orthodox.

υ is transcribed as y.

The long vowels η and ω are written as ē and ō, and where it is significant the long α is rendered ā.

Accentuation is not normally marked.

GREEK NAMES

It is impossible to be consistent in transliterating these, because certain names are so well known that they have to be given in their Latin forms – Thucydides or Plato – as opposed to the Greek Thoukydidēs or Platōn. On the other hand, it would be absurd to make Latin forms for little-known people or places. Thus the commoner names are given in their Latin forms and the rest simply transliterated from Greek. I have tried wherever possible to follow Peter Levi’s translation of Pausanias, where the balance is to my taste well struck. This, however, means that many long vowels are not marked in the transcription of names.


INTRODUCTION

Almost always the men who achieve these fundamental inventions of a new paradigm have either been very young or very new to the field whose paradigm they change.

(Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, p. 90)

MY USE OF this quotation from Thomas Kuhn is an attempt to justify my presumption, as someone trained in Chinese history, to write on subjects so far removed from my original field. For I shall be arguing that although the changes of view that I am proposing are not paradigmatic in the strict sense of the word, they are none the less fundamental.

These volumes are concerned with two models of Greek history: one viewing Greece as essentially European or Aryan, and the other seeing it as Levantine, on the periphery of the Egyptian and Semitic cultural area. I call them the ‘Aryan’ and the ‘Ancient’ models. The ‘Ancient Model’ was the conventional view among Greeks in the Classical and Hellenistic ages. According to it, Greek culture had arisen as the result of colonization, around 1500 BC, by Egyptians and Phoenicians who had civilized the native inhabitants. Furthermore, Greeks had continued to borrow heavily from Near Eastern cultures.

Most people are surprised to learn that the Aryan Model, which most of us have been brought up to believe, developed only during the first half of the 19th century. In its earlier or ‘Broad’ form, the new model denied the truth of the Egyptian settlements and questioned those of the Phoenicians. What I call the ‘Extreme’ Aryan Model, which flourished during the twin peaks of anti-Semitism in the 1890s and again in the 1920s and 30s, denied even the Phoenician cultural influence. According to the Aryan Model, there had been an invasion from the north – unreported in ancient tradition – which had overwhelmed the local ‘Aegean’ or ‘Pre-Hellenic’ culture. Greek civilization is seen as the result of the mixture of the Indo-European-speaking Hellenes and their indigenous subjects. It is from the construction of this Aryan Model that I call this volume The Fabrication of Ancient Greece 1785–1985.

I believe that we should return to the Ancient Model, but with some revisions; hence I call what I advocate in Volume 2 of Black Athena the ‘Revised Ancient Model’. This accepts that there is a real basis to the stories of Egyptian and Phoenician colonization of Greece set out in the Ancient Model. However, it sees them as beginning somewhat earlier, in the first half of the 2nd millennium BC. It also agrees with the latter that Greek civilization is the result of the cultural mixtures created by these colonizations and later borrowings from across the East Mediterranean. On the other hand, it tentatively accepts the Aryan Model’s hypothesis of invasions – or infiltrations – from the north by Indo-European speakers sometime during the 4th or 3rd millennium BC. However, the Revised Ancient Model maintains that the earlier population was speaking a related Indo-Hittite language which left little trace in Greek. In any event, it cannot be used to explain the many non-Indo-European elements in the later language.

If I am right in urging the overthrow of the Aryan Model and its replacement by the Revised Ancient one, it will be necessary not only to rethink the fundamental bases of ‘Western Civilization’ but also to recognize the penetration of racism and ‘continental chauvinism’ into all our historiography, or philosophy of writing history. The Ancient Model had no major ‘internal’ deficiencies, or weaknesses in explanatory power. It was overthrown for external reasons. For 18th- and 19th-century Romantics and racists it was simply intolerable for Greece, which was seen not merely as the epitome of Europe but also as its pure childhood, to have been the result of the mixture of native Europeans and colonizing Africans and Semites. Therefore the Ancient Model had to be overthrown and replaced by something more acceptable.

What is meant here by ‘model’ and ‘paradigm’? The value of defining such terms is limited, both by an unavoidable looseness in their use and by the fact that words can be defined only by other words, providing no bedrock upon which to build. Nevertheless, some indication of their intended meaning is necessary. By ‘model’ I generally mean a reduced and simplified scheme of a complex reality. Such a transposition always distorts, as the Italian proverb puts it – traduttore traditore, ‘translator traitor’. Despite this, like words themselves, models are necessary to nearly all thought and speech. It should always be remembered, however, that models are artificial and more or less arbitrary. Furthermore, just as different aspects of light are best explained as waves or particles, other phenomena can be fruitfully seen in two or more different ways; that is to say, using two or more different models. Usually, however, one model is better or worse than another in its capacity to explain the features of the ‘reality’ confronted. Thus it is useful to think in terms of competition between models. By ‘paradigm’ I simply mean generalized models or patterns of thought applied to many or all aspects of ‘reality’ as seen by an individual or community.

Fundamental challenges to disciplines tend to come from outside. It is customary for students to be introduced to their fields of study gradually, as slowly unfolding mysteries, so that by the time they can see their subject as a whole they have been so thoroughly imbued with conventional preconceptions and patterns of thought that they are extremely unlikely to be able to question its basic premises. This incapacity is particularly evident in the disciplines concerned with ancient history. The reasons seem to be, first, that their study is dominated by the learning of difficult languages, a process that is inevitably authoritarian: one may not question the logic of an irregular verb or the function of a particle. At the same time as the instructors lay down their linguistic rules, however, they provide other social and historical information that tends to be given and received in a similar spirit. The intellectual passivity of the student is increased by the fact that these languages have generally been taught during childhood. While this facilitates learning and gives the scholar thus trained an incomparable feel for Greek or Hebrew, such men and women tend to accept a concept, word or form as typically Greek or Hebrew, without requiring an explanation as to its specific function or origin.

The second reason for inhibition is the near, or actual, religious awe felt in approaching Classical or Jewish cultures, which are held to be the founts of ‘Western’ civilization. Thus there is a reluctance to use ‘profane’ analogies to provide models for their study. The great exception to this has been in folklore and mythology where, since the time of James Frazer and Jane Harrison at the turn of the 19th century, there has been considerable comparative work. Nearly all this, however, has stayed within the bounds set in the 1820s by the man who destroyed the Ancient Model, Karl Otfried Müller. Müller urged scholars to study Greek mythology in relation to human culture as a whole, but was adamantly opposed to recognizing any specific borrowings from the East.1 When it comes to higher culture, there has been an even greater reluctance to see any precise parallels.

The situation is at its most extreme, however, in the realms of language and names. Since the 1840s Indo-European philology, or study of the relationships between languages, has been at the heart of the Aryan Model. Then, as now, Indo-Europeanists and Greek philologists have been extraordinarily reluctant to see any connections between Greek – on the one hand – and Egyptian and Semitic, the two major non-Indo-European languages of the Ancient East Mediterranean, on the other. There is no doubt that if Egyptian, West Semitic and Greek had been the languages of three important contiguous tribes in the modern Third World, there would have been extensive comparative study, after which most linguists would have concluded that they might well be distantly related to each other and that there had certainly been considerable linguistic and presumably other cultural borrowings among the three peoples. Given the deep respect felt for Greek and Hebrew, however, this type of crude comparative work is felt to be inappropriate.

Outsiders can never have the control of detail gained so slowly and painfully by experts. Lacking a full understanding of the background complexities, they tend to see simple-minded correspondences between superficial resemblances. This does not mean, however, that the outsiders are necessarily wrong. Heinrich Schliemann, the German tycoon who first excavated at Troy and Mycenae in the 1870s, made a naive but fruitful conjunction of legends, historical documents and topography, showing that much as academics might like it to be so, the obvious is not always false.

Another tendency among professionals is to confuse what I would call the ethics of a situation with its reality. While it is ‘only fair’ that the expert who has spent a lifetime trying to master a subject should know better than a brash newcomer, this is not always the case. The latter sometimes has the advantage of perspective; the ability to see the subject as a whole and to bring outside analogies to bear on it. Thus one encounters the paradoxical situation that while amateurs are usually unable to help scholarly advance within a model or paradigm, they are often the best people to challenge it. The two most important breakthroughs in Hellenic studies since 1850 – the archaeological discovery of the Mycenaeans and the decipherment of their script, Linear B – were both made by amateurs: Schliemann, to whom I have just referred, and Michael Ventris, who was an Anglo-Greek architect.

Yet the fact that fundamentally new approaches often come from the outside certainly does not mean that all proposals from this quarter are correct or helpful. Most are not, and are rightly rejected as cranky Discrimination between the different types of radical challenge poses two difficult problems. Who should do it? How should it be done? Naturally, the first group to be consulted should be the experts. They have the knowledge necessary to assess the plausibility and use of the new ideas. If, as with Ventris’ decipherment of Linear B, most of them accept one of these, it would be foolish to challenge their verdict. Their negative opinion, on the other hand, cannot be regarded with the same unqualified respect, for, while they have the necessary skills to make a judgement, they have a direct stake in the case. They are the guardians of the academic status quo and have an intellectual and often an emotional investment in it. In some cases scholars even defend their position with the claim that the heroic age of amateurs, which in their field was once necessary, is now over. Therefore, although their discipline was founded by nonprofessionals, the latter can no longer contribute to it. However plausible the idea of an outsider may appear, it is inherently impossible for it to be true.

It is because of such attitudes that just as ‘war is too serious a matter to be left to military men’, informed lay, as well as professional, opinion is necessary to assess the validity of new challenges which have been rejected by the scholars concerned. Although the latter generally know better than the public, there have been cases that show the contrary. Take, for example, the idea of Continental Drift, first proposed by Professor A. L. Wegener at the end of the 19th century. Throughout much of the early 20th century the significance of ‘evident fits’ between Africa and South America, the two sides of the Red Sea and many other coasts was denied by most geologists. Now, by contrast, it is universally accepted that the continents have ‘floated’ apart. Similarly the American populists’ proposals, in the 1880s and 90s, to abandon the gold standard were denounced by the academic economists of the time as completely unworkable. In such cases it would seem that the public was right and the academics wrong. Thus, although professional opinion should be studied carefully and treated with respect, it should not always be taken as the last word.

How should an informed layperson distinguish between a constructive outside radical innovator and a crank? Between a Ventris who deciphered a Cretan syllabary and a Velikovsky who wrote sequences of events and catastrophes completely at variance with all other reconstructions of history? Ultimately, a lay jury has to rely on its own subjective or aesthetic judgement. There are, however, some helpful clues. The crank – that is, someone with a coherent explanation, whose hypotheses do not quickly attract the interest of the academic establishment – tends to add new unknown and unknowable factors into their theories: lost continents, men from outer space, planetary collisions, etc. Sometimes, of course, this type of hypothesis is spectacularly vindicated by the discovery of the postulated unknown factors. For instance, the great Swiss linguist Saussure’s mysterious ‘coefficients’ which he hypothesized to explain anomalies in Indo-European vowels were found in the Hittite laryngeals. Before this, however, the theory remained untestable and to that extent uninteresting.

Less imaginative innovators, by contrast, tend to remove factors rather than to add them. Ventris took away the unknown Aegean language in which Linear B was supposed to have been written, leaving a direct juxtaposition between two known entities, Homeric and Classical Greek, and the corpus of Linear B tablets. Thus he instantly created a whole new academic field.

I maintain that the revival of the Ancient Model of Greek history proposed in these volumes belongs to this second category. It adds no extra unknown or unknowable factors. Instead it removes two introduced by proponents of the Aryan Model: (1) the non-Indo-European-speaking ‘Pre-Hellenic’ peoples upon whom every inexplicable aspect of Greek culture has been thrust; and (2) the mysterious diseases of ‘Egyptomania’, ‘barbarophilia’ and interpretatio Graeca which, the ‘Aryanists’ allege, have deluded so many otherwise intelligent, balanced and informed Ancient Greeks with the belief that Egyptians and Phoenicians had played a central role in the formation of their culture. This ‘delusion’ was all the more remarkable because its victims gained no ethnic satisfaction from it. The removal of these two factors and the revival of the Ancient Model leaves the Greek, West Semitic and Egyptian cultures and languages in direct confrontation, generating hundreds if not thousands of testable hypotheses-predictions that if word or concept a occurred in culture x, one should expect to find its equivalent in culture y. These could enlighten aspects of all three civilizations, but especially those areas of Greek culture that cannot be explained by the Aryan Model.

The Ancient, Aryan and Revised Ancient models share one paradigm, that of the possibility of diffusion of language or culture through conquest. Interestingly, this goes against the dominant trend in archaeology today, which is to stress indigenous development. The latter is reflected in Greek prehistory by the recently proposed Model of Autochthonous Origin.2 Black Athena, however, will focus on the competition between the Ancient and Aryan models.

The 19th and 20th centuries have been dominated by the paradigms of progress and science. Within learning there has been the belief that most disciplines made a quantum leap into ‘modernity’ or ‘true science’ followed by steady, cumulative, scholarly progress. In the historiography of the Ancient East Mediterranean these ‘leaps’ are perceived to have taken place in the 19th century, and since then scholars have tended to believe that their work has been qualitatively better than any that has gone before. The palpable successes of natural science during this period have confirmed the truth of this belief in that area. Its extension to historiography is less securely based. Nevertheless, the destroyers of the Ancient Model and the builders of the Aryan believed themselves to be ‘scientific’. To these German and British scholars, the stories of Egyptian colonization and civilizing of Greece violated ‘racial science’ as monstrously as the legends of sirens and centaurs broke the canons of natural science. Thus all were equally discredited and discarded.

For the past hundred and fifty years, historians have claimed to possess a ‘method’ analogous to those used in natural science. In fact, ways in which the modern historians differ from the ‘prescientific’ ones are much less certain. The best of the earlier writers were self-conscious, used the test of plausibility and tried to be internally consistent. Furthermore, they cited and evaluated their sources. By comparison, the ‘scientific’ historians of the 19th and 20th centuries have been unable to give formal demonstrations of ‘proof’ or establish firm historical laws. Today, moreover, the charge of ‘unsound methodology’ is used to condemn not merely incompetent but also unwelcome work. The charge is unfair, because it falsely implies the existence of other methodologically sound studies with which to contrast it.

Considerations of this kind lead to the question of positivism and its requirement of ‘proof’. Proof or certainty is difficult enough to achieve, even in the experimental sciences or documented history. In the fields with which this work is concerned it is out of the question: all one can hope to find is more or less plausibility. To put it in another way, it is misleading to see an analogy between scholarly debate and criminal law. In criminal law, since conviction of an innocent person is so much worse than acquittal of a guilty one, the courts rightly demand proof ‘beyond reasonable doubt’ before a conviction can be made. But neither conventional wisdom nor the academic status quo has the moral rights of an accused person. Thus debates in these areas should not be judged on the basis of proof, but merely on competitive plausibility. In these volumes I cannot, and therefore do not attempt to, prove that the Aryan Model is ‘wrong’. All I am trying to do is to show that it is less plausible than the Revised Ancient Model and that the latter provides a more fruitful framework for future research.

20th-century prehistory has been bedevilled by a particular form of this search for proof, which I shall call ‘archaeological positivism’. It is the fallacy that dealing with ‘objects’ makes one ‘objective’; the belief that interpretations of archaeological evidence are as solid as the archaeological finds themselves. This faith elevates hypotheses based on archaeology to a ‘scientific’ status and demotes information about the past from other sources – legends, place names, religious cults, language and the distribution of linguistic and script dialects. In these volumes it is maintained that all these sources must be treated with great caution, but that evidence from them is not categorically less valid than that from archaeology.

The favourite tool of the archaeological positivists is the ‘argument from silence’: the belief that if something has not been found, it cannot have existed in significant quantities. This would appear to be useful in the very few cases where archaeologists have failed to find something predicted by the dominant model, in a restricted but well-dug area. For instance, for the past fifty years it has been believed that the great eruption on Thera took place during the ceramic period Late Minoan IB, yet despite extensive digging on this small island, no sherd of this ware has appeared below the volcanic debris. This suggests that it would be useful to look again at the theory. Even here, however, some pots of this type could still turn up, and there are always questions about the definition of ceramic styles. In nearly all archaeology – as in the natural sciences – it is virtually impossible to prove absence.

It will probably be argued that these attacks are against straw men, or at least dead men. ‘Modern archaeologists are much too sophisticated to be so positivist’, and ‘no serious scholar today believes in the existence, let alone the importance, of “race”.’ Both statements may be true, but what is claimed here is that modern archaeologists and ancient historians of this region are still working with models set up by men who were crudely positivist and racist. Thus it is extremely implausible to suppose that the models were not influenced by these ideas. This does not in itself falsify the models, but – given what would now be seen as the dubious circumstances of their creation – they should be very carefully scrutinized, and the possibility that there may be equally good or better alternatives should be seriously taken into account. In particular, if it can be shown that the Ancient Model was overthrown for externalist reasons, its supersession by the Aryan Model can no longer be attributed to any explanatory superiority of the latter; therefore it is legitimate to place the two models in competition or to try to reconcile them.

At this point, it would seem useful to provide an outline of the rest of this introduction. In a project as large as the one I am trying to realize here, it is obviously helpful to give summaries of arguments, together with some indications of the evidence provided to back them. It is for these reasons that I have included an outline of the chapters that make up this book. The problems involved in explaining my arguments clearly are compounded by the fact that my views on the larger context in which the topics of Black Athena are set sometimes differ from conventional wisdom. Therefore, I have written a very schematic historical background which sweeps across the Western Old World, over the last twelve millennia. This broad survey is followed by a historical outline of the 2nd millennium BC, the period with which Black Athena is largely concerned. This is provided in order to show what I think actually happened as opposed the other people’s views on the subject.

Then comes the summary of the The Fabrication of Ancient Greece itself, which is followed by rather more detailed descriptions of the contents of the other two volumes of the series. The outline of the second, Greece European or Levantine?, is included here to demonstrate that a powerful case can be made for the revival of the Ancient Model in terms of the archaeological, linguistic and other forms of evidence available. I have written a rather more sketchy descripton of the intended contents of Volume 3, Solving the Riddle of the Sphinx, in order to show the interesting results one can achieve through applying the Revised Ancient Model to previously inexplicable problems in Greek mythology.

BACKGROUND

Before outlining the topics covered in these volumes, it may be useful to give a general impression of my views on their historical background, especially where they differ from conventional wisdom. Like most scholars, I believe that it is impossible to judge between the theories of monogenesis and polygenesis for human language, though I incline towards the former. On the other hand, recent work by a small but increasing number of scholars has convinced me that there is a genetic relationship between the Indo-European languages and those of the Afroasiatic language ‘superfamily’.3 I further accept the conventional, though disputed, view that a language family originates from a single dialect. I therefore believe that there must once have been a people who spoke Proto-Afroasiatic-Indo-European. Such a language and culture must have broken up a very long time ago. The latest possibility would be the Mousterian period, 50–30,000 years BP (Before the Present), but it may well have been much earlier. The terminus ante quem is determined by the far greater differences between Indo-European and Afroasiatic than those within them, and I believe that the break-up of the latter can be dated to the 9th millennium BC.

I see the spread of Afroasiatic as the expansion of a culture – long established in the East African Rift Valley – at the end of the last Ice Age in the 10th and 9th millennia BC. During the Ice Ages water was locked up in the polar icecaps, and rainfall was considerably less than it is today. The Sahara and Arabian Deserts were even larger and more forbidding then than they are now. During the increase of heat and rainfall in the centuries that followed, much of these regions became savannah, into which neighbouring peoples flocked. The most successful of these were, I believe, the speakers of Proto-Afroasiatic from the Rift. These not only had an effective technique of hippopotamus-hunting with harpoons but also possessed domesticated cattle and food crops. Going through the savannah, the Chadic speakers reached Lake Chad; the Berbers, the Maghreb; and the Proto-Egyptians, Upper Egypt. The speakers of Proto-Semitic settled Ethiopia and moved on to the Arabian savannah (map 1; chart 1).

With the long-term desiccation of the Sahara during the 7th and 6th millennia BC, there were movements into the Egyptian Nile Valley from the west and east as well as from the Sudan. I also maintain – but here I am in a minority – that a similar migration took place from the Arabian savannah into Lower Mesopotamia. Most scholars believe that this area was first inhabited by Sumerians or Proto-Sumerians and was infiltrated by Semites from the Desert only in the 3rd millennium. I argue that during the 6th millennium Semitic speech spread with the so-called Ubaid pottery to Assyria and Syria, to occupy more or less the region of South-West Asia where Semitic is spoken today (map 2). I see the Sumerians as having arrived in Mesopotamia from the north-east, at the beginning of the 4th millennium. In any event, we now know from the earliest texts that have been read – those from Uruk from c.3000 BC – that bilingualism in Semito-Sumerian was already well established.4

Few scholars would contest the idea that it was in Mesopotamia that what we call ‘civilization’ was first assembled. With the possible exception of writing, all the elements of which it was composed – cities, agricultural irrigation, metalworking, stone architecture and wheels for both vehicles and pot-making – had existed before and elsewhere. But this assemblage, when capped by writing, allowed a great economic and political accumulation that can usefully be seen as the beginning of civilization.

Before discussing the rise and spread of this civilization, it would seem useful to consider the break-up and separate development of the Indo-European languages. In the first half of the 19th century it was thought that Indo-European originated in some Asian mountains. As the century wore on this Urheimat, or homeland, shifted west, and it was generally agreed that Proto-Indo-European was first spoken by nomads somewhere to the north of the Black Sea. In the last thirty years, this has been generally identified with the so-called Kurgan Culture attested in this region in the 4th and 3rd millennia BC. Possessors of this material culture seem to have spread west into Europe, south-east to Iran and India, and south to the Balkans and Greece.

The general scheme of expansion from Central Asia or the Steppes was developed before the decipherment of Hittite, the discovery that it was a ‘primitive’ Indo-European language, and the further recognition that there was a whole Anatolian linguistic family. I should mention that for linguists, ‘Anatolian’ languages do not include those like Phrygian and Armenian which, though spoken in Anatolia – modern Turkey – are clearly Indo-European. The true Anatolian languages – Hittite, Palaic, Luvian, Lycian, Lydian, Lemnian, probably Etruscan and possibly Carian – present a number of problems for the conventional view of Indo-European origins (map 3). It is generally conceded that Proto-Anatolian split from Proto-Indo-European before the latter disintegrated. However, it is impossible to tell the length of time between the two events, which could be anywhere from 500 years to 10,000. In any event, the difference is sufficient to cause many linguists to make a distinction between Indo-European – which excludes the Anatolian languages – and Indo-Hittite, which includes both families (see chart 2).

If, as most historical linguists suppose, not merely Indo-European but Indo-Hittite began north of the Black Sea, how and when did speakers of the Anatolian languages enter Anatolia? Some authorities argue that this took place during the late 3rd millennium when, Mesopotamian sources indicate, there were barbarian invasions there. These invasions would seem much more likely to have been those of the Phrygian and Proto-Armenian speakers. It is almost inconceivable that a period of a few hundred years, before the first attestation of Hittite and Palaic, would allow for the very considerable differentation between Indo-European and Anatolian and within the latter family. The archaeological record for the 3rd millennium is extremely spotty, but there is no obvious break in material culture that would fit such a major linguistic shift. Nevertheless, one should not rely too heavily on the argument from silence, and an influx of Anatolian culture during the 5th and 4th millennia cannot be ruled out.

A more attractive possibility is the scheme proposed by Professors Georgiev and Renfrew.5 According to this, Indo-European – I should prefer Indo-Hittite – was already spoken in Southern Anatolia by the makers of the great Neolithic cultures of the 8th and 7th millennia, including the famous one at Çatal Hüyük in the plain of Konya. Georgiev and Renfrew propose that the language moved into Greece and Crete with the spread of agriculture around 7000 BC, when archaeology suggests a significant break in material culture there. Thus a dialect of Indo-Hittite would have been the language of the Neolithic ‘civilizations’ of Greece and the Balkans in the 5th and 4th millennia. It would seem convenient to accept the proposal of the American Professor Goodenough that the Kurgan nomadic culture was derived from the mixed agricultural system of these Balkan cultures and hence derived its language from them.6 In this way it is possible to reconcile the theories of Georgiev and Renfrew with those of orthodox Indo-Europeanists, by postulating that the Indo-European-speaking Kurgan culture spread back into the Balkans and Greece over an Indo-Hittite-speaking population.

The hypothetical expansion of Afroasiatic with African agriculture in the 9th and 8th millennia BC, and of Indo-Hittite with that of South-West Asia in the 8th and 7th, would to some extent explain what seem to be fundamental differences between the north and south coasts of the Mediterranean. These migrations were largely overland because sea travel, though possible at least as early as the 9th millennium, was still risky and laborious. With the improvement of navigation in the 5th and 4th millennia, the situation was largely reversed. Despite the fact that nomads continued to migrate overland, particularly across plains, transport and communications from the 4th millennium BC until the development of railways in the 19th century AD were generally easier by water than by land. In this long period rivers and seas provided links, while territories were isolated by riverless deserts and mountains. Such a pattern of historical layering of first land, then sea, would explain the general paradox with which this book is concerned: the apparent contradiction between the striking cultural similarities found among populations all around the Mediterranean and the fundamental linguistic and cultural division between the peoples of its south and north coasts.7

Civilization spread from 4th-millennium Mesopotamia with great speed. The idea of writing seems to have been taken up in India and many parts of the East Mediterranean even before its codification as cuneiform in its land of origin. We know that hieroglyphs were developed in the Nile Valley by the third quarter of this millennium, and despite the lack of attestation it would seem likely that Hittite hieroglyphs, as well as the prototypes of Levantine, Cypriot and Anatolian syllabaries, were formed before the arrival in Syria, near the beginning of the 3rd millennium, of fully fledged Sumero-Semitic civilization, with its regular cuneiform script.

Egyptian civilization is clearly based on the rich Pre-dynastic cultures of Upper Egypt and Nubia, whose African origin is uncontested. Nevertheless, the great extent of Mesopotamian influence, evident from late Pre-dynastic and 1st-dynasty remains, leaves little doubt that the unification and establishment of dynastic Egypt, around 3250 BC, was in some way triggered by developments to the east. The cultural mix was further complicated by the fundamental linguistic and, I would argue, cultural links between Egypt and the basically Semitic component of Mesopotamian civilization.

The miraculous 4th millennium was followed by the prosperous 3rd. The newly discovered archives from Ebla in Syria, dating from around 2500 BC, portray a concert of rich, literate and sophisticated states stretching from Kurdistan to Cyprus. We know from archaeology that civilization at this time extended still farther – to the Harrapan culture stretching from the Indus to Afghanistan, and the metalworking cultures of the Caspian, Black Sea and Aegean. The Semito-Sumerian civilizations of Mesopotamia were tightly bound by a common script and culture. Those on the periphery, though equally ‘civilized’, retained their own languages, scripts and cultural identities. In Crete, for instance, there seems to have been a considerable cultural influx from the Levant at the beginning of the ceramic period Early Minoan I, at the turn of the 3rd millennium. Nevertheless, cuneiform did not become the dominant script, and Crete was never fully incorporated into Syro-Mesopotamian civilization. Apart from sheer distance, the most plausible reasons for this would seem to be the resilience of the native culture and the fact that Crete was culturally between the Semitic and Egyptian spheres of influence.

This double relationship with both the Levant and Africa is reflected in archaeological discoveries. Many Syrian and Egyptian objects of this period have been found in Crete and other parts of the Aegean. Around 3000 BC, as in the Near East, copper began to be mixed with arsenic to make bronze; pots started to be wheel-made, and there are striking similarities between fortification systems in the Cyclades and those of the same period found in Palestine. The archaeologists Professors Peter Warren in Bristol and Colin Renfrew in Cambridge ask us to believe that these developments took place independently, unaffected by the fact that the same changes had occurred somewhat earlier in the Near East and by the undoubted contacts between the two regions.8 I find this very implausible. It would seem much more likely that the Aegean developments took place as the result of contacts through Levantine trade and settlement and local initiatives in response to these stimuli.

We know that most of the bronze-using world of the 3rd millennium was literate, either in cuneiform or in local scripts. There is, however, no trace of writing in the Aegean at this period. How seriously should ‘the argument from silence’ be taken in this case? There are some cogent points to be made against it. In the first place, the climates of Greece and Anatolia are far less suitable for preserving clay tablets and papyrus than those of the Middle East or North-West India. Even in these dry regions, evidence is often hard to find. Until the discovery of tablets at Ebla in 1975, there was no evidence whatsoever of literacy in Syria during the 3rd millennium. We now know that Syria at that time contained a cultivated literary class and that men travelled from the Euphrates to study at the schools of Ebla.

A further point suggests that there was writing in the Aegean during the Early Bronze Age. Although Linear A, Linear B and the Cypriot syllabaries found from the 2nd millennium seem to share a common prototype, they also show great divergences which, by analogy with historically observed developments of scripts, would take many centuries to come about. Thus the evidence from the scripts’ ‘dialects’ would seem to indicate that the original form existed in the 3rd millennium and would allow for its development in the 4th which, on the grounds given above, would have been a plausible period for this to have taken place. Finally, I have argued elsewhere that the latest the alphabet could have reached the Aegean is the middle of the 2nd millennium.9 If this is the case, it would seem plausible to suppose that the survival of the syllabaries shows that they were already well rooted in the region. Thus, in this way too, the evidence points to their existence in the 3rd millennium.

Early Bronze Age civilization broke down in the 23rd century BC. In Egypt, it has been marked as the First Intermediate Period. In Mesopotamia there was the Gutian invasion from the north. The whole civilized world was racked by barbarian invasion and social revolt, both of which may have been brought about by sudden climatic deterioration. It was in these years that Anatolia was invaded by groups that I believe should be identified with Phrygian and Proto-Armenian speakers. In Mainland Greece in this and the following centuries there were widespread destructions at the end of ceramic period Early Helladic II, which have been plausibly linked to an ‘Aryan’ or ‘Hellenic’ invasion of Greece but could also be the result of Egyptian raids and colonies at the beginning of the Middle Kingdom. Three centuries later there was another, though less devastating, destruction at the end of Early Helladic III, c.1900 BC, for one or both of the two causes mentioned above.

Postulating this degree of contact between the Aegean and the Near East in the 3rd millennium, it is likely that some of the words, place names and religious cults of Egyptian and Semitic origin discussed in this work were introduced into the Aegean at this time. On Mainland Greece these are less likely to have survived the turmoil of the northern invasions or infiltrations. However, in Crete and the Cyclades, which were not affected by such turmoils and may well have been largely Semitic-speaking, these cultural elements are much more likely to have continued.

I must repeat here that the scheme given above is not the topic of these volumes, but my perception of its background. Thus, though I shall discuss many of the linguistic issues in Volume 2, and I have written elsewhere on some other aspects, I cannot provide full evidence here to back up all these contentions.10

PROPOSED HISTORICAL OUTLINE

Black Athena is focused on Greek cultural borrowings from Egypt and the Levant in the 2nd millennium BC or, to be more precise, in the thousand years from 2100 to 1100 BC. Some of these may be earlier, and a few later exchanges will also be considered. The reasons for choosing this particular time-span are first that this seems to have been the period in which Greek culture was formed, and secondly that I have found it impossible to discover indications of any earlier borrowings either from the Near East or from legendary, cultic or etymological Greek evidence.

The scheme I propose is that while there seems to have been more or less continuous Near Eastern influence on the Aegean over this millennium, its intensity varied considerably at different periods. The first ‘peak’ of which we have any trace was the 21st century. It was then that Egypt recovered from the breakdown of the First Intermediate Period, and the so-called Middle Kingdom was established by the new 11th Dynasty. This not only reunited Egypt but attacked the Levant and is known from archaeological evidence to have had wide-ranging contacts further afield, certainly including Crete and possibly the Mainland. The succession of Upper Egyptian black pharaohs sharing the name Menthotpe had as their divine patron the hawk and bull god Mn[image: image]w or Mont. It is during the same century that the Cretan palaces were established and one finds the beginnings there of the bull-cult which appears on the walls of the palaces and was central to Greek mythology about King Minos and Crete. It would therefore seem plausible to suppose that the Cretan developments directly or indirectly reflected the rise of the Egyptian Middle Kingdom.

Just north of the Greek Thebes there is a large mound, traditionally called the tomb of Amphion and Zethos. One of its latest excavators, the distinguished archaeologist T. Spyropoulos, describes this as an earthen stepped pyramid with a brick top in which there was a monumental – though robbed – tomb. He dates the pottery and few pieces of jewellery found near it to the ceramic period Early Helladic III – generally accepted to be around the 21st century. On the basis of this, of the extraordinarily sophisticated draining of the nearby Lake Kopais – which seems to have taken place at about this time – and of the considerable Classical literature connecting the region to Egypt, Spyropoulos postulates an Egyptian colony in Boiotia in this period.11 There is further evidence to support his hypothesis, which will be cited in the later volumes of Black Athena.

Meanwhile, it is interesting to note that according to an ancient tradition referred to by Homer, Amphion and Zethos were the first founders of Thebes and that its other founder, Kadmos, arrived from the Near East long after their city had been destroyed. Like the Egyptian Pyramids, the tomb of Amphion and Zethos was associated with the sun and, like them, the Greek Thebes had close associations with a sphinx. Furthermore, it was in some way linked to the zodiacal sign Taurus, and many scholars have drawn parallels between the Theban and the Cretan bull-cults. Nothing is certain, but there is strong circumstantial evidence connecting the tomb and the first foundation of Thebes directly or indirectly to 11th-dynasty Egypt.

While Crete kept the bull-cult as central for another 600 years, Egypt abandoned the royal cult of Mont with the rise of the 12th Dynasty soon after 2000 BC. The new dynasty had the Upper Egyptian ram god Amon as its patron. I believe that it is from influence of this period that most of the ram-cults found around the Aegean and generally associated with Zeus were derived, drawing both from Amon and from the Lower Egyptian cult of the ram/goat Mendēs.

Herodotos and later authors wrote at length about the widespread conquests of a pharaoh he called Sesōstris, whose name has been identified with S-n-Wsrt or Senwosret, that of a number of 12th-dynasty pharaohs. Herodotos’ claims on this, however, have been treated with especial derision. The same treatment has been given to ancient legends concerning wide-ranging expeditions by the Ethiopian or Egyptian prince Memnōn, whose name could well derive from [image: image]Imn-m-[image: image]3t (written Ammenemēs by later Greek writers), the name of other important 12th-dynasty pharaohs. Both legendary cycles now seem to have been vindicated by the recent reading of an inscription from Memphis which details the conquests, by land and sea, of two 12th-dynasty pharaohs, Senwosret I and Ammenemes II. There is also an intriguing resemblance between [image: image]pr k3 R[image: image], an alternative name for Senwosret, and Kekrops, the legendary founder of Athens whom some ancient sources said was an Egyptian.12

The next wave of influence, about which tradition was much more clear-cut, took place during the Hyksos period. The Hyksos, whose name came from the Egyptian [image: image] [image: image]3,[image: image]3st, ‘Rulers of Foreign Lands’, were invaders from the north who conquered and ruled at least Lower Egypt from about 1720 to 1575 BC. Although other, possibly Hurrian, elements seem to have been involved, the Hyksos were predominantly Semitic-speaking.

The first revision I propose for the Ancient Model is to accept the idea that there were, during the 4th and 3rd millennia, invasions or infiltrations of Greece by Indo-European speakers from the north. The second revision I want to make is to put Danaos’ landing in Greece near the beginning of the Hyksos period, at around 1720 BC, not near its end – in or after 1575 – as set out in the ancient chronographies. Ever since late Antiquity, writers have seen links between the Egyptian records of the expulsion of the hated Hyksos by the Egyptian 18th Dynasty, the biblical tradition of the exodus from Egypt after the Israelite sojourn there, and the Greek legends of the arrival in Argos of Danaos. According to Greek tradition Danaos was either Egyptian or Syrian, but he definitely came from Egypt after or during his struggle with his twin, Aigyptos – whose origin is self-evident. This three-way association would seem plausible and has been reconciled, by some authorities, with the archaeological evidence. However, recent developments in radiocarbon dating and dendrochronology make it impossible to place the new settlements in Greece at the end of the Hyksos period. On the other hand, they and archaeological evidence from Crete would fit in very well with a landing in the late 18th century, at the period’s beginning.

The ancient chronographers varied in their dating of the arrival of Kadmos and his ‘second’ foundation of Thebes. I would associate these legends too with the Hyksos, though they could refer to later periods. Greek tradition associated Danaos with the introduction of irrigation and Kadmos with the introduction of certain types of weapons, the alphabet, and a number of religious rituals. According to the Revised Ancient Model, it would seem that irrigation came with an earlier wave but other borrowings, including the chariot and the sword – both introduced to Egypt in Hyksos times – came soon after to the Aegean. In religion, the cults introduced at this stage seem to have centred on those around Poseidon and Athena. I maintain that the former should be identified with Seth, the Egyptian god of the wilderness or sea, to whom the Hyksos were devoted, and with the Semitic Yam (Sea) and Yahwe. Athena was the Egyptian Nēit and probably the Semitic [image: image]Anåt who also seems to have been worshipped by the Hyksos. This is not to deny that other cults of such divinities as Aphrodite and Artemis were introduced over this period.

It is generally agreed that the Greek language was formed during the 17th and 16th centuries BC. Its Indo-European structure and basic lexicon are combined with a non-Indo-European vocabulary of sophistication. I am convinced that much of the latter can be plausibly derived from Egyptian and West Semitic. This would fit very well with a long period of domination by Egypto-Semitic conquerors.

In the mid-15th century the 18th Dynasty established a powerful empire in the Levant, and received tribute from the Aegean. Many 18th-dynasty objects have been found in that region. I believe that this was another high tide of Egyptian influence and that it was probably in this period that the cult of Dionysos – which was traditionally considered to be ‘late’ – was introduced to Greece. Specifically, I accept the ancient tradition that the Eleusinian mystery cult of Demeter was established in this period.13 At the beginning of the 14th century BC I believe there was another invasion of Greece, that of the Pelopids or Achaians from Anatolia, which introduced new styles of fortification and possibly chariot-racing; but this is not of direct concern to my project.

In the 12th century BC there was a more disruptive historical break. In Antiquity, what is now called the ‘Dorian Invasion’ was much more frequently termed ‘The Return of the Heraklids’. The incomers undoubtedly came from the north-western fringes of Greece, which had been less affected by the Middle Eastern culture of the Mycenaean palaces which they destroyed. Their calling themselves ‘Heraklids’ is fascinating, as it was a claim not only to divine descent from Herakles but also to Egyptian and Phoenician ancestors of the royal families which had been replaced by the Pelopids. There is no doubt that the descendants of these conquerors, the Dorian kings of Classical and Hellenistic times, believed themselves to be descended from Egyptians and Phoenicians.14

In Volume 2, I shall consider what I see to be the ‘Egyptianizing’ of Spartan society between 800 and 500 BC, and in Volume 3 I shall also discuss the introduction in the 6th century BC of Egyptian Orphic cults. I have written elsewhere about the Phoenician origin of the polis or city-state and of Marxist ‘Slave Society’ as a whole, in the 9th and 8th centuries. I also hope, at some time, to work on the transmission of Egyptian and Phoenician science, philosophy and theoretical politics by the Greek ‘founders’ of these subjects, most of whom studied in Egypt or Phoenicia. However, Black Athena is essentially concerned with the Egyptian and Semitic roles in the formation of Greece in the Middle and Late Bronze Age.

BLACK ATHENA, VOLUME I: A SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

The first volume of Black Athena is concerned with the development of the Ancient and Aryan Models, and the first chapter, ‘The Ancient Model in Antiquity’, treats the attitudes of Greeks in the Classical and Hellenistic periods to their distant past. It considers the writings of authors who affirmed the Ancient Model, referred to Egyptian colonies in Thebes and Athens, and gave details of the Egyptian conquest of the Argolid and the Phoenician foundation of Thebes. I discuss the claims made by various 19th- and 20th-century ‘source critics’ that the Ancient Model was concocted only in the 5th century BC, and I cite iconographic evidence and a number of earlier references to demonstrate that the scheme existed several centuries earlier.

Chapter I pays special attention to Aischylos’ The Suppliants, which describes the arrival in Argos of Danaos and his daughters. The argument here, on the basis of a number of etymologies, is that there is considerable evidence of Egyptian influence in the play’s peculiar vocabulary, indicating that Aischylos was in touch with extremely ancient traditions. In particular, I claim that the theme itself is based on a pun between hikes(ios) (suppliant) and Hyksos; while at another level, the idea that the settlers from Egypt had come as suppliants can be seen as a sop to Greek national pride. A similar attempt to soften the blow can be seen in the Timaios, in which Plato admitted an ancient ‘genetic’ relationship between Egypt and Greece, in general; and Athens and Sais, the major city at the north-western edge of the Delta, in particular. But, rather implausibly, he claimed priority for Athens.

Like some other Greeks, Aischylos and Plato appear to have been offended by the legends of colonization because they put Hellenic culture in an inferior position to that of the Egyptians and Phoenicians, towards whom most Greeks of this time appear to have felt an acute ambivalence. The Egyptians and Phoenicians were despised and feared, but at the same time deeply respected for their antiquity and well-preserved ancient religion and philosophy.

The fact that so many Greeks overcame their antipathies and transmitted these ‘traditions [of colonization] so little accommodating to national prejudice’ greatly impressed the 18th-century historian William Mitford, who used it to maintain that ‘for their essential circumstances they seem unquestionable.’ Before Mitford no one questioned the Ancient Model, so there was no need to articulate a defence of it. Such motives of ‘national prejudice’ would help explain Thucydides’ failure to mention these legends, of which he was certainly aware.

Chapter I goes on to discuss some of the equations made between specific Greek and Egyptian divinities and rituals, and the general belief that the Egyptian were the earlier forms and that Egyptian religion was the original one. Only in this way – the desire to return to the ancient and proper forms – can one explain why, starting in the 5th century at the latest, Egyptian deities began to be worshipped under Egyptian names – and following Egyptian ritual – throughout Greece, the East Mediterranean and later the whole Roman world. It was only after the collapse of Egyptian religion in the 2nd century AD that other Oriental cults, notably Christianity, began to replace it.

Chapter II, ‘Egyptian wisdom and Greek transmission from the Dark Ages to the Renaissance’, considers the attitude of the Church Fathers towards Egypt. After the crushing of Neo-Platonism, the Hellenic, pagan descendant of Egyptian religion, and Gnosticism, its Judaeo-Christian counterpart, Christian thinkers tamed Egyptian religion by turning it into a philosophy. The process was identified with the figure of Hermes Trismegistos, a euhemerized or rationalized version of Thoth, the Egyptian god of wisdom; and a number of texts associated with Thoth, written in the last centuries of the Egyptian religion, were attributed to him. The Church Fathers were divided on whether or not Trismegistos antedated Moses and biblical moral philosophy. Saint Augustine’s weighty opinion came down firmly in favour of the priority, and hence the superiority, of Moses and the Bible. Following the Classical tradition, however, the Fathers were united in the belief that the Greeks had learnt most of their philosophy from the Egyptians – though the Egyptians might have learnt some of theirs in turn from Mesopotamia and Persia. Thus, throughout the Middle Ages, Hermes Trismegistos was seen as the founder of non-biblical or ‘Gentile’ philosophy and culture.

This belief continued through the Renaissance. The revival of Greek studies in the 15th century created a love of Greek literature and language and an identification with the Greeks, but no one questioned the fact that the Greeks had been the pupils of the Egyptians, in whom there was an equal, if not more passionate, interest. The Greeks were admired for having preserved and transmitted a small part of this ancient wisdom: to some extent the experimental techniques of men like Paracelsus and Newton were developed to retrieve this lost Egyptian or Hermetic knowledge. A few Hermetic texts had been available in Latin translation throughout the Dark and Middle Ages; many more were found in 1460 and were brought to the court of Cosimo di Medici in Florence, where they were translated by his leading scholar, Marsilio Ficino. These and the ideas contained in them became central to the Neo-Platonist movement started by Ficino, which was itself at the heart of Renaissance Humanism.

Although Copernicus’ mathematics was derived from Islamic science, his heliocentricity seems to have come with the revival of the Egyptian notion of a divine sun in the new intellectual environment of Hermeticism in which he was formed. His champion Giordano Bruno, at the end of the 16th century, was more explicit on this and went beyond the respectable Christian Neo-Platonic Hermeticism of Ficino. Appalled by the Wars of Religion and Christian intolerance, he advocated a return to the original or natural religion, that of Egypt, for which he was burnt at the stake by the Inquisition in 1600.

This brings us to Chapter III, ‘The triumph of Egypt in the 17th and 18th centuries’. Bruno’s influence continued after his death. He seems to have had some contact with the founders of the mysterious and elusive Rosicrucians, whose anonymous manifestos fascinated people in the early 17th




























































































































OEBPS/images/icar.jpg





OEBPS/images/title.jpg
Martin Bernal

BLACK ATHENA

The Afroasiatic Roots
of Classical Civilization

VOLUMEI
The Fabrication of
Ancient Greece
1785-1985





OEBPS/images/fxxix-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/kdot1.jpg





OEBPS/images/fxxiv-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/kdot.jpg





OEBPS/images/fxxvii-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/fxxvi-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/f0xxx-01.jpg
PHRYGIA






OEBPS/images/fxxxi-02.jpg





OEBPS/images/f0xxv-01.jpg
CHART2
Indo-Hittite Language Family






OEBPS/images/fxxiv-01.jpg
CHART |






OEBPS/images/fxxii-01.jpg






OEBPS/images/f0xxi-01.jpg
Name of sign
Patal

3ba
Ibd
abi
3be
3be

+bu





OEBPS/images/pub.jpg
VINTAGE





OEBPS/images/common1.jpg





OEBPS/images/sdot.jpg





OEBPS/images/dbar.jpg





OEBPS/images/f00xx-01.jpg
A





OEBPS/images/hcar2.jpg





OEBPS/images/tdot.jpg





OEBPS/images/MyCoverImage.jpg
&« VINTAGE

BLACK ATHENA

MARTIN BERNAL





OEBPS/images/hdot1.jpg
'





OEBPS/images/hdot.jpg





OEBPS/images/hbar.jpg





OEBPS/images/common.jpg





OEBPS/images/hcar.jpg





OEBPS/images/tbar.jpg





OEBPS/images/fxxxi-01.jpg
Aryanhindeh,
Crete

Early Minoan 1

EMII

EMIII

MM 1 First
palaces

Destruction of palaces

Early Helladic

EHIl

EHIII Coming of
the Greeks >
MMI

MH 1 Coming
ofthe Greeks?

MHII
15t Shaft Graves

LHIAor
MycenseanIA

‘Revised Ancleat
Model
Early Minoan 1

Early Helladic 1

EMILEHT

EMIILEHTI





OEBPS/images/fxxviii-01.jpg






