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PRESENTAZIONE

Presentiamo nella nostra serie la prima edizione ufficiale e completa — corre-
data di apparato papirologico e tavole —, di uno dei testi piti significativi emersi dai
ritrovamenti in campo papitologico dello scorso secolo: non solo perché proviene
dalla Grecia, ma perché restituisce un importante frammento di quella cultura fra
V e IV secolo 2.C., per la cui ricostruzione ogni pur minimo frustulo & accolto con
vivo interesse. Non ripercorriamo qui la storia del ritrovamento del papiro, né le
sue tormentate vicende editoriali. Il Corpus dei Papiri Filosofici si & candidato da
subito come sede idonea per la pubblicazione del testo: si vedano infatti i contri-
buti di George M. Parissoglou e Kyriakos Tsantsanoglou nel volume 1.1** (Hera-
clitus 1T) e lo status quaestionis sul testo tracciato da Maria Serena Funghi nel vo-
lume dei Commentari (Il pp. 565-585). Purtroppo i tempi non erano allora ma-
turi per un’edizione del testo da parte dei nostri colleghi greci. Siamo dunque ono-
rati di poter accogliere adesso nel nostro progetto un papiro cosi importante, e di
questo ringraziamo gli editori.

Il Presidente
FraNcEsco ADORNO






AVVERTENZA

I testi accolti in questa collana vengono sottoposti alla lettura preventiva del
Comitato scientifico e redazionale del ‘Corpus’: la loro pubblicazione non com-
porta peraltro che ne vengat.o condivisi integralmente i contenuti.

1l presente volume ¢é stato pubklicato con il contributo finanziario della Facol-
ta di Lettere e filosofia dell’'Universita degli Studi di Milano, che qui si ringrazia.

Un ringraziamento particolare al dott. Davide Muratore, che ha curato la
compilazione dell'Index verborum et locorum, per la preziosa e competente assi-
stenza anche nella fase di preparazione dei files per la stampa e per l'aiuto offerto
nella correzione delle bozze.

11 papiro & conservato presso I'Apxaioroyixé Muoeio Oecoarovixng.
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K. TsanTsaNOGLOU — TH. KOUREMENOS*

INTRODUCTION

I. THE FIND

a. Location and discovery

1. The Derveni papyrus was found near Derveni, a narrow mountain
pass in the ancient Macedonian district of Mygdonia, on the road from
Thessaloniki to Eastern Macedonia and Thrace, about twelve km north
of the city. ‘Derveni’ (3epBévi) is a now obsolete Modern Greek word
for ‘defile’ or ‘glen’. It derives, via Turkish, from the Persian derbent or der-
bend. Besides its usage as an appellative, it is a vety common place-name
throughout Greece, as is also its diminutive in the plural (Aeppevdxia)
and the compound Aeppevoydpra.! The defile in question, through which
passed the route from the East Macedonian and Thracian hinterland to
the plain of Axios river and the Thermaic Gulf, possessed an important
strategic significance. By a lucky caincidence, we happen to know the an-
cient name of the pass. In the early nineteenth century, William Martin
Leake, passing through the defile, saw “towards the middle of the pass,
on a small rock by the side of the paved road, the word OAITAI engraved
in large letters on the rock”.? "OAmon was also the name of a stronghold in
Acarnania described by Thucydides (3.105-108), which suggests that the
engraving Leake saw was a highway traffic sign.

2. On 15 January 1962, about two and a half km south of the pass, i.e.
nine and a half km from Thessaloniki, a bulldozer uncovered an ancient

* Chapter I is by K. Tsantsanoglou; chapters II-VII are by Th. Kouremenos.

! Whence the error in HOWATSGN (1989%) 184 that places out Derveni “in the North Pe-
loponnese, on the Gulf of Corinth”, where a villaze of the same name does exist. TURNER (1987%)
pl. 51 calls the Derveni papyrus ‘Pap. Thessaloniki’, since it is kept in the archaeological museum
of that city. Archaeologists use the name ‘Derveni’ as a modifier for the whole find or its indi-
vidual items (‘Derveni find’, ‘Derveni tombs’, ‘Derveni crater’, etc.).

2 Leake (1835) vol. 3, 235.
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unlooted cist grave during public works construction. Charalambos Ma-
karonas, then ephor of antiquities at Thessaloniki, ordered excavations
in the area, which were urgently performed under the supervision of the
archaeologist Petros Themelis and brought to light six more graves: four
cist graves, a vaulted grave of the Macedonian type and a pit grave. All
of them were found within a radius of c. 200 m from the first find, except
the vaulted one which was situated some 500 m away. All were unlooted,
except the vaulted one and another that seemed to have been looted quite
recently, possibly right before the excavation, A great number of funeral
offerings had been put into the graves, bath clay and bronze vessels, jewels
and other objects. Most impressive were the articles of metalware, the main
specimens of metalwork from Macedonia until the discovery of the royal
tombs at Vergina (Aegae).?

3. Earlier archaeological finds from the wider area of Derveni were
meager but pointed to the existence of an extensive nearby settlement.
The nearest town, to the north of the pass, was Lete (Antm).* The latest in-
vestigations in the area testify to continuous occupation from the archaic
era onwards.’ Of particular interest are the discovery of an important sanc-
tuary of Demeter and Kore, just south of the hill at the eastern side of the
pass, and the sculptures found there, dating between the second half of the
fourth century and the early third century BC or later.¢ From the second
half of the fourth century dates also the first inscriptional evidence for cit-
izens from Lete setving as functionaries abroad, proxeno: or theorodokoi
to Panhellenic hzera, a fact that speaks of a social development from agri-
cultural to urban organization.” The references to Lete by the orator Hy-
perides in Kata Anuddov (fr. 83) and by the historian Marsyas the Younger
in the sixth book of his Makedovikai iowopia (FGrHist 136 F 6), unfortu-
nately both in one-word fragments, possibly imply some role of the town in

3 See THEMELIS and TouraTsocLoU (1997).

4 One should normally expect A#ym, like e.g. Kpfin ar Endpm, as is prescribed by Herodian
(3.1.342.22 Lentz; Theognost. Can. = An. Ox. vol. 2, 117.15); the oxytone form has prevailed.

5 See TzaNAvARI and Fivis (2005). Though the exiszence of the archaic Lete has been ar-
chaeologically established, there is still some uncertain-y as to the provenance of a series of silver
coins dating from about 525 to some time after 470 BC, which had formerly been ascribed to this
town (HeaD [1911%] 197); see SMiTH (1999).

6 DEspINIS, STEPHANIDOU and VOUTIRAS (1997) 48-54, no. 30-36, pl. 64-94. The sanctuary
of the two goddesses must have been the most canspicuous spot in the area: in the Bordeaux
Itinerary the first station on the Via Egnatia from Thessaloniki in the direction of Amphipolis,
somewhat after Derveni, is named mutatio Duodea<e> (corr. Hammond).

7 Tartakt (1998) 117-119.
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the conflict between Philip IT and the Chalcidian League. The etymology
of Lete’s name, dno 10D mAnsiov 1pupévov Antodg iepod (St. Byz. from Thea-
genes’ Maxedovikd = FGrHist 774 F 6), suggests that the town was Ionic-
speaking, for otherwise one should expect the root Aar-. Though some
sculptures found in the area may portray Artemis, Leto’s daughter, the ety-
mology need not be true.?

4. The cemetery of the town, containing burials dating between the
sixth and the fourth century BC, has been located at some distance from
the pass, to the north. Who were then the persons buried so far away,
two and a half km south of the pass, in the so-called ‘Derveni tombs’?
The usual answer is that they were outstanding citizens of Lete, noble
and wealthy, whose relatives chose this remote place for their burials to
avert looting. It has been suggested that spearheads and other weapons
found among the remains of the pyres together with horse gear might iden-
tify the dead as warlords or royal betairoi of the Macedonian army. A gold-
en ring found in tomb Z, which belonged to a man and a woman, bt}ars the
inscription Kheivar 8&pov. Though the name seems to be a diminutive of
K\ertayépa, Khertapém etc. and a masculine KAeitog is not uncommon in
Macedonia, the feminine Kieim/K\eita is particularly common in Thessa-
lian Pelasgiotis (Larisa).” The well-known crater from tomb B bears the in-
scription (with the letters incrusted in silver on the bronze eggs of an Ion-
ic cyma around the lip of the vase) Aomoivelog Avatayopaior é¢ Aapicac,
i.e. “(crater) of Astioun, son of Anaxagoras, from Larisa” (SEG xxiv 571).
Actiovv is the Thessalian form of the common Apistiov. The dialect is that
of Thessalian Pelasgiotis (cf. the gen. sing. in -o1), as is expected in view of
Astioun’s birthplace. If the crater was commissioned for the burial (or if
the inscription was incrusted right before the burial),'® then at least one
of Lete’s notables must have been Thessalian. If Kleita too was Thessalian,
it is probable that the Derveni tombs belonged to Thessalians. Although
there can be no certainty, it is likely that their presence in Mygdonia was
somehow connected with the close relations, friendly or hostile, between
Philip II and the dynastic families of Thessaly after the 350s BC.

5. The papyrus roll was found carbonized among the debris of the fun-
eral pyre that had been strewn over the slabs covering tomb A. The de-
ceased man had been cremated on an elaborate structure very close to

8 For the sculptures see TZANAVARI (2002).
9 Fraser and MATTHEWS (2000) s.v. In Theoc. Ep. 20, Kieira is a Thracian slave nurse.
10 THEMELIS and TOURATSOGLOU (1997) 144, 183.
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K. TSANTSANOGLOU

the tomb; his ashes and bones were placed in a bronze crater, which was
put into the tomb. The fact that the roll was burned on a funeral pyre
might have something to do with the contents of the book, and the proxi-
mity of the grave to the shrine of Demeter and Kore might indicate that the
cremated man was an initiate."!

b. Size and reconstruction

6. The outer surface of the roll was partly covered with slight remains
of dried mud.!? The maximum height was 9.4 cm. When the roll broke into
several pieces right after it had been taken to the Archaeological Museum
of Thessaloniki, its written inner side was revealed. Anton Fackelmann
(+1986), then conservator of the papyrus collection of the Osterreichische
Nationalbibliothek at Vienna and an expert in the treatment of carbonized
papyri, was invited by Charalambos Makaronas to unroll it. His technique,
circumstantially described by Fackelmann himself in connection with his
work on several Herculaneum papyri, consisted of decreasing the friability
of the charred roll through the application of fresh papyrus juice or gum
arabic, and putting it under an electric light bulb with a thick glass plate
as a base to thermally and electrostatically separate the layers,'* which were
then divided into five groups and placed between nine pairs of sheets of
glass.

6a. It is worth quoting here the report that Fackelmann submitted to
the Archaeological Museum of Thessaloniki in July 1962, after he had com-
pleted the separation of the layers. In square brackets we append the num-
bers }hat we have assigned to the glasses (A to I) and the 266 papyrus frag-
ments therein.

I. Eine kleine Rolle, Durchmesser ca 12 mm, Héhe ca 7 cm. Thre Aufrollung
ergab eine Linge von 59 cm, wobei det SchluBteil von 17 cm, wie bei gréferen
Rollen iiblich unbeschrieben war. Der beschriebene Teil zeigt 5 Kolumnen. Die

11 Whether this is so depends on the nature of the text transmitted by the papyrus; see
Intro. VL

12 Carbonization inside a ‘terracotta skin’ was obviously responsible for the survival of the
papyrus. For a short reference to this process see TURNER (1968) 19. For a more detailed account
see SIDER (2005) 15.

13 FACKELMANN (1970) 145.

14 The first eight pieces in what is now glass A were erroneously connected by Fackelmann

with adhesive tape. Erroneusly placed were also the pieces that make up the unwritten last por-
tion of the roll.
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INTRODUCTION

einzelnen Kolumnen sind im Gegensatz zu den igyptischen Rollen nicht gleichmiis-
sig groB. Der obere Rand ist deutlich zu erkennen und zum Grofiteil erhalten, der
untere ist nicht festzustellen, demnach kann die urspriingliche Hohe der Rolle
nicht angegeben werden. (Bis zu 15 Zeilen sind vorhanden.) Dieses Stiick 14}t ein-
wandfrei das Ende der Rolle erkennen. [= frr. A 1-9 and D 12-14.]

T1. Teil einer Rolle mit ca 2 cm Stirke. Die Hohe betrug 7 cm, die Breite 5 cm.
Trotzdem das Stiick verkohlt war, waren die Lagen deutlich zu erkennen und sie
klebten nur wenig aneinander. Sowohl die untere Lage wie auch die obere hatten
das gleiche Aussehen, daher ist anzunehmen, dafl es der mittlere Teil der Rolle
war. Die Schrift war gleichmifig vorhanden und im Lichtreflex gut zu erkennen.
Dieses Stiick der Rolle bestand aus 24 Lagen. [= frr. B 1-12 and C 1-12.]

IM. Nach dem Fundzustand zu schliefen, duflerer Teil derselben Rolle mit ei-
ner Stitke von 4 cm, Hoéhe 8 cm und Breite 3 cm. Die dufiere Seite war total ver-
kohlt, die Lagen ineinander verschmolzen und die Schrift selbst véllig verschwun-
den. Der Rand war zu 2/3 ebenfalls total verkohlt, wihrend am tibrigen Teil des
Randes die Lagen schwach zu etkennen waren. An der oberen Fliche war die
Schrift im Lichtreflex gut zu sehen. Die Lagen klebten aneinander. Das Abl&sen
ergab 33 Lagen, die zum Schluf} durch die statke Verkohlung immer kleiner wur-
den. Der Rest ergab mehrere kleine Fragmente, an denen zum Teil keine Schrift
mehr zu erkennen war, [= frr. D 1-11, E 1-13, and F 1.9.]

IV. Neben diesen drei Stiicken waren noch zwei kleine Rollenfragmente vor-
handen, die sehr stark verkohlt waren und zum Teil nur noch schwache Schrift-
spuren aufwiesen, Thr Zustand lieB erkennen, daf sie dem dufleren Teil der Rolle
angehorten. Sie hatten besonders als Schauobject gelitten, denn das Fragment
[= fr. G 1], das in einer Athener Zeitung am 6. April 1962 abgebildet war, wurde
nichtmehr in diesem Zustand vorgefunden. Beide Stiicke ergaben bei der Ablé-
sung zusammen 20 Lagen. [= frr. G 1-21.]

V. Bedingt durch die Ausgrabung, Transport, Aufbewahrung u.s.w. gab es
noch unzihlige kleine Fragmente (bis zur Briefmarkengrofe) die wahllos umher-
lagen. Auch diese wurden, soweit es méglich war, konserviert und zwischen Glas-
platten gelegt. [= frr. F 10-20, H 1-68, and 1 1-97.]

Der Rest bildeten kleine Kohlenkliimpchen und Kohlenstaub.

Die Papyrusrolle war bis auf den unbeschriebenen Schluflteil aus sehr feinen
Material hergestellt. Durch die Verbrennung des Toten in der Grabkammer und
vor allem durch die Lagerung bekam die ganze Rolle einen gleichmiBigen schwar-
zen Farbton. Die Schrift, wie auch die Faserung des Papyrus sind nur im Licht-
reflex zu erkennen. Das Material selbst war duflerst spride, briichig und bei un-
sachgem#fer Berithrung zerbroselte es. Durch die Konservierung wurde das Ma-
terial wieder biegsam und geschmeidig. Der ganze Papyrus wurde auf weiles
FlieBpapier gelegt und zwischen Glasplatten eingebettet.

7. The physical condition of the pieces is so fragile (even the slightest
contact might cause them to crumble) that removing them from the glass
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frames in order to reconstruct the roll was out of the question. The recon-
struction of the roll was made possible only after the pieces had been
photographed.’® A text was constituted initially by K. Tsantsanoglou in co-
operation with Stylianos G. Kapsomenos (} 1978), who was the first to an-
nounce the find (1963) and publish a general description accompanied by
a partial publication of the text (1964; see also 1964-65), and later by K.
Tsantsanoglou and G.M. Parassoglou. As reconstructed, the surviving
upper part of the roll is ¢. 2.60 m long. Given the gaps in the first three
severely mutilated columns, however, the total length must have somewhat
exceeded 3 m. The maximum height of 9.4 c¢m is found only in the inner
part of the roll, whereas the outer layers, which have suffered the greatest
damage, are considerably shorter. The original height of the roll cannot be
determined. Judging from other parallels and considering also the width of
the kollemata, it should not have been much larger than 16-17 cm. The
height of the kollemata is, obviously, the same as that of the roll and their
width ranges in most cases from 16.1 to 17 cm:

k;  (col. IV-V) 14,6 cm kic  (col. XVII-XIX) 164 cm
k, (col. V-VII) 14.9 cm k;  (col. XIX-XX) 16.6 cm
ks  (col. VII-VII) 16.6 cm ki (col. XX-XXII) 16.7 cm
ki  (col. VIII-X) 1625 cm ki3 (col. XXTI-XXTIN) 17 om
ks (col. X-XI) 16.1 cm ks (col. XXIII-XXV) 16.5 cm
ke  (col. XI-XIII) 16.5 cm k;5  (col. XXV-XXVI) 144 cm
k;  (col. XIII-XIV) 16.4 cm kye (col. XXVI-blank) 13.7 cm
kg (col. XIV-XVI) 16.5 cm ky7  (blank) 10.7 cm

ke  (col. XVI-XVII) 16.2 cm

The size of fluctuations on the millimeter scale must be due to the varying
width of the consecutive kollesess, the oblong overlapping areas of two ad-
joining kollemata. The length of the turns in the papyrus coil was also es-
timated, at least in that part of the roll where the position of successive

15 The first photographs were taken by Spyros Tsavdaroglou. The photographs published
here are by Makis Skiadaressis. An attempt to photograph the whole set of frames with ultravio-
let light failed. Photographs, of course, cannot help in the few cases where a tiny edge of a pa-
pyrus scrap remains folded, or where pieces from two adjacent layers are still stuck together, e.g.
in the upper right-hand part of fr. G 5 (the end of col. II; about five letters and a part of the
intercolumnar area are covered) and in the left-hand half of fr. F 3 (the beginning of col. VII;
the first two letters in the first two lines are covered). Other such cases may remain undetected;
fr. G 6 might be one.

16 In the age of Pliny the Elder, this size would be that of the 9-digit-wide papyrus sheet
called amphitheatrica: NH 13.78.
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layers could be accurately determined: for about 23 turns, it starts from 4.7
cm at the core and increases in a regular manner to 9.7 cm. This regularity
was of particular importance for the reconstruction of the roll, along with
the approximately equal width of most kollerzata and the similar shape of
papyrus fragments from adjacent layers that had been detached in one
body. The changing thickness of the kalamos (see below, § 9) was also taken
into consideration as much as possible. Unfortunately we failed to place
quite a large number of small, tiny or unwritten fragments in their proper
position. Others might be luckier than us in putting more pieces of the jig-
saw together. A word of caution is in place here. Throughout the roll, the
color of the papyrus and the ink is uniformly carbon black; the differences
in brightness between individual fragments in the plates are due to variant
exposure time or lighting during the photographic process.

8. After the end of col. XXVI, the last in the roll, there are abeut 17.5
cm of unwritten papyrus. From col. IV onwards, 17 kollesers, i.e. 18 kolle-
mata, have been preserved. If we postulate two more kollemata in order to
accommodate the remains of cols. I-IT1, the roll consisted of 20 kollemata,
the standard number in a roll according to Pliny the Elder (NH 13.77).
This might suggest that we possess the severely damaged beginning of
the roll, an assumption that seems to be supported by the content of the
book: near the end of the roll (col. XXV.10-12) the author emphasizes
the importance of the size of the sun for the formation of the present world
and probably refers back to col. IV, where he quotes Heraclitus’ view on
the size of the sun and its necessary stability, as the beginning of his Aéyoc;
énoinoe 8¢ (sc. & Bedg oV fMov) | toroBrov kai t[o]aoTrov y1vépevov olog év
apyfit w0 Abyov | Suryettar (possibly erroneous transcription of Suymray).
Although the end of the roll has also been preserved, nothing indicates that
the book contained an entire work, not part of a work written in two
or more rolls, each of which contained a separate Adyog (cf. e.g. Hdt.
2.38.7,2.161.9). If the latter, there is no way to know whether only the roll
that has partially survived was put on the funeral pyre or the whole work,
in which case the fire must have consumed the other roll(s) completely.!?

c. Columns, characters, lines and lectional signs

9. The text is written in columns (ceAideg), of which twenty-six have
been reconstructed. The width of a column, defined as the distance be-

17 Cf. WesT (1983) 94.
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tween the left margins of two successive columns (which includes the inter-
columnar area), fluctuates between 10.5 and 12.2 cm. Quite large for a prose
text, it is determined by the length of the quoted hexameters which take up
only one line each. The height of the characters in the first columns is 0.20-
0.25 cm but from column XTI onwards it decreases to 0.15 cm; the scribe
sharpened his kalamos or changed to a sharper one. Gradually, however,
the kalamos became blunted once again, so the height goes back to 0.20-
0.25 cm. The size of the characters determines the number of letters in a line,
which varies from thirty to forty-five, and the number of lines in a column.
For instance, 5 cm contain about nine lines in col. I, ten in col. XTI and about
eleven in col. XII. The average is ten lines per 5 cm. Assuming a height of 16-
17 am for the complete roll and allowing about 2 cm for upper and lower
margins, the number of lines in a column would not have exceeded 30.
The number of lines preserved varies from column to column. About ten
lines survive from col. I but seventeen from cols. XXIV and XXV. Most of
the reconstructed columns have between fourteen and sixteen lines.

10. Lines are aligned flush with the left margin only and end, as a rule,
with complete words — only two times in the surviving part of the roll does
the scribe permit the overlap of a long word from one line to the next,
without losing sight of the rules for syllable division: col. XI1.4-5 é£apop-
|tévovowy, col. XX.6-7 émjreréoavteg. Maas’s law, according to which the
scribe begins every new line slightly further to the left, does not apply.®
Columns are independent of kollemzata and the text is written across the
kolleseis. The only lectional signs found are the paragraphos and the diaire-
sis. In most cases the paragraphos is placed conventionally, between two
lines at the left margin of the column, to mark a break in the sense: in par-
ticulaz; it indicates the end of a section of text immediately preceding a
quotation, and subsequently the end of the quotation itself. At least once
it marks an example from everyday speech (col. XI.7-8; cf. col. XXIIIL.7-
8), once the beginning of a new section (col. XII1.6-7) and once, possibly,
a variant (col. XX.10-11). The function of the midline paragraphos at col.
XXIL11 and col. XXTII.7 is pethaps to signal the beginning of a new
point. For the diairesis see Commentary, col. IV.5-6.

d. Dating

11. The terminus ante quem for dating the Derveni papyrus depends on
the dating of tomb A, which Themelis and Touratsoglou place at the end

18 TURNER (1987%) 5.
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of the fourth or the beginning of the third century BC.*® The few surviving
Greek papyri of that age have been found far from Greece and are usually
undated, so it is difficult to relv on the comparative study of the Derveni
papyrus script for dating the baok. The Timotheus papyrus, until recently
the oldest surviving Greek manuscript, was found at Abusir in Egypt; a
marriage document dated to 311 BC and a papyrus with skolia and elegiac
verses (BKT vol. 5.2, 56) were found at Elephantine in Egypt. Their scripts
seem to be later than that of thz Derveni papyrus. The style of certain let-
ters in it (especially B, E, Z, E, X, & and Q) is manifestly much closer to the
lapidary style of inscriptions, and the quasi-stoichedon pattern of the col-
umn points to the fourth centary BC. A comparison of the Derveni pa-
pyrus script with those of papyri from Sagqgara in Egypt that are dated
to the end of the fourth century BC cannot lead to any conclusion. A list
of accounts (Turner [1987%] no. 88) seems to be written in an off-hand
manner, as is probably shown by the lunate sigma, the occasionally curved
epsilon and a few other peculiarities, The papyrus of pseudo-Epicharmea is
written in a still later hand.?® Tke oldest dated Greek papyrus (Turner
[1987%] no. 79) is the order cf general Peukestas (331-323 BC), written
in a very elaborate and ornamental script with impressively broad H, M,
I and tall |, K, P, Y. A comparison with the script of stone inscriptions
is equally meaningless, for differer.t writing materials often dictate different
writing styles. On the other hand. a comparison with painted or incised in-
sctiptions on pottery points tc the second half of the fourth century BC:
the Derveni papyrus script is almost identical with those of the inscriptions
on, e.g., the bell crater of Python rrom Paestum at the British Museum, dat-
ed to the third quarter of the fourth century BC, and the Apulian loutro-
phoros at Basel, dated to 340 BC. Turner dated the Derveni papyrus be-
tween 325 and 275 BC? but then settled for the fourth century BC.2
Irigoin dates it to the middle or even to the first half of the fourth century
BC, which is rather improbable.» A dating between 340 and 320 BC on
the basis of script is perhaps closer to reality, but one must keep in mind
that the age of the scribe, or an affectation of archaism on his part, would
result in dating the document tco eatly.

19 THEMELIS and TOURATSOGLOU (1997) 183-185.
20 TURNER (1976).

21 See no. 51 in the first edition of TurnER (19872),
22 TURNER (1980) 26, (1987°) 151.

23 IRIGOIN (1972) 547.



K. TSANTSANOGLOU

e. Traces of the work’s transmission

12. There is widespread agreement that the Derveni papyrus has pre-
served a work composed near the tum of the fifth century BC: “probably
not before 400”;** “ne doit pas étre trés postérieure a 400”;% “its style
dates its composition to 400 B.C. or before”.? If so, the work was about
a century old when the roll was burnt and it had probably been around
for some decades when the roll was written, too short a time for the text
to have been considerably corrupted in the process of transmission but also
for all spelling peculiarities of the archetype to have been corrected. Some
readings that escaped regularization: xpodev in col. XV.1 (among many in-
finitives in -ew), [oi]xtépecBon in col. XX .8 (but oi]xte[i]lpecton three lines
above), épficOar in col. XXIV 4, possibly éravepépevor in col. XX.7.7 It
should be noted that the last certain instances of € for [e:] in Attic inscrip-
tions date to the third quarter of the fourth century BC.?® It is also very
likely that Suyyeiton in col. XV.8, XXV.12 is an erroneous transcription
into the new orthography of AIETETAI or AIHTETAI = &fiyntan and that,
inversely, xataxhaton in col. XVL6 is an erroneous transcription of KATA-
KEATAI = xataxeiartat.

f. Possible authorial variants

13. Pairs of syntactically incoherent but semantically equivalent words
or sentences can be plausibly assumed to be variants that go back to the
author, like those often found in the Corpus Aristotelicum:?® Gonep | dg
£1861ec in col. XX.7-8 (@onep seems preferable), Aéyovor 8 1 v odtdv &-
xdotan | émt Qupdv EAOM, drep Gv BéLovieg Toyxdveat in col. XXI1.4-5. The
first and largest part of the complex period in col. XX.5-12 is marked off
with a paragrapbos and could be an elaborate alternative, perhaps a
second draft, of the concluding part ‘which does not cohere syntactically
with the rest and recapitulates rather dryly the preceding points (col.
XX.11-12).

24 West (1983) 77.

25 BURKERT (1970) 443.

26 Janko (1997) 61.

27 Cf. RusTeN (1985) 137 n. 34.

28 See THREATTE vol. 1, 189-190.

29 For Theophrastus’ Char. see STEIN (19921 50-51 (Diggle non accipiente).
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g. Dialect

14. It is difficult to decide between Attic with some Ionic features?
and Ionic with an Attic overlay.* Resolving the issue would not be of much
help in identifying the provenance of the author. On the one hand, it is
well known that Ionic had started to incorporate Attic features already
at the end of the fifth century BC; on the other, some prose authors em-
ployed Ionic or mixed Ionic as a literary dialect irrespective of their prov-
enance.

15. There follows a list of Ionicisms, excluding those in (references to)
poetic quotations, the Heraclitus quotation and textual supplements.

(i)  nfrom & after (¢), 1, p.
Ipun (fr. G 9.4), aivinv (col. IIL9), apapt(i)ng (col. V.8; see ad loc.), dlm]etin
(col. V.10), "Hpn (col. XXT1.7, perhaps from a quotation), fuépng (col.
XXV.4). But aitiav (col. XIV.3), pacreiav (col. XIV.9), époiav (col.
XX11.3), mieovetiag (col. XXIL.6), dpabiag (col. XXIL6), dpav (col
XXIV.10). Instead of the Ionic form, in which names of goddesses must
have appeared in now lost hexameters from the Orphic poem, the author
prefers the Attic form: Ovpavia {col. XX1.5), Appovia (col. XX1.7, 11), 'Péa
(col. XXT1.7, 14, 15).

(ii)  -ea uncontracted.
ttddea or sEdreag (col. ML5), xuxhoerdéa (neutr., col. XXIV.2), aréa
(neutr., col. XXV.8). But &m (col. VIIL.6, XXII.14), icopers (neutr., col.
XXIV.2). Col. XXIV.1-2, éoa 8{¢ nli | xurroerdéa oly, olév e iooped elvat,
is remarkable.

(i) oo for Attic .
pleir]isoovar (col. VL.1), étarrdsloer (col. IX.7), dooa (col. X.11, 13, XL.9,
XVIII.4), éhacoov (col. XX.2), [yladscav (col. XX 9).

(iv)  ox- for om-,
olvséxorle (col. II.6). But onéwe (col. XXIV.9), 6nov (col. XTL.7, 9), bmax
(col. VIIL.3, XII1.2, XIX.7), 6nwonep (col. II1.8), ovdénote (col. XI1.10).

(v) v for Attic &dv.
col. XXIV.5. &Gv does not occur. But see F. 20.3: éav?

(vi) @-stem gen. pl. -ewv.
dpéwv (col. XXIV.11). But possibly aplyav (col. XTX.11).

(vii) o-stem dat. pl. -owowv.
i lotlow (col. XXI.11, but v extremely uncertain). Datives in -otg at col.

30 FuncHr (1997) 36.
31 WeST (1983) 77, BURKERT (1986) 5, JANKO (1997) 62.
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1.7, V.4, VIS5, 6,9, 10, IX 5, 6, 10, XII1.7, XV1.7, XVIL.4, XX1.9, XXIL.9,
11, XXII1.1, 2, 8, XXIV.8, 9, XXV.12.

(viif) éwv for Attic dv.
Col. VIIL6, XI.12, X11.11, XV.2, XVL8, 10, XVII.2, 6, 8, 9, XVIIL2,
XIX 1, 6, XX1.9, 10, 12, XXIV.5, XXV.5, 9. But dv at col. IX.6, XIII.10,
XV1.2, 7, XVIL7, XVIIL11, 14, 15; also some uncertain readings. Col.
XVL.7-8, 16 évra vfilplyev det, ta 8& | viv é6vta éx v dnapyéviev yivielwa,
is remarkable.
(ix) 7yiveodar and ywdoxew for yiyv-.
Many instances; no exception.
(x) évexev for évexa.
Col. V.5, VL4; no exception.
(xi) €avrod.
Col. XTIV .2; possibly fr. I 25.3. But éavrod at col. XX1.14, XXVI1.9, 12, pos-
sibly fr. I 47.1; air- at col. IX.3, XXTIL.5, 7.
(xii) éneiw(e), conj.
Col. XVIL5, 6. But &nei at col. XVIIL.10, XX1I.13. No adverb &reite(v) occurs.
(xiif) ovv.
Col. IX.6, 8, X.13, X1.14, XVIL.2, 8, 14, XX1.3, XXV.7, 8, 9, XXVI.14. No
Edv occurs,
(xiv) Zava.
Col. VIIL9, IX.3, 13, XXIII.4. But Zfva at col. XVIIL9, 15; Aw¢ at col.
XIX.5. Always Zetc,
(xv) oowv.
Col. XX.9. But odicwv at col. XVIIL4.
(xvi) 1éav, gen. pl. of tic.
Col. XX.8.
(xvii) eldfon, future of oisa.
ol. XX.6, 11.
(xviii) Vocabulary.

dréa (col. XXV.8), éxdg (col. XXV.3), eérerv (col. XXT1.3 [?], 5, XXVI.10),
85pvuoBar (col. XX1.3 [bisl, 4, 6), ixer- (col. IV.6), pioyeadar (col. IX.9,
XX1.8), 6oov 1e (col. IX.7), & 6oov (col. XV.7), péxpr od c. gen. (col.
VIL8) (unless a scribal error for péxpt (t)od), ovdopé (col. XXI1.6), (o)
¢émv (col. XVIIL3, XX1.8-9).

Apart from the inconsistencies listed above (i, i, iv, vi, vii, viii, xi, xii,
xiv, xv), the text deviates from strict Ionic usage in the following points:

(i)
(i)

-ov- for contracted -eo-.

Many examples.

-ov- for contracted -oo-.

voig (col. XVI15, XXVI.1), vod (col. XVI.12), vodv (col. XIV.7, XVIL.10).

— 12 —
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(iii) -efov (not -Alov).
polvigiov (col. V.4), wa oneeia (fr. F 10.4), #xeora onpeie (frr. F 18+H
45.3).
(iv) @ retained.
amp (col. XVIL3, 4, XIX.3, XXTIL3), éépr (col. XVIIIL.2, XX1.2), npayudrav
(col. V.7, XIIL5).
(v)  éei (not atei).
Col. XV1.7, XVIL3, XVIIL10.
{(vi) pobvoc, Evexev (not podvog, Eivexev).
pévlolv {masc., col. XVI.10), évexev (col. V.5, V1.4, 10).
(vii) &Serdn (not aderoer).
Col. XX.15.
(viii) Bavpdlewv (not Bwpdlewv).
Col. XX.2, 4, 5.
(ix) iep- (not ip-).
Col. V1.6, VIL.7, XX.1, 4, 11.
(x) xouwv- (not Evv-).
Col. IV.5.
(xi) 6vopa, dvoudlw (not obvop-).
Many examples.
(xii) o¥v (not &v).
Col. VIL.7, IX.1, 5, XIV.2. XVIIL.2.

16. Some usages are uncertain. viv at col. IV.9 (the Heraclitus quota-
tion: DK 22 B 3 + 94) and X1.3 is not Ionic. Ionic uses pv, which is the
reading in the part of the Heraclitus fragment transmitted by Plutarch
(Exil. 604A9-B1, de Is. et Os. 370D3-10 = DK 22 B 94). Attic prose does
not use either. .

17. eidfiow, future of oléa (col. XX.6, 11), is found in Herodotus
(7.234.8) but also in Isocrates (1.44), who might have chosen this form
for stylistic reasons (to effect a homoioteleuton: eishioerc~etpriaers).

18. The present pioy-, inszead of petyv-, is used by Herodotus but also
by Thucydides, Plato and other Attic authors, who have a highly personal
style and do not use consisteatly the dialect of their city of origin.

19. Whereas pikpd at col. XX1.2 is pecuhar to Attic, outp- prevails in
the abstract opikpémro.

20. x[a]® &nog Exactov (co.. XII1.6) is in all probability not an Ionicism.

21. aivigopon (col. IX.10, X.11 [?], XTIIL6, XVII.13) occurs in the epic
(Il. 13,374, Od. 8.487) as an extended form of aivéw, ‘to praise’. Here it
stands for the lonic aivicoopo/Attic eivittopar, usually explained as com-
ing from a stem aivixj-. In similar cases, e.g. dppéw-dppétie or ovpafw-

— 13 —
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oodttw, the oo/tt form is explained by analogy. Is then the elsewhere un-
attested aivifopar instead of aivioo{ttlopen the original from a stem ai-
viyj-? In other dialects: Tarent. Aaxticon, oarnicon, Thess. ép¢avicon in-
stead of -i{w, Cret. GA4850, GvAEE80 (= () instead of -co(tr)w.

22. The overall impression is of an lonic text liberally sprinkled with At-
tic features rather than the other way around. The Attic elements could be
attributed to the spontaneous tendency of an Ionian physiologos to adopt
the dominant dialect of his time. A possible indication of the author’s prov-
enance is the Ionic features in the examples from everyday speech with
which he often supports his views: col. XI 9: mevoopevor Gooa modor,
XV.7-8: ¢& 8oov Pacireter 1ide | apyh, XVIIL4-5: éoecbor 1000’ Goco Moipa
| énéxrwoev. It should be kept in mind, however, not only that a community
of intellectuals from Ionia seems to have bzen active in late fifth-century
Athens but also that in Attic demoi close to Euboea the vernacular must
have been something like the peptypévn "I of the Derveni author.

h. Style

23, The style of the author, who speaks in the first person singular (col.
XX.2) and perhaps in the first person plural (col. V.4), is informal and rather
careless. Asyndeton is a standard feature, occurring almost in all surviving
columns. Its use at col. VI.3, 4, 7, 8 and XXI1.4 does not seem to serve
any rhetorical purpose and strengthens the impression of carelessness. In
most cases it occurs after a quotation and can be accounted for as introdu-
cing the author’s interpretation (col. VIIL.6, X1.11, XT1.3, XTIL5, X1V 5, 7,
XV.7, XVL7, XIX.11, XXIII.1, 12, XXIV 4). It can also introduce the jus-
tification of a point made by the author (col. X1.8, XII1.7, XX1.7, XXV.9) or
a new point (col. XXI.5). Elliptic constructions introduce quotations: col.
XIV.5: 10 & ém wobota, XV.5: éxdéuevov 8¢ émog, 11: 10 8(¢), XVL8: 1 8¢,
XXII1.10: 10 8 &xéuevov. The connection of some én-clauses with the prin-
cipal verb is not very clear. Col. IX.10: én & v yeip[ecow éraBlev fivitero
[“with regard to (the phrase) ... he was speaking allegorically”, LS] ém
AIV], XVL1: én 8¢ | éx tédv dmapydvrov 1é vov bvra yiveto Aéyer [“as a proof
(in support) of the fact that ... he says”; of. XXIII.12].

24, The remaining peculiarities of the text must be due to the scribe.
The reason for listing them below is that the Derveni papyrus is the only
papyrus-find in Greece and the oldest known papyrus with Greek prose.
In conjunction with epigraphic evidence, they may enhance our under-
standing of the practices of book scribes in fourth-century BC Greece.

- 14 —
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i. Assimilation of final v to the following initial consonant

25. Tt is abundantly attested in the papyrus. It is not limited to short
words (articles, prepositions, conjunctions and other particles) or words
in close syntactical connection® and sometimes occurs even in pausa:

(i)  before n: tnep]paropn nof (col. TV.10), dAkan mpaypdrav (col. V.7), napadery-
parop nlilowetoey (col. V.8), yvédpnp mowodlpelvog (col. X1.2), pép ndgav
(col. XTI1.5), thu mémowv (col. XTI1.5), t@u mpayudtov (col. XII1.5), vodu npbde
(col. XIV.7), xpovap npéc (col. XV.8), vodu ndvrav (col. XVI.10), &&wop
navioy (col. XVI.13), dvépacap mpiv (col. XVIILY), twéyviu motoupévov
(col. XX.4), 6érovo mavteg (col. XXI1.3), nalpalyayop merémrar (col.
XXTII.1), ép “moddoic” (col. XXIV.7).

(ii) before p: wiu Pacireiav (col. XIV.9), 1.p Bacirnida (col. XV.13), 600;1 BovAe-
o (col. XIX.4).

(i) before &: vopoloetin ¢nlorv (col. VIL.10), vy ¢pévmolrlv (col. XVT[I 7), v
opovnowv (col. XTIX.5), v ¢vowv (col. XXI1.2), éu dthétnm {col. XXVI.10).

(iv) before u: 1@y pavievopévoy (col. V.5), éEarhax8ép pun (col. IX.8), ‘evpip’ pév
(col. XT1.9), &p péaw (col. XV.4), vip petdsraowy (col. XV.9), rpocédvy pd-
xape¢ (col. XVIL4), dvépacep Moipav (col. XVIIL3), sdnp “Moipav” (col.
XVIII.3), mu Moipav (col. XVIL6), ¢pévnsi]p Moipav (col. XVIIL.7), npip
uév (col. XVIILY), fiu Moipa (col. XVIILY), éplydu pia (col. XIX.11), mpin
pév (col. XX.11), éévren prydéviav (col. XX1.9), fu pév (col. XX1.13), ap pf
{col. XXV.7).

(v)  before x: [Ad]ovy xaiz[or] (col. VIL4), ody xai (col. VII 7), éxaBey xai (col.
VIIL8), ¢awvety xai (col. X.8), navoppevovoay xai (col. X.9), aidoloy xawm-
vev (col. XTII.4), 1oy Kpévov (col. XIV.2), atndy. Kpévov (col. XIV.9), pfiny
ka.[ (col. XV.13), “otiory” xai (col. XVIIL4), péy xai (col. XVIII.11),
[éx]actoy xéx[Antlar (col. XIX.1), dAay xatd (col. XXV.2), tor0tt0y xal
(col. XXV.11).

(vi) before y: 8aiploy yivetalu (col. IT14), &oluxey yap (col. VIIL12), iy yéveowv
(col. XII1.7), €]6vwy yép (col. XTV.11), &y yeyadr (col. XVL.6), &y yap (col.
XVIL.2), pey yép (col. XVIILY), névioy yép (col. XIX.3), wy ydp (col.
XX1.9), pey yalp (col. XXI.13), myy [yldp (col. XXMIL.14), oy y#v (col.
XXIV.8).

(vii) before x: orayéory [x]éov[rar (col. IL5), &y xeipesor (col. VIIL5), ey
xeiplesow (col. IX 10).

There are no instances of final v before y or £. Final v remains unassi-
milated

32 ScHWYZER vol. 1, 407, MEISTERHANS 110 ff., MAYsER 203 ff.
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(i)  before n: av | nepaderypdrav (col. V.7-8), Jwv mpétepov (col. VI.11), drlkiv |
[ralpa (col. VIIL7-8), ménev nepi (col. XITI.5), #v npliv (col. XVIL1), Sa-
neviy mpoaviadgdar (col. XX.9), pév | moAdoig (col. XXIII.1-2), 'Qxeavov no-
wapov (col. XXII1.6).

(i) before p: oti]v Pacirets (col. XVL.14).

(iii) before ¢: dp[ifwly ¢vow (col. XIV.12).

(iv) before p: mpérepov | i (col. XVIL5-6), bv, | péxpr (col. XVIL7-8), Aéyov pepe-
propéva (col. XXV.2).

(v)  before x: Aéyew xai (col. X.8), #iAtov xpovesdar (col. XIV.4), Bacirevoev”. |
kpovovia (col. XIV.6-7), abwv xai (col. XIV.10), édv. | xai (col. XVIL6),
to0tov xai (col. XVII.10), adpodiordlewv xai (col. XXI.6).

(vi) before y: Kpbdvov | yevésBar (col. XIV.2-3), dmapyévrav yivielre (col. XVI.8),
t[o]oobrov yvépevov (col. XXV.11).

(vii) before y: 8elppéltlatov | xwprodév (col. XIV.1-2).

It is obvious that final v at the end of a line is not assimilated to the con-
sonant at the beginning of the next line. There are no cases of assimilation
before A (see col. X.2-3, XIV.1, XVIIL5, XIX.2-3, XIX.9 [bis], XXI.8,
XXV.2; col. XI.1 and XIV.10 are uncertain). Final v remains unassimilated
before ¢ in one instance (col. XX.2; XV.12 and XVIIL.4 are uncertain).
There is no evidence for assimilation before p (col. XXI1.14 is uncertain).

26. On the whole, there are 41 certain cases of assimilation vs. 13 of
non-assimilation before labials and 29 of assimilation vs. 11 of non-assim-
ilation before palatals.>® This incidence of assimilation is considerably high-
er than that calculated from fourth-century BC Attic inscriptions in Mei-
sterhans, viz. 65 vs. 194 and 31 vs. 180 respectively, but closer to that found
in ealy literary papyri.**

j. Other cases of assimilation

27. A different case of assimilation, internal and progressive, is found in
Aa]updvery (col. IV.4), Aappalvewv] (col. IX.4), kata[A]apdver (col. XT 4),
but Aoupd[vew (col. VIIL10), droropBavopévov (col. XV.3). pp > pu is
rarely witnessed, but the two known parallels are quite old: xpéuun for
kpdppn, P. Cairo Zen. 59702.26 (third century BC), xatohappdvng for xaro-

3% Or 41 vs. 7 before labials and 29 vs. 8 before palatals, if unassimilated cases of final v at
the end of the line are not taken into account.

34 MAYSER 206; cf. also THREATTE vol. 1, 616-40.
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rappavne, P. Hib. 48.12 (255/254 BC).> The phenomenon is phonetically
strange, since pp is already the product of the assimilation of vB.

28. There is one case of itrational aspiration at col. XIIL6: x[a]@’ &rog
¢xaotov. The phenomenon is well attested in inscriptions and papyri (ka®’
éroc, ka®’ éviavtov, kad’ idiav, €0’ ém); forms such as peBénwpov or £¢étog
have survived in Medieval and Modern Greek.> Perhaps the scribe was in-
itially planning to write xa®* éxaotov &nog; cf., for instance, Syll.> 955.10
ka8’ éviautov Exacrov. The occurrence of ka8’ &tog in Syll.> 700.35, an in-
scription of 117 BC from Lete, is remarkable.

29. There are a few epigraphic parallels to xait[oi] ppnBévia at col.
VIL4 and 1 ppfue at col. XXVL.8;* the phenomenon is presupposed
by the lengthening in poetry of a short syllable before initial p.®* Here,
too, the scribe is inconsistent: at col. VIL.8, XXI1.7 and XXIII.10, the in-
itial p is not doubled. In “gvpv péovra” at col. XXIIL.6 p is monosymphonic
for metrical reasons. péya péEar at col. XIV.8, though not in a verse, recalls
uéy Epetev at col. XIV.5.

k. Orthography

30. The scribe follows the usual orthography. Noteworthy are &x6ope at
col. XTI1.4 and [&]xx86pm a: col. XIV.1. The first is a common form of
assimilation (&x8Vcovreg, €x Oetraldv). The second is rather unusual with
only a few epigraphic parallels (éxy0éuata, Se36xyar, £xy8odi, éxydiSouey,
éxy Pacréag).®

31. 1.&con at col. XXII1.13 is in all probability to be supplemented as
tykatar]éEcar,

32. With regard to the orthography of Ané, a name of Demeter, the
author prefers the form Amd (extensively discussed by Herodian,
3.2.420.4 ff. Lentz) because it serves his etymology of the name from
dniéw. The use of two endings, -é and -& (col. XXI1.12 and 13 respec-
tively), must be due to the scribe. Both belong to the feminine oi-stem

35 MAYSER 157 rejects the assimila-ion and explains the evidence by analogy with xpoppvov
and xateidnuua; the inverse phenomenon in <popfvordi(ng), UPZ 180a col. 20.8, 41.7 (113
BC), is characterized in KapsoMENOs (1958) 25 as ‘dissimilatorische Geminatenauflésung’.

3¢ ScHWYZER vol. 1, 305, MAyszr 174 £.

37 MEISTERHANS 95, THREATTE vo.. 1, 519.

38 ScHwYZER vol. 1, 311,

39 ScHWYZER vol. 1, 238.

40 For parallels see MaYsER 185, THREATTE vol. 1, 574.
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and are abundantly attested in inscriptions. -é is very common; for -én cf.
e.g. gy, Xpuodt, Zugbt, ®ASL, Apw=epdi, Hpdn, Apyudt, Nukdr, Topyd.*!

33. The inconsistency in the use of movable v is not surprising, The evi-
dence can be laid out in a table patterned on those in Meisterhans 114 and
Mayser 211 (uncertain cases and thcse in quotations are not counted; the
numbers in parentheses are percentages):

retained dropped
before  before in rotad before  before in rotal
consonant vowel pausa® ™ |consonant vowel  pausa

dat. pl. -au 1(25) 6(100) 1 (50} (67) 3 (75) 0 100 (33)
vetbend. -ov| 3 (27) 10 (71) 0 @5 8 (73) 4(29) 4(100) (55)
€oti 4 (44) 7 (100) 0 63 5 (56) 0 1(100) (35)
vetbend. -e | 4(44) 14 (93) 4(100) (79 | 5 (56) 1) 0 (21)

There is no agreement with any of the chronological subdivisions in the ta-
bles by Meisterhans and Mayser. This may be due (a) to the relative paucity
of evidence in the Derveni papyrus, (b) to the fact that Meisterhans and
Mayser tabulate evidence not from a single text but from a group of texts,
(c) to a different conception of pause. One might add the cases of movable
v in adverbs ending in -8e, where v is always retained before a vowel (col.
XV.5 [in pausa], XVIL9, XVIII.11, XX1.13) and always dropped before a
consonant (col. XV .4, XXV.12). Finally, before a vowel the neuter o oo
or a6 retains the movable v three times (col. X.2, XT1.3, XXT.11; the last
two in a pause) but also drops it as many times (col. X.10, XII.4, XVIL.8);
before a consonant this word drops the movable v four times (col. X.3, 8,
XL5, XXII.11).%

34, We find three cases of scriptio plera in hexameters quoted by the
author: col. VIIL5: xeipeoor &[A]aBlev, col. XVI.9: 8¢ dpa (but &’ dpa three
lines above), col. XXIV.3: pepénecor én’ (col. X1.10, [+ 8¢] &xpnoev, is un-
certain).

35. moelv occurs ten times vs. five of toweiv. Before -e1- we find one case
of mor- (col. XXV.12: nlohetwon) and one of no- (col. XIL.9: énoetto); before
-n- one case of mot- (col. XXV.10: #noince) and eight of mo- (col. IV.10:

41 ScuwyZzER vol. 1, 478.

42 Cf THREATTE vol. 1, 640-643.
43 Only strong pauses are counted.
44 Cf HEeNry (1967), esp. 277-284.
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nofit, VIL3: nofoer, 4: nénorg, IX.1: &nén[oev, XIIL5: nénowv, XV.1: motfiont,
XXTIL.1: mendénron, XXV.10: £nénoev); before -o- three cases of mor- (col.
VL.7: nowder, X1.2: norovlpelvog, XX .4: norovpévov); before -o- one case
of mo- (col. X1.9: no@o1). The scribe’s inconsistency is conspicuous at col.
XXV.10: olx &v rémoev filrov. €roinoe 8¢ xtA. The single case of no- before
-o- is noteworthy because parallels from inscriptions or papyri are very
scarce.”

II. THE CONTENTS OF THE DERVENI PAPYRUS

The first three of the twenty-six columns that can be reconstructed are
severely damaged. Col. I probably mentions the Erinyes. Col. II probably
mentions the Erinyes but also the Eumenides, who ought perhaps notfo be
distinguished from the Erinyes and are identified with souls in col. VI1.9-10,
perhaps those of certain dead; libations offered to Zeus; cultic honors of-
fered to the Eumenides; burnt poultry-offerings to demons, perhaps the
same entities as the Eumenides/Erinyes; someone who is perhaps said to
have added, probably to the rites in honor of the Eumenides/Erinyes/de-
mons, hymns or poetry adaptable to music; the meaning of these works.
Col. III mentions wrongdoers, probably said to be warned or punished
by Dike through the Erinyes; demons who perhaps dwell in the under-
world, each assigned to a person as healer; servants of gods (probably
the same beings as the demons); unjust men perhaps held accountable
for their crimes. Col. IV, less damaged than the three previous columns,
contains a quotation from Heraclitus that can be assumed to preserve
the original wording of DK 22 B 3 + 94 and, if so, leaves no doubt that
the Ephesian discussed the true width of the Sun (one foot) continuously
with the role of the Erinyes as servants of Dike responsible for catching the
Sun in case it oversteps certain limits, clearly those of its width (in the tra-
dition the two topics became separated). In col. V someone speaking in the
first person plural castigates certain uncomprehending people who do not
believe that Hades has a horrendous fate in store for them and, failing to
understand dreams alongside certain other things, are overcome by pleas-
ure and error; the speaker seems to visit oracles on behalf of these people.
The topic of col. VI is prayers and sacrifices performed in order to appease

45 MEeISTERHANS 56-58, HENRY (1967) 265-6, MAaYSER 87-88, ScHWYZER vol. 1, 236,
THREATTE vol. 1, 328-330.
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certain souls; incantations (a probable supplement) sung by the magi (ud-
you) in order to get rid of demons (probably the same entities as the angry
souls) which are inimically disposed toward other souls (again a probable
supplement); preliminary offerings to the Eumenides made by certain initi-
ates (wboron) after the manner of the magi on account of the fact that the
Eumenides are souls, probably those that must be appeased (cf. cols. I-III).
In col. VII we read of poetry said to be riddling for people, perhaps a
hymn whose content is characterized as sound and allowed by the law of
god. Its author is perhaps said to discourse on matters of paramount im-
portance through riddles, not to have intended to pose riddles that would
give rise to, presumably unworthy, disputes. In view of the following col-
umns, the author can only be Orpheus. It was not possible, perhaps before
the Derveni author came along, to solve the riddles posed by Orpheus’
words. Orpheus is perhaps said to narrate a holy story from the first down
to the last word, as he himself makes clear when he orders the multitude to
put doors to their ears. Here the Derveni author probably paraphrases (a
verse from) the beginning of Orpheus’ poem whose riddles he proceeds to
solve in cols. VII-XXVI. The authot’s discussion is interrupted in col. XX
by a critique of initiates who lack understanding and, in case they paid for
the services of certain experts in sacred rites, lost their money.

III. THE QuoTATIONS FROM ORPHEUS’ POEM

Almost all of the hexameters quoted in full or partially in the surviving
parts, of cols. VII-XXVI can be plausibly thought to come from the poem
atreibuted to Orpheus.* In the following list these verses are ordered as
they appear in the papyrus. The asterisk indicates a complete or partial re-
construction of a verse that can be assumed to have been quoted in a lost
part of the papyrus on the basis of certain words and phrases discussed in
one or more columns (the corresponding words and phrases in the recon-
struction are underlined). An underlined number indicates that the hexam-
eter is said by the Derveni author to have been continuous in the poem
with the last one he has quoted.*’

46 Cf. BETEGH (2004) 97-101 and see also Commentary, col. VII.9-10. In col. XXI1.12 Der-
veni author quotes a vetse explicitly said to come from some Hymns, apparently a different
poem; in col. XXVI1.4 and 6-7 he quotes Od. 8.335 and I/. 24.527-528.

47 On the expressions the Derveni author uses to introduce a new quotation see LAMEDICA
(1991).
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1 Col. VIII.2
2 Col. VII1.4-5

3* Col. X

4* Col. XI.1

Col. X1.10
Col. X11.2
Col. XIIL1
Col. X111.4
Col. XIV.5
Col. XIV.6

11 Col. XV.6

12 Col. XV.13-15

© 0 00 ~1IS\ M

Lo

13 Col. XVL3-6

14 Col XVI.14

“NTRODUCTION

[o]i Awg éteyévovio [Umepuev]éog Bactifiog
Zelg ptv enel 81 taltpog €0]0 napa 6¢[cloarov dpyiv
Tadnchv 7 &v geipeoot é[A]aplev xlali] Saipoylal xudpév
—V navoudevovan Oedv 1podds duppooin NOE
... xofioar . . . ¢& ¢[dirotjo
[1 88] &xpnoev dravia ¢ ot BE[uig Av dvicas]fu
o ay &[yot xdlto kakov Edog vigdevtog ‘OMipmoL
Zedg pév Emel 8 Tatpog €0d ndpa [B]écdat’ dxovoalc]
aidotov karténivev, 0g aiBépa £kBope mpd@rog

86 péy’ épetev
Ovpavig Evpporidng, o¢ npodmortog fasiievoev
€x 100 81 Epdvog admg, énevta 5 punrieta Zevg

pAmy ka.[ c. 13 lev BaciAnida wp[fv]
ec.[ L ivag gn.[
el

Mpwvoyévov Baotrhéag aidotov: 1dL &' dpa rdvreg
aBdvator mpostduv pdkapeg Beoi NdE BEavar

xai motapuct xai kpfivar Empartol GhAa 1€ navra,
doca 61 fiv yeyadr, abtdg 8 dpa pofvog Eyevio
[vov &' éo-i]v Basieds ndvilav xai 7 Eocer’ énleita

15* Col. XVIII.12-13+XVIL.6

16 Col. XVIL.12
17* Col. XVIII
18 Col. XIX.10
19* Col. XX1.5-7
20* Col. XXIII
21 Col. X3{1.11
22 Col. XXIV.3
23 Col. XXV.14
24* Col. XXVI

Zevg npdnog [‘Léng'co. Zedg V010106 ApyLKEPALVOG

Zevg xepa[An, Zedg péclog, Awdg & éx [rlavia wét{vrrar]
Zeg mvoun vy, Zedg taviov Endeto_noipa

Zedg Pacirets, Zelg 8 apxos andvimy Gpyucépauvog
Heddd 0 ‘Apuoviny e kai Qvpaviny Adpodimy

whoato & 'QEavolo péya gBévog eNpd Péoviog

vag & éyxaslérels’ Axedwiov dpyvlplodivelw

A 1oAAOTC daiver puepénecor én’ aneipova yatav

[avclap [Elnet 8[h ndvlta Awlg ¢ptiv pfloatlo Elpya
untpoc €85 EBedev myOiuevar €v diddmn

IV. THE CONTENTS OF ORPHEUS’ POEM

1. It is likely that 1 comes from the proem. If the Derveni author ex-
plains in cols. XXI-XXIIT what Orpheus really means by the generation
of various goddesses and gods from Zeus, the relative clause in 1 might
have qualified the gods referred to in (one of) the preceding hexameter(s),
where someone speaking in the first person singular (and assumed to be
Orpheus by the Derveni author) perhaps declared his intention: to sing
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of the gods who were born from Zeus.® 7 and 8 look suspiciously like a
variant of 2.1 and the continuation of 2.2 respectively. Assuming that 7
is the original form of 2.1, Rusten suggests that in col. VIII the Derveni
author “preferred (or invented) an alternative reading 6éc¢atov dpyhv”’.#
West thinks that in the Orphic poem 7 was

7’ Zeig pev éner[7’ dopaota Gedic] ndpa Oéopar’ dxovoag

(Night being the goddess in question), and that it stood after but not
far from 2.1. According to West, 2.2 originally stood immediately after 7’
and 8 after 2.2 but 2.2 was mistakenly transposed after 2.1, which is similar
to 7'. The mistake was also aided by the similarity between 2.2 and the
verse [oxfintpov] 7’ év xeipeoor Aaplelv epucvdig Eperdev which, according
to West, originally followed 2.1.5° By West’s lights, the Detveni author con-
fused two similar verses, 2.1 and 7’, on two different occasions: once in col.
VIII, where he transposed 2.1 before 2.2, which originally followed 7/, and
once in col. XIII, where he quoted 7' but substituted the middle part of
2.1 for the middle part of 7’. It is preferable not to postulate such a ba-
roque confusion but there is no reason to adopt Rusten’s simpler hypoth-
esis either. Calame has proposed to simply substitute 7 for 2.1 and there is
strong evidence that 2.1 is a misquotation of 7.

2. In col. VIIL6 the Derveni author notes that (some of the) words in 2
are ‘transposed’. The words in question are natpog £0d and mapd in 2.1. As
turns out from the following lines, the author assumes that the preposition
nopé in 2.1 is in anastrophe, that its object is natpog £0d and that napd na-
pog €00 goes together with #Aapev in 2.2. In col. VIIL7-8 the Derveni
author partially paraphrases 2 as “after Zeus took the power and the glo-
rious demon from his father” .52 It is clear that, if mapd in 2.1 is not in anas-
trophe, matpdg £0d must be construed with what follows rapé; thus, if 82-
odarov dpynv follows nopé in 2.1, by assuming napd to be in anastrophe, the
Derveni author avoids the construal of natpdg €00 with 8écoatov apytyv.
The avoided construal of natpog £0d can be gleaned from col. VIIL.9-10:
obtw] 8 Eyovra odk dxodewv 1ov Zalva txikpaltel | [t0d notplog GAAG Tiv

48 Cf. Hes. Th. 43-46 and 105-107.

49 RUSTEN (1985) 126.

50 WEST (1983) 85-86; see also 114-115, lines 1-14.

51 CALAME (1997) 67 n. 3,

5; [Bolnv & 38 Exovias Zebg puev énet milv &l | [ralpa natpdg éod EAapev kal Saipovg
[xvdp]ov.
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dhcv AapPa[vew nap’ avwoly. Col. VIIL10 repeats partially the sense of 2
as explained in col. VIIL.7-8 and can be safely reconstructed: since this
sense presupposes that napd in 2.1 is in anastrophe and is introduced by
éAAd, what precedes the conjunction and follows ovx must be the sense
of 2 which is avoided on the assumption that mopd in 2.1 is in anastrophe.s?
Thus, if napé in 2.1 is in anastrophe, 2 states not that Zeus hears his father
but that he takes the power (and the glorious demon) from his father. In
view of 7, however, this makes sense only if the construal of natpég £0d the
Derveni author avoids is not with 8éagatov apyfiv but with (8écdar’) dxod-
cag: if so, the Derveni author quotes 2.1 but proceeds to interpret it as if he
had 7 in mind, which suggests that 2.1 is nothing but an erroneous version
of 7 (the verb &pyetar in col. VIIL3 might have given rise to the misquota-
tion during copying; if so, te in 2.2 was added to connect the erroneous
apyfv with dAxfiv and should be removed). After quoting 7 in col! XIII
the Derveni author proceeds to note that he has already made clear in what
sense Zevdg fixovoev,™ which means that 7 has already been commented
upon and thus that it has been quoted above too.5

3. Now, if in Orpheus’ poem 8 stood immediately after 2.2, xai in 2.2
is not connective but opens the apodosis of the énei clause in 7. The
glorious and reverend demon Zeus swallowed can be plausibly identified
with the figure known from considerably later Orphic theogonies as ®dvng
or Ilpatdyovog, i.e. ‘the one who makes manifest’ or ‘the first-born’ (cf.
Mpwroyévov Bacirémg aidoiov in 13.1).5” In the so-called Orphic Rbapso-
dies, composed around the beginning of either first century BC or the
Christian era,* this figure is the son of Ether (OF 73, 74) and the first king
of the cosmos (OF 107, 108).% Protogonos developed in a shining egg
made from, or laid in, Ether by unaging Time (OF 60, 70), the primordial
being that had engendered Ether and immense Chaos (OF 66, 54, 60) cov-

53 ¢mxpaltel in col. VIII.9 probably denotes the prevailing of the preferred sense over the
other on the assumption of anastrophe; see also Commentary, col. VIII.9-10.

54 Col, XIII.2-3: obte yap 16.e fikouvsev, GAAa Sedirorar Snag | firovoev.

55 See also Commentary, col. VIIL.11-12.

s6¢ Cf. Hom. 04.14.111-112: abrdp énei Seinvioe xai fipape Bupdy £8wbf, | kai ot minod-
pevog 8@ke oxivdoc, Grep Emvev); for apodotic xai see GP 308-309.

57 On the number of the Orphic theogonies, their dating and the genetic relationships be-
tween them see WEST (1983) and BrissoN (1990); cf. also BETEGH (2004) 140-152.

s8 According to WEST (1983) and BrissoN (1990) respectively.

59 For the equation of ®évnc and Mpawtéyovog see OF 73, 86, H. Orph. 6 and cf. BRissoN
(2003) 24 n. 39.
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ered with Night (OF 65); 6¢ ai8épa éxfope npdtog in 8 can describe Pro-
togonos bursting out of the ether-egg in which he developed or his spring-
ing out of the ether in which this egg had been laid. All became suffused
with radiance when he appeared (OF 86) and he carried the seed of the
gods (OF 85). With Night he fathered Uranus and Ge (OF 109) among
other gods, created the Sun and the Moon (OF 88, 91-93, 96) and the cos-
mos for gods and humans to live in (OF 89, 108). He gave his scepter to
Night voluntarily who then gave it to her son, Uranus. The succession of
divine rulers then proceeds as in Hesiod’s Theogony. When Zeus castrated
and dethroned Cronus after Night told him in her cave that he is destined
to be the fifth king of the gods (OF 105, 107) and gave him certain direc-
tions of cosmogonic import (OF 164-166), he swallowed Protogonos at
Night’s behest (OF 58, 82, 85, 87, 129) and absorbed the entire cosmic
order Protogonos had produced (OF 167). He then regurgitated every-
thing and thus generated the entire furniture of the present cosmos, a
plethora of gods and goddesses included, over which he rules (OF 168).
The poem ended with the story of Dionysus: born as a result of the inces-
tuous coupling of Zeus with his daughter Kore, herself a product of Zeus’
incestuous union with her mother Rhea, Dionysus receives the royal
power from Zeus but is killed, dismembered and eaten by the Titans
who are then punished by Zeus after he brings Dionysus back to life.*!
4. If 7+2.2 was not far removed from the proem of Orpheus’ poem and
8 stood immediately after this couplet, in view of what is known about the
Orphic Rhapsodies the poem proper began at the point when Zeus has
heard the prophecies of Night (¢ 6éc¢ata in 7) and is about to complete
the assumption of royal power from his father Cronus by swallowing Pro-
togonos. Assuming that the Derveni author’s discussion follows Orpheus’
poem closely, this poem seems to have been a very condensed, partial
‘summary’ of the Orphic Rbapsodies.® After the discussion of 7+2.2 in cols.
VIII-IX, the Derveni author deals with the oracular instructions Night is-
sued to Zeus (cols. X-XT); then with the objective, probably served by
Night’s oracles, that someone, obviously Zeus, might rule on Olympus
(col. XTI, where, as in the two preceding columns, the Derveni author

60 Cf. OF 56, 57, 72; for 0i8épo. éxBope cf. Sixtuov éxBpdovovia ... Aayadv in AP 9.371.1, “a
hare leaping out of a net”.

61 WesT (1983) 70-75 offers a detailed summary of all evidence pertaining to the contents of
the Orphic Rbapsodies.

62 Cf. BrissoN (2003) 19-22, BETEGH (2004) 130-131.
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can be assumed to discuss hexameters that stood after the proem but before
7+2.2 and are presupposed by 8¢c¢at’ dxotoag in 7); next comes Zeus’ swal-
lowing of Protogonos, who firs: sprang forth out of the ether (col. XIIT); then
the birth of Cronus, who is said in passing to have deposed his father Uranus
in a violent way, and the succession of Cronus by Zeus (cols. XIV-XV, per-
haps events that in the Orphic poem were said to have occurred after Pro-
togonos sprang forth out of the ether and were related in a brief flashback
to establish the lineage of Zeus before the account of how he cemented
his rule); there follows the ‘clinging on to’ Zeus of all gods and goddesses to-
gether with water bodies (tivers and springs) and all other things (col. XVI,
probably the absorption in Zeus of the Protogonos-made cosmos which was
swallowed by Zeus along with its creator); then the assumption of royal rule
by Zeus (col. XVI); Zeus as the source of all generation (col. XVII) and ulti-
mate governing principle of the cosmos (cols. XVIII-XTIX); the generation of
various goddesses and gods by Zeus (cols. XXI-XXTII); the creation of celes-
tial bodies (the Moon, the stars and the Sun) by Zeus (cols. XXIV-XXV);
and, finally, Zeus’ incestuous desire for his own mother (col. XXVI).

5. West argues that the poem attributed to Orpheus by the Derveni
author is an abridged version of a lost Orphic theogony composed around
500 BC, the ‘Protogonos Theogony’ which, like the much later Orphic Rbhap-
sodies, began with the figure of Unaging Time and ended with the story of
Dionysus.®* There is no reason to postulate the story of Dionysus as the cli-
max in the poem of the Derveni author merely on the basis of the Orphic
Rbhapsodies. According to Brisson, moreover, the figure of Time in the
Orphic Rhapsodies was added to the Orphic genealogy of the gods around
the first half of the second century AD under the influence of Mithraicism
and Night is the most ancient divinity in the theogony of the poem discussed
by the Derveni author; the egg whence Protogonos sprang was produced by
Night.s> Betegh thinks that Ether was Night's consort and, considering it un-
likely that there was an egg or Protogonos in Orpheus’ poem, takes Uranus
(‘the son of Night’, col. XIV.6) and Gaia to be their offspring.

63 WesT (1983) 82-94; cf. 108-113.

64 Cf. BERNABE (2002) 122-123, Brisson (2003) 19-22, BETEGH (2004) 164,

65 Brisson (1985) and (1997); see also BETEGH (2004) 157-158. In the theogony described
by Aristophanes (Av. 693-703 = OF 1) Night produces an egg from which comes to light Eros;
BrussoN (1985) 38 and (1990) 2876-2877 takes this theogony to be the eatliest Orphic theogony,
which was described by Aristotle’s associate Eudemus (Dam. Pr. 3.162 Combés-Westerink =
1.319 Ruelle), and equates Eros with the shining creature called in later versions Protogonos be-
cause he was the first god to appear; for criticism see BETEGH (2004) 148-149.
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6. In Betegh’s view, what Zeus is said to have swallowed in 8 is a penis,
aidolov, also referred to in 13.1 as that of the “first-born king’ (mpwrtoyévov
Bacr?£ac aidoiov); in other words, Betegh understands aisoiov in 8 and oi-
Soiov in 13.1 as accusative and genitive singular of the neuter noun aisotov,
‘sexual organ’, not as accusative and genitive singular of the masculine ad-
jective aidoiog, ‘reverend’. The first-born king in question is Uranus (cf. the
characterization of Uranus in 10 as the one “who became king first of all”).
In 8, which on Betegh'’s reading of aisotov could not have followed 2.2 in
Orpheus’ poem, Uranus is said to be the one “who sprang from the ether
first” (8¢ aiBépa ExBope mpdtoc) in the sense that he was fathered first by
Ether.*¢ In Orpheus’ poem Uranus was deposed by his son Cronus who
cut of his father’s genitals, as in Hesiod’s Theogony, though in Orpheus’
poem the genitals were not thrown into the sea and the phallus became
the Sun; it was swallowed later on by Zeus who became pregnant with
all existing things and gave birth by throwing up.s” The Derveni author’s
commentary on 8 (col. XIIL5-11) might be thought to support the view
that aiSotov in 8 and aidoiov in 13.1 are the accusative and genitive singular
of the neuter noun oidoiov referting to th= phallus of the first born-king,
i.e. Uranus, which became the Sun and was swallowed by Zeus: as the Der-
veni quthor takes it, in 8 Orpheus likened the Sun to an oidoiov, a sexual
organ, because the sexual organs are as necessary for the coming to be of
living things as is the Sun for the coming to be of 1a évra.*®

7. Assuming that it is supplemented correctly, col. XVI.1 can be read
as the Derveni author’s comment on aidoiov in 13.1, two lines below: at-
Sot]ov v Huov Eo[nloev elvon BeldAA]wror. This can mean either “it has

66 BETEGH (2004) 163 has no view as to the identity of the demon in 2.2; BERNABE (2002)
102-103 thinks the demon in question is Cranus. BUREERT (2003) 98, who also takes aiSotov in 8/
aidoiov in 13.1 to be the phallus of the first-born king U-anus, assumes that the relative clause 8¢
aifépa ExBope npdrog in 8 qualified a possessive genitive facifiog (to be construed with aidotov)
in the lost preceding verse {(cf. BaciAéwg in 13.1), His reaslation of the relative clause, “who first
ejaculated the ether”, is based on Hsch. 8 8.4 Latte: Bpioxav xvadara. éxBopilev xal oneppa-
wlov. yew@v. Aioydiog Apvpdvm (= fr. 15 Radt). Se= also BERNABE (2002) 110-111, JaNKO
(2002) 27. Burkert adduces oriental parallels for the swallowing of the phallus of the sky-god
and the ejaculation of the ether.

67 BERNABE (2002) 115 translates nposéov in 13.2 as “se sont congus”. Cf. BETEGH (2004)
119-120.

68 Indirect evidence that in an Orphic text Zeus was said to have swallowed Uranus’ severed
penis is offered, according to BURKERT (2003} 99, by the allusion in Diogenes Laertius’ preface to
the despicable practice of fellatio attributed to gods by Orpheus. BETEGH (2004) 121 thinks that
this allusion furnishes one of the strongest arguments in favor of taking aidotov in 8-¢idoiov in
13.1 to mean ‘sexual organ’. Since swallowing a severed senis can hardly be described as fellatio,
invoking Diogenes Laertius’ testimony in this context cannot carry much weight. One might, of
course, assume that the biographer opted for fellatio for want of a better description of the dis-
eased act Orpheus’ dark mind had Zeus perform in a poem, but this sounds like special pleading.
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been made clear above that Orpheus said that the Sun is a phallus” or “it
has been made clear above that Orpheus said that the Sun is reverend”, in
which case oidoiov in 13.1 is genitive singular of the masculine adjective
aidoiog, ‘reverend’, not of the neuter noun ¢idoiov, ‘sexual organ’. Nothing
compels to assume the former, all the more so since on this reading the
Derveni author would not say what he says in his commentary on 8, i.e.
that Orpheus Jikened the Sun to a phallus, unless one is willing to assume
that the Derveni author loses sight of, or disregards, the difference between
likening and identifying. If one wants to be charitable, one should assume
that the Derveni author’s point in his commentary on 8 is that Orpheus
likened the Sun to a phallus by saying that the Sun is reverend: in other
words, one should assume that aiSoiov in 8 is accusative singular not of
the neuter noun aidofov, ‘sexual organ’, but of the masculine adjective ai-
Sotog, ‘reverend’, and that Orpheus likened the Sun to a penis, aissfov, by
attributing this adjective to a masculine bearer who was swallowed by Zeus
and is assumed by the Derveni author to stand for the Sun. Since the ad-
jective aidolog is phonetically similar and semantically related to the neuter
noun oidolov, Orpheus predicates it appropriately of its bearer in an implic-
it allusion to the sexual organs because the bearer in question stands for
the Sun and the Sun is similar to the sexual organs in that this celestial
body is as necessary for the coming to be of 1a évta as are the sexual organs
for the generation of living beings.® 2.2 could be joined with 8 and, if the
two hexameters did form a couplet in Orpheus’ poem, the characterization
aidolov, ‘reverend’, in 8 would be predicated of 8aipova in 2.2. One could
then identify the glorious and reverend demon whom Zeus is said to have
swallowed in the hypothetical couplet 2.2-8 with the king also said to be
reverend in 13.1, where one could plausibly read Mpwtoyévov Baciréwg ai-
otov, “‘of the reverend king Protogonos”, and see a reference to the king
Protogonos Zeus swallowed in the Orphic Rhapsodies.”™ 1f so, one might

69 BURKERT (2003) 98-99 argues that seeing a pun on the noun aibotov in the adjective ai-
Sotog would be semantic shenanigans unacceptable to a Greek audience or readership; positing
this pun, however, would not be more outrageous on the Detveni author’s part than detecting in
the ordinary noun @vtov, ‘that which is not to be entered’, a pun on the adjective d8vrtov he
coins, ‘that which (unlike the Sun) does not set’ (col. XI.1-3).

70 In his paraphrases of 2.2 (col. VITI.7-8, [X.3-4 and 13) the Derveni author treats 3aipova
as an object of &\aBev, though it is object of xawémvev in 8, not because separating 2.2 from 8
makes him lose sight of the fact that xai in 2.2 is apodotic but rather because taking Saipova as
the object of &Aafev in 2.2 or katwémvev in 8 makes no interpretative difference. Swallowing is a
form of taking and, if Zeus took the power from his father and swallowed the demon, the Der-
veni author can quite plausibly say that Zeus took the power and the demon from his father; see
Intro. V§ 5.
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also accept West’s reconstruction of the verse that preceded 13: xai w61 31
xatémve 000 pévoc, ac 0éme fiev (the subject of xatémive being Zeus).” As
for the fact that Uranus is said in 10 to have become king first of all, he
might be said to have become king first of all in some qualified sense
and not absolutely, i.e. in the sense that he was the first king to ever come
into existence (mpwtdyovog).”

V. THE DERVENI AUTHOR'S COSMOLOGY

1. The event Orpheus describes in 13 is understood by the Derveni
author as an allegory of a fundamental cosmological principle. This princi-
ple is evidently one of the matters of paramount importance which, as the
Derveni author puts it in col. VIL5-7, Orpheus treats in his poem through
riddles. In introducing 23, which most probably opened Orpheus’ account
of how Zeus conceived a desire to copulate with his own mother, the Der-
veni author notes that Orpheus puts up a screen to conceal his true mean-
ing, for he does not want everybody to understand what he has to say (see
col. XXV.12-13). The outrageous ascription of incestuous lust to Zeus is in
all probability understood as a device intended by Orpheus to signal that
here one should neither cringe in prudish disgust not blithely believe what
is said (cf. Isoc. 11.38-39) but rather try to penetrate the surface meaning
of the words and uncover the truth hidden undemeath: Orpheus poses a
riddle that cannot even be recognized as such, let alone solved, by the un-
comprehending many. In the case of 13, a riddle awaiting solution is prob-
ably signaled by the grotesqueness of the event described.

2. When Orpheus says that all things, immortal gods and goddesses in-
cluded, clung onto, or became absorbed in, Zeus after the latter swallowed
Protogonos and the entire cosmos the first king had created, he means this:
all things that are now come to be from preexisting things (col. XVI.2: éx
@V Urapyoviey ta vOv dvia yiverar) of, equivalently, the things that are exist
always and the things that are #ow come to be from these preexisting

7V WesT (1983) 114, line 20. Cf. BrissoN (2003) 23-26 who assumes that aiSotov in 8 and
aidoiov in 13.1 are accusative-genitive singular of the masculine adjective aiSotog, ‘reverend’,
which qualifies Protogonos but does not join 2.2 with 8 and also thinks that in Orpheus’ poem
Uranus’ severed penis became the Sun; Brisson is followed by Journan (2003) 13 n. 1 and 60-63.
See, however, Commentary, col. XIV.1-2, 2-3, 34.

72 See RUsTEN (1985) 135 n. 31 and Brisson (2003) 27-28; for objections see BETEGH
(2004) 118-119.
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things (col. XVI.7-8: 1& 6vta Unfilplyev det, ta 8¢ | viv €6via éx 1dv Umap-
x6vtawv yiv[eltar). The Derveni author can be plausibly assumed to presup-
pose that in Orpheus’ poem, as in the much later Orphic Rbapsodies, Zeus
eventually regurgitated what is said in 13 to have been absorbed in him;
what he regurgitated was the present cosmos he rules, ‘the things that
are now’. These things came to be as much from Zeus himself as from what
he had swallowed. Zeus and what clurg onto him are thus understood by
the Derveni author as allegories of the thirgs that are always; the author
can be plausibly assumed to think of regurgitation as an allegory of coming
to be from preexisting and everlasting things. What comes to be is the cos-
mos itself, the organization of the universe as we see it today on the latge
scale, but the principle the Detveni author reads in 13 applies also to the
manifold transient furniture of the ccsmos (middle-sized objects such as
animals). Like Empedocles, Anaxagcras and the atomists, the Derveni
author follows in Parmenides’ footsteps and rules out generation ex #bi-
lo.” The things that are now are ontologically and temporally secondary
to the things that are always. These derivative entities range from the
large-scale structures in the universe zt the present epoch to the transient
middle-sized objects that are in it at any time of this epoch. They come to
be from the things that are always in the sense that the latter are the ulti-
mate principles of reality, i.e. (a) eternally stable entities whose temporary
configurations are all derivative entities and into which all derivative enti-
ties eventually dissolve; (b) efficient causes of these configurations, which
might be brought about exclusively by the basic entities themselves and
their interactions (as is the case in the cosmology of the atomists), or ulti-
mately by powers as changeless and everlasting as the other basic entities.
Such powers are analogous to exterral ‘forces’ acting on the other basic
entities but are also conceived of as semi-divine agents (Anaxagoras’ Mind,
Empedocles’ Love and Strife).™

3. According to the Derveni author, moreover, by saying in 13.4 that
Zeus was alone after he engulfed the Protogonos-made cosmos and its
creator”™ Orpheus actually means that Mind alone is always worth all other

73 Cf. BETEGH (2004) 225-227. For Empedacles and Anaxagoras see DK 31 B 11, B 12 and
DK 59 B 17 respectively; cf. Curp (1998) 127-131. For the atomists see Leucipp. DK 67 A 7; cf.
Curp (1998) 180-184.

74 For the conception of these powers as agents cf. BARNES (1979) vol. 2, 118, For the two
senses of the preposition ‘from’, éx, cf. Arist. Metaph. 1023a26-31.

75 adltog 8 dpa poPvog Eyevio.
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basic things, as if they were nothing.” In the Derveni author’s view Zeus is
an allegorical personification of Mind (as is any other god in Orpheus’
poem; see e.g. cols. XIV-XV). What Orpheus calls Zeus is elsewhere said
to be the air (col. XVIL.1-6). Air/Mind never came to be: it existed before
the cosmos came to be znd will always exist. Air/Mind/Zeus is thus un-
doubtedly one of the basic entities. It/he dominates all derivative entities
to any extent it/he wants and is called fate because it/he possesses wisdom
(0p6évnoig) which has determined how the derivative entities that are and
come to be at any moment, as well as those whose coming into being is
future at that moment, must come to be and be and cease to be (col.
XIX.1-7); in other words, the wise air determines the behavior of the other
basic entities from which the derivative entities come to be and into which
they eventually dissolve (see Intro. V §§ 20-23). Air/Mind is thus worth all
other basic entities, worth being measured by causal efficacy, but this rela-
tion is clearly asymmetrical. Compared with air/Mind in terms of causal ef-
ficacy, the other basic entities are wanting to such an extent that they are as
good as ‘nothing’ (which, of course, is not literally true): ‘nothing’ is unreal
and thus lacks causal powars — as Parmenides puts it, coming to be cannot
start from ‘nothing’ or from ‘what is not’ (u) 6v), for ‘nothing’ cannot con-
tain any principle sufficieat to cause or explain generation.” If air/Mind
did not want it to, the universe would not be as it is now (col. XXV.9-
12), for it is air/Mind that caused the other basic entities to be configured
into the cosmos. As is explained in col. IX.5-10, they were originally domi-
nated by fire which caused them to mix together and prevented the forma-
tion of coherent structures (fire era). Air/Mind opened a new chapter in
the history of the universe (Mind era) when it came to dominate all other
basic entities (in allegorical terms, when everything became absorbed in
Zeus) and caused them to condense out of their primordial mixture. The
first to separate out was fire, When the fire content of the mixture dropped
to a sufficiently low level, the other basic entities would not be prevented
any more from accreting to form the large-scale structures we see in the
universe. Since the existence and size of the Sun are thought of as necessary
conditions for the generation and existence of all other derivative entities,”®

76 Col. XVI.9-11: 100w 8¢ [AJéyov snrot | [det] 1ov Nody ndveav GErov elvan poviolv ébva, |
[domeplel pndév 14\ €in.

77 DK 28 B 8.9-10: i & &v puwv xal ypéog dpoev | Yotepov A npdobev, 00 pmbevds dpédpevov,
¢v; Cf. KRS 250. See also Commentary, col. XIX.11-13. The Derveni author could have said that
all other basic entities are not worta the Mind, which is only one thing; of. Hom. I/. 8234-235.

78 Sez col. XTI1.10-11 and XXV .9-12,
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the quantity of fire air/Mind caused to separate out first can be plausibly
assumed to have become the Sun.

4. If in Orpheus’ poem Zeus swallowed a reverend demon, who is to be
identified with the figure known from the Orphic Rbapsodies as king Pro-
togonos, and in the characterization of this demon as reverend (aidoioc) the
Derveni author sees a pun on a word for a generative organ (oiSotov) sig-
naling that the bearer of this characterization is an allegory of the Sun,” the
Derveni author perhaps thinks that Orpheus called the personification of
the Sun Protogonos, i.e. ‘first-born’, on the ground that the Sun is the first
part of the cosmos to have come into existence. He must, moreover, think
that Zeus’ swallowing the demon is an allegory of Mind’s causing some of
the fire in the primordial mixture of all other basic entities to separate out
and become the Sun, though what he seems to explain is not Zeus’ swal-
lowing of the demon in 2.2+8 but rather Zeus’ taking the demon from his
father along with the power in 7+2.2;% that is, contrary to what one would
expect if 2.2 was followed by 8 in Orpheus’ poem (see Intro. IV § 3), the
Derveni author treats xai in 2.2 not as apodotic after the érei clause in 7
but as connective, which does not rule out continuity between 2.2 and 8 in
Orpheus’ poem, for an act of swallowing is an act of taking and can be
treated as such.

5. Dismissing those who believe that Zeus literally took the power and
the demon from his father as unable to understand the import of Orpheus’
words (col. IX.2-4), the Derveni author proceeds to explain how air/Mind
initiated the cosmogony (col. IX.5-10). It is quite likely that the Derveni
author understands Zeus’ taking the power from his father as allegory of
the transition from the fire era to the Mind era. What, according to the
Derveni author, Orpheus presented in 7 (=2.1) as a son of a father de-
posed by his son is perhaps the dominant force in the universe at the pres-
ent epoch (col. IX.1-2), i.e. ait/Mind which Orpheus calls elsewhere
(Zeus) the king of all (col. XV1.14-15). When air/Mind triggered the cos-
mogony, it put an end to the domination of the other basic entities by fire,
as if it were a son who natpdc £0% ndpa ... | dhxfiv év T xeipecor Erapev in a
dynastic succession and fire were his father. Since ait/Mind initiated the
cosmogony by causing a sufficiently large part of the fire in the primordial
mixture of all other basic entities to separate out, the demon Zeus took
from his father is probably an allegory of the fire that became the Sun.

7% See Intro, IV § 7. _
80 For the substitution of 7 for 2.1 see Intro. IV §§ 1-2.
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6. In Orpheus’ riddling poem the Derveni author sees what can be rea-
sonably called allegoresis of a cosmology founded on Parmenides’ rejection
of coming to be and perishing. Parmenides argues that coming to be and
perishing presuppose a change from pn év, ‘what is not’, to év, ‘what is’,
and vice versa. However, since ‘what is not’ is unknowable and unsayable,
‘what is’ turns out to be everlasting and uniform and unchanging in its na-
ture.® Thus a well-founded cosmology must explain coming to be (perish-
ing) as coming to be from (perishing into) everlasting and changeless évta,
i.e. basic entities or elements, not as the transformations of opposites such
as the cold and the hot, each of which is defined in terms of what the other
is not, into one another.®2 Parmenides posits two basic entities, the bright
(light) and the dark (night), which combine variously within the cosmos to
form derivative entities, and presumably also became mixed on the large
scale into the stable structure called cosmos, because of a power external
to them. He conceives of this power in traditional terms, as a goddess
who governs hateful birth and sexual intercourse from the center of the
universe and sends female to mix with male and vice versa.®

7. The number and character of basic entities in a cosmology
founded on Parmenides’ principles can vary wildly. Anaxagoras posits
an infinite number of basic things (xpfinota), namely all observable stuffs
(e.g. air, ether, earth but also flesh, blood and bone) and qualitatively de-
terminate kinds of stuff (such as the hot and cold, wet and dry, light and
dark); % he conceives of them as continuous distributions of matter, with-
out particulate structure and void, all of which are blended through and
through everywhere in the universe.?* Empedocles singles out only four
obsggvable stuffs which he calls roots, namely earth, water, air and fire;

31 See the arguments in DK 28 B 8.

82 For the account of Parmenides’ project presupposed here see CurD (1998), e.g. 127-128,
and cf. GraHAM (1999). CuRD (1998) 34-51 interprets the notorious €ivar in Parmenides as pre-
dicative and argues that the implicit predicate picks out the nature of the implicit subject, a basic
entity. She thinks that Parmenides reacts to earlier cosmologists (Anaximander, Anaximenes,
Alcmaeon and Heraclitus) who conceive of the basic entities as enantiomorphic opposites (like
tight-handedness and left-handedness), each of which is defined in terms of what the other is not
and changes into the other as a terminus of change; see Curp (1998) 98-126.

8 See DK 28 B 10, A 37 and B 12.

84 See DK 59 B 1, B 2, B4 and A 46 (for the text of B 1 see SibER [1981] 49-51 and Curp
[1998] 132 n. 11); cf. BARNES (1979) vol. 2, 18-20 and see also the discussion in Curp (1998) 131-141,

85 Anaxagoras seems to have offered empirical arguments to show that there is no void (see
DK 59 A 68). Against the ascription of a particulate theory of matter to Anaxagoras see BARNES
(1979) vol. 2, 21-24 and Curp (1998) 147-151.

8% See e.g. DK 31 B 17.18.
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though he conceives of them as particulate, he does not assume that their
particles are indivisible or separated by void.*” The atomists Leucippus
and Democritus posit infinitely many vnobservable and indivisible mate-
rial corpuscules, homogeneously full, solid and hard masses partly filling
an infinite void; the atoms possess only shape, size, ordering and orienta-
tion within an ordering.®®

8. Diogenes of Apollonia agrees with Parmenides that there cannot be
generation from ‘what is not’.* Althouga a well-founded cosmology as Par-
menides conceives of it cannot but rule out the early Tonian notion of a ba-
sic substance capable of turning into all the other substances,” Diogenes
revives this notion and assumes that all substances in the cosmos derive
from one basic substance through cor.densation and rarefaction, namely
air, and are this substance.®® Like the Derveni author, Diogenes ascribes
to (a type of) air knowledge and power over anything and calls it god.*
Further points of contact with Diogznes provide two views that the Derveni
author is likely to have held: air permeates reality throughout;* the predict-
able regularity of meteorological pheromena which benefits human beings
evinces the purposive work of the divine wisdom which has disposed all as-
pects of the cosmos in the best possible way.* These parallels, however, do
not mean that the Derveni author espouses Diogenes’ Parmenidean mon-
ism. As seen above, the Derveni author posits a multitude of everlasting ele-
ments already in the fire era and there is no reason to burden his cosmology
with a hypothetical eatlier era when air somehow turned into all other basic
entities (the characterization ‘basic’ could be justified on account of all these
things being, as Diogenes would put it, everlasting air).*

87 For the particulate structure of the four Empedoclean roots see DK 31 A 43, 43a and 44,
For Empedocdles’ rejection of the void see [Atist.] MXG 976b22-29 = Meliss. DK 30 A 5.

88 See Democr. DK 68 A 47, Leucipp. DK 67 A é; on weight see KRS 421-423 and FURLEY
(1987) 150-151. Curp (1998) 180-206 argues that not only the atomists’ characterization of the
full, i.e. atoms, as ‘what is’ but also their calling the void ‘what is not’ satisfies Parmenides’ criteria
for ‘what is’.

89 For the influence of Parmenides and Me'issus on Diogenes see CURD (1998) 222-228.

9 Cf. GraHaM (1999) 171-172.

91 See DK 64 A 1, B 2 and B 5. BarNES (1979) vol. 2, 272-274 argues that Diogenes posits
as the basic form of matter not air, a form of which is identified with the intelligent principle in
the cosmos, but body, a stuff lacking any determinate characteristic.

92 See col. IX.5-8, XVIIL9-10 and XIX.1-4 (in the second passage, as well as in col. XXI.5-7
and XXV.10, air/Mind is-refetred to as god); . Diog. Apoll. DK 64 B 5 and 8.

93 See col. XVIII.9-10 and cf. Diog. Apol. DK 64 B 5.

94 See col. XXIV.7-12, XXV.3-12 and f. Diog. Apoll. DK 64 B 3.

95 Cf. BETEGH (2004) 265.
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9. Whether the Derveni author posits infinitely or indefinitely or finitely
many basic entities, among which are properties conceived of as stuffs, is
unclear. If a reference to earth can be reszored in col. XVIIL.1, this stuff
is in all probability a basic entity; water, mentioned in col. XXII1.12, is most
probably another basic entity. In col. XXI.1 the Derveni author mentions 16
yuxpdv, one of Anaxagoras’ substantialized properties, but it is unclear
whether he refers collectively to cold basic =ntities or to the property being
cold conceived of as a stuff present in znything that has this property. Aop-
npémg, mentioned in col. XXV.1, as well as the hypothetical but plausible
Oeppomg, with which Aaumpémg was most probably connected in the lost
part of the clause through a copulative conjunction, might refer to a prop-
erty of the fire, from which the Sun formed ar the beginning of the cosmog-
ony. Alternatively, these property-nouns might stand for 1 Aapnpév and 10
8epudv, qualities conceived of as stuffs which are constituents of the Sun be-
cause they are always present where fire is and account for the sensations
caused by fire. If so, 1 Aaurpév and 16 Bepuév are two basic entities; again
10 Aapnpév and 16 Beppév are two of Anaxagoras’ property-stuffs.

10. Similarly ambiguous is the Derveni author’s reference to the constit-
uents of the Moon as the whitest (Aevxétam) of all kinds of matter.®® It
might be the case that lunar matter, whatever it might be,*” has the prop-
erty being white to the highest degree. Alternatively, what the Derveni
author wants to say might be that 1 Aevxév is the quantitatively predomi-
nant ingredient in lunar matter. Referring to Anaxagoras, Aristotle men-
tions 10 Aevkév as one of the infinitely mary stuffs in a piece of matter
which, unlike other pieces of a similatly complex constitution, is perceived
as white and is accordingly said to be white (which is strictly speaking in-
accurate) because in it 1 Aevkév is one of the quantitatively predominant
ingredients at the level of material structure within the range of human per-
ception.”

11. In one of his doxographical reports on Anaxagoras Simplicius calls
the quantitatively predominant ingredient ir an Anaxagorean piece of mat-
ter 16 émkparodv,” and, if a parallel to Anaxagoras’ view can be read in col.
XIX.1-3, it might suggest that, like Anaxagoras, the Derveni author thinks

% Col. XXV.1-2.
97 Cf. BETEGH (2004) 261.

9% Arist. Ph. 187b1-7. Cf. the conclusion to Araxagoras elaborate account of Mind (DK 59
B 12): 8twv mieiota £vi, 1aDta evBnAidtota By xactdv eont kot Av.

99 Simp. in Ph. 26.31-27.11 Diels = DK 59 A 41.
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of properties as everlastingly stable stuffs: éx [100 §]¢ ta £6vra v [Ex]actov
kéx[Mtlon émd 100 | émkparotviog, Zedl] mavia kard TV avtov | Adyov
exinion.'® All beings were said to be Zeus, the Derveni author explains
next, because air dominates, émuxparet, all of them as far as it wishes, ' ap-
parently in the sense that the wisdom of god, i.e. air, has determined how
the things that are and those that come to be and those that will be must
come to be and be and cease to be.'%2 The beings in question are, therefore,
the derivative entities (for they are subject to coming to be and passing
away), i.e. temporary configurations of basic entities. Zeus/air is predicated
of them in the same sense that Sophocles says at the end of the Trachinize
“there is nothing in all this that is not Zeus”.*** All derivative entities ‘are’
air in the sense that the causal power of air is manifest in them throughout
their life, not in the sense that air is the quantitatively predominant ingre-
dient in them, though the Derveni author probably assumes that air
reaches through all derivative entities, perhaps so as to dominate them
as far as it wishes.’® However, the principle by an application of which
all derivative entities are said ‘to be’ air (¢ é6vta &v [éx]actov ké[KAntlat
o 100 | émkpatodvroc) is consistent with Anaxagoras’ view.'% If the deriv-
ative entities are each said ‘to be’ those of the many fundamental things in
them that are causally dominant, i.e. those whose causal powers are always
manifest at the level of material structure within our perception (fire, hot,
bright etc.), nothing prohibits these fundamental things from being quan-
titatively predominant as well: by the same principle, all derivative entities
‘are’ air because the causal power of air is manifest in all of them through-
out their life, even though air not is the quantitatively predominant ingre-
dient in them.'%

100 Tf correctly supplemented, éx w00 is equivalent to ¢£ od, ‘since’, and introduces a causal
clause stating a general principle which is then particularized.

101 Col. XIX.34.

102 Col. XIX 4-7, an explanation of the expression ‘Fate spun’. It is not explicitly connected
with the preceding explanation of why all things that are were said to be Zeus.

103 Ty, 1278: xo0dév tottav & T ph Zeve. See Jebb's note ad loc.

104 See Commentary, col. XVIIL9-10. As will be seen below, the Derveni author might
think of air/Mind as the medium within which the particles of the other basic entities are situated
and move. It is unlikely that he would assume the presence of air within these particles.

105 According to BETEGH (2004) 266-272 and 303-305, the context of this principle makes
unlikely the often suggested view that in laying down the principle in question the Derveni
author agrees with Anaxagoras that any type of matter in the cosmos is a mixture of all funda-
mental types of matter but is characterized according to the quantitatively predominating ingre-
dients. This is not so, however.

106 If so, during the cosmogony air/Mind did not cause the other fundamental entities to
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12. If the Derveni author believes that in the cosmos any piece of mat-
ter is a mixture of all fundamental types of matter but is characterized ac-
cording to those that are quantitatively predominant in it, he need not be
committed to Anaxagoras’ ontology and theory of matter.!”” When he
points out that a mixture of a large quantity of wine with a much smaller
quantity of water is said to be wine on account of the quantitatively and
causally predominant ingredient in the mixture, Aristotle does not presup-
pose Anaxagoras’ profligate ontology and extravagant theory of matter or
versions thereof.’®® Empedocles has a parsimonious ontology and assumes
that the four elements combine by being not blended through and through
but laid alongside one another in small non-atomic particles.'® Accotding
to Empedocles, it is the proportion in which finitely many corpuscular ele-
ments bind together to make up a composite that determines the nature of
the composite, but there is some evidence that he might have attributed
various prominent features of the composite, and thus some of the charac-
terizations it receives, to the element which predominates quantitatively in
the composite and whose causal powers are thus always manifest in the
composite.’*® One can thus read col. XIX.1-2 as suggested above while at-
tributing to the Detveni author a parsimonious ontology and a corpuscular
theory of matter like Empedocles’. In his report on Democritus’ explana-
tion of taste, moreover, Theophrastus ascribes to Democritus the view that,
although a substance consists of atoms of many different shapes that affect
the sense in diverse ways, each producing a different sensation and allow-
ing a different characterization of the composite, causally relevant and thus
dominant are only the atoms of the quantitatively predominant types.!’ In

separate from one another completely — in the cosmos they are still mixed but not as they were in
the fire era when they had formed an internally undifferentiated hot mass or cloud. This is what
one would expect, for on the Parmenidean model of cosmology unlike elements must combine to
produce the constantly changing multiplicity of the things that are said to come into being. A
universe in which the elements have completely separated would be dead, devoid of all change.
The Derveni author does seem to hold that in the Erst phase of the cosmogony air/Mind caused
the particles of the other basic entities to separate and sort like to like, whereas in the second
phase it caused particles of many unlike basic entities to harmoniously combine into derivative
things of which ‘to come into being’ is propetly said. See Commentary, col. XX1.9-10, 10-11,
11-12, 13-14.

107 BeTEGH (2004) 304 assumes the affirmative, which he finds implausible. He thus rejects
the hypothesis.

108 Arist. GC 321a34-b2 (see also 328a23-28).

109 See DK 31 A 43.

110 See DK 31 B 96 and Phlp. in de An. 178.6-8 Hayduck, Simp. i7 de An. 68.10-13 Hay-
duck, Sophon. 7 de An. 32.14-21 Hayduck.

111 Thphr. Sers, 67 = DK 68 A 135.
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short, reading col. XIX.1-2 as suggested above does not commit the Der-
veni author to a specific ontology or theory of matter, nor does it help de-
lineate the influence of its author on him.!

13. The Derveni author seems to hold that, when air/Mind caused the
primordial mixture of the other basic entities to break up and triggered the
cosmogony, the minute particles of the ingredients in the mixture kept on
moving within air/Mind and colliding with each other until those that are like
in character aggregated and were put together side by side.!* Underlying this
account of the cosmogony must be the observed articulation of the universe
on the largest scale: the Earth at the center with various hydrographical fea-
tures on it, next the lower atmasphere with vapors and condensations, then
the upper clear atmosphere and, finally, the celestial fires. This stratification,
i.e. the cosmos, is the pattern in which the elements got distributed during the
transition of the universe to its present state, when they clumped together into
the large-scale structures observed today in the universe,

14. Anaxagoras assumes that originally the infinitely many chremata
were mixed so uniformly that none would have been visible to a hypothet-
ical observer except perhaps air and ether, i.e. fire,"* which held all the rest
in subjection (without, as it seems, causing them to mix together) since
they are the largest in both size and multitude; '** the universe of the Der-
veni author in the fire era is pethaps to be imagined in similar terms, as a
bright and hot undifferentiated mass or cloud contained in air.'¢ Anax-
agoras further assumes that one chrema was not mixed with any other.
The chrema in question is Mind (vod¢), the finest and purest thing of all,

112 The view that a composite is characterized according to the predominant ingredient
might be traced back to Parmenides who, on Plutarch’s testimony (adv. Col. 1114B = DK 28
B 10), produces all phenomenal objects by mixing the bright and the dark, most likely in various
proportions, as is suggested by his explanation of thinking (A 46). He asserts that all things are
named light and night, descriptions having been assigned to different things in accordance with
the powers of light and night (DK 28 B 9):

abtdp éneldh ndvia ¢dog xai viE SedjLactm

Kal td katd cdetépag Suvdperg £ tolot TE kat tolg,

niv rhéov EoTiv OPOD $Aeog Kal VUKt Godviov,

lowv aupotépuv, Enel 0)8etépan £ pndév
(I assume that 16 xatd c¢etépag duvapers are 1& siypata which according to B 8.53-58 have been
assigned to light and night, i.e. the adjectives p:cking out properties of light and night).

113 Col. XX1.1-5; for the collisions see col. XV.8-10 (cf, XTV.3-4).

14 See Arist. Cael. 270b24-25.

115 DK 59 B 1; cf. KRS 358-355.

116 Whether air is assumed to extend ad ixfinitum beyond the farthest reaches of the finite
cloud or the doud is also infinite anc the cosmcs forms an isalated bubble within it cannot be
determined from the surviving parts of the papyrus.
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which has knowledge about everything znd the greatest power, controls all
living things, knew all things that are mixed and separated off and divided
up and, like the Derveni author’s air/Mind, arranged all things that were to
be: those that were but are not now and those that are and those that will
be.!” Mind, which is also said to permzate all reality,'"® initiated a rapid
rotation of the primordial mixture and the force generated by the speed
caused the other chremata to begin thei- separating off, the dense and
the wet and the cold and the dark collecting where the earth is now, the
rare and the hot and the dry and the bright flying off towards the outer
reaches of the ether.'®

15. As in the Derveni author’s desct’ption of the cosmogonic process,
operative here is undoubtedly the kinetic orinciple attributed to Anaxagoras
by Simplicius (on the authority of Theophrastus) in connection with the
breaking up of the primordial mixture: ‘ike is attracted to like,?° though
one should add that this attraction is activated, as it were, by the imposition
of an external force, an assumption explicitly stated by Democritus as will be
seen below. Anaxagoras, however, conceives of the cosmogonic separating
out of the chremata as the thickening of continuous distributions of matter
which were originally blended through and through homogeneously, whereas
the Derveni author in all probability conceives of the cosmogonic process as
the sorting together of the particulate ingrzdients in a mixture of such a na-
ture that every particle of each ingredient is placed side by side with particles
of all other ingredients, just as each grain of barley is placed side by side with
a grain of wheat in a mixture of barley and wheat.'? The Derveni author’s
implicit conception of mixing as composition of minute particles would have
a parallel in Empedocles but also in Democritus,'* though the particles in
the cosmology of the Derveni author are not Abderite atoms but bits of ob-
servable stuffs, like those of Empedocles’ rcots, and perhaps of observable
qualities conceived of as stuffs in Anaxagoras’ manner. As to whether these

117 DK 59 B 12.

118 See DK 59 B 14, a fragment perhaps hopelessly corrupt; cf., though, Pl. Cra. 413¢5-7,
Arist. Metaph. 984b15-19.

119 DK 59 B 15; cf. B 16.
120 Simp. iz Ph. 27.11-15 Diels = DK 59 A 41.

121 For the example see Arist. GC 327b31-328a18. That the Derveni author conceives of
the ingredients in the primordial mixture as continuous distributions of matter blended through
and through which then separated out in corpuscules cannot be ruled out but seems unlikely.

122 See DK 31 A 34, 43-and DK 68 A 64 respectively. On Empedocles’ conception of mix-
ing see WRIGHT (1981) 34-40 and Curp (1998) 164-171.
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particles are similar to the particles of Empedocles’ roots also with regard to
divisibility, one must suspend judgrent.

16. The fact that in his description of the cosmogonic process the Der-
veni author refers to particles of basic entities moving within air/Mind and
colliding with each other might suggest that air/Mind is the same as, or si-
milar to, the void of the atomists, space conceived of either as emptiness or
as a very subtle plenum which separates things and is the theater of mo-
tion.!”® The author’s identification of space with the basic entity Orpheus
calls by the names of various ‘gods’ in his poem would be reminiscent of
the way in which the conception of space as a unitary substance, simulta-
neously present everywhere, resembles the conception of god aceording to
traditional theism.'** If air/Mind functions as space, in the fire era the par-
ticles of all other basic entities were perhaps not contiguous but separated
by air/Mind, just as at the microscopic level the bits of the ingredients in a
mixtute are separated by void according to the atomists.

17. The conception of the cosmogonic process as the separation/con-
densation of everlasting ingredients in a primordial mixture is also charac-
teristic of Empedocles who, unlike Anaxagoras, posits a cause of this mix-
ture analogous to the Derveni author’s fire, namely an invisible but
spatially extended power called Love which joins unlike roots.'?* Strife,
an antagonistic power which separates unlike roots, advances gradually
from the center of the originally undifferentiated universe and through
the action of a vortex begins to separate the four roots, pushing Love to-
wards the periphery. The parts of each root are gradually drawn together
from throughout the mixture and collect where each root will predominate
in the cosmos. The stratified cosmos eventually forms and living com-
pounds of the four roots arise in it as the roots separate. Strife effects a
complete separation of the roots into concentric layers before Love begins
to gradually encroach on its antagonist, having taken control of the vortex.
Through the action of the vortex it begins to combine the separated roots
to an ever greater extent, pushing Strife towards the periphery of the uni-

123 Tn the first case the Derveni author would be eatlier than Anaxagoras or unaware of his
‘experiments’ designed to show the corporeality of ait (DK 59 A 68, 69) and earlier than Melissus
or unaware of Melissus’ apparently novel conception of void as nothing (DK 30 B 7).

124 See Lowe (2002) 253-257.

125 See DK 31 B 17.20-26. However, Empedocles might conceive of the precosmic mixture
of the four roots at the peak of Love’s reign as lacking motion, which seems also to be the case
with Anaxagoras’ mixture of all chrenzsta before Mind set it in cosmogonic motion (see Arist. Pb.
250b23-29 and 2524a5-11), whereas the Derveni author assumes that in the precosmic mixture
fire agitated, i.e. stirred or chumed, all other ingredients (see col. IX.5-8).
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verse and producing a second generation of living compounds of the four
roots. When it eventually reigns supreme once again, Love has mixed to-
gether the four roots to the greatest possible extent.?¢ Strife will then re-
assert itself in an eternal cycle of cosmic birth and death.!”” On an alterna-
tive view, Strife does not effect a complete separation of the roots but there
is only a constant struggle between Strife and Love, which eventually wins,
and only one generation of living compounds of the four roots during
Love’s ascend.!?® Though the Derveni author can be assumed to hold that
the cosmos will eventually dissolve and that the universe will revert to its
precosmic state,'?” there is no evidence for an eternal cycle of cosmic birth
and death in his cosmology;!*® nor is there any evidence as to why air/Mind
will let go of its dominance over the other basic entities and fire will be-
come dominant once again.

18. In Empedocles’ cosmos, moreover, Love seems to be coextensive,
and to operate in tandem, with a cosmic mind which Empedocles does not
call vodg but ¢priv. Empedocles describes a non-anthropomorphic god as
dpTv lepn kol GBécdarog ... dpoviict kéopov dravia katdicsovoa Bofitoty.'?!
Since the holy mind that darts through the whole cosmos with swift
thoughts and the complete mixture of the four roots at the peak of Love’s
reign are described in the same non-anthropomorphic terms,'?? this holy
mind and the complete mixture of the roots are one and the same. For Em-
pedocdles, thought is a property of substances in which the roots are mixed
as completely as possible!** and, since the completeness with which the
roots are mixed at the peak of Love’s reign is unsurpassed, their mixture
at that time constitutes a holy mind. Insofar as it operates in the cosmos,
however, this holy mind cannot be the complete mixture of the four roots
at the peak of Love’s reign because the cosmos does not exist when Love
reigns supreme: it must be this complete mixture during its gradual expan-
sion through the Strife-formed cosmos, when Love steadily advances
against Strife, having taken control of the vortex, and populates the cosmos

126 See DK 31 B 35.

127 See DK 31 B 17.1-18.

128 For references see GRAHAM (1999) 161 n. 5.

129 See Commentary, col. XVILS.

130 A cyclical cosmogony is assumed by BETEGH (2004) 257-259.
131 DK 31 B 134.4-5.

132 Cf. DK 31 B 134.1-3 and B 29.

133 See DK 31 A 86, B 98 and 105.
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with compounds of the four roots. This process is most probably deter-
mined by the swift thoughts of the holy mind, the product of Love, which
gradually fills out the whole universe via the action of the vortex. If the
four roots form a complete mixture when broken up into so minute and
homogeneously mixed particles that no patt of any root could be dis-
cerned, the holy mind is the subtlest substance in the universe, just like
Anaxagoras’ Mind and perhaps the Derveni author’s air/Mind.!**

19. The similarities between Anaxagoras and Empedocles indicate that
one reacts to the other. However, which one published first or which one
was the first to conceive of the cosmogonic process as the separation/con-
densation of everlasting ingredients in a primordial mixture, a mechanism
also adopted by the atomists, is unclear.” Although the adoption of the
same mechanism by the Derveni autkor cannot in itself suggest that he fol-
lows Anaxagoras, even if Anaxagoras was the first to propose it, the
author’s characterization of the agent-lik= force that powers the cosmogony
as Mind and his identification of Mind with air has been thought to suggest
the profound influence of Anaxagoras, on the one hand, and Diogenes of
Apollonia, who is himself heavily influenced by Anaxagoras, on the
other."* As seen above, Diogenes not only takes air to be the basic sub-
stance but also attributes to (a form of) this substance properties similar
to those Anaxagoras attributes to Mind and the Derveni author to air/
Mind, though he would call air not Mind (vodg) but Intelligence (vénaig).*’
Whereas the Derveni author casuaily calls air/Mind god and Diogenes
states confidently his belief that air is god, in the surviving fragments Anax-
agoras does not call Mind god'*® but Archelaus of Athens, a contempo-
rary of Diogenes and pupil of Anaxagoras, is said to have held the view that
god is air and Mind (he is also said to have denied the cosmogonic function

134 This would account for the inaccessibility of the divine to the senses; see DK 31 B 133,
On how the four roots blend at the peak of Love’s dominance see CurD (1998) 155-164.

135 According to Aristotle, Metaph. 984a11-13, Anaxagoras was older than Empedocles but
later in publishing his work, The second part of the testimony, however, might mean that Anax-
agoras was a lesser thinker than Empedocles; see A'ex. Aphr. in Metaph. 28.1-10 Hayduck, Ascl.
in Metaph. 25.25-28 Hayduck. For the difficultes in the chronological ordering of the philoso-
phers who came after Parmenides and were irfluenced by him see Curp (1998) 15-18.

136 For Anaxagoras’ influence on Diogenes see DK 64 A 5. The assumption that Anax-
agoras and Diogenes are (among) the chief influences on the Derveni author has been dominant
since the late 1960s, when scholarly work on th= Derveni papyrus began; see BETEGH (2004) 279-
280 and 306-307.

137 See DK 64 B 3 and 4.

138" Cf., though, DK 59 A 48.
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of Mind, though another testimany includes kim among those who believe
that Mind is the motive cause ir the universe).'*®

20. The Derveni author’s reference to particles of elements colliding
with one another as the cosmos was taking shape finds a parallel in the atom-
ist cosmogony attributed to Leucippus, another variant of the cosmogo-
nic process hypothesized by Anaxagoras, Empedocles and the Derveni
author: a precosmic ‘cloud’ of randomly moving atoms of all kinds evolves
into a cosmos as the causally linked motions of individual atoms somehow
self-organize into a collective rotary motion on account of which the atoms
are sorted like to like, colliding with one anotker in the process — atoms of
unlike shape and size apparently move in different directions, articulating
the cosmos.™* Democritus lays down vividly the kinetic principle according
to which like is attracted to like under the imposition of an external force,
be it caused by the speed of a Mind-generated rotary motion as in Anaxag-
oras, or by a Strife-controlled vortex as in Empedocles, or by a self-organ-
ized vortex as in the atomist cosmogony, cr by the agency of air/Mind as
in the Derveni papyrus: similar grains or similar pebbles in the sea-shore
sort together under the action of a sieve cr the waves respectively.'* He
thinks, moreover, that within a cosmos everything happens by fate, in
the sense that fate applies the force of necessity, and calls the cosmogonic
vortex necessity.'*? Given that tke action cf the vortex and the agency of
air/Mind play the same role in the cosmogonies of the atomists and the
Derveni author respectively, Democritus’ association of fate and the cos-
mogonic vortex might have a parallel in the Derveni author’s view that
what Orpheus calls fate is the nvedpa, which is all other things that are sit-
uated in air/Mind (col. XVIII.1-3).

21. nvedpe can be plausibly assumed to mean ‘wind’, the motion of air/
Mind. If all other things that are situated in air/Mind ‘are’ the wind called
fate in the sense that they are causally determined by this wind and are thus
said ‘to be’ that which determines them (see § 11 of this section), the mo-
tion of air/Mind which is called fate might be the analogue of the vortex in
the atomist cosmogony, a rotary motion called by Democritus necessity

139 See DK 60 A 12 and 18. Fer the sense in which the Derveni author might refer to air/
Mind as god see Intro, VI § 16.

140 DK 67 A 1. The atomists probably understood collision as repelling interaction between
atoms at an extremely short distance; see TayLor (1999) 154 with further references.

141 DK 68 B 164. See TAYLOR [1999; 188.

142 DK 68 A 1 and 66. Leucippus identifies neces: (?r with fate on the ground that nothing
happens without cause but everythirg from a reason ar.d by necessity (DK 67 B 2).
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whose force is applied by fate. The wind, in other words, could be the
event air/Mind caused in order to break up the precosmic mixture of
the other basic entities and force their particles to sort out by likeness,
shaping the cosmos. Democritus relates the cosmogonic vortex to the tra-
ditional concept of fate because, by causing the initial motions and colli-
sions of the atoms in a precosmic farrago of atoms beginning to develop
into a cosmos, the vortex fixes all subsequent states of the compound sys-
tem and thus all macroscopic events in the cosmos that are constituted by
these states.** The fact that in his description of the cosmogonic process
the Derveni author refers to ait/Mind as the medium in which the particles
of the other basic entities kept moving and colliding with each other might
suggest that a similar conception of mechanistic determinism underlies the
identification of fate with the cosmogonic motion of air/Mind. Given the
prominent role rotary motion plays in the prevalent model of cosmogony
after Parmenides, is it not unlikely that the cosmogonic motion of air/Mind
is rotary, all the more so since vortices are easily observed to form in air.

22. Whereas in the cosmogony of the atomists the vortex arises spon-
taneously out of the innumerable and purposeless interactions between the
atoms in the precosmic ‘cloud’, the cosmogonic motion of air/Mind would
be a basic action of god:'* air/Mind set itself in rotary motion, thereby forc-
ing the other basic entities to separate out and clump into the cosmos, be-
cause it wanted the cosmos and all things in it to come into being and be as
they are."s As seen above, the Derveni author seems to share with Diog-
enes of Apollonia the belief that a wise god has disposed all aspects of
the cosmos in the best possible way and, like Diogenes, he might see evi-
dence of god’s purposive work in the predictable regularity of meteorolog-
ical phenomena which benefits human beings. He would not agree with
the atomists that the universe is governed by a sort of irrational nature
(ie. natural necessitation) or chance, not by purpose;'® it is likely that

143 See BARNES (1979) vol. 2, 111. By necessity Democritus means not only the cosmogonic
whirl but also the motion and impacts of matter (DK 68 A 66).

144 A basic action is an agent’s causing an event without causing it by any means whatso-
ever.

145 See col. XXV.9-12.

146 See Leucipp. DK 67 A 22; cf. A 24 and Democr. DK 68 A 70. For the equation ‘E hap-
pens by necessity’ = ‘E happens by chance’ = ‘E was not brought about by design’ see BARNES
(1979) vol. 2, 120-123. One could make a plausible case that Leucippus posited universal purpo-
siveness in nature; see the discussion of Leucippus’ single fragment (DK 67 B 2) in BARNES
(1984) but of. TAYLOR (1999) 185-186. Chance and necessity seem to have been accorded a pro-
minent role also in Empedocles’ cosmology (see DK 31 B 103, A 45). Barngs (1979) vol. 2, 123
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he criticizes this view in col. IV.3-4. Indeed, what Orpheus calls fate is in
the Derveni author’s view not only the cosmogonic wind but also the wis-
dom (¢pévnorc) of god which determined how the things that are and those
that come to be and those that will be must come to be and be and cease
to be.!*

23. Simplicius says that Anaxagoras’ Mind created motion in all other
constituents of reality because it wanted them to separate out'*® and,
although in the surviving fragments of Anaxagoras Mind is nowhere said
to have wanted the cosmos to come into being and be as it is now, the de-
scription Mind receives, in terms quite similar to those the Derveni author
uses in his identification of god’s wisdom with fate, has undoubtedly tele-
ological import."** Mind, according to Anaxagoras, not only knew all
things that are mixed and separated out and divided off but also arranged
what was to be, i.e. what was but is not now and what is now and what will
be. It did so probably in the sense that by purposefully imparting rotary
motion to the originally inert and undifferentiated universe it forced all
other latent constituents of reality to separate out but then let them inter-
act mindlessly through natural mechanisms; there are some things that are
under the direct control of Mind, however, namely those that are alive.!
The workings of natural mechanisms can be plausibly assumed to be ob-
jects of Mind’s knowledge as is also the vast web of their necessary effects
through space and time, i.e. what was but is not now and what is now and
what will be; > in all probability there is not any given time at which, or
any means by which, it obtained this knowledge. The Derveni author as-
sumes that air/Mind knows the workings of natural mechanisms!s? and, if
air/Mind is no less knowledgeable than Anaxagoras’ Mind is likely to be,
the conception of fate as the wisdom of air/Mind could be assumed to
complement the mechanistic conception of fate as the cosmogonic motion
of air/Mind, the trigger of a vast causal chain-reaction mapped and ulti-
mately grounded in the content of air’s/Mind’s wisdom. It is very likely
that the Derveni author’s air/Mind is similar to the Anaxagorean Mind

notes that denial of design in nature does not sit well with the agent-like conception of Love and
Strife; it does, however, if understood as TREPANIER (2003) suggests.

147 See col. XVII.6-10, XIX 4-7.

148 Simp. iz Ph. 1123.21-24 Diels = DK 59 A 45.

149 See BARNES (1979) vol. 2, 115 and FurLey (1987) 64.
150 See BARNES (1979) vol. 2, 115-116.

151 Cf. BETEGH (2004) 290-291.

152 This can be safely inferred from col. IX.5-8.
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also in that it is assumed to exercise direct control over some aspects of
reality, e.g. the size of the Sun and how the fire that constitutes the stars
is distributed in the cosmos.!*

V1. THE DERVENI AUTHOR'S AIMS

1. Col. V contains a critique of uncomprehending people who do not
believe that Hades has a horrendous fate in store for them and fail to un-
derstand dreams and certain other things, being overcome by pleasure and
error; they are castigated by someone who speaks in the first person plural
and seems to visit oracles on their beha.f. Tsantsanoglou assumes that it is
the Derveni author who speaks in col. V and that he speaks as a religious
practitioner who desires to disseminate his professional secrets to the

faithful:

What sort of a religious practitioner th= author could have been is not so dif-
ficult to decide [...] the repeated references to oracle-consulting in col. V, and
especially the statement ‘we enter the oracle in order to seek divination with re-
gard to the inquirers’, would make him a mantis. His reference to disbelievers
who do not know how to interpret dreams would make him an oneirokrites.
His references to ‘other things’, which ordinary people apparently do not know
how to interpret, would perhaps make hin a zerafoséopos.'**

According to Tsantsanoglou, in col. VI the Derveni author puts for-
ward the magi, the Persian priestly caste, as venerable paradigms of piety
and wisdom to lend antiquity and authority to the cultic practices of those
who are initiated by him (pboto1): he is one of the so-called dpoeotere-
otai,' in Plato’s words (see R. 364b5-365a3) a ‘begging priest” (dyOpmme)
and a ‘diviner’ (pédvng) who performs rituals in accordance with books
by Orpheus and, targeting the rich, advertises his ability to harm anyone
with spells for a small fee and purify the unjust deeds of living and dead
alike through sacrifices and incantations in order to ensure an afterlife free
of punishment for the participants in his initiatory rituals.s¢

153 See col. XXV.3-12.
154 TSANTSANOGLOU (1997) 98-99.
155 For the term see Thphr. Char. 16.11, [Plw] Apophth. Lac. 224E.

156 See TSANTSANOGLOU (1997) 110 and 117. On this dass of religious professionals see
BurkEerT (1983) and of. OBBINK (19971 46-47. As will be seen below (Intro. VI § 12), they seem
to have laid claim even to the power of changing the course of the heavens.
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2. In col. V Tsantsanoglou sees the Derveni author’s view that partici-
pation in sacred rites is only one of the conditions that must be met if sal-
vation in Hades is to be ensured. Apar: from leading a life free of indul-
gence in wrong-doing and pleasure, the initiates must also obtain
through teaching special knowledge about eschatology, divination and
what the Derveni author seems to be treating in cols. I-III and in col.
VI, namely the demons/Erinyes/Eumenides and the rites in which the in-
itiates participate.’s” The most importart part of the Derveni author’s
teaching comes after col. V11, in the ‘second part’ of the Derveni papyrus,
and is the interpretation of a hexametric poem attributed to Orpheus. The
author emphasizes that hor polloi fail to understand Orpheus’ Aeyépeva
(col. XXTII.1-3) and Tsantsanoglou suggests that the term is used in the
mystical sense: it implies that Orpheus’ poem formed at least part of what
was said (vs. what was done, i Spdueva) in the Derveni author’s initiation
rites (cf. the passage from Plato’s Repubiic referred to above).'*® The Der-
veni author’s central tenet, that mere participation in sacred rites cannot be
effective unless accompanied by understanding, is brought to the fore by
his critique in col. XX of those initiates who do not understand Orpheus’
legomena and, in case they paid for the services of other ‘experts’ in sacred
rites, lost their money.'>®

3. Several contributors to LM, a volume that sprung from a 1993 Prin-
ceton conference and includes the first publication of cols. I-VII (Tsantsan-
oglou’s contribution), attempt to elucidate the professional identity of the
Detrveni author with the help of the well-known passage in Plato’s Meno,
where Socrates introduces to Meno the doctrine of metempsychosis, a pre-
amble to the so-called ‘theory of recollecticn’, as a true and beautiful story
he has heard from certain priests and prizstesses and from divine poets
such as Pindar.'*® The priests and priestesses in question are wise about di-

157 See TSANTSANOGLOU (1997) 101.

158 See TSANTSANOGLOU (1997) 102; the context of Orpheus’ poem as a héeros Jogos can be
plausibly assumed to be the same as that of the ‘Orpkic’ gold lamellae, on which see Tzirorou-
Los (forthcoming) ch. 3. The distinction between Jegowrena and dromena is explicitly formulated
in e.g. Paus. 2.37.2 with regard to the mysteries of Phlya (t& pév odv Aeyépeva eni 1ol Spopévorg
8AAd oy obx Svra Gpyaia); for the literature accompanying Orphic ritual see BURKERT (1982) 8-
9, (1983) 116 and 119.

159 The distinction between Jegomena and dromena is most probably implicit here; see HEN-
RICHS (1998) 33 n. 2.

160 FuNGHI (1997) 29 n. 14, KauN (1997) 55, WesT (1997) 83. From Men. 86bl1-c2 it is
clear that Socrates is not committed to the immortakity of the soul and, by implication, to me-
tempsychosis — he rather uses the doctrine of metempsychosis as a dialectical ploy to lead a re-
calcitrant Meno in the right direction and then lets it fall by the wayside.
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vine matters (81a5-6) and are distinguished from their colleagues in that
they are concerned to be able to account for their practices: 6! ot pév Aéyov-
€6 eloL TV LEpEwv T€ KOl @V 1eperd@v dooig pepéAnke tepl dv petayelpifovial
Adyov olowg T elvar Sidévar Aéyer 8¢ kol IMivéapog kal dAAol moAdoi t@dv
noumtdv Soot Betol eiowv (81a10-b2). The priests and priestesses who pro-
pound the doctrine of metempsychosis emphasize the need to lead as pious
a life as possible and the atonement one must pay for an ‘ancient grief’ after
death in connection with how one’s soul returns to the upper world (see
81b3-c4). In light of Lg. 870d4-e3 and Cra. 400b11-c9, they can be safely
thought to be ‘begging priests’ and ‘diviners’ who, according to the Repub-
lic passage mentioned above, peddle initiation rites performed according to
the books of Orpheus and promise among other things salvation after
death to the participants.'¢?

4. According to West, the Derveni author is a religious specialist of this
sort. He gives to the members of an Orphic/Bacchic society an account of
their ritual and of a holy Orphic book recited in conjunction with the cere-
mony.'** The authot’s account, at least of the Orphic poem, is of a very in-
novative and eccentric sort, influenced by the natural philosophy of Ionia
and far removed from the culture of the religious circles in which the poem
had emerged and circulated; however, such societies always reserved a place
for the speculative theologian who, for a fee, was ready to explain to the
members the esoteric meaning of their rites and holy texts or myths. West
suggests that the need for such accounts arose as soon as Bacchic societies
began to use Orphic scriptures, around the end of the sixth century BC, per-
haps under influence from Babylonia, where priestly explanation of rituals
and obscure religious material had been practiced since the Kassite period '
and is amply documented in cuneiform texts. He further suggests that the
Babylonian priests who engaged in such explanation might have been called
magi by the Greeks'®® and that the Babylonian influence may be implicit in
col. VI of the Derveni papyrus, where the author relates the ritual of the
Orphic initiates to that of the magi, implying that the wisdom of the magi
lends authority to the cultic practices of the Orphic initiates.

161 That they are really able to do so by Socrates’ lights is, though, unlikely in view of 86b1-
2. Socrates is most probably ‘ironic’.
162 See, however, KINGSLEY (1995) 160-165.

163 See WEST (1997) and of. WEsT (1983) 108-113. On Orphism see PARKER (1995); on
Orphism and Bacchic cults see BURKERT (1977), GraF (1991) and (1993).

164 From about 1570 to about 1155 BC.
165 Babylonia was part of the Persian state since 539 BC.
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5. Most sees in the Derveni author an Orphic, a leader or would-be lea-
der of a sect within Orphism which distinguishes itself doctrinally from
other Orphic groups (cf. the critique in col. XX).!% The people criticized
in col. V are distrustful laymen who send him to oracular shrines to obtain
responses for them but, though they dread the horrors in Hades, they do
not believe in his eschatological vision. Orpheus, who brings the message
of salvation, founded eschatology upon the history of the world conceived
of in mythical terms, as was appropriate for his time, but times have changed
and Orpheus’ word must be brought up to date, if it is going to reso-
nate with modern initiates: it must be couched in terms of modern cos-
mology — hence the violence the Derveni author does to the Orphic
poem through allegoresis. Most offers tentatively a detailed hypothesis as
to how the Derveni author thought his cosmology might allay the initiates’
fear of death. Based on the Derveni author’s reference to obstructing de-
mons and to paying a penalty'®’ as well as on that to unjust men and to
bearing guilt,'® Most suggests that the Derveni authot’s idea of what hap-
pens after death can be gleaned from ‘Orphic’ gold leaves, which also men-
tion paying a penalty on account of unjust deeds. He utilizes leaves from
Zuntz’ groups A and B, the Hipponion leaf and the Thessalian leaf.!”
The parched soul is trying to reach a certain fountain that comes from
the lake of Mnemosyne (it must at all costs avoid drinking from another
tempting fountain) but guards stand in the way and prevent the soul’s ac-
cess to this fountain unless the soul declares its intense thirst and begs for
cool water from the lake of Mnemosyne so that it will be able to follow the
souls of other initiates and Bacchants. Most goes on to suggest in effect
that/fear of death is fear of thirst in Hades, which is implicitly associated
with the destructive effects of fire or ‘warm organic decomposition’ on a
cremated or inhumed body respectively. The Derveni author’s cosmology
teaches one not to fear the destructive effects of fire by explaining how the
cosmos came about, namely through the agency of the wise and divine air/

166 Most (1997).

167 See col. V1.2-3 and 5.

168 See col. I11.8-9.

169 Zuntz (1971).

170 Published by PuGLIESE CARRATELLI (1974) and BRESLIN (1977) respectively. For com-
mentary on the gold leaves by groups see BERNABE and JIMENEZ San CrisTOBAL (2001); texts
now in BERNABE vol. 2 (frr. 474-496). For the lamellae of Crete see TzirorouLos (forthcoming).
For a reconstruction of the hieros Jogos that might lie behind these texts see REDWEG (1998) and
(2002); the Cretan evidence is discussed in TziropouLOs (forthcoming) ch. 3.
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Mind which stopped the domination of the universe by fire in order to
bring about a cosmos purposively designed for the benefit of humans. In
a similar manner god will rid the sotl of the tormenting effects caused
by the heat of cremation or decomposition and will allow it to drink the
cool water of memory; this water will express the divine intelligence and
permit the soul to partake of it.

6. Starting from the central thesis in Jaeger (1947) that most Preso-
cratic cosmogonies are in fact rational -heologies, Laks suggests in a similar
vein that the Derveni author must have felt committed to finding the stan-
dards of the new theism already at work in the old religion.!” He is an up
to date believer in divine providence and omnipotence and an interesting
representative of a trend that could be called religious secularization.'”? To
show that the new theism and the old religion say the same thing, the Der-
veni author (most probably an Orphic deeply committed to the holy nature
of Orphic texts) offers a rational account of the latter. In the first six sur-
viving columns of the text his point is to dispel the fear of death and to
submit eschatological beliefs and ritual practices to rationalization, perhaps
in moral terms, which is compatible with the critique of col. XX in that
under attack in both cases is some form of superstition: such rational ex-
planation of ritual is nicely comp.emeated from col. VII onwards by a ra-
tionalistic interpretation of an Orphic bferos logos, which formed part of
mystic rites, as a cosmological allegory culminating in the assertion of god’s
rationality.

7. Janko draws a parallel between the Derveni author and Empedocles,
“a hierophant initiating his hearers into mystery rites, blurring to an extra-
ordinary degree the boundaries betwesn philosophy, science, religion and
magic’.'” He assumes that in col. V tke Derveni author offers an audience
of potential initiates true religious faith which is achieved not via oracles,
dreams or visions and blind belief in the traditional stories about the hot-
rors in Hades, but through knowledge of the real significance of these sto-
ries, for lack of knowledge leads to lack of faith (cf. col. V.10-12): the tradi-

171 See Laks (1997) 137-138.

172 T.axs (1997) 138 n. 58 refers to FUNK=NSTEIN (1986) for possible modern parallels;
MosT (1997) 122 also assurnes that the Darveni zuthor is a representative of what Funkestein
terms secular theology, “a movement witkin religion that does not dream of questioning the
authority of a sacred text but accepts the chall=nge of accommodating that text to the most
up-to-date doctrines of contemporary secular science”.

173 JaNko (1997) 69, referring to KINGSLEY 11995}, esp. 217-232. On Empedocles and
Orphism see RIEDWEG (1995) and BeTEGH (2004) 370-372. TREPANIER (2004) 116-126 aligns
Empedocles with Pythagoreanism, not Orphism.
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tional stoties about the horrors in Hades cannot but be false if taken at face
value and lack of belief in these stories leads to lack of belief in the exist-
ence of gods.'™ In col. XX the Derveni author reproaches those who un-
dergo initiation in ignorance of the true meaning of the ceremony and ex-
pect futilely to be enlightened by their initiators because he purports to
give a more accurate account of the nature of the mysteries than the pro-
fessional priests can.!”® Part of the Derveni author’s program is also to offer
knowledge of the true significance of bizarre and scandalous stories about
gods with which traditional religious texts are replete, presumably because
such stories are again unbelievable and thus might engender lack of belief
in the existence of gods. In order to do so, he interprets a poem by Or-
pheus as an elaborate allegory of a cosmology chiefly influenced by Anaxag-
oras and Diogenes of Apollonia; he thereby purifies the poem from any
scandalous element.'”¢ Janko locates the Derveni author in the wake of
Anaxagorean rationalism. Assuming that Anaxagoras provoked a virulent
reaction from the established purveyors of religious teaching and ritual that
culminated in his trial and exile from Athens,'”” he suggests that the Der-
veni author is a follower of Anaxagoras who attempted to demonstrate not
only his deep religious faith (in order to avoid the fate of his master) but
also the validity of his cosmological physics: he did so by explaining in
terms of Anaxagorean physics not only a holy scripture by Orpheus,
who knew Anaxagorean physics all along and hid it in his poem for the
benefit of the cogrnoscenti (the holiness of his poem rests exactly in the fact
that it encodes the Anaxagorean worldview), but also cultic practices in in-
itiation rites and other aspects of -raditional religion.

8. In the most extensive study of the Derveni papyrus to date, Betegh
considers it possible that, when tke Derveni author speaks about magi in
col. VI, he refers not to the Persian priestly caste but to the group that
would include himself.!”® These priests are most probably those ‘begging

174 Cf. the skeptical argument about the existence of gods sketched by Sextus Empiricus
(M. 9.66-67); JaNKO (1997) 68 suggests that this argument might have been deployed in Protag-
oras’ On the Things in Hades, which the Detveni author might b/e developing in col. V.

175 In the surviving part of col. XX, however, there is no evidence that ordinary initiates risk
losing their faith because they do net know the true meaning of the ceremony.

176 Cf. Isoc, 11.38-39.

177 See DK 59 A 1; of. KRS 354.

178 BETEGH (2004) 82: “If so, the magi could designate leaders of the initiates, priests of a
private religious group, and the column could thus be speaking about the parallel actions of magi
and initiates within the same cult”,
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priests’ and ‘diviners’ scorned by Plato in R. 364b5-365a3 — “although, of
course, Plato’s depiction is negative, whereas that in the papyrus is posi-
tive”.'” Betegh accepts the view that the Derveni author is one of those
priestly persons in Plato’s Mero who are concerned to be able to give an
account of their practices.'®® He finds the hypothesis that the cultic prac-
tices dealt with in cols. IT and VI constitute the immediate topic of this part
of the text, where these practices are explained, to be the most probable
scenario; '#!

The subject matter of the text as a whole is a specific ritual, for example a cer-
tain funerary or initiatory ritual. The explanation of ritual actions in the first col-
umns and the commentary of the Orphic poem complement each other, because
they represent the two aspects of the ritual, the dromena and the legomena.'®?

He proposes, moreover, that by teasing a cosmology out of the Orpﬁic
poem the Derveni author bolsters his claim to expertise in the field (téxvn)
of sacred rites over those of his professional rivals who simply cheat their
clients and are criticized in col. XX. Giving an account of his professional
practices involves cosmology, as is the case in the Hippocratic corpus
where doctors assert their superiority over rival professionals, presumably
in order to attract clients, by grounding their therapeutic practices in a
scientific theory of the constitution of the human body as well as in the
even broader context of a general cosmological theory, often influenced
by Presocratic philosophy.'® Betegh criticizes Most’s hypothesis as to
how the Derveni author thought his cosmology would assuage the initiates’
fear of death, and offers tentatively an alternative based on the assumption
that for the Derveni author (as for Diogenes of Apollonia and Heraclitus)
the soul shares in the nature of the divine intelligence which rules the cos-
mos and is identified with air in the Derveni author’s cosmology.’®* The
fact that the soul is akin to air/Mind, which controls for the best the agency
of fire at the cosmic level, liberates one from the fear of funeral pyre and

179 BETEGH (2004) 80.
180 See BETEGH (2004) 350-351.
181 See BETEGH (2004) 75.

182 BETEGH (2004) 350. He takes this to be simply the most economical hypothesis and is
skeptical about the possibility of determining the subject matter of the text with certainty.

183 BeTEGH (2004) 350-359. He refers to Carn., Nat. Hom. and Vict.

184 Cf. Aristotle’s reference to a view in Orphic texts that the soul enters the body with
breath and is carried by the winds (de An. 410b27-30). For further relevant evidence see BETEGH
(2004) 346 n. 71. ’
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death, provided that one has no reason to fear god, for the pyre merely
helps the soul join god, just as at the cosmic level fire helps god govern
the cosmos.!*

9. Obbink, who thinks that the Derveni author sees in his Orphic text
“clues for understanding the true basis of cult and the craft of initiation”,
points out that it cannot be known if the Derveni author is a felestes but,
apparently taking the view that the Derveni author is a telestes as the de-
fault position, adds that the case against this has yet to be made.'*® Assum-
ing that the case for the received view of the Derveni author as a telestes is
good, in skeptical fashion one can indeed make an equally good case (be-
fore suspending judgment) that the Derveni author is neither a felestes, nor
an Empedocles-like hierophant straddling the boundaries between reli-
gion/magic and philosophy/science, nor a representative of ‘secular theol-
ogy’ rising to the challenge of accommodating a sacred text to the most
cutting-edge science of his day. On the contrary, he is wholeheartedly com-
mitted to what can be called a ‘protoscientific’/naturalistic worldview and
has no use for mystery cults with their obscurantist conception of the world
as subject to capricious intervention, not only of supernatural powers but
also of mere humans, and the related eschatological concerns.'®” As Hen-
richs puts it, the Derveni author is non-Orphic or even anti-Orphic; '*® this
can only mean that he is opposed to traditional or mainstream Orphism
because he undoubtedly acknowledges Orpheus as an authority on cos-
mology.'* His attitude to the Olympian gods and to religion is that of a
non-believer.'*® If one is bent on providing a link between the content of
the Detveni author’s work and the sepulchral context in which the sole
copy of this work survived,'®! it might be assumed that a non-believer de-
sired to be cremated with a book about true Orphism bearing testimony to

185 See BETEGH (2004) ch. 9, esp. 347. He utilizes the extremely problematic lamella in
Zuntz's group C, on which see BERNABE and JIMENEZ SAN CRISTGBAL (2001) 273-277 (no. L 12).

186 OBBINK (1997) 53.

187 MosT (1997) 121-122 points out that one’s attitude towards religion vis-d-vis science
could be ‘fundamentalist’, ‘scientifistic’ or that of ‘secular theology’ but then simply opts for
the third alternative with regard to the Derveni author and proceeds to flesh it out.

188 See HenricHS (1984) 255-256.
189 Cf. WEsT (1983) 3: “As for ‘Orphism’, the only definite meaning that can be given to the

term is ‘the fashion for claiming Orpheus as an authority’. The history of Orphism is the history
of that fashion”.

190 See the last paragraph of this section. RusTen (1985) 140 suggests that in col. XX the
Derveni author might implicitly deny any way of gaining knowledge of the divine.
191 Cf. Laxs (1997) 140, Most (1997) 134, BETEGH (2004) 65-68.
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his lack of any worry about the non-existent afterlife, just as benighted fel-
lows used to take to the grave ‘Orphic’ texts of eschatological content be-
cause of their deep anxiety about achieving bliss in the unreal afterlife.

10. It is quite probable that the cultic practices dealt with in cols. II
and VI constitute the immediate topic of this part of the text. In the light
of the above mentioned passage from Plato’s Republic, moreover, it is con-
ceivable that these practices and the Orphic poem interpreted by the Der-
veni author from col. VII onward complemented each other as dromena
and legomena respectively in initiatory rituals; there is no reason, however,
why such a ritual should be the subject matter of the Derveni text as a
whole or why one should assume that the discussion of cultic practices
in cols. IT and VI and the commentary on the Orphic poem complement
each other in constituting an account of such a ritual. Moreover, if the magi
in col. VI are the same as Plato’s ‘begging priests’ and ‘diviners’ who per-
form for a fat fee initiatory rituals in accordance with Orpheus’ books such
as the one commented upon by the Derveni author and guarantee to the
participants an aftetlife free of punishment among other things, the Derve-
ni author’s attitude toward these people and their cultic practices might
very well be as negative as Plato’s,'?? all the more since the term pdyog is
used pejoratively in the sense ‘chatlatan’ or ‘quack’ unless it refers to a
member of the priestly Persian caste; that the Derveni author uses the term
positively, either in the sense ‘Persian priest’ {Tsantsanoglou) or in the else-
where unattested sense ‘priest of a private religious group’ (Betegh}, is an
unsubstantiated assumption.!*?

11. Pace Betegh, moreover, that the Derveni author speaks in the first
person plural in col. V, “where he describes what he and his ‘colleagues’ do
for those seeking their religious services”, is by no means a fact clearly
showing that the Derveni author is a religious professional who in col.
VI invokes the Persian magi, as Tsantsaroglou assumes, or that he consid-
ers himself one of the magi in Betegh’s sense of the term (‘priests of private
religious groups’).’** If the term ‘magi’ in col. VI means ‘charlatans’, it is
equally possible that the speaker in col. V is one of those charlatans hawk-
ing to potential initiates the sacred rites described next in col. VI. The
charlatans in question can very well be self-styled experts in sacred rites
whose clients the Derveni author pities in col. XX. His negative attitude

192 Cf, JourpaN (2003) 37-38.
193 "See TSANTSANOGLOU (1997) 110 n. 25, BETEGH (2004) 79 and 82.
194 See BETEGH (2004) 82.
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toward these people might be due not to simple professional rivalry but to
his belief that rites performed according to the poem of Orpheus he inter-
prets cannot be a true field of technical knowledge, though the interpreta-
tion of the poem itself does constitute such a field in which he is an expert.
With his work he might aim to reveal the imposture of those ‘Orphics’ who
pretend to know what Orpheus really says in the poem they abuse but in
fact purvey hocus-pocus for a living. In a similar vein, the author of the
Hippocratic treatise Oz the Sacred Disease attacks in the well-known pre-
face of his work a motley crew of charlatans, purifiers, begging priests and
impostors (pdyot 1€ xoi xabdpran kol dydprar kol dhaléveg) who pretend to
possess supetior knowledge and promise to effect cures of epilepsy with
purification rituals and incantations but in truth mask their ignorance with
sham, '’

12. Tt is quite probable that the Derveni author began his work with an
account of certain eschatologiczl doctrines asserting the possibility of alter-
ing the fated lot of the soul after death and propounded by religious pro-
fessionals who advertised their expertise in sacred rites they performed ac-
cording to Orpheus’ poems to ensure for the paying participants salvation
in the netherworld among other things.®* He could then have proceeded
to denounce these self-styled experts as charlatans by arguing in the same
manner as the author of O the Sacred Disease. According to the Hippo-
cratic author, if the purveyors of sacred rites are able to bring down the
Moon with initiation rites (teAevxi) or with any practice (peAém) they might
engage in, to make the Sun disappear, to change the weather at will and
achieve all other things they cla'm to know, they certainly think that gods
do not exist or that gods do exist but are utterly powerless, which is ab-
surd: for, if celestial bodies and the weather are assumed to be controllable
by means of magic and sacrifices, they are thought to belong not to the di-
vine but to the human sphere, the power of what is rightly thought of as
divine being supposedly under the control of, and enslaved to, the purpose
(yvépm) of humans.

13. The Derveni author cou’d have drawn, e.g. in the lost patt of col.
II1, the conclusion that the ‘experts’ in sacred rites, whose clients he will

195 Morb. Sacr. 1; see also the comments in LLoyD (1987) 27-28, which mutatis mutandis are
applicable to the Derveni author. This Hiopocratic treatise is also brought to bear on the expli-
cation of the Derveni author’s aims by BETEGH (2004) 356-357.

196 Cols. I-TII would be part of this eacly section, assuming that not too many columns pre-
ceded col. IV; see Commentary, col. IV.2-3.
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pity in col. XX, base the purported effectiveness of their practices on the
conception of gods and the order of things as subject to human will.'*” He
could then have argued like this. The true account of reality is encoded in
Orpheus’ poem about the gods that the Derveni author will interpret in his
work, one of the Orphic texts that the ‘experts’ in sacred rites claim to un-
derstand and according to which they perform their rites.'®® Had these ‘ex-
perts’ understood Orpheus’ teaching, they would have known that the cos-
mos has been intentionally constituted by air/Mind, the basic entity all
gods actually personify.®® The cosmos and its manifold furniture could
not have arisen by mere chance. How the things that are and those that
come to be and those that will be must come to be and be and cease to
be is determined by the wisdom of air/Mind,*® the causally most powerful
basic entity in the universe.?®' The goodness of this entity is manifest not
only in the stability of the heavens, which ensures the preservation of
the cosmos, but also in the predictable regularity of meteorological phe-
nomena that benefits humans.>? It is ridiculous to think that humans
can overcome their puny causal efficacy via practices such as sacred rites
to affect a cosmic order that has been constituted for the best by the wis-
dom and the causal powers of the entity Orpheus called by the names of
various gods, all the more so since any change in e.g. the heavens, such
as an increase in the size of the Sun, could only have had detrimental con-
sequences for the cosmos. As it is, the foundational assumption of sacred
rites is not grounded in reality, which means that such practices do not
constitute a genuine field of expertise. Those claiming to be experts in
sacred rites are plain chatlatans.

14. Col. IV.2-4 may be supplemented so as to conclude such an argu-
ment and the Heraclitus quotation a few lines below might provide paral-
lels to two important tenets of the Derveni author that are central to it: the

197 For the promises of dppeotereotai to influence the gods see Pl. Lg. 909a8-c4.

198 We do not know whether, by the Derveni author’s lights, all or some other poems prob-
ably ascribed to Orpheus in his time also allegorize the same true account of reality.

199 Col. XXV.3-12.

200 Col, XIX.4-7.

201 Col. XVI.9-11.

202 For the goodness of air/Mind see col. XXVL.1-2. In col. XXIV.10-12 the Derveni
author says that human beings could not have been able to tell the season of the year and predict
the weather if there had been no Moon, a probable reference to telling the time of the year and
predicting the weather at that time with the help of the regular appearances and disappearances
of the fixed stars around the year, phenomena which will fall in a given month of 2 well regulated
luni-solar calendar.
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stability of the most prominent celestial body, the Sun, which is necessary
for the preservation of the cosmos, and the ultimate dependence of the cos-
mos on a wise entity.?*® If the quotation is introduced by the remark that
Heraclitus’ revelation of the truth overthrows the false beliefs of uncom-
prebhending people,® this might be so because the Derveni author is en-
gaged in the same enterprise:?®® by revealing the truth, he overthrows
the false beliefs purveyed by ‘Orphic’ pseudo-experts in sacred rites, one
of whom is shown in col. V trying to attract potential clients, and uncriti-
cally held by those pitied in col. XX, fools who fall victim to the charlatans
and take part as initiates in the silly rituals described in col. VI.2%

15. It is, moreover, interesting to note that Heraclitus seems to have
attacked charlatans and initiates, though it is difficult to see how much
in the following passage from Clement’s Protrepticus (2.22.2) records Her-
aclitus’ own words:

tiot & paveverar ‘Hpdxieirtog 0 ‘Edéotog; vuxnmdrorg, pdyols, Baxyorg, Avarg, po-
6TaLg T0UTog Anelhel 10 petd Bdvatov, 1oUtog paviedetar o nbp: ta yap vouldueva
xat avlpdnoug puothpra aviepwoti poedviar.2%’

The last sentence of this passage can be understood as an outright con-
demnation of mysteries.?®® If Heraclitus’ charlatans are the same as Plato’s

203 See Commentary, col. IV.2, 2-3, 3-4, 4, 9. Cf. BETEGH (2004) 328-329 who, though, goes
on to propose that the Heradlitus quotation is also intimately connected with the Derveni
author’s eschatology. Following SEAFORD (1986) 14-20 and SR (1997) 147-148, BETEGH
(2004) 341-348 assumes that Heraclitean thought is indebted to Orphic eschatology, in both
férm and content, for which reason Orphics then got interested in it, as is evinced by the
Heraclitus quotation in the Derveni text.

204 Col. IV.5-6. This heavily damaged passage, differently interpreted, is also central to Be-
tegh’s hypothesis about the aims of the Detveni author; see BETEGH (2004) 326-348.
205 Cf. HENRICHS (1984) 256.

206 JourDAN (2003) 31-32, who assumes that the Derveni author is an Orphic felestes, sug-
gests in a similar vein that the Heraclitus quotation in col. IV might belong to the Derveni
author’s critique of the magi mentioned in col. VI, rival religious professionals who tout the ca-
pacity of their ritual practices to influence in favor of their clients the divine justice, Dike, that
strikes after death.

207 DK 22 B 14. MARKOVICH (1967) 466 brackets péryorg. This fragment is also discussed by
JourbaN (2003) 37-38 (see previous note) and BETEGH (2004) 81, who brings it in as possible evi-
dencs1 that the initiates mentioned in col. VI of the Detveni papyrus belong to an Orphic/Dionys-
iac cult.

208 For a different view see ADOMENAS (1999) 94. According to Adoménas, the target of
Heraclitus’ criticism is not the religious practices themselves but their popular interpretation.
Heraclitus simply reinterprets religious practices in terms of the conceptual structures of his
own philosophy and, in contrast to Xenophanes, is not a reformer or an Axfklirer but an intet-
preter who tries to discern the structures of meaning inherent in the existing practices; cf. Gu-

— 56 —



INTRODUCTION

‘begging priests’ and ‘diviners’,*® they can be plausibly identified with the
‘Orphic experts’ in sacred rites who, or. the hypothesis developed here, are
denounced by the Derveni author as charlatans. Heraclitus threatens night-
wanderers, charlatans, bacchants, maenzds and initiates with & petd 8dvatov
perhaps because what happens after death is, by his lights, totally unlike any-
thing believed in mystical circles 2 He thinks that the soul is a portion of fire,
the fundamental matter which in its constant but regulated change into other
types of matter manifests at the cosmic level the universal governing principle
of clash between unified opposites. After death, the soul enters the cosmic
circle of constant but regulated change*'! Afterlife as promised in the over-
lapping Bacchic, Orphic and Pythagotzan circles is thus precluded by the
true account of reality;*' this might be ~he view held by the Derveni author
too. Insofar as fire is a manifestation of the universal governing principle
which is also called Dike,* it ‘prophesies’ to night-wanderers, charlatans,
bacchants, maenads and initiates perhaps in the sense that the truth about
the universal governing principle is everywhere evident, for everything hap-
pens according to this principie, though charlatans and foolish mystics of
all stripes fail to grasp, and live by, it.2** They are fabricators of, and bear wit-
ness to, falsehoods but Dike will even-ually ‘catch up’ with them >

16. One can only speculate on hcw the Derveni author would explain
Orpheus’ decision to disguise his cosmology as a poem about gods; as for
the means by which the author could claim to have come to know the truth
about Orpheus, speculation is obviously a waste of time.?'¢ Continuing the

THRIE (1962) 476, KRS 209-210, SEAFORD (1986) 19. SEAFORD (1986) 20-21 seems to suggest that
in col. XX of the Derveni papyrus (which he takes, following RusTEN [1985] 138-139, to contain
in the maifi a quotation from an unkrown author) the author adopts a view of initiation rites
similar to Heradlitus’; cf. OBBINK (1997) 52-53. On the dominant view in Heraclitean scholarship
(references in ADOMENAS [1999] 87-83) the Ertesian is a fiercely uncompromising rationalist
who detides the foolishness and absurdity of refigious phenomena such as initiation rites and
mystery cults,

209 Cf, Grar (1994) 32-33.

210 DK 22 B 27: avBpdnovg péve. anoBavinviag Goca ovx EAmoviat o05E Soxéovary.

211 See DK 22 B 36 and 31.

212 See KRS 207-208 and cf. BUERERT (1985) 300.

213 See DK 22 B 80.

214 See DK 22 B 1.

215 See DK 22 B 28: kal pévrot kai Atkm <zwdiyetal wevd@v méxtovac kot udprupac,

216 Cf. Sir Isaac Newton’s belief that the mast important propositions in his Principia were
known to ancients such as Pythagoras and Plats who, though, concealed their knowledge be-
neath the veil of mystery and myth. On Newton’s belief that he had actually rediscovered lost
knowledge of the past, which could still be gleaned from ancient texts, see RATTANSI (1988).
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rationalist critique of myth and anthropomorphic gods, Aristotle hypothe-
sizes that each science has been developed as far as possible and perished
many times in the past, when natural catastrophes almost wiped out all civ-
ilization. Remnants of old scientific knowledge, however, have been
handed down to posterity in the form of myths about gods, barnacled with
anthropomorphic and zoomorphic elements that were added to persuade
the multitude as well as for legal znd practical purposes:*'? belief in tradi-
tional gods is nothing but a corruost form of the knowledge that there are
first causes of motion and change in the cosmos, the principles on which
heavens and nature depend.”® The Derveni author’s air/Mind is such a
principle (see Intro. V §§ 21-23), whose workings are assumed to have
been turned by Orpheus into a myth about gods, personifications of the
first cause of motion and change at the cosmic level in its various workings.
Though the author differs from Aristotle in thinking that the well-designed
cosmos has come into being because of the first cause of motion and
change in it, an entity possessing wisdom and goodness, he need not pass
in Platonic fashion from the assumption that the cosmic order as a whole
manifests this wisdom and goodness to the belief that the entity Orpheus
called by the name of the god Zeus among many others is concerned about
humans and rewards or punishes their behavior, in this world or the next;
by calling air/Mind god the Derveni author might simply be drawing atten-
tion to the fact that a god(dess) s nothing but an allegory of air invented
long ago by Orpheus. Did the Derveni author hold a cyclical view of his-
tory similar to Aristotle’s (there is nothing particularly Aristotelian about it)
and did he perhaps believe that O-pheus, a cosmologist of old living in a
post-cataclysmic era of rapid descent to primitiveness, concealed the cos-
mological knowledge of his time bzneath a bizarre story about anthropo-
morphic gods in order to ensure its transmission to the brightest minds
of posterity, those somehow able to see past all allegorical/theological clap-
trap and successfully recover it?

VII. THE DERVENI AUTHOR

Of considerable help in deciding between the incompatible readings of
the work that the Derveni papyrus has preserved in a fragmentary state

217 Metaph. 1074238-b14; cf. Cael. 27J51-25 and fr. 13 Rose. See JOHANSEN (1999) 287-291.
28 Cf. Metaph. 1072b13-14.
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would be the identification of the author with someone about whom we
possess reliable relevant information. However, since the author could
be identified only on the basis of evidence from the work, deciding be-
tween incompatible readings of a fragmentary work in this way would turn
into reinforcing one’s own preferred reading by attaching to the work a suit-
able name. It is difficult to see how this vicious circle could be broken.
The chances of discovering another copy of the work in question with
the authot’s name or some piece of information that links an already
known name with this work are rather slim, unless the fact that the Derveni
papyrus was bumt on a funeral pyre and its carbonized remnant then ac-
companied the remains of the deceased entails that the papyrus transmits a
text similar to that of the ‘Orphic’ lamellae, in which case other copies of
the text might be reasonably expected to appear.?’® Moreover, when one
takes into account, first, that the suggested candidates for the authorghip
of the work are often obscure figures about whom too little is known on
which one can base a case for the probability and even possibility of their
candidacy and, second, that the probability of the Derveni authot’s being
one whose name is never mentioned in any surviving record not only can-
not be ruled out but should be considered high, attempting to identify the
author in the light of the available evidence seems to be an exercise of
rather low epistemic value.??°

219 TzrropouLos (Forthcoming) ch. 3 tentatively includes the text of the Derveni papyrus
within Zuntz's group C of Orphic lamellae on the basis of its similarities with the sole member
of this group in ZUNTZ (1971); see BERNABE and JIMENEZ SAN CristOBAL (2001) 183-200.

220 For a survey of hypotheses about the identity of the author see FuncH (1997) 36 and
BETEGH (2004) 64. For the most elaborate hypothesis see JaNko (1997), (2001) and (2002-03);
for criticism see BETEGH (2004) 373-380.
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TEXT



K. TSANTSANOGLOU ~ G.M. PARASSOGLOU

COL. I
(G17,GR)

]

Twl
_vexactov[ ]
l.a

2 ( rather than 0, i, or 7. 3 v[: only the left-hand vertical survives. A white horizon-
tal fiber running across it gives the false impression of a c. 4 The area before g is
worn. ais likelier than & or A. Following it, a dark spot. Probably not ink. 5 A ver-
tical, like the right-hand leg of n, v. Following 8§, a letter entirely fretted. Next, a letter
resembling € but with its vertical unusually inclined to the right. A spot in the middle
of the lice like the horizontal of 3, rather narrow but not unparalleled. Two uprights
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COL. 1

]
Twl
Iv éxactoy [ ]
la
5 1s....
Epilvdov

resembling those in 7. 6 1..: probably the right-hand vertical of v. v rather than
. 7-9 Fr. G 17 is badly charred at this area. Visible traces of ink are not identi-
fiable. 7 Nothing can be made out. 8 Very uncertain readings. A leftward
sloping oblique (a, 3, A). Following it, v is possible, though very doubtful. eie? At
the end, a detached piece with the upper half of a c. 9 Unidentifiable tops of
two letters.
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COL. I
(G8G7,G15,G6,G5 H7)
[ ]
Jan[
Jepwl
1.8[ Jnpect.
5 ol 15apa.[ loaictgyoct.[.]eo.[
. Lytav.[ Jrovempacl.lpn
A Jidwver[ l.exacro[.Jco...010vm
k[ leneonkel Jocto[.Jet...ou.[Jxkmt
Jracnpon[ letl.. Jvel..]
10 letwvrar] lel
Juacen] ]

ler

The text of col. II published here is different from that published in Tsantsan-
oglou (1997). The expected position of fr. G 7 in the reconstructed roll would be close
to the beginning of col. I1, as is also suggested by the pattern of the fibers, but fr. G 7 is
similar in both size and shape to the pieces in groups F and E. This suggests that fr. G
7 gught to be placed low in the column and to the left. Apparently, this piece has been
erroneously included in group G and its place in the column is halfway between the
beginning and fr. G 15. The pattern of the fibets in frr. G 17 +G 8 matches that in
frr. G 15+ G 6+G 5 and thus frr. G 17+ G 8 must be placed in the roll one tum be-
fore or after frr. G 15+ G 6+ G 5. If the second, frr. G 17 + G 8 fall in the middle of a
column, which is impossible, for they contain the end of a column, the intercolumnar
area and the beginning of the next column. Frr. G 17 +G 8 must thus be placed be-
fore fr. G 7. They contain the end of col. I and the beginning of col. 1. Fr. G 5a,
called G 5b in Tsantsanoglou (1997), belongs to col. II. The wide central lacuna
should be filled with one or more F fragments but none seems to fit; all supplements
are exemplf gratia.

21[: no trace of ink is visible after 1, although there is space for two more letters. 3le
at first glance, two obliques meeting in midline, like the obliques of « or the right-hand
part of y, but e is likelier. 4 ].: the foot of an upright.  .[: the feet of two up-
rights. 5 oqul: initially read yv but closer examination showed the obligue legs
and the crossbar of a. Only the left-hand arm and the fork of v survives.  13opa.f:
uncettain traces, a § almost completely effaced, a faint o, a roundel like that of p and,
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COL. II
[ 1
Jan{
TEpwelv
vl ] rwdory [
5 av[ 18apo.l xloal oterrdary [yxléoy[tar

Alwg xara nldyra valév. & § éEapélroug mudg [x]pn
[t Eduevlide velulon, Saipoot §'1 exdorolilg 6pviferdv
kaliew. xai] énédnkelv Buvoug applooto[vlg it povglilxfit.

[tobtav 8¢] 16 onpoi[vépeva l.ctl.Jutol..]
10 lctov xatl lel
Tuwg énl 1

lev

after the clear «, an upright slightly sloping to the right, perhapsp, vorn.  q: the low-
er part of the letter has been wiped off, the remaining part thus giving the impression of
a thick blot.  v.[: a vertical, somewnat shorter than the preceding 1 and joined on the
top to a slightly sloping horizontal. y or p. v is rather unlikely, for its top angle should
have been more acute.  o.[: the lower part of a vertical. 6 .[: traces of a triangu-
lar letter. @, §, or A l.ytav.[: the first two strokes of v, traces of the top horizontal
and the vertical of ©. After the clear av, the foot of an obliqueasinaorA. I almost
certain, though the top horizontal is slightly lower than usual. 7 .[: uncertain traces.
£v.[: a top horizontal, probably e. After the clear , the top fork of p.  1.: top part of a
leftward sloping oblique.  ...0e: a long vertical close to the preceding o, probably
p. After a narrow lacuna, the foot of a leftward slo:ung oblique joined to a vertical as in
v. Traces of a narrow vertical, certainly an 1. A circular letter, almost certainly a
0.”Traces compatible only with . 8 x.[: the letter looks like A, but may well be
also an a.  o[.]: space for one letter, covered by a foreign piece.  1..0: after 1, at
first glance ou but, on close inspection, both verticals of an 1 and its crossbar are visible.
Following it, a vertical. Next, an upright, sloping to the left and compatible with the
right-hand leg of p.  .[.]: traces compatible only with the middle strokes of ¢ and a

small area covered by a foreign piece. 9 Nothing is certain before and after
ct. .[: the left-hand part of a cirde. 10 1.: the upper part of a vertical, slightly
sloping to the right; most probably v. 12 1 seems clear. The oblique that makes it

look like a v is perhaps a fiber.
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COL. I
(F9,F8,G11,G53a,F7)

[ 1

[ ]

[c. 6 l.a.cl..lerornl

[....O)loyywveral....Jctana.[ 1..[ In
5 [.....].neEmreocl....]......e..[ Lpwu.[ 18e

[.J.wovecowxargl....Jube.ot[ l..a

fewvornpetondl...)..v.a..[ h

etcvortacrepal..... Jaduco.0.[ Tvor

arnnvl..Ixovar[
10 owve.l[.. L[
[..Jverl

The text of col. Il published here is different from that published in Tsantsan-
oglou (1997). After fr. G 11, an adjoining G fragment is expected, which must have
broken into small pieces, like fr. G 5a.

3 ]..: uncertain traces of two bottom ends of uprights. Following them, an oblique
sloping to the left.  q..c.[: following the lower end of an a, the bottom end of a ver-
tical. If the following letter is o, it can only belong to an 1. After some distance, per-
haps the right-hand part of an . Following ¢, uncertain traces of ink.  Ienqt.[: the
first two letters are more or less certain. The next letter has a left-hand upright, slightly
sloped like that of «; its right-hand part has been wiped off. Then, the right-hand leg
of an q, followed by what is certainly a t. After the vertical, possibly a middle horizon-
tal like the left-hand one in «. 4 Jo: middle stroke, compatible with the right-
hand horizontal of @.  a.[: the first letter, divided into two pieces, is certainly an
a. Next, the bottom end of an upright where the upright of 1 or v would be ex-
pected.  1....[: the upper part of fr. G 5a. A slightly sloped vertical; if independent,
it must be an 1. A long vertical, jointed at the top left to a short horizontal; p? A left-
hand vertical. Two obliques meeting at the top; most likely A. ] perhaps a top
roundel, like that of p. The right-hand vertical of n is partly effaced. 5 ].m: per-
haps the right-hand lower end of an oblique.  ¢[: two specks, compatible with the
left-hand ends of the anglesinc. ... e..[: reading this part is extremely difficult be-
cause the letters are much worn. First, traces of three parallel horizontals; undoubt-
edly e. The next letter is most likely a 1, followed by the faint vertical and horizontals
of an . Then, an 1 is very likely. In the fifth place, a bottom horizontal, joined at its
left-hand end to an oblique in an acute angle; 3 is very likely. Then, an 1 with an un-
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TEXT

COL. 11
[ 1
[ J
[c. 6 l.qecl..lo xéto
[Baiplov viveralt éxd]gran iat[poc lpeAl Ip. 1

5 [yap Ailyn é€dreag [vouBletel 8t éxdlomg wdv] "Epwvio[v. ot] 8¢
8]aipoveg ot katd [yiig olv8éxot(e ..... tlnpodat,

Gedv vmmpétan §' [eic]i mévrac vl o
eioiv Snwonep d[vdpecl ddikor 6. Jvor,
attinv [ Elxovor [

10 oiovcl.L[
[..Jvet[

usually large inclination to the left. After €, most probably a , followed by the foot of
the left-hand oblique of @ or A, 1.: the right-hand tip of a high horizontal.  .[: the
left-hand part of a middle horizontal, most probably @.  13e: an oblique, sloping to
the left like the right-hand stroke in @, 8 or A. Its length relative to the following e sug-
gests 8. 6 1.: the right-hand foot of @ or . a[: a tiny tear in the middle of the
rightward sloping oblique gives the impression of o but a is certain.  .o1[: the right-
hand angle of x or %. The left-hand part of the letter is smudged but tiny traces of a
vertical suggest k. ]....c.: ink-traces resembling n. A vertical joined at the top to a
small roundel; certainly p. The following traces suggest ov. At the end, o is
clear. 7 1..v.: faint traces of ink in a space that can accommodate three let-
ters. The upper end of a vertical, followed by a vertical joined on top to a horizontal,
as in y or , and a descending oblique, like the right-hand stroke of a, 5, A. Following
v, a top horizontal, perhaps of ; its vertical coincides with a tear in the papyrus.
a..[: following a, traces compatible with c. Then, the upper part of an oblique, much
like the left-hand arm of wv. 8 lo: at first glance, €. o is much likelier, how-
ever. 0.0.[: if the third letter is 0, as the traces suggest, there is no space before it
for any letter wider than 1, but the traces suggest an 1 with an unusually pronounced
leftward slope. No letter can be read with certainty after 8. Shadows and fibers con-
spire to create the illusionary impression of an & touching 8 above the level of the let-
ters. 10 .[: a tear in the papyrus gives the impression of an 1 and a top horizon-
tal. It is very likely that there is only one letter, y or n.  1.[: a slightly curved stroke,
level with the tops of the letters.
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COL IV
(F7,G13,G4,H46,F 15 H8)
[love.[ l.ovl
okewpl...Jue...[ ]..ovvar
poArL..Javeran] l.omneruymey.[
ovkeil... Jupave..apovt.f......... ].8exocuoc
5  katal....Jompaxi.iocu.[.......... Jraxowa

_xatl....].evtai.[.].ocrepixel[..... Jhoyonheyov[
nA.L.....].oukata.veiva.8pwl..... JevpocmoSock
10.[......]JcougunepPariaverkl...... Jpovce[
Lo 1.epwvue[.IviveEevpnco. [

10 [ c. 16 1Batopmonuk[
]1..6u..[
Jaduencl
Junvirax [
l..ac.[

Fr. H 8 is added to the text published by Tsantsanoglou and Paréssoglou (1988)
on account of some vertical fibers which seem to run from fr. G 4 to fr. H 8.

1 .[: slightly sloped foot of vertical. 1, x, p are possible.  ].: right-hand ends of a top
and a bottom horizontal. Certainly e. 2 ..[: the foot of a middle vertical and per-
haps the left-hand tip of a horizontal; 1is possible. Feet of obliques, as in a or A. The
lower left-hand arc of a large circle; 6 rather than o.  ]..0: a slightly bent foot of a
vertical and the low part of a downward oblique, compatible only with «. Traces of
a bottom horizontal, joined at its right-hand end to the low part of an oblique sloping
to the left; almost certainly 8. 3 ].u: a dot below the top of the letters and a sloped
bottom horizontal. c is very likely.  ].a: the right-hand tip of a top horizontal, It is
uncertain whether the traces at the bottom are ink ornot,  v.[: the foot of an oblique,
sloping to the right. 4 1[: the vertical (vety clear in other photographs) may also
belong to n or x but not to any other letter.  £..: a speck, level with the top of the
letters. A tiny middle trace, perhaps of a vertical.  =.[: faint traces of the lower parts
of two obliques, one ascending and one descending. Probably a. 1. : upper part of
an ascending oblique, like the right-hand arm of v. However, if a dark area below the
oblique is ink, perhaps the right-hand stroke of n or v, though it would end lower than
expected, 5 Ll: only the lower part of an ascending oblique survives, After a
short gap, the right-hand ends of a high and a low hotizontal, the latter touching
the 1. w.[: a vertical fiber and some horizontal traces give the impression of an €
but, under the microscope, « is certain. 6 1.e: the right-hand part of a flattened
triangle, very much like the loop of ¢; too low and narrow for p.  .[: a low speck.
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COL. IV
[lov el 8ledv[
0 xeiu[eva] petable £]xdobvar
paAr[ov @] ogivetay [ 1 1a tig woyng yalpl

ovx €ila Aalupavery. dp' ob v Exer Sk w6lvde kdopog;

5  xatd [tavt]a ‘Hpdxigrwog palprupduevog] 1d xowva
xatlaotpélger ta i[e Sonep ixeda [ao'cpo]koymt Aeyav [Eon']
“fii[og ...].ov katd oy avepm[m]tou] g0poc¢ m0d4¢ [éom,]
0 pléyedolc oty vrepBdirav eix[étag oblpovg e[Bpovg]
[0 €1 8& pln, ‘Epwielc] viv eEevphicov[ar, Alxng énixovpor']
10 [8mug 8¢ undev tmep]Patov mofi k[

Jay Bvo.[

Ja 8ikng [

1 pnvi raxftén

Lanacel

Most probably the foot of an oblique, sloping to the right.  1.0: faint traces of a letter
resembling a, § or A; considering the size of the letter, certainly the first.  wel.[: A is
somewhat wiped off but certain. Following it, tiny and uncertain traces of the feet of
two obliques, one ascending and the other descending; a or A. 7 .[; the lower part
of a vertical.  ].: the faint trace was originally thought to be a high horizontal but,
under closer inspection, it seems to be the right-hand half of a 8, cut in the middle
by a tear in the papyrus.  a.u: traces of a fattened middle triangle, most probably
belongingtoa¢.  a.8: the foot of a vertical and, at some distance, the top of a second
one; undoubtedly v. 8 o.[: a faint trace of a slightly sloping vertical as in €, 1, x,
p.  Jc: the rght-hand end of the base stroke and the upper angle of c are visible in a
sl.lghtly transposed piece of papyrus.  ¥[: a vertical joined to a descending oblique as
in x. Of the ascending oblique only the very top is visible. We owe this reading to L.
Schénbeck. 9 Some faint traces at the _eft-hand end of the line are too close to
line 8 to be ink.  l.e: upper part of a vertical, slightly sloping to the right as in 7
or v. o.[: a high spot. 11 1..: a descending oblique, like the right-hand leg of
a, 8 or .. A high vertical.  ..[: upper arc of a rounded letter. A dot of ink, level with
the tops of the letters and rather close to the preceding arc. 14 A sloping horizon-
tal (c, 7). Traces in a space wide enough for a letter. The upper end of an upright. A
high horizontal (g, &, , =, 1). Space that could accommodate a letter, perhaps with a
high middle tip (@, ,2).  .[: top left-hand right angle as in v, , n. The sloping of the
horizontal suggests e.
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COL. V
(G12,G1,H2,F5a,F12,F13,F11, G 10, G 3)
Inde.[

xpnL...Jpratopl lovel
xong[.Inpratov( L0L...h

avtolcnoppe.[....... Jyterovenep[.]1.n.[

5  toppavievouevey .. Jexeverfeuil.. ].....[
..aldovdetvarionicrovclovyva.[.......J..tvia
ovderovollopr.ayuatevekact(..] onoltovay
na.adetypatoun _ Jcevorevunol.....] . papm.
ai[ Incedinendovl.].veviknuev!........[...Jvewv

10 [...]Jactevovewal.. Jetndexop.[
[....].8avaciu. [ Jeyival.].ocl
Lo 1..vkanopl

Invamien|[
loawverta.[

The transcription of fr. G 1 has been made from a photograph published by Ch.
Makaronas (see plate 1), Many more letters wers visible then. A small foreign piece (fr.
F 5a) upon the upper left part of fr. F 5 (col. VII) belongs here. Fr. G 10 is securely
placed on account of fibers continving into fr. G 3. Its upper part is much worn and
occasionally seems to consist of two layers; it is likelier that some foreign pieces on its
surface have not been removed.

1 In: lower part of vertical, its end slcping to the right.  .[: vertical, close to the pre-
ceding e. 2 1.: perhaps a low horizontal, like that of 3. v.e[; the middle letter
has a vertical close to the preceding « and its Jow end slopes slightly to the left. Pos-
s:bly y or p. x is less likely. 3 yp: in the photograph both letters give the impres-
sion of k\.  ¢[: the bottom angle and horizontal are visible.  p: the largest part is
covered by a fiber.  J.....[: nothing can be read. 4 v: its top is worn, giving
the impression of ©.  €.[: the top lefi-hand ang’e of v is visible, the rest being either
defaced or covered by a folded edge. More of the left-hand vertical is visible in the
Makaronas photograph.  p: only tae vertica' survives. 1m.[: a top horizontal; 1
rather than v. Following n, uncertain traces of a middle angle; probably c. 5 ov:
the right-hand end of the horizantal of @ and the foot of the left-hand upright
of v are visible in the piece still placed on top of fr. F5. ... [ 1: nothing is visible
in the area of the first two letters. Following them, faint traces of a letter like n. An
oblique and a low horizontal broken in two; probably 8. An oblique, like the left-hand
stroke of o, in the detached piece with the righ=-hand part of the horizontal of 5. The
following gap could accommodatz only one letter. 6 ..a: faint traces of two
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COL. V
Inge.[
xpnlomlpratoul lovel
xonoltingrafovitar LL1...LLh

aytoic mapey [eig 10 palyteiov éneplolmolovrec,]
5 v pavevopévey [Evlexev, el Ogml...)..ndaf
ap' "Atdov dewva 1 dmiotodor; 0 yrvaslkovieg élvinvia
QU3¢ 1dv dAAwV mpayudtav éxactlov,] Sia noiwv Gv
rapaderyudtov wlilotevolev; vnd [t yap] dpapt(i)ng
xai [t]fig &AAng nSov([flg vevienuéy[ot, ov] paveldvolvewy
10 [ob82] Tiotevover. almlotin 8¢ kapal6in tadtév: Av yapl
[uh palyBdvwor unldle nvelslkwcliv, odi Eonv Smax]
[motedoovlgy kol Opldvreg
Inv dmotiiny

1 ¢aiveran [

obliques; almost certainly a. A vertical close to the preceding letter with some traces of
ink in its upper right-hand part; most likelyp.  .[: uncertain traces of ink near the end of
the right-hand horizontal of @.  ]..: unidentifiable traces of ink. 7 o: faint traces
of a small circular letter.  m.a: the foot of a vertical is visible.  ].: uncertain traces of
ink, perhaps of a low horizontal.  @: its left-hand part is visible. The impression of u
given by the photograph is due to errant fibers. 8 a.q: the foot of a slightly sloping
upright, close to the preceding a.  =l: its left-hand vertical survives.  o[: after o,
there is space for a letter which has been wiped off. ~ ].: a top angle and an oblique,
like the right-hand stroke of a. 0. unidentifiable smudges divided between frr. G 10
and G 3. 9 .a: nothing is visible.  1.v: the right-hand ends of the horizontals of
c.  1..[: relics of the top tips of p, followed by the top of a. The upper part of
v. The upper left-hand part of 6 on a detached piece of papyrus; if this piece belongs
here, it must be turned counterclockwise to have its fibers aligned with those of the
surrounding piece.  1v: the upper end of an ascending stroke, compatible only with
the right-hand prong of v. 10 ]..c: more clearly visible in the Makaronas photo-
graph; the first letter is likely tobe . .[: an oblique, sloping to the right, and at some
distance a low trace; @ or A. 11 1.8ava: the first two letters, of which the first is
probably v, and the lower parts of ave are visible only in the Makaronas photo-
graph.  .[: the upper end of a vertical, like the left-hand stroke in 7 or x. 1:
the top tip of the vertical and the upper oblique of «. 12 1..: traces of a low hot-
izontal, compatible only with € or c. The foot of a vertical; on account of its distance
from the neighbouring letters, it can only belong to 1. 14 .[: traces of a vertical.
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COL. V1
(G3,H18,E1,G 14,G 2, H 28, F3a)

[ ¢ 10 l.axoabucL.lapl...]...ovcrt.[
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1.L......].cueictayodarpoveceunol
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yoacnolovciovaptfp. [..].roAvopdaratanonava
fvoucivonikatatyvyal...].pifuo.ercipuctan
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ocarde[ lovar.[

15 ¢opovl 1...[

1 1..: the feet of the obliques of y are visible. Following it, the lower ends of a or
A l.u:the right-hand foot of a or A.  1...0: lower end of an upright. A tiny speck,
level with the bottom of the letters, could be the lower left-hand tip of ¢. The lower
end of an oblique, like the bottom stroke of c or &. o faint but certain.  1.[: a folded
triangular edge of papyrus hides the greatest part of the last two letters. Enough, how-
evet, is visible of the horizontal of t and the left-hand oblique of @ or A. 2¢e.[: the
first letter, certainly €, is not visible in the photograph. An unusually long vertical, per-
haps v or n. For equally long left-hand verticals following € cf. (Edu)ev(ideg) in 9 and
¢n(et) in col. VIIL7.  ].: the area near the left-hand edge of fr. E 1 is covered by a
foreign piece down to line 3. A thick horizontal low may belong to an e. 3v.l:
a fiber near the angle of v gives the impression of p. Next, extremely uncettain traces
of a vertical.  ].c: sigma is vety clear. The preceding letter is covered by a foreign
piece but its lower part is visible, suggesting <, v, ¢, v. 4 ].: a midline spot. What
seems like the foot of the right-hand stroke of a or A is probably not ink,  ].1: the
high peak of a vertical; most probably v.  e[.].[: the left-hand vertical of n.  1.[:
the lower end of a vertical. 5 .[: the foot of an oblique, like the left-hand stroke
of aorA. lw. the low end of an upright. Following ®, uncertain traces of ink.
n.a the high peak of a vertical; most probably v. 7 .[: the foot of an oblique, like
the left-hand stroke of o, 8 or A.  1.: traces of an upright. 8 1.: low traces of
ink.  o.: the relics of an upright. 10 ..: the lower part of a vertical. Uncertain
traces of ink under a foreign piece.  .[: the foot of a vertical. At some distance, a tiny
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COL. VI
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spot level with the top of the letters. 11 .[: a circular letter, crossed by a vertical.

It cannot be ¢, which it resembles, for the vertical slopes to the right, not to the left,
as in ¢, and the circle is much larger. The overall impression is of an inverted P. Per-
haps a corrected letter? A clear o in the mzrgin to the left of the line is perhaps a cor-
rection of the illegible first letter.  I...[: two parallel and uneven verticals, joined to
an oblique; almost certainly v. Uncertain traces of ink in an area that can accommo-
date no letter wider than 1. A circular letter larger than o; almost certainly @.
J.......[: uncertain traces of ink. Perhaps a _sftward sloping oblique or the right-hand
part of an arc. At some distance, the upper part of a vertical. An ascending top hor-
izontal, very much like the upper stroke of c. A short top horizontal, meeting an up-
right at its right-hand end; a t with the right part of its horizontal effaced rather than a
= with its horizontal shorter than usual. A top arc. At some distance, the right-hand
end of an ascending top horizontal. A top horizontal, meeting an upright at its left-
hand end; y or &. 12 x.[: an oblique, like the left-hand stroke of @ or A.  ...[:
the foot of an oblique, like the left-hand stroke of a or A. An undulating low horizontal,
as in e. At some distance, perhaps the low end of a vertical. 13 J.u...[: an oblique,
like the right-hand stroke of o, § or A. Fcllowing 1, unidentifiable traces of ink. .[:
uncertain traces of two obliques, like th= left-hand end of yx, but the lower one may
be a black horizontal fiber. 14 .[; prcbably the foot of an oblique, like the left-
hand stroke of a or A. 15 p: P is also possible.  1...[: uncertain traces of ink.
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COL. VII
(F5,159,C1,H65 H64,F3,185F6)

[...()oce[
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5  [Llawvepol....Jaw.[..Jetwdnel..][.... Jcavt[.lc
[Iptctarvl....Jtao.x.8erereyervl..... Jiypo.[. Jvoe
[...JaAqiepl....]..torpevorykon.[.... Jonpwrov
[..Juexprovl....Ju...ovpnuaroc.[...... Jxarevat
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The shape of fr. F 5 is unparalleled. Its position was determined by the content
and the kollesis in its lower right-hard part, and by estimating a reasonable distance
between the beginning of this colummn and the end of the preceding one in light of
the fact that the circumference of the roll decreases towards the center.

1-2 A foreign piece, which belongs ta col. V.5-7, covers the first two letters of both
lines. 1 Only the lower part of e survives. Its bottom horizontal is shorter than
usual. 2 v[: only a left-hand vertical survives, whose length and inclination sug-
gestv.  1m: lower part of an upright, close to the following n. Probably 1. A semi-
circular cut in the edge of the papyrus gives the false impression of B.  ].a: the low
tip of a vertical, asintorv.  ].o: relics of a low vertical and of the right-hand end of a
high horizontal; © probable. 3 1.: relics of a vertical. 4 f: it is uncer-
tain if the traces of a curve after t are ink or not.  .[: the left-hand end of a low hor-
izontal and uncertain traces of a sezond one a bit higher; ¢, £? 5 v.[: a high
tip. Jca: the right-hand ends of the two lower strokes of c.  <[.]c: the final ¢,
though faint, is certain. 6 o.x: the low part of an upright, equally distanced from
oand x;Torv.  x.6: the lower end of a left-hand vertical, joined to a bottom hor-
izontal and giving the impression of e; the horizontal is, however, unusually thick
and does not have a wavy appearance, as in €. Uncertain traces of a second vertical,
perpendicular to the bottom horizontal in its right-hand end: € corrected ton? [
a bottom trace of ink, compatible with the right-hand end of the low stroke of
c. 7 Joda: there is space for one letter bzfore a; what seems to be a low horizontal
is a break along a fiber. The second a looks like 2 A because its middle stroke has van-
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COL. VII
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ished.  1..: this part of fr. I 59 is much worn. Traces of the lower part of an up-
right and a bottom horizontal belong to the first letter, obviously €. Next, there is
space only for 1, whose sole surviving trace is a blurred lower part.  .[: the peak
of a letter as in a, 8, A. 8 u[: only the fork survives. ...: the left-hand end of
a top horizontal and relics of a middle vertical; obviously 1. A very dim oblique, like
the right-hand stroke of @, 8, A. There is space only for 1, whose lower part is very faint
in this blackened area.  .[: a short oblique, starting from the middle of ¢ and sloping
downwards; it looks like the left-hand horizontal of . 9 1.[: a middle horizontal,
like the left-hand stroke of @.  ]..: traces of the fork of v. The upper part of p, dim
but certain.  o.[: an 1, half-covered by a foreign piece which is placed upside down:

Il

180L
10 1..7: the right-hand part of a circular letter. Next, uncertain traces of three par-
allel horizontals, like those in € or &, and almost certainly . 12 ].&: traces of the

top and bottom strokes of ¢. 1. a high horizontal; uncerrain if ink or not.
13 v.[: uncertain traces. J..[; very uncertain traces. Upper end of an ascending
oblique, as in x, ¢, v, %, or the bent end of a vertical, asin v. An oblique, like the left-hand
stroke of «, 8, A 14 eo: prima facie a n but the traces speak for .
15 ]....e17.[: an uncertain speck, level with the top of the letters. The wavy horizontal
of 7. A top horizontal. The upper end of an upright; perhaps 1. Uncertain traces of
two parallel horizontals, as in €. The next letter looks like p but it can only be 1. Fol-
lowing y, uncertain traces of an upright.  1.: the ends of two diverging obliques, as in

K, ¢, % x seems likelier.
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COL. VI
(C2,133,H44,F4,F2,C7)
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1 1.8: surface covered by a foreign piece. Traces of a low horizontal.  1.e: if ink, trace
of alow horizontal.  .[: upright close to . 2 ¢..v: upright, joined to top horizon-
tal; y or n. Right-hand end of high horizontal; possibly ends of a middle and a low hor-
izontal.  A.0: upright close to o. 4 . two high points of ink, like tops of uprights.
A peak, asin a, 3, A. 5 1.[: sutface covered by foreign piece; visible oblique apex,
as in o, 3, A. The space before § could accommodate only . 6 1. possibly right-
hand foot of oblique, as in @, 8.  .[: faint vertical. 7 .[: faint traces of a verti-
cal. ). two obliques, joining on the left at middle height; «x slightly preferable to
if traces of an upright are indeed ink. 10 Jo: worn surface, Visible traces best read
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COL. VI
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as a circle missing part of its left-hand arc.  .[: faint traces of an oblique, like the left-
hand stroke of @, §,A.  Tv: two diagonals, like the two prongs of v. 11].: top end
of an oblique, asin x, 5.  m.p.: an ablique, like the right-hand stroke of ¢, 8, A. Uncer-
tain traces of an oblique, like the right-hand stroke of @, 8, A.  1.: if ink, a speck level
with the tops of the lettets, possibly the high =nd of a vertical. 12 e.y: upright,
close to € and at a distance from ¥; only v is possible.  1: only the horizontal sur-
vives, 13 .[; a high horizontal. 14 ..[.1..1: upper half a citcle; o or p (too small
for 8). Oblique apex, as in a, 5, A. High points or smudges of ink.
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COL. IX
(C7,H36,F16,154,F1,H61,134,19,C5,H53,E6)
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1 ..ot : first, a low horizontal Of v only the bottom tip survives, inclined to the left;
the trace cannot belong to another letter, for it is very close to the preceding and fol-
lowing letter. Oblique trace, like the left-hand foot of a or A; both must be ruled out,
however, because there is no visitle trace of their right-hand foot, though there is am-
ple space for it; the trace probably belongs to the foot of an upright which is inclined
to the left (y, p must be ruled out if the next letter is o, as seems to be the case: most
likely v, nr). Following a (less likely & or 1), a slightly sloped upright (1 rather than p;
too close to the preceding trace to have a top inclined to the left). The penultimate
trace is a straight upright, perhaps with relics of a high horizontal (probably 1, though
shorter than expected; if so, the preceding upright is an 1, being too close to the fol-
lowing letter for a y). At the end, a slightly sloped upright (y, n, 1, %, v, %, p). The last
three uprights belong to three separate letters.  1.: the foot of a leftward sloping o-
blique, less steep than that of a, A; compatible with the right-hand foot of «, x or the tip
of the bottom stroke in ¢, §, & .[: lower half cf an upright, close to the preceding
o. 2 .[: a high and a low point of ink. _.: right-hand ends of a high and a
low horizontal.  p.c: worn right-hand section of a circle, 5 1.: low point of
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COL. IX
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ink.  v.: the middle diagonal of v is wiped off; definitely not n or =. Uncertain traces
of ink. Small diagonal, joined on the top to a slightly sloped upright: u or x. 6.0
an upright. 8 A the cusp of a, 5, A 9 1.: the right-hand oblique of q, 8§,
A. c.e: the right-hand end of a high horizontal. 10 o.[: the left-hand oblique
of a, 8, A.  l.u the right-hand arc of a circle.  1.[: a top left-hand right angle: v,

€, p?  l.v: the right-hand ends of a high and a low horizontal. 11 12 end of
the right-hand oblique of a, 8, A.  .[: an upright, joined on the top to a horizontal:
yorm l.o: an oblique and a vertical, like the right-hand half of v. 12 1.p: faint

high top, the right-hand end of a horizontal.  ..[: two high points (the apices of n, u,
v; less likely of v). A small top left-hand arc: 0 or 8, not @, ].v: the foot of a vertical,
reaching quite low: v, ¢ or y? 13 e: in older photographs the letter was intact; its
vertical is now preserved on a small detached piece.  .[: a high trace, most likely the
upper half of a vertical. It is slightly curved, like the left-hand upright of 0, x,
p. 14 ].: faint trace, compatible with the top of ¢.  l.....: faint traces, not all
of them certainly ink, compatible with ovicx. .[: a diagonal, like the right-hand
prong of v.
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COL. X
(E6,C6,H25,12,E5, C4)
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1 ...[: the foot of an upright, inclined to the left. A low horizontal. An upright,
slightly inclined to the left. A similar upright, close to the preceding one.  p.¢: lower
ha¥f of two uprights: © or n. 2 y.u: high and low points of ink. 3 e.o: upper
third of an upright and, after the break, a high point of ink.  8.v: a high point of
ink before the break. 6 .[: an upright, followed by a point of ink at mid-
height. 7 .[: a high point of ink, descending to the right. Undemeath it, a low
point: the tips of two diagonals (as in %) or the top and bottom of a sloped up-
right. 8 1.: high horizontal, ending with an upward turn: y or . .[; point of
ink, slightly lower than the peak of the preceding a. 9 .[: a high point of ink with
an arc underneath it; compatible with the left half of c.  ..[: foot of a diagonal (like
the left-hand stroke of @, 8, ). Next, a peak (?). Faint traces of the upper part of an
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upright. 10 1.: slightly sloped high hcrizontal. 11 ... [: the first three dots
stand for uncertain and unusual high smucges ar.d traces. An apex and the feet (now
lost but visible in an older photograph) of @ or A. Two high points (tops of up-
rights). The feet of two uprights, the second descending more than the first and
slightly sloped to the left. 12 .[: bigh point of ink.  1.: descending oblique, like
the right-hand stroke of a, 3, A.  a.t: high tzaces of a descending oblique and, after
the break, faint traces of an ascending one. 13 ¢.[: only the unmistakable top of ¢
sutvives. Following it, two high spots, like the top tips of v. A.0: a faint high

point.  ..p[: a high trace, possibly an arc (perkaps o or 8). A high and a low point
of ink, close to p.
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COL. X1
(C4,15,E4,C3)

[.1.cyvxrocet.[..... JoSovmvL..... Jxpncan
yvounprowovl..Jvocadv.ov..vaitofoadoc
wnevoktocov. [.. Jdvvera. reprodpocailaviy
sviaovtowpel.. ].avymk.tal. Joppaver
5  xpncordexona.xecarravrol..lvatan
cxeyacBodexpnedankertal... Joprecon
__..uoxpncon
xpavrovéetovleovvomlo..[....Jxovian
.£vcopevoraccarowcttadl...... Joleyer
10 [..Jexpncevomavtatoo®el c. 11  J9an
[....]J...cedn.oxcevo.10.[ 1
[......Juapa...ovron [
[......Jarowove[
[.....]..cOatcu.[

1 ).: bottom tip of an upright, followed by a second upright slightly sloping to the
right; certainly n.  .[: left-hand diagonal as in q, A. 2 v.o: left-hand and right-
hand ends of a high horizontal; certainly ©.  v..v: upright close to v. After the break,

bottom tip of a stroke. 3 .[: short upright, with a slight slope to the left at its bot-
tom and a trace of a horizontal at its top; v, &.  @.x: after a break, the right-hand tip
of a bottom horizontal. 4 ].: upright with a knob at the bottom, where it met an-
other stroke; certainly v.  x.1: left-hand oblique as in a, A. 5 a.x: traces of an

upright before the break; uncertain traces of ink after the break. 7 ... a high trace
of ink. A right-hand oblique as in a, A. 8 ..: vertical, followed by the top of a sec-
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TEXT

COL. XI

[x]fig Nuktog. “€€ d[Svrodo” & avmiv [Aéyed “yphoon”
yvauny morod[pelvog Gdutov elvor 10 Pddoc
g vuktos ob yldp] Sbver domep 0 didg, GAAG viv
&v 1@ avtdt péfvoly adyn xaralAlapBdver.
5  yxpficat 8¢ kol dpréoar tavto [§0]varar.
oxéyooBal de ypn &' &t keltall 101 dpréoar
Kol 10 ypiioat.
“xpav Tovde 10V Bedv vopilovileg Eplyovron
__1Tevcuevol dooa modol’. 16 & [£ni tovt]o Adyer
10 4 “[ 8¢] &xpnoev Gravra td ot B&[uig v avicac]fon”.
[....]8eig é8Mhwoev 11 o.[ le
Loveoc. ]t mOPG 0t €6V L[
[.....Jax oldv 1[
[.....]..08a1 ou.[

ond slightly higher vertical. Left-hand tip of a high horizontal. 9 .e: vertical close
to €. 11 1..: uncertain traces of a circular letter. Two horizontals, like the top and
middle ones in .  m.@: the peak of a letter as in @, 8, A.  o.1: traces of a top hor-
izontal.  o.[: unidentifiable traces of ink.  ].: right-hand end of high horizontal; e
rather than c. 12 a...: lower part of an upright at a distance from a. Foot of what
could be the left-hand oblique in a, A. After the break, the right-hand ends of three
horizontals; e or €. .[; top of a vertical? 14 1..: unidentifiable traces of ink. A
top horizontal and, underneath, the right-hand end of a second horizontal; & or
£, .[: tiny spot of ink in the middle of the line.
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COL. X11
(C3,E3,149,158 C12,H51,E2)

xarad.[...].1o8exopel....].ocodexer
__aca..[..... Jraxarove.ocVIGOEVTOCOAVUTTOV
oAvprl......].ovoctoavrovoldedokovviec
oivpnl.....J.upavovl.]avtoeivanetapap

5  tav[..].[....]wvackov..conovpovovouyolov.g
nax[..].epovnevputel..Jvervarypovovdepaxpov
evtt.[....Jato[.Jovke.[...]paptavorodeonovpey
ovpavovl.[ c. 12 JmpocBnkmvevpuv
eno.rtoorov] ¢ 11 Lyavriovevpuppev

10  ovdemotep.[ «c 11 ]..5e¢ncaceivan

[ Juvopete[ l.vidermde.[ ]
[....Jvivetw Luxovel ]
[... .anl l.ohovdal..].
laoaxouta.[
15 ]....5€¢[

The text of I 49 is based on an old photograph (see pl. 12). The piece is now inverted
in the glass.

1 .[: foot of oblique, like the left-hand stroke in a, A.  l.w: upright, its lower end
slightly sloping to the right. Not 1; possibly the right-hand vertical of n, v. 1.0 foot
of a short vertical, sloping to the right as in . 2 o..[: peak of a vertical close to a;
not 1, because the remaining distance to the next letter would suffice to accommodate
only another 1. Top horizontal asin y, €, §, &, =, ¢, . €.0: bottom angle, similar to
the left-hand foot of 8. 3 1.: upper right-hand arc, not completing a circle; p
likely. 4 1.: bottom traces of arc as in 6, o. 5 1.[: an upright.  ..: uncertain
traces of ink at the top. Right-hand ends of hotizontals as in €, £&.  v.e: low descend-
ing vertical, at some distance from adjacent letters; 1, v. 6 1. : right-hand end of top
horizontal and bottom end of vertical; certainly . 7 1.[: left-hand ends of top and
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TEXT

COL. XII

(— wal dgal...]. 10 & éxd.ielvov Elmog B Exer

_ “ax av E[xov xdlta kadov £§og vigdevrog ‘OAdurov”.
"Orvpnlog kai ylpdvoc 10 ad1dv. ol 8& Soxovvieg
"Ohvprnfov xoi] odpavov [tladtd eivon eéapap-

5  tévlovshl[v, od ylwvdekovieg & odpoavov ovy olov 1€
pax[polrepov fi evpine[polv etvar, ypdvov € poxpov
el tig [ovopldto[i] ovx Gv [£Eulpaprdvor. 6 8& Gmov pev
‘obpavov’ B¢[Aot Aéyety, Tiv] mpocBikny ‘edpdv’
¢notelto, 6mov [§ “Olvumov’, olYvaviiov ‘ebpdv’ pév

10 obdémote, ‘palxpov’ 8. “vivdlevia”’ 8¢ ¢noag elvar
iy [8]uvauer elikdler gpovov 1@]L viveTddeL.
[0 8&] vigetd[deg yuypodv & kol Algykov éfom.]

[....] Maurlp ] moMov & alépla
Jo xai o[
15 1..708¢(
bottom strokes as in ¢, .  a.[: uncertain traces of ink. 8 .[: foot of vertical

close to 8, slightly sloping to the left. 9 0.1 top horizontal and left-hand foot of
upright, slightly inclined to the lett; v, e.  ].: uncertain traces of ink, possibly a high
and a middle horizontal as in €, E. 10 .[: oblique, like the lefi-hand stroke of a,
A. ... unidentifiable top ends of letters; the last one may be the upper part of a,
8, A 11 1.: top of vertical close to v.  .[: middle part of vertical. 12 1.
right-hand end of top horizontal. 13 l.a: relics of ascending and descending
obliques as in o, 8, A.  .[: foot of vertical, close to p and slightly inclined to the left.
L.o: short upright, close to o and slightly inclined to the right. 14 1.: uncertain
traces of a vertical.  .[: low verical as in v, 1. 15 Uncertain traces of top ends
of three letters. Top horizontal, free in its right-hand end. Top right-hand arc.
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COL. X1II
(E2,126,C11,H49,E 12,C 10)

Cevcpevenerd..atpoceovnap.[.].coataxovcal
OVTEYUPTO.ENKOUCEYAAAOIEINA®.ALOTTBC
___mxovcevoutenvutkelevELaAAadnlot@deleymv
__odoroyka.emvevocarfepasyBopenparoc
5  OTWHEUTA.OVINUTONCLVEEPLTOUTPAYHOTOV
__owitertor.[.)8enocexactovavayknieyev
evrotcal....JicopovmyrevecivioucavBpanou|
vopito.[....Ju.arrovimieyprcatoaveudemy
ardorwvl.....JecOatardotareikacactoviiio[
10 ave.l......].[..].raovtoroavtaovyoro. [
ywl c 14 Jevevioveoviov(
no.l c 14 J.ovniol.lrovrao.[
Lvdeoucl..Jov.[
Inemexerv[
1o

The text of I 26 is based on an old photograph [see pl. 13). The piece is now broken
and inverted in the glass.

1 8..a: high point of ink and uncertain traces of a horizontal at midheight. After the
break, the foot of an upright, slightly inclined to the right.  .[: the foot of a diagonal,
like the left-band stroke of a'or . ].: bottom horizontal, free in its right-hand end;
certainly e. 2 o.e: the phctographs show two points of ink immediately before the
break, a high one, like the beginning of a horizontal, and a low one, like the left-hand
foot of e, 8 or A; on examination under the microscope, only the low trace seems to be
ink. A low point after the break may also be ink.  w.e: the right-hand end of a high
horizontal, slightly upturned. 4 o.e: a high point of ink. 5 a.0: a high and a
low point of ink. 6 .[: uncertain traces, probably of an upright. 8 .[: traces of
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TEXT

COL. X111

“Zedg pgv €mel 87 matpdg £00 ndpa [Bléopar dxotdoalc]
obre ydp 163€ fixovoev, dAL: Sedhlwtat Gmac
__fixovoev, obte | vOE kedevet. GAAG SnAol Bde Aéyov:
__"“oidolov xatémivev, dg aibépa ExBope Tp@dTOC”.
5 én pév ndgov v nomov nepi 1@V TpayudTov
__oiviteton ¢[al®’ Enog Exactov dvéykn Aéyewv.
év i alidoio]ig 6pdv Tv yéveotv 1oig GvBpdmou]c]
vouilov[tag elivar tovtan éxpricato, dvev 8¢ iy
aidoimv [ovd yivleobar, aidoim eixdoag oV Hiolv:]
10 dvey [ydp 109 #]Alio]v td vra Torotta oby oldy [te]
yivleoBar ......... 1évav t@v €éviav [
npelpgiv  81a] 1ov Holv] mévra oploiag
Jo08’ éodolv] ovu.[
- 1 repréyery [

an upright. v an upright at some distance from, and rising higher than, 1; 1 or v.
10 .[: top of a diagonal, descending to the right and perhaps preceded by a high point
ofink:vory. l.[:cuspofa,dorA.  ].:the upper part of a diagonal, descending to
the left and perhaps preceded by a high point of ink: «, v, x.  .[: uncertain traces,
possibly of an upright. 12 .[: uncertain traces, possibly of an upright with a knob
at the bottom.  ].: unusual high traces.  o.[: uncertain high trace, possibly of an
upright. 13 1.: the upper right-hand arc of a circle.  .[: uncertain traces, partially
covered by a foreign piece of papyrus. 14 v[: x is not impossible. 15 High
traces, most of them very unusual. The second letter may be . The fourth is probably
¥, x or v. The fifth is a, & or A (the peak is preserved). The sixth probably has a
vertical. The seventh seems to have an arc on the top.
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COL. XIV
(C10,H34,E 11,163, C9, H52)

[.1iex8.pmrovia.npotatoviel.....]..o[ Jatov
X OPLCOEVRPEMVTOVTOVTOVOUVTIOYKPOVOV
YEVECOOLYTICLVEK.OUNALOUTNLYNLOTLALTLAVECYE
SwatovnitovkpovecHaimpocai.nio

5 _ &atovroleyelocpeyepebeviodenttovtmt

__ovpavocevppovidncocnprict..factlevcey

kpovoviatovvoupnpocarlini[.]..ovovovopacac
peyapetagncriovovpavovadl..Jp.6.vavyap
‘Cn}LBGCL?\.ELGVGD‘EO’YKpOVO.SE.Q)..}.LGCEVGEOTO‘D

10 .[.J.ovavtovkotoAroxkata.l........ Joyov
[....Jovtoyyopanave[.I.[ ¢ 10 Ivov
[....).copl...].ovcv[ ¢ 17 Iv
[.....Jcapap[..JcOarda.[ c. 15 l.av
[....Juevove[..1.0]..[ l.via

1 0.p: uncertain middle traces of ink.  a.n: three feet of uprights, the first inclined to
the right, the second ending at midheight and the third very uncertain.  J..: very low
end of an upright. At some distance, foot of an upright, considerably higher than the
preceding one, followed by the lower part of an upright inclined to the left. 3«0
the right-hand end of a high horizontal. 4 A.n; the right-hand oblique of @, 3 or A
(visible in another photograph). 6 ..: left-hand part of rounded letter. Right-hand
ends of high and low horizontals, compatible with those of c. 7 1..: low end of
oblique, inclined to the left. Foot of an upright with slight inclination to the
left. 8 p.0.: an upright. The upper right-hand arc of 8, with relics of the middle
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CCL. XIV

[£]x8dpmL 1OV Aopmpératov 1e [kai Belppoltlatov
x0pLoBev G’ Eavtod. tobtov odv v Kpbvov
yevéoBar omaiv €k tod ‘Hiiov i ', 6t aitiav Eoxe
31 tov filov kpovesdal mpog GAANAGL.

5 __8td w010 AdyeL “Og ey épelev’. 10 & £ml TovTOL

__“Ovpavig Ebgpovidng, 8¢ mpdniatgg Pacirevoey”.

xpovovto v Nodv npdg drianila] Kpovov dvopdoog
péya pékor ¢moi 1ov Ovpavév aplatlpedivor yap
v Pacireiav attév. Kpdvoy 8¢ dvdpacey and 10D

10 &[plyov abtdv xai WAk katd t[ov adtov Aldyov.
[w@v £]oviev yap andvi[e]y [otre kpovops]vav
[6 Node] ag oplitmly dvowv [viv énwvupiav Eoxelv
[Ovpavélc. adorpletlobor & ad[tév ¢mor miv Pacid]eiav
[xpovoluévav t[év] €[olvilov Jvta

point, is visible. Top of an upright, slightly inclined to the left and followed by the low
end of an upright also slightly inclined to the left. 9 0.5: vertical close too.  @..:
vertical, close to the right-hand side of w. Middle traces of right-hand part of a letter.
10 .[: high hotizontal, perhaps joined tc zn upright at its left-hand end.  ].: right-hand
end of a high horizontal as in y or . a.[: traces of an upright. 11 1.[: an up-
tight. 12 l.c: right-hand end of a slightly descending low horizontal.  1.¢: de-
scending oblique joined at its bottom to a vertical; certainly v. 13 .[: the left-hand
prong of v.  1.: uncertain high and Jow traces. 14 1.[: high ascending horizon-
tal.  1.[: uncertain high traces.  1.: middle trace, probably the right-hand arc of o.
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COL. XV
(C9,H52,E10,C8,H56,E7)

kp.vevavtanp.[...].nhax.[ Jzonemrol....Jov
X©.1cOevTadLoc VoL cAANALWTOEQVTQ
xe.[.] Couevovyaprounitovkoanoiapfavopevov
ep.ecanmnéacicyetkortavubetovnAlon
5 __ xoltoxatwOeVEYOUEVOVIEETOC

__&Ktovdnkpovoc.vticeneLtadepnuetalevc
reyerniextovdel.].ynectivebacovBaciievende
apyndinyerton.[....].oviaxpoveyumpocolinia
Sractneact.[......].voppetactacivovicetete. [

10 _ eteporrer. ]
todenert.] c 11 lcompev.yetep[
__o\aoa.f 1.8el Jo..
pnmyka. [ l.upactimbar.[
ec.[ lauve.or.[
15 el

1 p.v: traces of bottom arc of rounded letter.  p.[; left-hand half of rounded let-
ter.  ].: foot of right-hand oblique as in @, 8.  x.[: foot of left-hand oblique as in
a, S. 2 @.u: low descending vertical, joined to top and middle horizontals on
the right-hand side; certainly p. 3 .[; upright with uncertain high traces to its
right. 4 p.e: left-hand and right-har.d bottom tips. 6 c.v: foot of right-hand
oblique as in a, §, L. 7 vt there is a smudge in this area and the space between the
letters, especially between 1 and r, is wider than usual; but there is no room for another
letter.  1.: right-hand part of the roundel of p. 8 .[: high trace of a vertical,
joined to descending oblique.  ].: traces incompatible with any letter; possibly a for-
eign piece. 9 1.[: the right-hand part of the horizontal of t and the upper part of
its vertical; the left-hand part of the horizontal, partly wiped off and overlapping
with the unusually extended upper horizontal of the preceding ¢. High horizontal.
1.: the edge of the papyrus is folded; visible is only the peak of a vertical, slightly
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COL. XV

®pove(1)v atrd mpdlc dr1AnAa xalil rofom 0 [rpdtiov
xoplebévia Siagthiivar diy aidiiev 1d €ovia
yaop[t]fouévou yap 10D HAlov kol arolaufavopévov
ev péowt mEag ioxer kol 1dvabe 109 NAlov
5 __xkoi 1o kdtobev. £xduevov 8¢ émog

__“é&x 10D 81 Kpbvog gimg, énetra 8¢ unriera Zevg ™
Aéyer 1 ‘ex 1008e [dlpyn éonv, €€ Soov Pacirever 1ide
apy1y’. dunyeitor N[oBg tla dvia kpodwv mpdg dAANA0
Staomooag 1€ [rpdg v Vv petdotaciy odx € etéplav]

10 __&tep’ dAL érelpolo moelv.]

0 & “Emevtq [8¢ pntieta Zelvg”: 6n pev ovy éteplog

__ a6 ad[rog SHhov: onpaivler 8¢ [t]6de

“UAmv xo.[ ¢ 13 lev BaciAnida mplnv]
ec.[ J.on Tvag ém.[
5 e

inclined to the right.  .[: if ink, the top and bottom tips of an upright, close to the pre-
ceding €. 10 .[: vertical, joined to top stroke on the right-hand side. 11 .[: mid-
dle trace of left-hand oblique asin a, 3, ».  1.: the prongs of v.  ..: upper left-hand arc.
The prongs of v. 12 .[: top end of oblique like the left-hand prong of v or .
1.: top and bottom trace of ink.  ..: bottom horizontal.  Right-hand ends of high
and low horizontals. 13 a.[; upright, coinciding with a vertical fiber; a serif-like
tumn to the left at its low end rules out v; probably n.  1.: right-hand end of bottom
wavy horizontal.  v.[: vertical, inclined to the right and joined to descending oblique
at the top; certainly p. 14 c.[: trace of upright, sloped to the right as in p. Visible
in old photographs; now in a detached piece.  1.: right-hand end of high horizontal
asiny,T.  «.:traces compatible withc.  .[: if ink, Jow horizontal, compatible with
the left-hand one in @, or the left-hand oblique of a, A. 15 .[; a vertical.
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COL. XVI
(E7,141a,B6, H55 E8,141,B5, H35)

[ 4-5 JoviovmAtovedl.].evervandel...].taromde
__EKTOVUNAP)OVIOVIAVUVOVIAYLVETALAEYEL
TPATOYOVOLBaCIAERCALIOI0VTAMdapanRavVTEC
ofava.outpocedupparxapecOeotndedearvar
5  KOUTOTOHOLKOLKPTIVOLETTPATOLO.AQTENAVTO,
_.CCaTOTNYYEYOWTHVTOCSAPALOYVOCEYEVTO
[.Jviovtoicenuarvertomtaoviavrnl. ] xevaeitade
v.ve.viaektovunapyoviovyl.[.].aitode
[..].ocdeapapovvoceyeviotovrode[. Jeyovénior
10 [...).ovvouunaviavatiovelvaipov.Jveovia

[.....]Jewundeviariaeinovya.[ Jutasivar
[ 5-6 lovra..[.]Jurouvo.[ Jopevan
[ 67 Jlovatiop.ave.[ Jiven
[ 7-8 IvBocihev.mave[ Jeva

15 [ 7-8 Jlvovckaun[ l.vov

1 ].e: low descending horizontal.  1.v: low right-hand tip, somewhat higher than the
bottom level. 4 a.0: parts of the top horizontal and the middle upright of
1. 5 a.\: right-hand oblique as in A. 6 .c: uncertain bottom traces at both
sides of the break. 8 v.v: high left-hand trace of ink. e.v: uncertain middle
traces of ink.  .[: upright, joined at its top to descending oblique asinv.  J.: traces
of high horizontal, considerably lower than the top of the adjacent a. 9 1.: uncer-
tain high traces of ink, 10 ].: high horizontal, free at its right-hand end as in v, ©.
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TEXT

COL. XVI

[aidotlov oV iAoy £9[nlcev elvan de[dMA]lwTon 6t d¢
___&x v drnapxdviov ¢ viv 6via yivetor Aéyer
“TIpwtoyévou Baciiémg aidolov it & dpa ndvieg
dBdvarol npoctduv pdkapeg Beol nde BEatvar
5 kol notapol kol xpfivat ¢rfipatot GAka T mavTo,
__Gooa 107 v yeyadt', abrog 8 dpo podvog Eyevio’.
[¢]v 1ovT01G onuaiver 8w 10 dvia VrRlplxev del, a 6¢
Vv £évia €k v drapydviav yiv[elro. 10 8¢
“[av]rog 8¢ dpa podvog éyevio” 10010 8¢ [A)éymv dnhoi
10 [aei] wov Nodv naviov dEov ivar povlolv eévra,
[@doneplel undev 1@Aha €in o0 yap [0l6v e 8 alvtd €ivar
[ta vOv] €6via dv[e]v 100 Nob. [En 8¢ év @ €ylopévan
—] ‘[‘ént;:t 1:(31’)'1:]91) d€ov @c%vm_))_/ (tov No’i‘)v'i-‘:'qmce\,l :—:]'wav )
—] [vdv & éotilv Paciheds navilav koi v coer énleita’.
15 [8frov dm] Nodg kai nldviov Bactredc om taldtov.

11 .[: an upright. 12 ].: right-hand end of high horizontal.  ..[: left-hand o-
blique as in o, 8 or A. Uncertain high trace.  .[: middle vertical (visible in old photo-
graphs). 13 .a: lower part of right-hand vertical as in y, = (visible in old photo-
gtaphs). ... lower part of ®. Uncertain traces of ink (visible in old photo-
graphs). 14 .ra: high traces of ink (visible in old photographs). na on a tiny piece
of papyrus now slightly transposed. 15 ].: the prongs of v.
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COL. XVII
(B5 H35E>130,B4, H3,E13,139, B3)

nl.]repovnvrpl  1....6rv..e.[..Jrawvopac.n
Jav
nyyaproinpooBevnravuveoviac.ctadnval

OMPKOLECTOLOELOVYAPEYEVETOOAA. MVLOTIOE
on.exAnBndednimraievioicrporepoicyevecOmde
5 evouicOnenertovopoctnievcucepeL.poteEpOV

unewvkorvctgtovedncevececOartovmovenert.| |
wvopactnievc.artovtoartmidiateAeiovonoo. | ]
HEXPLELCTOONUTO. .. OCTAVUYEOVTOCUVECTAO
evauepnpocBe..ovoomapertotadeovo. [

10 yevecBarrgiovt[.].watovtoviaryevopeva. [

__eviovtan[ Juonverdevro-cerecir.[
__Levexedal l.g.voctex[ Javtatet]
£po..[ Ivion [ 1Cevan.[
x.pal.[ Japymywv..aie.[
15 [ Jabnvar.[
1 ].: right-hand arc of rounded letter. ...: low right-hand arc of circular let-

ter. The first three strokes of p. Foot of oblique, like the right-hand one of a, &
or A. Middle and low traces, compatible with ¢.  ..: foot of lefi-hand oblique, very
close to the preceding v. Blurred -races of a vertical; the available space can accom-
modate only 1.  .[: uncertain traces of two verticals.  c.n: left-hand half of a large
rounded letter. 2 c.c: high oblique, like the right-hand prong of v. 3 An:
foot of left-hand oblique as in o, § or A. 4 n.e: high right-hand traces of the
roundel of p. 5 vp: traces of a left-hand upright and the right-hand end of a
top horizontal, 6 .[: if ink, left-3and oblique as in «, & or A. 7 c.a: high
right-hand oblique as in x or v. .[: left-hand vertical with joint on the top.
8 ...: lefi-hand vertical with joints on the top and bottom. Upper part of vertical.
Right-hand oblique as in a, 8 or %. 9 ... a vertical. At some distance, blurred
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COL. XVII

nlplétepov fiv mpliv ov]opagdiivor, énler]ta dvopdodn:

Av ydp xal tpdodev "@v’ A 16 viv évta cvotabivat

anp xai €otal Gei' o0 yap éyévero, GAAG fiv. SU' 6 T 8¢

émp exAnen dedilwrtar &v toig npotépors. yevécBon 8¢
5 évopioOn éneitr’ dvopdodn Zetg, donepel npdTEpOV

un edv. xai “botgrov” é¢noev Ececban Todtov, Eneit

@voudoln Zevg xai 10010 avtd Siate)el dvopa by,

HEXPL €1G 10 avTd €180¢ & VDV £6via GuVESTAON

£v dunep mpdobey €dvia Muwpelto. 1 & &6vra S[nAoi]
10 yevécBar tolatrla] Sid tobrov kot yevépeva wldAv]

AR .on]paiver § év 10i¢ Eneot 1o0[iode-]
__“Zevg xeda[An, Zevg péolog, Mg & éx [rlavra wétlvkrar”.]
kedody [ 1d 8]vt’ aiy[ileton [
xegain[ 1 dpym yiverar ov[otdoenc
15 3l cuot]abival v[
traces of top and bottom horizontals.  .[: peak of letter at some distance from a
(visible in old photographs). 10 ].: the top of a descending oblique as in a, &
orA. .[:if ink, vertical joined on the top to a horizontal. 11 w.[: peak of letter
close to the preceding .  1.[: left-hand middle dot of ink. 12 ].: high traces of
ink. q.u high angle asin a, 8 or . 13 .: the foot of an oblique, near following
€. ..[: foot of vertical, followed by second vertical; vertical with joint on the top as

iny,v. .[.1¢ foot of upright, slightly sloped.  .[: bottom arc as in 6 or 0. 14 x.4:
high horizontal of €.  A.[: left-hand half of n (visible in old photographs).
traces of high horizontal. Right-hand end of ascending high horizontal.  .[: the top
of the left-hand prong of v. 15 .[: left-hand half of 5.  v.[: peak of upright,
with descending joint as in v.
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K. TSANTSANOGLOU - G.M. PARASSOGLOU

COL. XVIII
(B3,B4a, H42,D1,D2s,137,B2, H30,D2)

[ poapevoc] 1
kartakato[....Juevamysl.... Jxartadarov(.].ewval
EVIOLOE.. [...]ULaEOVTIOVTOVVIONVEVHAOPHELC
WVOLLOCEUROLP.VOLSaAAOLavOpmIOLKATRPATLL.LPOY
emkAmcarpact[. JepierykaiececBartavbaccapotpa

5 ENEXADCEVAEYOVTECUEVOPBCOVKELSOTECOE
OVIETUUOLPAVOTLECTLVOUTE TOERLKAWCALOPPEVCY O
muoépovncl. JUHOLpaVEKQ.ECEVEPOLVETOYOPAUTAL
tovtonpocoepectatovel.].aiewvonavtecavBpanor
OVOLLOCAUTPLUUEYYapKANO. vatlnvanppoipa

10 dpovmneictovBeovaettexa.[. Jianavtoceneldexinén
{evcyevecBarovrov.[...].[..].ovtaueykatrpocOey
[Jvopaloul.lvovdo[ c. 11 J.ewevenpwroc

[...Jerom.[.}royy.[ c. 14 lenewtl..].ep...[
[...Jcovorda.8pn[ lectareyopeval
15 [...]...01...[.1ovtal Jrovinval
1.0 1..[

1 ].: right-hand oblique as in o, & or A. 2 ..: low end of vertical, with serif to the
left of foot. Bottom arc of rounded letter; too low for o. 3 p.v: right-hand oblique
asin a or A.  p.u: middle traces of left-hand arc of rounded letter. 7 a.e: left-
hand foot of oblique. 8 1.: lower part of vertical, close to following a. 90.v:

foot of vertical, with serif to the right. 10 .[: upper part of vertical. 11 .[: high
vertical.  1.[: high end of vertical.  1.: upper part of vertical, inclined to the
right. 12 1. high trace of ink. 13 n.[: vertical.  y.[; left-hand oblique as in
oori ] vertical as in 1 or the right-hand upright of n, porv.  ..[: low part of
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TEXT

COL. XVIII

wol 10 k1o [pepdlueva. ‘[Tiv 3¢ “Motpalv” ¢duevog [dnhotl’
mvdle yiv] kot 1dAla mdvitla elvar
&v @ aépr [mveldpa £6v. T obv 70 rvedpa ‘Opdei
avopacev Motpav. ot § dAlot GvBpamor xatd ¢atv ‘Motpav
Emrhdoar’ pacilv] ‘ohioty’ xal ‘Eoeoba 108 dooa Molpa
5 énéxhwoev’, Aéyovieg pev 0pBac, oLk eiditeg 8¢

otite v Motpav 6 t €otiv odte 10 EmkAdoat. ‘Opdeig ya'p’
v opévno[it]lv Motpav ékdieosv Egaiveto yap odtii
1ott0 Tpocepéotatov e[ilvar €€ dv dnavieg dvBpamor
dvépoocoy: Tpiv pev yop xAndfival Ziva, v Moipa

10 ¢pdvnoig 10D Beod Gel 1e xal [5116 navidg énel § exAndn
Zeig, yevéoOal avtdv €[voplilobln, dvra pév xai npdcOev
[6]vopatoulelvov & o[, dux tobro Aélyer “Zedg mp@tog
[yéviero” np[@lrov yalp fv Maipa ¢pévnoigl, énertla & tepelln
[Zeb]c dv. ol & dvOpalnor 00 vivdorovtleg 1d Aeydpeva

15 [ég nlp@tdyovolv] 6via [Bedv vopilovar] wov Zfva [

L.LI 1.0

oblique; a, A ot p but the low part of the upright of £ with its middle horizontal cannot
be ruled out. Uncertain traces of uprigkr, inclined to the right. At some distance, un-
certain high traces of ink, 14 .6: upper part of a vertical inclined to the
right. 15 1...: extremely blurred traces of ink.  ...[: uncertain middle traces of
ink. A descending oblique as in v. Traces of rounded letter; o rather than 8.  ovtal:
on a small piece stuck on fr. D 2; its placing here is uncertain. 16 1...[: unidentifi-

able high traces of ink,  ...[: unidentif able high traces of ink.  1..: right-hand part
of high horizontal as in y, €, 1 etc.
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K. TSANTSANOGLCU - G.M. PARASSOGLOU

COL. XIX
(D2,140,B1,H21,D3,B7,H39)

ex[....].[.]...vtaev[..Jactoykex].. Joranotov
emkpatovvroclev]. Jraviakatatovavrov
AoyovexAnbnravr, YOPOGMDENTLKLQATEL
Tocovtovocopfovi. tatnotpayder.xincon
5 A.YOVTECTOUSLOCTIUGPOVIICIVETIKIPOCUL
AEYOUCIVTOEOVTOK. LTOYLVOUE VOKULTOMEAAOVTT
. OTCYPNYEVECOMTEXQLELVALKD . [TTerucacOan
Boc..eldeavtovelcaleltovtoyapolLnpocdepeLY
__edal.]veroextavieyopevovovorotivie Yovode
10 Qeu.ﬁdctkevc(eocSapxocanav;.'.'opyucepauvoc
[......]ae¢newvoronmoAdr.[......].aua
[.....J.atewcawnavrateren].......J.a vovdevn
I Jovr.Jecar..[........ Jv.[ 10
| S Jopyovée[ c. 15 Jutov
15 [, Txerondu[ 1.5¢

1 1.[: blurred traces of a vertical and a low wavy hotizontal.  1...: foot of right-hand
oblique as in @ or A. Lower half of . Unce=tgin traces of bottom arc of a curved

letter. 3 ..: bottom left-hand end of ascer ding horizontal as in @. High horizon-
tal as in 7. 4 At wavy bottom horizontal. 5 A.y: left-hand upright, with
joints at both ends; certainly e. 6 x.1: foot of right-hand oblique as in a or

A 8 ..: top tips of two letters. 10 v.p: right-hand ends of diverging upper
and lower horizontals as in { or ¢.  1.v: right-hand bottom end of horizontal as in
o. 11 .[; low left-hand trace of ink.  J.: uncertain high trace of descending
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TEXT

COL. XIX-

¢k [100 8]¢ [t]a &6via v [Ex]acrov kéx[Amlar dmd 0D
émkpatodviog, Zedlg] mhva katd OV AoV
AGyov ExANON” Tévty YGp 6 dnp €mxpatel
1ocoitov doov Bovrerar. ‘Moipay’ § ‘trmikAdoon’

5 Afyovreg 100 Mg v dpovmoLy Emkupdoat
Afyovolv 1d £6vra kot 10 yvopeva kal T péddovia,
Omog xpM yevéobon 1€ Kot eivan xali] nodoachar.
Baothet 8¢ avrov eixaler (todro ydp ot mpoodépery

 __ galilvero éx tdv Aeyopévav dvopdtav) Aéyov Gde:

10 [_]“Zei)g Bachetg, Zevg & dpyog ardviov dpytképavvoc”.
[Baciréla &¢n elvar 1 moMAB[v T@v aplydv pia
[mac@v xlpatel xat névia terel [dnep Ovnlidv ovdevi

[@AAon EEeolmv we[Aléoar: ..[ 1v.[Jev.[
E .J apyov 8¢ [andviev édn eivar alvtov
15 {6m mavra dplyeton Sral 1.8

12 ].a: right-hand part of the roundel of p. ). right-hand part
13 <.[: high and low traces of
W

oblique as in .
of the top horizontal and the upright of .
ink. ..[: uncertain left-hand trace of descending oblique. High horizontal.
right-hand end of top horizontal as in v, e or 1. Following v, the upper part of a, 8 or
A .u.[: traces of parallel horizontals as in €. Following v, uncertain traces of a low
descending horizontal as in c. 15 .[: foot of left-hand oblique asin @ or . 1.:

the right-hand prong of v.
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K. TSANTSANOGLOU - G.M. PARASSOGLOU

COL. XX
(D4,164,B8 H43,D5,161,B9 H50)

aveponol... JnokecivenL.erecavrecl... Jepaerdov
glaccovedacOavHaloITy. VOCKELVOUYOPOLOVTE
KOUCALOPOUKAUEOELVIRAE YOuEVaOCOSERapaTOV
TEYVIUTOLOUREVOUTalEpaovtotabLlolBavpalectat

5 xonowkrte[.]pecOaBavpalecOaipevoti.oKOUVTEC
TPOTEPOVNEMLTEAECALELSTICELVATEPXOVIOLETL
TEAECAVTECTPLVELSEVALOUOETAVEPOUE VOLOCTIED
aceldotec.coveidovimrovcavnepadovl..JxtepecBude
OTLOVKOPKE.COLVTIVEanavvITpoovIA®. OotaAAo

10 _ KOUT.YVOUTICCTEPOUEVOLTPOCAREPYOVTAL

npwpevial.].paemieiecareimbovl. Jcerdncewv
enl......Jav.[..]8ectepnBevieck.[.... JeAm[... Jorepyovra.

_l lvovil...]aoyog..[.. Jwon.[..].va
[ J.vmiea..ovo..[ Intpiuev
15 J.aderin( Jacerde
1.0

1 ve: low end of an upright, at some distance from the preceding 1. 2 v.v: uncertain
traces of an upright. 5 1.0: oblique, like the left-hand stroke of a, § or A. 8.
left-hand end of high horizontal and foot of a vertical; obviously . 9 £.c: uncertain
traces of ink in a very narrow area.  ©.0: a spot between right-hand ends of top and
bottom horizontals; ¢ rather than e. 10 n.y: right-hand high and low traces of

ink. 11 ].p: right-hand ends of high and middle horizontals. 12 v.[: left-hand
end of high descending stroke.  «.[: high peak of letter asin o, §or .  .[: top of an
upright. 13 ©.[: left-hand traces of a curve and a bottom stroke extending to the
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TEXT

COL. XX

avBpdnmlv &v] néAecwy émzelécavies [a ilepa eldov,
ELooobéy odac Bovudla pi Yivaakew: 0 yap oldv €
drodoon opod xoi pabelv ta Aeydpeva: Goot 8¢ mopa 100
TEY VTV TTOLOVUEVOL T4 LEPd, oVtot GEot Bavpndleabon

5  xoi otxte[tlpecOor Bovudlecto pev 61 Jokodvieg
npdtepov i Emttedioa eidNoELV GREPYOVTIOL EML-
teMécavTeg mpilv eldéval ovd Ernvepopevol domep
g €1861eg Téwv €180V T fikonoav A uadov: [otlxte(i)pecdar 8¢
6m ovK dpkel oPLv Tv domdvny npoaviA@gBat, GAAG

10 __ kai TMg Yveung oTteEpOUEVOL KPOS ANEPYOVTaL.
mpiv pev o [ilepd émreréom éAnilov[telg eidnoery,
énliteréolavi[ec] 3¢ oeprBévres xali gl éMni[dog] anépyovrar.

1wl ¢ 10 Jvovel...] Adyog ..[...Jwon.[..].va

A T =t éaytob o[ wintpl pév
15 18’ ader¢mi Jaxcerde
1.0

left; probably @.  ].v: right-hand end of high ascending horizontal.  ..[: bottom hor-
izontal, joined at its right-hand end to tae foot of a leftward sloping oblique. Low left-
hand right angle.  1.[: uncertain traces of & vertical, lower than the adjacent t. ~ I.v:
upper right-hand arc, 14 .[: upper left-hand spot, possibly an upright joined to a
top horizontal; v, €, r?  ).: right-hand ends of three parallel horizontals; € or £, not
¢ a.: the left-hand prong of v. Upper right-hand end of ascending stroke.  ..[:
the obliques of @, 8 or A. Uncertain trace cf ink. 15 1.: the right-hand half of 5.
16 1..[: a peak as in a, 3 or A. Top horizontal, with left-hand vertical joint,
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K. TSANTSANOGLOU - G M. PARASSOGLOU

COL. Xx1
(D6,B10,H60,D7, D é6a, 148, B 11, H 38)

ovteroyvy[... Jrtovyuypan8opvmderey[..]. nhot
OTLEVIWLOE. IKATAPLKPUPSPEPLCLEVOEKLVELTO
koteBopvuroBopvupevadexarocuvectadn
npocoAAnNAapE)pLIETOUTO.CHopVuTONE Pl

5 exactovnABeveictocuvnBecogpodrtmovpavia
xofevckaragpodicialerv.aiBopvucBokaineldm
KOLOPUOVIOTOLEVTOLOEMOVOLAKELTALOVT
yovokylicy.pevocadpodicialevieyet.kata
panviayya.voveoviapupLy8evtovol.[.Jhowe

10~ a¢poSimav.pactnrerfwdoneteviael. Jvia
oAn..[.]....[. JxewvdexaunerBetvioauto. [ Jppovade

onuno[ Jpuoce-mveoviavexocto! ]

nupeyyl l.ocOevey pacndeyevec.[..Jener

Siexpr0f lLxpien.aénprorodl.]..[ l..c

15 l.atewncredi...” ]
IR Joov

1 ].: the lower right-hand part of 6. 2 g.u: lower part of vertical, close to £ and at a
distance from 1; y ot p possible. 4 o.e: the ends of both prongs of v or y. 6v.a:
the right-hand ends of two obliques as in ¥ or 7. 8 y.u: the right-hand half of o;

a dark spot touching the lower part of the curve gives the false impression of a ver-
tical. 7. the foot of a right-hand oblique as ir: a or A; some high traces may belong
to the same letter but the papyrus is crurpled and a foreign piece covers a part of
it. 9 a.v: a spot, level with the top of the letters.  .[: the foot of a left-hand
oblique as in a or A. 10 v.u: middle traces of ink. 11 n..[: the peak of a, 8 or A.
The upper left-hand arc of 0 or 8. 1....[; high trace of right-hand end of ascending
horizontal as in ¢, © etc. Near it, a high trace of ink. At a distance from the previous
trace, the top of a vertical with a slight indlination to the right, like the right-hand up-
right of n or v. A high right angle asin y, e or n.  o.[: the feet of two uprights. An
inverted . on the top of o belongs to a tiny foreign piece. 12 gx: clearly visible in
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TEXT

COL. XX1

otte 10 yy[pdv] @1 yuxpdr. “B6p{vin” 8¢ Aéy[wv] nhol
on &v it Gép1 katd pikpd pepepiopéva kiveito
xai €86pvuro, Bopvineva § £xa(o)ta cuveotadn
npog dAAnha. péypr 8¢ tovt0y £66pVUTO, PEYPL

5  &xactov MAGev £ig 1 civnle. Agpodity Ovpavia
xai Zevg kai appodiordlewv kai 86pvucdor kai Merdad
xai Appovia Tt abrdr Bed Svopa keltal. Gvip
YOVOLKL HLGYOREVOS Gdpodiaralely Adyeton katd
¢y 1@v ydp viv edvtov pryBéviav GAA[f]ioig

10 'A¢podim dvopdodn Ielbd & ém eilev ¢ &[6]via
ol elilxewv 8¢ voi neiBewv 10 avtoy: [Alppov'i‘a 8¢
6n mo[AMG ... M]ppoce tdv Eévtov Exdotall].
fiv pév ylép xai nlpéobev, dyoudodn 8¢ yevéodlar] Enet
Swexpioln: ...... duJaxpibiivan dnrot otl.]..[.....Jteig

15 k]patel dote Su...[ ]
LI v 1 vdv
older photographs. 13 ].: middle traces of ink. v upper part of curved let-
ter.  .[: upper left-hand part of oblique or curve. 14 ].x: foot of right-hand
oblique asin @ orA.  ..: the left-hand vertical and the oblique of v. Uncertain middle

and low traces of ink.  [.]..[: the missing letter can only be 1. Following it, a top hor-
izontal as in € Uncertain high traces of ink. 15 ].; the right-hand part of the
roundel of p.  7edu...: on a piece (fr. D 6a) stuck to the bottom of fr. D 6, possibly
consisting of two layers. The traces following 5t cannot be reconciled with any known
letter-form; from the lower layer? «xlparel or émxlpatet followed by dote
Sacp[18fvar? 16 1.[: high trace, perhaps of an upright.  1..[: the oblique and
the right-hand upright of v. Uncertain high traces, perhaps of the right angle of y
ore. Juv: the right-hand upright of v. A short upright, visible on the top of the
left-hand prong of v, is not ink.
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K. TSANTSANOGLOU - G.M. PARASSOGLOU

COL. XX1I
(B11,H38,D8,110,B12,H37,D9,A9,160,A1, H19)

na.[...]Jvoporal..Jvopacevac.adctan(..].ato
TLVRCKOVTOVAVOPOM@VITHGUCLVOFLO. ROVTEC
OLOLAVEYOUCLVOVIEOEAOVCIUTIAVTECTAUTO
KPATLCTEVOVIECAEYOUCLOTLAVAVTOVEKOCTOL

5 €nL.VLoVEABLanEpaVOEAOVIECTUY X AVEICL
ovdapatavtavronicovebiactadexarvnapadiac
YIREKQUTTNPKOLPERKALPTIMAUTNEKATONSE
ynuevvopmyL. tpdomextavmeraviay[.. Jetou
ymroryaraxotal.].eccavexactowednunen.[ ]

10  ovopacenacnenynunmpetappotepwvel.Jovopa

__toavtoyapny — ecndexaieviowcupvorcet. [ ]Juevov

S.unmp[.Jeaynu..npectiadn.ankarel.. Joryal ]
kardmmonedni[.. Jnevempueterdniacerd. .. Jav
x.totoen.ye.[... Jpeadonnordaxa..[ 1.[ ]

15 Lwtaedul J.&avmepeax..[
ka.[ 1.ndex[

1.[; lower part of upright, close to the preceding .  c.a: uncertain traces of ink in fr.
B 12; high and low traces in fr. D 9, compatible with the right-hand tips of the obliques
inx. . uncertain bottom traces, close to the following a. 2 o.m: very low mid-
dle vertical as in 1, v, ¢, . 5 vv: upper right-hand arc. 8 w.t: foot of vertical,
close to the preceding p. 9 ].: the upper part of o, 8 or A.  .[: lower part of ver-
tical. 10 e.m; uncertain high traces of ink. 11 .[: upper left-hand right angle
asiny, €, 7 or p. 12 8.u: right-hand vertical. .. left-hand vertical. Right-hand
end of high horizontal asiny, e or 7.  m.: uncertain low traces of ink. The available
space can accommodate only 1.  €l: € is clearly visible in older photographs. Its
upper horizontal and part of its middle horizontal are now in a detached piece of pa-
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TEXT

COL. XX1I

rGy [t o¥lv opoielc @lvépasey ax kdAliota f[dvlvaro,
Ywdokov 1@v avBpdnwv v ¢OoLy, 1L 00 TTavTES
ouoiav €yovolv 03¢ B&lovoLy avEg TavTd”
Kpomotevovieg AEYovot 6 L Gv cUThv Exdotmt

5 €mi Quudv €6, Grep Gv BEhovies Tuyydvost,
0Vdapd tavtd, Und mAeovetiag, 10 &2 wai VX Guobiag,
M 3¢ xot MAmp xai Péa kal "Hpn 1 abm. ExAndny 8¢
I pév vépwr, Mirmp & 61 €x tordmg névra y[ivletan,
IR xai Tola xotd [y]Adooov éxactorg, Anpamp [3¢]

10  @ovopdodn donep 7 IR Miymp, €€ audotépav £[v] dvopa:

__ 10 o010 yap fiv. — Eom 8¢ kai v 101¢ " Yuvoig eipnluévov:

“Amquimp [Pléa Iy Mitp Eotic Amdn”. xoie[tr]an yalpl
xol Ao ém édni[dd]n év it peiber Snhooet 8¢ [At]ov
xara va énn yevlvav]. ‘Pég & 6m noAdd xai rolulk[ilal

15 (Do Epv [Expedoavta] £€ alrfig Péa kel [Peinl
xatla yAMdooav éxdorolg. "Hlpn 3 &x[Ayen 6m

pyrus. 13 .[: upper left-hand right angle as in v, €, x ot p. 14 x.v uncertain
low left-hand traces of ink.  n.y: left-hand foot of vertical.  e.[: top of vertical,
close to the preceding e.  ..[ 1.[: traces of top horizontal. Top arc or peak of a, &
or A. Top of vertical, slightly indlined to the kft. If 1 or the left-hand part of a letter
(n or x), there is enough space for another letter before it; if the right-hand part of a
letter (v?), this letter covers the entire space. 15 1.: right-hand ends of the hori-
zontals of €.  ..[: oblique, like the left-hand szroke of o, 8 or A. The top of a vertical
in a detached piece. 16 .[; uncertain traces of a high horizontal.  ].: the roundel
and top part of the upright of p, torn in the middle.
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K. TSANTSANOGLOU - G.M. PARASSOGLOU

COL. XX111
(AL,H19,D10,A2,H26,D 11,173,165 A3)

tovtoroemoct. [ Jywyounenonroucartol..].ev
noA.orcadnrovecTivioicdeopBacyvackovcty
evdnlovotiwkeavocecTivoanponpdeleve
ovkovveuncatorviavastepoclevcariavroc
5  avtcOevocPEYXOL180UYIVICKOVTECT.Y
OKEAVOVREOTOHOVEOKOVCLVELVOLOTLEVPUPEOVIO,
__WPOCEBNKEV — OSECLALVELTHVAVTOUYVEUTV
eviorcAeyopev[.JickavoutLopevorcpnuact
koryoptovav[.]peroviovcueyaduva. .. Jvac
10 _ peyahovchactp.nvaitodexouevoy
__wacdey...[...].axehowovopy.[.Joduy.[
ol Jvdal..]..[......] axeranovovopl..]18.[

tal.]dwal lZcaeer... l.ey.t.[]a

m.[.].[ ].ovav[ 1...
15  exal 18eBourl

i lvze[

1 .[: oblique, like the left-hand leg of wor .. 1.: bottom spot of ink. 2 \.0: foot
of oblique, like the left-hand one of o or A. 5 1.v: uppet left arc of circular let-
ter. 9 .[: high spot of ink and trzces of the foot of a middle vertical. 10 p.n:
the right-hand prong of v. 11 ...[; upright close to the preceding y. Muddled
traces, like the right-hand oblique and the cross-bar of a. High horizontal. 1. right-
hand part of Eorc.  ¥.[: high spors of ink asin v or x.  v.[: high spot of ink; per-
haps an upright. 12 1..[: uncertzin traces of the right-hand arc of a rounded let-
ter. Oblique, like the left-hand strake of @, § or A.  1.: right-hand end of & or
¢.  lu along top horizontal: y or t. If the latter, the vertical has disappeared under
athick fiber.  .[: left-hand foot of an oblique as in a, A or c¢; alternatively, the bottom
knob of e. 13 1.E: bottom spot of ink.  ].e: a low horizontal, joined to a de-
scending oblique; apparently 5.  e.v: high horizontal, joined to vertical on the left
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COL. Xx11

10010 10 £mog nalpalywydv merdnrar kol tolic] pev
moAolg GdNAOV oy, 101G 8¢ OpBAC YLvdGKOVOLY
eddnhov 6 “’Qreavog” onv 6 dnp, dp 8¢ Zetlc.
otxouv “Euficato” tov Zava étepog Zetg, GAL avTdg
5 avtid “oBévog péya”. oi § ob yviokovieg TOV
‘Qxeavov motapdv Sokodotv elvan dm “edpd péovia”
__mpocébnkev. — 0 8¢ onpaiver Ty avtod yvduny
év 101¢ Aeyopévlolig xai votopévorg prpaoct.
xai yap v av[8]pdnwv toi¢ péya Suvatlodlvrag
10 __ ‘ueyddrovs’ dact ‘pufivar’. w & Exdpevov:
__“Tvag & éykat[érelt’ Axeraiov dpyvlplodive[w”.]
0[] 8aln] 8Meg 1ibnlor Axerdiov dvoula. ]t ¢
talc]dvalg éykarar]éEon éotll ...18e Eykatdlolar

iy [ylap [ c. 10 Jrwv avlt 1.
15  éxaolt 18e BovA[
e.v[ Jovee[

(v,&,m). .. an upright close to y and the lower part of a descending oblique; most
probably x. A triangular letter: @ or A.  ©.[: a thick midline trace; if ink, perhaps
®? l.u uncertain bottom traces, like the right-hand foot of a, & or A. 14 n.[:
muddled traces of a vertical and a top horizontal as in y.  ]..[: peak of a, § or
A. The upper part of p. J.o: upper horizontal. 1...: upper right-hand end of
oblique as in x or v; if a trace h its left belongs to the peak of a vertical, the letter is «; if
this trace is not ink, x, c, 1, v, % are possible. Upper part of a rounded letter: 6 or
o. Peak of vertical, at some distance from the preceding letter; a cannot be ex-
cluded. 15 .[: left-hand foot of oblique and a top spot; almost certainly
c. 16 ..v[: left-hand vertical, joining horizontals at the top and middle; e, B or
p? Peak of a letter at the middle between the adjacent letters; a, 8 or A2 1.: right-
hand part of rounded letter.
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COL. XX1v
(A3, H6,D12,H9,120,D13,A4, H 15)

weaectivextovl..Jcovuetpoupevaocadl..In |
KUKAOELSEQOUXOLOVTELICOPEANEVaLITAO13ETOdE
:T]ﬂ:OMOlC¢GLVElp£p01|:€CCLETta1CElpOVG’YQlaV

TOUTOTOEROCSOEELEVAVTLCAAMDCEPTIC.QLOTL

5 nvuneppainipaiioviaeoviadal.. TanIpLY
unePPaALELVOSEOVTOVTOAEYELPALVELVAVTTV
E£1YOPTOVTOEAE YEOUKQUTOAAOLCEPNPALVELVAVTNV
aAlomacivapatolcTETTyynvepyatopevole
KO(L.01. VAUTIAAOUEVOLCOMOTEYPTIFAELVTOUTOLC

10  wmvepoveryapummveeAnvnovkaveénupl.lexov
0LavOpONOLTOVOPLOILOVOVTETWVHPEMVO. TETOV

avepn[ Jxortalharavtal Inv
ex[ Jcaev[ lev
1.6ato.[ I
15 Ivrovt( 1
Jarrg.o.[ Jc
1.c[ ]
4 c.o: traces of the left-hand part of a rounded letter. 5 ..: top ends of two up-

rights, the second higher than the first. High horizontal, joined at its left-hand end
by an upright as in v or €. 9 v0: left-hand end of high horizontal.  v.v: uniden-
tifiable middle traces of ink. 11 o.v: high right-hand end of ascending o-
blique. 14 1.6: low right-hand end of descending oblique.  .[: foot of an up-
right, close to the preceding o. 15 .[: unidentifiable middle traces, close to the
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TEXT

COL. XXIV

ica ¢otiv €k 100 [péloov petpadueva boa 8[e pln
___xuKhoeldéa ovy 0l0v 1€ LOOpEAR €lval. dnhol 3¢ 10de
__“f moAAolg doiver pepéneaot £x aneipova yoiav’.
to¥10 70 €nog 0Eeiey Gv TG GALag EpficBar, 6,
5  fiv onepPdint, pGAlov G €dvia daivetol 1| mpilv
UmepPEAAELY. & 8& ob TodTa Aéyel, daively adTAV:
et yap tolro EAeye, 0UKk Gv “noArols” £¢n doiverv avthyv,
MG ‘mlowy’ dpa 10ig 1€ TV YTiv €pyalopévorg
Kol 10T VaUTIMOUEVOLG, OTGTE YPT) TAETY TOUTOLG
10 v dpav. el yap ph v oerfn. ovx dv eEnvpiloxov
ol GvBpwnot 1ov Gp1BudY olte BV dpéwv obte TdV
avépolv c. 8 1xoi8Aaxdvia [ c. 7 Inv

ex[ loa ev{ Jev
1.8ato.[ I
15 Ivraut[ ]
] @A £évlra I¢
Jomel 1

preceding . 16 g.0.[; high horizontal and right-hand middle spot of ink; cer-
tainly e. Following o the bottom tip of a vertical slightly inclined to the
right. 17 1..: very long upright, slightly inclined to the left and smudged in the
middle; most likely ¢. An upright, at some distance from the preceding letter.
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COL. XXV
(A4,H15,D14,A5 H23, A7, H54, A4a, H27,A 6, H5)

kahoprpol.]. raradeEwvnceiny. [.]. vkotatap.v
TOVOAADYKOTOTOVOVTOVAOYOVLLE.EPICUEVOL
Oepuadov.ecTiecTISEKONAAAAVIV. VTOLOEPLEKOC
arAnieval. Joapovpevarlomcuevnuepncadniectiv
5  y[.].romAovemkpartovpevarmedevuktoceovio
dnhoectivemxporertondediacuik[.Jotnra
OLOPELTOLSOVTOVEKOCTAEVOVOYKTILOCOHUTCUVLIL
wpocarlinioerlyappncuvedBotaleqocamvautny
SuvouveyeteEwvonAloccuvecToBOVUVEOVTO.

10 00.0cetunnb.AEVELVAL0VKAVETOMCEVTIALOVETOLNCESE
torovtoykart]. JcovtovyivopevovolocEvapynLtovioyov
dunye..quta.. mutovtolcemupocOex[. Jierton

__L[..Joul..Juevol . Inavracywv[.]Jek.[.].evde[. Jaondecnuan[.Je[
__L.).L]lewdl.... L.adwol...... Jea.[..].ya
15 L.tpovn.[
Tany.[
Jowv.[

1 1 foot of an upright.  .[: upright, bending to the left in its lower part.  1.v: right-
hand end of top horizontal. p.v: top and bottom right-hand ends of horizon-
tals, 2 e.e: upright, bending slightly to the right. 3 v.e: upper part of an up-
right.  v.v; upright. 5 ].: uncertain higa traces. 10 0.0: traces of the lower
part of an upright and, after the break, of the right-hand end of a low horizon-
tal.  6.A: upper end of an upright and, after the break, the right-hand end of a
top horizontal. 12 e..: a high spot of ink. A top horizontal in a slightly transposed
piece of papyrus.  a..: left-hand end of a low horizontal. Right-hand end of a top
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TEXT

COL. XXV

kol Aapmpdltlma: @ & €€ dv 1 oedfvn [Alevkdrata pev
v GAAoV Katd 10V @OV Adyov pepepionéva,
feppa & olx €oti. Eom 8¢ kal dAa viv év 1@ dépL €xadg
aanrev alt]opotpev’, diha Tig pév fuépng GdnA’ éotiv
5  0[r]o 10D Hriov ¢mxpatovpueva, T 88 vuxtdg E6via
ra tonv, émkpatelton 8¢ Sid opuc[plémyra.
olopelton § ovtdv Exacta év dvdyknt, oG Gv Ui cuvim
npdg AAANAa: €l yap ph, cuvérBol (Gv) aréa Soa THY alrmy
Shvapuy Exer, €€ @v 6 fillog cuvestdOn. 1a viv E6via
10 0 Be0¢ el pn fiBedev €lvan, ok dv éndnoev fiMov. énoince d&
ro10010v kal t[o]oottov yivépevov olog &v dpyiit w00 Adyov
dunyelton. 1d §' €mi 1ohrolg éninpoode nlo]ielton
__[o0 Blov[Aé]uevolc] navrag yivldloxe[y. év 8¢ [tldnde onpailvie[r]
__“[atrlap [¢lxei 8[h navita Awo[g ¢piv piloatlo Elpya”.
15 Japown.[
1.y [
Jov.[

horizontal. 13 .[: upright.  ].: upright. 14 1..[: descending oblique. a, & or
A possible. Top left-hand right angle. ~ J.e: upright.  J.a: top horizontal.  .[: left-
hand end of top horizontal. ~ 1.y: lower end of an upright with traces of a middle curve.
p is likely. 15 1.: right-hand foot of a descending oblique. a or & rather than
x. [ left-hand foot of an ascending oblique, more bent than a or L. ¢ or x.
16 1.: traces like the right-hand half of porn.  ..[: three parallel uprights with uncer-
tain traces of a stroke between them. 17 .[: traces like the left-hand ends of the

obliques in .
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COL. XXVI
(H5,A6 H20, H14,135 A8 H33,121)

pnl..JocuevoTUNINPOV. .CECTLVIOVOAAMD.
£acdeoayadncdnAoLdE KALEVIOLCOE TOLCENE. LV
__omayofnvenuoivel
__EPUNHALOBOCULESIOKTOPESWTOPE. OV
5 _ dnhowdexaweve[.J18e
SototyapTenBoLKaTAKTIOTOLEVIL0COVOEL
__ 3wpvoLadidouCcIKaKOVETEPOCIETEQWV
O13E£TOPPTILAOVYLVRCKOVTECOKO.CLVELVOIL
UT/TPOCEQVTOVOSEIREPNOEAEVEQRVTOUPNTPOC
10 epdrroTimanodeifaifeloviapydnvaitov
OcovelnvauTOLYpaUPATONaPOKALVAVIQA
prpoceotoere[. Jvoutw.[.].aveavr..yivorto
[.....Jumcavel........ Indovor.[.....D..[ ]
[....Jevmcu.[......... l.apdorep(
15 [.....]ayabn.[ la.l

1 ..: uncertain high traces of ink. Foot of an upright.  .: upright, followed by un-

certain traces. 2 .1 uncertain low traces. 4 e.w: two obliques meeting on
top. a or A. 8 o.c: high ascending stroke, like the right-hand oblique of
0, 12 pnpo: only the upper part of the letters survive, but the readings are reli-

able. .[: upright. . right-hand part of a high circle, like the roundel of p.
left-hand part of a circular letter. Right-hand end of an ascending stroke, like © or
v 13 .: foot of descending oblique.  .[: left-hand ends of top and bottom hor-
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TEXT

COL. XXVI

“unltploc” pev ém piymp 6 Nodg oty 1@v Ay,
“¢0g” 8¢ 6m dyabfic. dnrol Be xal év tolode tolg Enegiy
__ 6m dyoBrv onpaiver
__““Eppfy Mawddog it didxrope d@top £dav’.
5 __dmhol 8¢ xai év t[dlse
“otol ydp 1 niBot xataxhoTaL £v Aldg 0VIEL
__3dpav, ola S1dodot, kakdv, EEpog 8¢ T £dwv’.
ot 8¢ 10 piipa o0 Yvdokavies dokoYoLv elvon
‘untpdg Eavtod’. 0 & einep HPedev “‘Eavtod untpog
10 &v pdmm” anodettan “‘Bérovta piyBiivan” v
6edv, Efiv abrdt ypduposn xupaxiivovia
‘umpdg €oto’ eineli]v. ottw ylalp v ‘€avtod’ yivoro,
[viog 871 avrfg av e[in ... 8lfrov ém .[.....]..[ ]
[....] &v i ovyly........ ]. épcorepl

15 [.....] éyoen.[ la..[
[....].eva.[
izontals. ¢, c or, less likely, &, ]..[: uncertain high traces. 14 .[: upright, meet-

ing on top with a horizontal. yorn.  ].: bottom tip of a upright, close to the follow-
ing a. 15 .[: left-hand end of a borom horizontal. @ rather than 8.  1.: high
traces, perhaps of a horizontal.  ..[: upper arc of a circular letter. Uncertain high

traces. 16 1.: traces of a circular lezer.  .[: ink-traces, like the left-hand part
of { orc.
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UNPLACED FRAGMENTS*

GROUP F
F10 F18+ H45
Ike.[ Tymell....1.AL
lemal Jupog Hdatog 8.[
l.ow¢ xat xal 1.v &xaota onuela [
Jo 76 onpefia l.vexo....hoc.[
5 Jvevynel
1.0

* All fragments are to be understood as hzving dashes below and above them. There
are no certain cases of remains of the upper margin.

F 10

1 x rather than a. Then, a low wavy horizontal, certainly an €. Then, the low tip of an
upright, quite lower than the bottom line and at somewhat greater distance from the
preceding letter than one would expect if it belonged to an1 or p. E.g. od]x &b [, 00]x
ed[royov or xeolonr? 3 1: x rather than A. At the end, after xa, a folded
edge. 5 Jv.eyyncl: the second letter might be 6 but not =. 6 1.: the right-
hand ends of two parallel horizontals. If e, then possibly x[.

If 16 ompelia are supernatural signs (cf. xacta onpete in frr. F 18+H 45), fr. F 10
(and frr. F 18 + H 45) can be plausibly assumed to come from the first columns; see
Commentary, col. V.6-7. If Ju@evync in 5 is correctly read, one can think only of év-
w006’ edyfic; the poetic &velvd edyfic would be out of place.

F18+H 45
1 1..: uncertain low tips. 2 At the end, following 8, a tall upright, almost certainly
" 3 1.: lower part of an upright, most probably . 4 ].: upper part of a left-

ward sloping oblique as in a, 5, A. Its lowe- part might be hidden in a tiny fold of the
papyrus.  a...Aoc.: following a, upper part of upright, almost certainly 1. Then, left-
hand tip of high horizontal as in 1; the righ=-hand end of the horizontal is visible in fr.
H 45. The lower left-hand side of fr. H 45 hzd been somewhat displaced downwards
but, if aligned, the letter- and fiber-sequences become clear. Following c, a rightward
sloping oblique. Read l.uckarwadiroc.[.

In 1 one could supplement eblyfig (cf. fr. F 10.5). In 2 alupdg B8atog suggests it-
self. The asyndeton is remarkable. Fire and water are referred to here probably as
means of divination (pyromancy and hydromancy), not as elements. For éxaomwa
onueia in 3 see above on fr. F 10; if ¢aivoucliv, the subject are those whose ranks in-
clude the speaker in col. V. In 4, we should probably punctuate after 1.vc (noJAic?)
and read xoi t@\\’ 8oq, perhaps a reference to signs obtained by means other than
pyromancy and hydromancy.
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F 14 F 17 F 19 F 20

l.mep dvo..[ Juneda.[ lep.[ 1.
Jueva edy.[ la dixng [ lvar..[ L éud.. [
lavnupel 1 avepalrn Taoéap . [
1..[ 1...0[ 1.[
F 14

1 ].: low tip of leftward sloping oblique, possibly@. ~ ¢ve..[: ucrather than 1. 2q.[:
after y the surface is worn. A misaligned, rightward sloping oblique might belong to
another layer. 3 1 avnupélv- 4 Uncertain top tips of letters.

In 1 otlanep or xablanep pvordéc? Cf. col. IV.6, Sonep ixera[dotpoliéyam. It is con-
ceivable that here the Derveni author refers to Orpheus as a puBoréyog who is in fact a
dvowxdg (see col. XTI11.5-6, Intro. V §§ 1-6). If so, avmupé[v- in 3 could pick out the
domination of the precosmic universe by fire in the cosmology that the Derveni #uthor
teases out of Orpheus’ poem about the gods (cf. @¢0f in col. IX.9). Jueva ety.[ in 2
could be a reference to the religious use Orpheus’ poetry or words (&an) are put by
people like the speaker in col. V, claimants to expertise in sacred rites whose clients
are pitied in col. XX; see the discussion of the Derveni author’s aims in Intro. VI,
esp. §§ 10-16. The fragment might come from the vicinity of col. IV with the Hera-
clitus quotation; see Commentary, col. IV §§ 2-3, 5-6.

F 17

1 .[; rightward sloping oblique, with a sharp angle at the top. Certainly p.

Most probably UneAdu[Bav-. For Ja ikng[ in 2 cf. Ja &ixng[ in col. IV.12, where the
reference might be either to justice or to Dike in the Heraclitus quotation (col. IV.7-
9). The fibers in fr. F 17 resemble those in the right-hand part of col. IV, after the
kollesis visible in frr. H 46, F 15. Could UneAdp[pave be said of Heraclitus with regard
to his use of personification and allegory in setting out cosmological doctrines? If so,
the verb could pick out the sense in which Heraclitus speaks of the Erinyes and Dike as
guardians of the size of the Sun. See Commentary, col. IV.9.

F19
1 1. an upright, possibly .. .[: a curved trace of ink at midline. Perhaps

o. tepo[? 2 1.: a tiny foreign piece of papyrus covers the ink-traces.  ..[: much
like A, though its left-hand oblique is anomalously short. Then uncertain traces.
41....0[: the upper end of a vertical. A top horizontal. Space for a thin letter. A curved
top stroke, as in @ or 0. Then, the left-hand half of the fork in .

F 20

1 Lower half of o rather than 6. 2 1.: right-hand ends of two parallel hori.zont.als.
e?  Following ¢, uncertain traces of ink. 3].:top angle asin a.  ..[: illegible
traces. A piece of papyrus from another layer has stuck to the right-hand part of the

fragment.
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GROUP G
Go G16 G18
1A 1mr.LJel
1.1 ] [
1..lowl.[ len [ Jov[
ol [ l.ew. [ J.oayl
5 Jawl.....[ s 1. [ 5 Jal
l..cwvl
1..[
1.0

G9
A vertical break in the fiber sequence is visible in the middle of the fragment. Though

it looks like a &ollesss, it is rather the edge of a second layer that remained on the right-
hand part of the fragment, at the edge of which there might be shreds of a third layer.

1 In the lower layer, a faint xat. In the upper one, an upright and then an € followed
by a. Then, uncertain traces. 2 In the lower layer, uncertain high tips of letters.
In the upper one, an e followed by uncertain traces. 3 In the lower layer, uncertain
traces. In the upper one, ow. Then, possibly in a third layer, an upright. 4 In
the lower layer, lpin. The upper one seems to be unwritren, 5 In the lower layer,
Jawo. In the upper one, a faint o followed by unidentifiable traces.

G 16
The letters are smaller than usual, as in col. XTI, where the sctibe must have used a new

or sharpened kalamos. The smaller size of the letters affects the density of the lines,
which is also comparable to that in col. XTI. The fragment, however, must come from
the first columns. The letters in 1 ate not in the right distance from the next line; they
may Belong to a foreign piece, possibly a second layer.

1 1.: an upright, which might not be ink.  A.[.].[: a is also possible. Then €, with its
bottom horizontal covered by a fiber, rather than y. After the gap, a low horizontal

like that of c. mAe[ilglr-? 2 No traces of ink are visible. 3 ].: uncertain
traces. 4 ].. uncertain traces. .[: uncertain traces. 5 Nothing visi-
ble. 6 1..: uncertain traces of an upright. Traces of a triangular letter, apparently
a 7 Nothing visible. 8 Nothing visible.

G 18

Very worn. Only a few letters are visible in the low right-hand part of the fragment.

2 The handwriting is unusually small and dense; a thick kalamos must have been
used. 3 ].4.[: first, the right-hand end of a middle horizontal, perhaps €. Follow-
ing 1, an oblique, possibly a.
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TEXT

G 19 G 20 G21
l.al [
lowc[ I
1.0l 1o €[
1..[ ol
s 1 [
1.0
1 [

G19

1 1..x.[: traces of a low horizontal, perhaps €. Then, an upright like 1. After 1, an
oblique, possibly a. #rleirta? 2 ].: a top horizontal, possibly t. 3].0:a
slightly curved oblique, like the right-hand leg of p. Then, possibly a round letter;
o. The space in between suffices only for v. The last letter may perhaps be not ® but

a triangular letter, like o, 8 or A. 4 @, § or A, followed by uncertain traces.
5-7 Nothing certain is visible.

G 20

The fragment may well contain the end of a column and the beginning of another.
G2

Completely effaced and tattered.
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GROUP H

H1 H4 H 10 H11
1 péxpla Teap.[ T.contl 1.[
Inpoxer.[ Ivodie.[ 1.0 1 .
Ty 8el Ivoure[ lv.[ 1 I
1..[ Ivel
H 12 H 13 H 16 H 17 H21
1 L 1.0
1....[
1...[

H1

1 The left-hand half of the initial p is on a tomn-off piece that partly covers the second
and third letters (ey). 2 .[: though there is plenty of space to the right of 1, no
trace survives to indicate whether the last letter was p or .

H4

1.[: & rather than 1. 2 .[: top and bottom horizontals. ¢ or &, 4 Uncertain
traces.

H 10

1 ].: a leftward sloping oblique. 2 No certain traces. 3 Midline traces of ink.
Following v, probably a §.

H11

Very tattered fragment. Possibly the beginning of a column. The readable letters are
small and delicate; cf. fr. G 16 and col. XII.

H 12

The sole visible trace may belong to a round letter, possibly o.

H13

Uncertain traces of ink. At the right-hand part of the middle line, possibly an oc.
H 16

Completely effaced.

H 17
Nothing visible.

H21
Nothing visible.
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H 22 H 24 H29 H 32

] [ 1. [

1 _ul l.ewapl

] i lewa(

1..[
H 40 H 41 H 47 H 48

] x.[ 1 evof l.opey( l.el

1 o[ 1 .l Jvew [ 1 .l
1 ot'o[ 1 8ol

1L
H 22

The beginning of a column. The size of the sole visible letter is small, which means
that in all probability the fragment comes from the part of the papyrus after col. XII.

H 24
Either unwritten of completely effaced.

H 29
1 Bottom horizontal, perhaps excessively large, which is not unlikely in e.g. a 8. 2]
uncertain midline traces. 4 Uncertain top tips of letters, perhaps vr.

H 32
Illegible traces of ink.

H 40
The distance between the two lines is unusually large. If this is the beginning of a new

column, the letter aligned with, and at the right distance from, the o at the beginning of
the next line is not the x but the next uncertain letter, perhaps an a, in which case the

meaning of the y is unclear.

H 41

2 .[: the foot of an upright, v or v. 3 o10: above the line, between t and the second
o, an 1. Apparently 6m o[. 4 An upright whose slope suggests = or v.

H 47
1 ].: a bottom dp. 2 .[: midline trace, pethaps o.

H 48 .
1 A folded edge covers the first letters. Following €, most probably a 8. 21..: uni-
dentifiable letters. 3 Before 8§, two layers.
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H 57 H 58 H 59 H 62
1.l JRE-TE 1.[ Jatl
Joyxal Jaenl Tonp.L 1 [
10 160v[ Luel 1.0
Lel
H 63 H 66 H 67 H 68
Jete.[ l.ecl L[ Jerewa [
Jara.[ 1...[ Tyl 1pract.[
Jume. [ Ivel Tnoy yeypal
1...cw.[
5 Jl.owl
H 57
1 Unidentifiable traces. 3 Unidentifiable traces.
H 58

1].: a folded edge covers the first letters. A sloped bottom stroke. 2 ].: uniden-
tifiable.  .[: either n or v.

H 59
1 Uncertain bottom traces of ink. 2 .[: an upright. 3 1.: either the right-hand
stroke of v or the fork of v.

He2

The density of the lines suggests a column written in small letters; cf. above on fr. H 22.
1 ].: unidentifiable bottom stroke. 2 Unwritten or completely effaced. 3 Uni-
dentifiable traces.

H 63

1 .[#an upright with an angular top. v rather than v. 2 .[: an upright. 1 or p.
3 .[: an oblique sloping to the right. % or 8.

H 66

Only one line is visible.

1 ]..: unidentifiable traces. After ¢, nothing can be made out.
H 67

1 1.[; foot of a vertical. 2 y[: e is also possible. A folded edge gives the false im-
pression of a .

H 68

1.[; an upright. 2 [oislikely. 3 Jroy yeypalppévov. 4 ]...: a tiny mid-
dle trace that may well not be ink. A round letter; o is likely. Finally, the fork of v.
Possibly, 1.ovcty.[? 5 ].: nothing can be made out.
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TEXT
GROUP 1

Group I, which contains the tiniest fragments, contains also a great num-
ber of illegible pieces, either because the writing is completely effaced or,
usually, because they were not written originally. Such fragments will, natu-
rally, be listed with no text whatsoever and no apparatus.

I1 I3 14 Ie I7 I8 I11 I12 I13 114

1L el 1..[ 1. [
Jgvo[  Inol 1. [
Jyul[  JTonl
Jope[ .ol
5 1.
115 I16 I17 118 119 I22 123 I24
Jewel  1.[ L.l L. Jaul  1x.l
l.ocpe[ lpar[ Ivxpnl loneyel
Jvol locaal l.a.[
16

The upper part of the photograph is damaged by a fingerprint.

1 1.[; an upright joined at its low end tc a horizontal; perhaps e. 3 1. on top the
right-hand end of a horizontal and at thz bottom an uncertain trace. Perhaps c. If so,
there are relics of two words: 1 pt-, 5 1...[: uncertain top trace, a top horizontal
as in €, the top stroke and part of the upper oblique of c. A curved trace on ¢ may
belong to a second layer.

17

1 .[: part of a midline curve mzeting an upright, possibly ¢. 4 ].: end of top hor-
izontal meeting o; possibly v, €, 7.

I

Top horizontal joined to a vertical; ¥ or €. The following traces are not identifiable.
I13

Tllegible traces of four lines.

114
Unidentifiable traces.

I15

2 ].: leftward sloping upright close to o, pethaps p. fipluoopé[v-? Many possibilities if
Tpog uel. 3 Top tips of vo.
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125 I27 128 129 131

1L Tul Ivomevl
Ixal  Jmpaltandl 1.[
lovil  J.aAulSopel
Tove[
I16

A verical followed by a top acute angle as in a. The remaining traces are uncertain
and out of alignment; they might belong to a seccnd layer.

117

1 1..[: two spaced feet of uprights. 2 J.pav.[: rightward-looking obliques, like the
fork of x or y, then p rather than  and, following e, perhaps n. wxpa (-G or -of) «f,
kpawn[ad- and kpanlv- are possible.

118

1]...[; feet of verticals. 3 Circular letter, most likely o; traces of top and bottom
slanting horizontals, possibly c; aa or o).

123

1.[: a round letter, o or 6. 2 y is unusually wide. 3 At the left-hand end, a
folded edge, then probably an 1. After o, probably ca.

124

Foot of the right-hand oblique of e or A followed by a =. Then, uncertain traces of ink.
125

1 1.[: foot of upright. 2 x rather than v. Then, probably .

127 :

The right-hand part of the fragmer;t seems to be covered by a second layer.

1 ).: low part of an upright, slightly sloping to the left; perhaps p. 2 J.: the right-
hand ends of the prongs of « or 7. After p, the lefi-hanc oblique of o, whose right-

hand part is covered by the secord layer (zan®). 3 ].: uncertain top trace. Half
of n is covered by the second layer (Sope).

131

1 Perhaps iva] vofiu ed [ or ed[xérwg or edlxepdc vel sin. 2 Nothing can be iden-
tified.
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I32 I36 I38 142 143 144 145

Inpl 1...[ leal Jpe.[ leul
1..708[ 1.0 Juowv([ JoAl
low@.al l.o[
1.
146 147 150 151 I52 153
1L Jdagquil lo.l
loc[  Jevovenl J..op(
Juel
132
2 Although there is enough space for two letters to the left of 108, nothing is vis-
ible. 3 The traces of the letter between @ and « give the impression of v. évtlate’
va[ or t]add’ val?
136

Two lines of ink-traces are visible but the letters they belong to cannot be identified
with certainty. Possibly yi{ in the first line and pop in the second.

142
1.[: v is likely.

144
An € is perhaps visible.

145
1 A vertical before € may be a tear in the papyrus.

I46
1 1.[: o or, more likely, w. 2 ].o: the right-hand part of a high horizontal joined to
a vertical; < rather than v.

147
1 Though extremely effaced by the fire, the letters are more or less certain, even the ,
of which only the left-hand tip of the horizontal is visible. ®mailéa éavtlod or
eavt[fg? 2 A tiny piece of papyrus, slightly transposed near the left-hand edge,
shows the lower part of the initial . éyéplevov énlog? Cf. col. XTI.1, where this line
fits exactly, but the whole fragment is impossible to accommodate.

I52
1 J.0.[; a bottom stroke, curved like the low horizontal of c. Following o, an upright
joined to at least one horizontal; n or €. 2 ]..: uncertain ink-traces.
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155 156 157 162 166 167
lcl lel

]J'.'[[ lasl 1l

1.l ]1..€l

168 I69 170 I71 172 174

1. 1L
Jual Jul
l.pal J.ol
175 176 177 178 179 l180
Jowc.[ Jel lgnl 1L
1.[ Tvnel Jomvol
155
1 ]..[: the feet of two converging obliques like those of a. Foot of upright sloping to
the right. 2 1.: traces of a triangular letter like a, 8 or A.
162

1 A tiny circle, perhaps not of ink, followed by a c. 2 Probably a; then, a top hor-
izontal which can only belong to 1, for otherwise the vertical would fall upon the right-
hand leg of a. '

169
Perhaps not ink-traces.

170

3 1.: vis very likely.

171

1 Uncertain traces before and after v. 2 A top horizontal before o.

175
1 The first letter is most probably a c. After 1, v is likely. 2 Two successive high
horizontals.

178
1 ].: foot of oblique sloping to the left; perhaps a.

180
Probably p.
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181 182 183 184 186 I87
100.[ Joop.[ lavol
Jul
188 189 190 191 192
1.[ LI
Jen[
193 194 195 196 197
1.0 1L LI
lou[
182

Before v, an oblique sloping to the left; after 8, an oblique sloping to the right. évtloeg [?

183
Right-hand ends of two parallel horizontals; the distance between them does not sug-
gest €, § is likely. Following u, traces of a vertical like that in €; -{oue- ?

I 84
1 avelpam-?

188
1]...[: at the left-hand side, an oblique sloping to the left anc, at the right-hand side, an
oblique sloping to the right. In between, traces of p rather than v; Japcl ?

190
The feet of two converging obliques; a, A?

193

High or low ends of letters, depending on whether the fagment is placed upside
down.

194

1 1.[: low horizontal with an oblique starting from its left-hand erd, perhaps a
3. 2 [: left-hand end of middle horizontal. w?

197
A vertical like 1 or as in v, 7.
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TRANSLATION

This translation, which follows the Greek otiginal very closely, is only in-
tended to demonstrate the way the two editors of the text understand it. in a
few instances it incorporztes supplements that, being very uncertain, do not ap-
pear in the edition bu: are mentioned in the commentary. The commentary izself
at times adopts a differ=nt interpretation and translati-n, something only natural
in such a fragmentary anc enigmatic text.

Col. I
... each ... of the Erinyes ...

Col II

... Erinyes ... they hcnor ... libations are poured down in drops for Zeus in
every temple. Further, one must offer exceptional honors to [the Eumenis]
and burn a bird to each [of the daimons]. And he added [hymns] adapted
(or: poems well-adapted) -o the music. And taeir meaning ...

Col. III

... below ... each (masc.) acquires a daimon as healer ... For Dike punishes
petnicious men through each of the Erinyes. And the daimons who are in
the underworld never observe [sleep? rest?] anc, being servants of gods,
they ... all (masc.), ... are [mindful?] so that unjust men ..., and are respon-
sible for ... such as (masc. pl.) ...

Col. IV

... that [one] of the gads who has (or: had) alterec what is stable ... to kand
over [to Dike? to the Erinyes?] rather what are harmful [to the human
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race?]. For he did not allow (Dike? the Erinyes?) to seize what comes by
chance (or: For he did not allow chance to seize them). Is it not then be-
cause of him that the universe has order? In the same manner Heraclitus
invoking common truths presents his own views upside down (?); he
who said, speaking like an astronomer:

The sun in the nature of ... is a human foot in width, not exceeding in size the
proper limits of its width. Or else the Erinyes, assistants of Dike, will find it out.
And [they will punish it?], so that it will not transgress ...

sacrifice ... of justice ... on a fixed month (?) ...

Col V

... consult an orade ... they consult an oracle ... for them we enter the oracle
in order to ask, with regard to those seeking a divination, whether it is
p-oper ... Why do they disbelieve in the horrors of Hades? Without know-
ing (the meaning of) drezms or any of the other things, by what kind of
evidence would they believe? For, overcome both by error and pleasure
as well, they neither learn nor believe. Disbelief and ignorance [are the
same thing. For if] they do not learn or know, [it is not possible that] they
will believe, even when tkey see ... disbelief ... appears ...

Col. VI

... prayers and sacrifices appease the souls, while the [incantation] of the magi
is able to drive away the daimons who are hindering; hindeting daimons are
vengeful souls (or: hostile to souls). This is why the magi perform the sacri-
fice, just as if they are paying a retribution. And on the offerings they pour
water and milk, from which (plural) they also make the libations to the
dead. Innumerable and many-knobbed are the cakes they sacrifice, because
the souls too are innumerable. Initiates make a preliminary sacrifice to the
Enmenides in the same way the magi do; for the Eumenides are souls. On
their account anyone who is going to sacrifice to the gods must first [sacri-
fice] a bird ... and the ... and they are ... this and as many (fem.) as ...

Col VII

... a hymn saying sound and lawful words. For [a sacred rite was being per-
formed] through the poem:. And one cannot state the solution of the (enig-
matic) words though they are spoken (i.e. not secret). This poem is strange
and riddling to people, though [Orpheus] himself did not intend to say con-
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tentious riddles but rather great things in riddles. In fact he is speaking
mystically, and from the very first word all the way to the last. As he also
makes clear in the well recognizable verse: for, having ordered them to
“put doors to their ears”, he says that he is not legislating for the many
[but addressing himself to those] who are pure in hearing ... and in the fol-
lowing verse ...

Col. VIII
... he made plain in this verse:

who were born from Zeus, the mighty king.

And how they (sc. the present things) begin he makes clear in these
words:

Zeus then, when from his father the prophesied rule
and power in his hands had taken, and the glorious daimon.

It has escaped notice that these words are transposed; (in fact) they are as
follows: “Zeus, when he took the power from (ndpa) his father and the
glorious daimon.” [In this] word order the prevailing meaning is not that
Zeus hears his father but that he takes power from him. [In the other]
word order the impression would be given that he took the power contrary
to (ropd) the prophecies. For it seems that to him ... it might be thought
[that Zeus took his father’s power?] by force ... and having learned ...

Col. IX

to be (?). So in the poem he made the [power?] belong to the strongest,
just like a son to his father. But those who do not understand the words
spoken think that Zeus takes the power and the daimon from his own
father. So, knowing that fire, when mixed with the other things, agitates
the things that are (16 (¢)6vta) and prevents them from coming together
because of the heat, he removes it to such a distance as to render it unable,
once removed, to prevent the vta from condensing. For whatever is ig-
nited is subdued, and having been subdued it is mixed with the others.
With regard to the phrase “he took in his hands”, he was allegorizing just
as in everything else which formerly seemed uncertain but has been most
certainly understood. So, [allegorizing] he said that Zeus took the power
and the daimon by force, just as ... of the powerful ...
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Col. X

and ‘saying’; for neither is it possible to say without uttering; but he con-
sidered saying and uttering to be the same thing. ‘Saying’ and ‘teaching’
mean the same; for it is not possible to teach without saying whatever is
taught by means of words; and teaching is considered to be one and the
same as saying. Therefore, ‘teaching’ was not considered different from
‘saying’ and ‘saying’ from ‘uttering’, but ‘uttering’, ‘saying’, and ‘teaching’
mean the same. Thus nothing prevents “all-voicing” and ‘teaching all
things’ from being the same thing. And by calling her “nurse” he is saying
in an enigmatic way that those things which the sun thaws by heating, night
congeals by making cold. ... those things which the sun heated ...

Col. X1

of Night. He says that “she prophesied from the innermost shrine (&5v-
7ov)” meaning to say that the depth of night is unsetting (G8vtov); for it
does not set as the light does, but daylight occupies it as it remains in
the same place. And ‘prophesying’ and ‘availing’ mean the same. One
has to consider what ‘availing’ and ‘prophesying’ are applied to: ‘Believing
that such and such a god prophesies/avails (xpav) they go to inquire what
they should do’. And after this he says:

And she prophesied everything that was ptoper for him to accomplish.

... he made clear that ... beside the éévta ... possible ...

Col. XII

and ... The next verse is as follows:

so that he might occupy the fait seat of snow-clad Olympus.

Olympus and time are the same. Those who think that Olympus and
heaven are the same are mistaken, because they do not realize that heaven
cannot be long rather than wide, while if someone were to call time long,
he would not be mistaken. Wherever he wanted to say ‘heaven’ he added
‘wide’, but wherever (he wanted to say) ‘Olympus’ he did the opposite, he
never (added) ‘wide’ but ‘long’. By saying that it is snow-clad [he likens
time] in its property to the snowy. And the snowy is [cold and] white.
... gleaming ... and the air bright ...
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Col. XIII
When Zeus, having heard the prophecies, from his father.

For neither did this one (neut.) hear (or: did he hear this and that) — it has
been explained in what sense ‘it (or: he) heard’ — nor does Night give
instructions. But he makes it clear by saying as follows:

the reverend one (oi8ciov) he swallowed, who first sprung out of the aither.

Since he is speaking through the entire poem allegorically about the real
things, it is necessary to speak about each word in turn. Seeing that pecple
consider all birth to depend on the genita's and that without the genitals
there can be no birth, he used this (word) and likened the sun to a genital
organ (aidoiov). For without the sun it is not possible for the éva to
become such ... £6vta ... to come to rest ... because of the sun everything
in the same manner ... nor to the &évta ... to encompass ...

Col. XIV

to spring out of the brightest and hottest one imasc.) having been sepa-
rated from itself. So he says that this Kronos was born from Helias to
Ge, because it was on account of the sun that (the £évta) were induced
to be struck against each other. For this reason he says:

who did a great deed.

And the verse following:

Ouranos, son of Euphrone, who was the first tc become king.

Because Mind was striking {xpovewv) (the é6vie) against each other, he
named it Kronos (i.e. Striking Mind) and says that he did a great deed to
Ouranos; for the latter was deprived of the kingship. He gave it the name
Kronos after its action and the other (names) according to the same prin-
ciple. For when all the ¢6via [were not ye: being struck, Mind,] as detes-
mining (6pifetv) the creation, [received th2 designation Quranos (i.e. De-
termining Mind)]. And [he says] that it was deprived of its kingship when

[the é6vta] were being struck ...
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[in order to prevent the sun] from striking them (sc. the é6vta) against one
another and cause the &évta, once separated, stand apart from each other.
For when the sun is separated and confined in the middle, it (sc. Mind)
holds fast, having fixed them, both those above the sun and those below.
And the next verse:

following him (&< 10®) in turn was Kronos, and then Zeus the contriver.

He means something like ‘from that time (éx 1008¢) is the beginning
(&pxn), from which this magistracy (apyn) reigns.” It has (already) been re-
lated that Mind, striking the &évta to one znother and setting them apart
toward the present transformative stage, [created] from different things
not different ones but diversified ones. As for the phrase “and then Zeus
the contriver”, that he is not a different one but the same is clear. And this
indicates it:

Metis ... royal honor

... SINEWS ...

Col. XVI

[that] he caled the sun a genital organ has been made clear. And in sup-
port of the act that thke present é6via come to be from existent ones, he
says:

Of the First-born king, the reverend one; and upon him all
the immortals grew, blessed gods and goddesses

and rivers and lovely springs and everything else

that had then been bom; and he himself became the sole one.

In these verses he indicates that the ¢6vta always existed and that the
present €6vio come to be from the existing ones. As for the phrase “and
he himself bacame the sole one”, by saying this he makes it clear that Mind,
being alone, is alwavs worth everything, as if the rest were nothing. For it is
not [possiblz] for the present £6vta to exist [because of] them (sc. the ex-
isting ones) without Mind. [Also in the verse] after this [he said that Mind]
is worth everything:

[And now he is] king of all [and will be] afterwards.
{1t is clear that] ‘Mind’ and [‘king of all’ are the] same thing. ...
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it (sc. air) existed before it was named; then it was named. For air both ex-
isted before the present ¢6vta were set together and will always exist. For it
did not come to be but existed. And why it was called air has been made
clear earlier in this book. But after it had been named Zeus it was thought
that it was born, as if it did not exist before. He also said that it will be
“last”, after it was named Zeus and this continues being its name until
the present é6vta were set together into the same state in which they were
floating as former é6vra. And it is made clear that the é6vra became such
because of it and, having come to be, [are again] in it. He indicates in these
words:

Zeus is the head, Zeus the middle, and from Zeus is everything fashioned.

Head ... he allegorizes that the éévta ... head ... beginning of constitution ...
to have been constituted ...

Col. XVIIT

and those (neut.) moving downwards. And by saying [“Moira” he makes
it clear] that this [earth] and all else are in the air, being breath (or: wind).
It is this breath (or: wind) that Orpheus called Moira. The other people in
their everyday talk say that ‘Moira has spun for them’ and that ‘it will be
as Moira has spun’, speaking correctly but not understanding either what
Moira is or what spinning. For Orpheus called thought Moira. This
seemed to him to be the most suitable of the names that all people had giv-
en. Because, before it was called Zeus, Moira existed, being the thought
of god eternally and ubiquitously. But after it had been called Zeus it
was thought that it was bom, though it existed before too but was not
named. [This is why] he says

Zeus was born first.

For first was [Moira the thought], later it was held to be sacred being Zeus.
But people [not understanding] the meaning of what is said [come to view]
Zeus as being the first-born [god] ...

Col. XIX

since the time when the &évia were given names, each after what is domi-
nant (in it), all things were called Zeus according to the same principle. For
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the air dominates all things ‘as much as it wishes. So when they say .tl.lat
‘Moira spun (émxA®oar)’, they are saying that the thought of Zeus ratlﬁe.d
(émxvpdoar) in what way what exists and what comes to be and wh.at will
come to be must come to be and be and cease. And he likens it (sc. air) to a
king — for this among the names in use seemed to be suitable for it — saying
thus:

Zeus the king, Zeus the ruler of all, he of the bright bolt.

He said that it is king because, though the magistracies are many, one
prevails over all and performs all that no other mortal is allowed to perform
... And he said that it is ruler (apx6c) of all, because all things start (or: are
ruled, dpyxecar) through ...

Col. XX

[As for those men who believe that they learned] when they witnessed
the rites while performing them [together with other] people in the cities,
I wonder less that they do not understand; for it is not possible to hear and
simultaneously comprehend what is being said. But those (who believe
that they learned) from someone who makes a profession of the rites
deserve to be wondered at and pitied: wondered at because, although they
believe before they perform the rites that they will learn, they go away
after performing them before having learned, without even asking further
questions, as if they knew something of what they saw or heard or were
taught; and pitied because it is not enough for them that they paid the
fee in advance — they also go away devoid even of their belief. Before they
perform the rites expecting to acquire knowledge, but after performing
them they go away devoid even of expectation. ... account ... to his own
... mother ... sister ....

Col. XX1

[For if the é6vta did not move so that they could first be separated, hot
would not join with hot] nor cold with cold. By saying “to jump” he makes
it clear that (the é6vta), divided into small particles, moved and jumped in
the air, and by jumping all and each severally were set together with one
another. And they continued jumping until each came to its like. Ouranian
Aphrodite, Zeus, aphrodising, jumping, Peitho (i.e. Persuasion), Harmonia
are established names for the same god. A man having sexual contact with
a woman is said in everyday usage to be ‘aphrodising’. So, because the £6v-
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1o were brought into contact with each other, it (or: the god) was called
Aphrodite. Persuasion because the £6via yielded to each other; ‘yielding’
and ‘persuading’ are the same thing. And Harmonia because it (or: the
god) attached closely (appdtetv) many éévra to each (of the &6vra). For they
existed even before, but the term ‘being born’ was used for them after they
had been separated. [For] ‘being separated’ is learly ... prevails (?) so that
they separate (?) ... now ...

Col. XXII

So he named everything in the same way as best he could knowing the
nature of men, that not all have the same (nature) nor all want the same
things. When they possess power they say whatever happens to come into
the heart of each of them, whatever they happen to desire, never the same
things, since they are induced by greed and ro some extent by ignorance as
well. Ge, Meter, Rhea, and Hera are the same. She was called Ge by con-
vention and Meter (i.e. Mother) because everything comes to be from her;
Ge and Gaia according to each man’s dialect. She was named Demeter like
Ge-Meter, one name from both; for it was the same. It is also said in the
Hymns:

Demeter, Rhea, Ge, Meter, Hestia, Deio.

For she is also called Deio because she was ravaged (Snio%o8ai) during
engendering (or: procreation); it will be made clear that, according to
the poems, she had profuse parturitions. Rhea because many and all kinds
of living cteatures were born [having flowed orth (éxpéw)] from her; Rhea

and [Rheie] according [to each man’s dialect]. She was named Here [be-
cause ...

Col. XXIII
[And he contrived the great might of wide-flowing Oceanus.]

This verse is composed so as to be misleading; it is unclear to the many,
but quite clear to those who have correct understanding, that “Oceanus” is
the air and that air is Zeus. Therefore, it was not another Zeus who “con-
trived” Zeus, but the szme one (contrived; for himself “great might”, But
the ignorant ones think that Oceanus is a river, because he added “wide-
flowing”. He, however, indicates his own opinion in everyday and conven-

tional words. For those who have great power among men are said to ‘have
flowed big’. The next verse:
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and he placed therein the sinews of (i.e. the mighty; or: the eddies of) silver-
eddying Achelous.

He gives the name Achelous to water [in general]. And ... to place the sinews
(or: eddies) therein is to push them down therein; because the ... each ...

Col. XXIV

are equal when they are measured from the center; but those that are not
circular cannot be equal-membered. This makes it clear:

She (sc. Moon) who shines (¢aivew) for many mortals on the boundless earth.

One might think that this verse has been said in a different sense, namely
that if (the moon) is at its utmost, the other é6vta ... are more apparent (¢ai-
veofau) than before it is at its utmost. But he does not mean this, that it
shows (¢aivew); for if he had meant this, he would not have said that it
shows for “many” but for ‘all’, both for those who til the land and for those
wha go by sea, when they should sail, the right time. For if there were no
moon, men would not have discovered the reckoning either of the seasons
or of the winds ... and all else ... other éévra ...

Col. XXV

and brightness; but those out of which the moon (is composed) are the
whitest of all, distributed according to the same principle, but are not
hot. There are also others now in the air floating at a great distance from
each other, but during the day they are invisible because they are overcome
by the sun, while during the night they are visible but are overcome be-
cause of (their) smallness. Each of these is floating of necessity so as not
to come together with one another; for otherwise all those that have the
same property as those from which the sun was composed would come to-
gether in a mass. If the god did not wish the present ¢6vta to exist, he
would not have made the sun. But he made it of such a form and size as
is related at the beginning of this account. And the words that follow he

puts before as a screen, not wishing all men to understand. He indicates
in this verse:

but when the mind of Zeus devised all things
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“of mother” because Mind is the mother of the other things, and é&dg
(‘good’) because she is good. It is made clear in these verses too that it
means ‘good’:

O Hermes, son of Maia, messenger, giver of goods (édav).

And it is clear in this too:

For two jars are placed down on Zeus' floor
of gifts such as they give, one of evils, and another of goods (¢dwv).

But those who do not understand the word think that it means ‘of his
own’ (i.e. €é8g) mother. But if he wanted to show the god “desiring to min-
gle in love with his own mother”, he could have said, altering (a few) let-
ters, ‘¢oto mother’. For thus it would become ‘of his own’, and he would be
her [son]. ... it is clear that ... in the relationship (?) ... both ... good Afem.
sing.) ...
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COL. II

4 Iyl Japdory[: Eopelvis- is probable but the context of the refer-
ence to these beings at this point can only be guessed at. If the Erinyes are
mentioned in the preceding line, the context could be in part the identifi-
cation of the Erinyes with the Eumenides who in col. VI.9-10 are said te'be
souls. This supports Rohde’s view that the Erinyes/Eumenides (he does
not differentiate the two groups) were the souls of the dead (see Rohde
[1898%] vol. 1, 269ff. and [1901] vol. 2, 229ff.; cf. Henrichs [1984] 265
n. 44). As far as col. III and cols. V-VI allow one to judge, the souls in
question are not of those who died violently, as Rohde held, but of those
who led a just life, obtained certain knowledge and engaged in certain cul-
tic practices as initiates; see Tsantsanoglou.(1997) 99-101 and cf. Betegh
(2004) 86. Henrichs (1984) 264-265 notes that the Eumenides and the Erin-
yes are often equated in literature but rarely connected in cult, and con-
siders it unlikely that the Derveni author, who is more interested in cult
than in myth, equates them; Betegh (2004) 88 considers the equation,
which would be grounded in the tradition, quite likely. Against the iden-
tification of Erinyes with souls see Johnston (1999) 276; cf., though, Betegh
(2004) 86 n. 39. The subject of mpdor could be the initiates who in col.
VI.8-10 are said to offer preliminary sacrifices to the Eumenides in the
same manner that the magi do (on the magi and the initiates see below
on col. VI.1). The object might be Zeus, not the Erinyes; see next note.

5 avl 13apa.l: if the next letter is p, cf. atrdg & dpa poivog éyevo, sc.
Zeus (col. XV1.6). Tsantsanoglou suggests nudowy [61] | altog Zede] &
dpa pl6vog eyévero, not a partial quotation of the Orphic hexameter but
a reference to it; he acknowledges, however, that the position of & is prob-
lematic and that the resemblance between the few letters that can be read
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here and the Orphic hemistich might be purely coincidental. See also next
note.

5-6 xloai otayéory [xléov[rar | Aliog xata nldvra valév: xoai are libations
offered to deities of the netherworld or the souls of the dead (see next note
and cf. above on 4). As Tsantsanoglou (1997) 102 remarks, these libations
were made from large vessels whose contents were emptied onto the
ground, and thus ‘in drops’ is rather puzzling. If correct, Al1éc is probably
to be construed with y]oai, not va[év. The reference is pethaps to the
well-known libation to Zeus Soter, with which all offerings of libations
ended; the custom could be an illustration of the unique position occupied
by Zeus in cult, a fact memorably expressed by the Orphic hemistich just
quoted on Tsantsanoglou’s reconstruction of line 5 (see previous note).
6-7 En § eEarpélroug mpag [x1ph | <[ Edpev]ise vetp[ov: reading Edpev]ist
veip[ar seems preferable to restoring a form of Sweiv, e.g. It divet pl or
neplidwvel ul, or wdivewv. Suvelv, which is very rare, could refer to the rota-
tion that air/Mind forced the other basic entities of reality to undergo at
the beginning of the cosmogony (see on col. IX.7-8), but it is probably
too eatly for the author to have started the exposition of his cosmology;
wdivew is very unlikely to have occurred here. If correctly supplemented,
[ Eduev]idt is perhaps a collective singular. Cf. the mention in col. V8-
10 of preliminary sacrificial offerings to the Eumenides. If these offerings
are the same as the honors mentioned here, perhaps they precede a sacri-
fice to Zeus; see previous notes. Outside Attica Zeus was worshipped as
Meilichios alongside the Eumenides and unnamed #pwec, denizens of the
underworld; see Henrichs (1984) 263.

7 &{iuom 8] éxdoro[1]¢: doipoveg are mentioned in col. 1.4, 6, V1.2, 3. If
a reference to these entities is correctly restored here, the context does not
allow to decide whether they are the same as the Eumenides/Erinyes or
constitute a distinct class of beings, analogous to the unnamed #paeg in
the underworld who were worshipped alongside the Eumenides and Zeus
Meilichios outside Attica (see previous note). It is reasonable to assume
that, at least in col. VI, ot Soipoveg are the Eumenides; see the first three
notes ad Joc.

diyelov, Boieov or Poikdv, Vewov or vikév are found in inscriptions, some-
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times followed by iesetov” (Tsantsanoglou [1997] 104, with n. 13). If so,
the sacrificial poultry is one of the mpoi mentioned in 6 and was offered to
each of the demons; . suggests that any kind of poultry was deemed suit-
able as an offering. Based on the reading 4[plvi@{eliov in col. VI11, a
characterization of a sacrificial offering to the Eumenides before a sacrifice
to gods that might point to the identity of the Eumenides with the demons
(see previous note), and the mention of sacrificial cakes in col. VI.7, Betegh
(2004) 76-78 suggests that dpviferog might mean ‘birdlike’, and that the
Derveni author perhaps refers to sacrificial cakes shaped like birds anc of-
fered to the Eumenides/Erinyes; Betegh considers also the possibility that
the word might mean ‘of a bird’ or ‘belonging to a bird’, in which case ép-
viBewdv  can very well be a part of a bird, e.g. feathers. For further spec-
ulations on opvibeiov see Jourdan (2003) 29-30. For burnt meat-offerings
to the dead see Garvie (1986) 177.

8 énéonkelv tuvovg dpploctoldlg it poveli]kfu: bymns sung to music can
be plausibly assumed to have accompanied the offering of poultry w the
demons, which might be the same beings as the Eumenides/Erinyes (see thz
two previous notes). If the subject of énéénxelv is Orpheus, the sage might
be considered the fcunder of reAerai, to which he added enigmatic hymns
sung to music (for Orpheus as the founder of teletai see frr. 547, 549-554
Bernabé): the Derveni author’s point might be that the meaning of both
the teletai in questian and the accompanying hymns, one of which he will
interpret in his work, is understood only by himself and perhaps by a few
experts belonging to his ‘school’ (cf. col. VIL.2-5 and the critique in col.
XX, which can be assumed to target the authcr’s professional rivals). If
so, he is a priest wise about divine matters and concerned to accoun: far
his practices (Pl. Mexn. 81a10-b2), one of the begging priests and diviners
to whom Plato refers scornfully in R. 364b5-365a3. These religious profes-
sionals tout their ability to cleanse the wrongdoings of both the living and
the dead through sacrifices, claiming that participation in feletai performed
according to the books of Orpheus ensutes an afterlife free of horror; un-
less one takes part in these rites, a dreadful fate awaits him or her after
death. Alternatively, the subject of énéfnxe v might be 6 éxvnv nolotpevog
0 iepa (col. XX.41, a collective singular denoting the religious profes-
sionals who advertize their expertise in both teletai (1 tepd) performed ac-
cording to books by Orpheus and the interpretation of these texts, neople
(criticized alongside their blithe clients in col. XX} whom the author's in-
terpretation of the Orphic hymn might aim at denouncing as charlatans
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who graft uncomprehendingly the poetry of Orpheus onto ritual hocus-
pocus for purposes of profit. See Intro. VI.

9 [wovrwv 8¢] @ onpar[vépeva: see previous rote.

COL. III (fr. 472 Bernabé)

4 3aiplev viveralr éxdalgoron latlpoc: of. abovz on col. I1.7 and see Tsan-
tsanoglou (1997) 100-101 on demons as the souls of the dead who distin-
guished themselves in life. “Soipev yivetar éxdator seems to reflect the
widespread concept of a dasmon who accompanies every person either
as a ‘guardian angel’ or as his or her fate, from ~he moment of birth until
death” (Tsantsanoglou [1997] 105). See Pi. . 23.105, Saipwv yevéblioc,
P. 3.108-109, tov & dudénovt ciel opaciv daipov’ doxnicw, A. Ag. 1341-
1342, 1ig 10v éEevtarto Bpotdv dorvel Saipowr ddval, E. Supp. 592, éyd yop
Satpovog Toduo péta, Andr. 98, wv éuodv daipav’ § ovveliyny. Saipwv is ac-
companied by &xdotov, -ou remarkably often: see Pl. T7. 90a3-4, oo dai-
pova Bedc exborn 8édwxev, Phd. 107d6-7, 0 éxdovov Saipwv domep {dvio
eidMixer, R. 620d8-el, éxeiviy § €xdote Ov eileto Saipova, toBtov dOAako
ouvunéunely 10 Piov, D.L. 7.88, 10d nap’ éxdotw Soipovog, Epict. Diss.
1.14.12, énitponov Exdore napéomoev (sc. Zeus) tov £xdotov daipova, Marc,
Aurel. 5.27, 6 Saipwv, dv éxdore mpootdmy Kol fryepdva 6 Zedg Edwxev.
There is a reference to signs of disease and health sent by demons and
heroes in Alexander Polyhistor (FGrHist 273 F 93 = D.L. 8.32), who
quotes from the Pythagorean Notebooks (DK 58 B 1a); the belief in signs
of health sent by demons might very well =ntail the conception of the
sign-sender as a healer. The excerpt from the Pythagorean Notebooks
might be relevant also in that it equates demons with souls (cf. below on
col. VI.4), connects them with various cultic przctices and divination (cf.
col. V), and emphasizes the importance of goadress or badness for the soul
(cf. 5 and 9):

elval e tdvra 1oV dépa yuydv Eumleny xal Tovtovg Tovg Saipovdg 1€ kai fipmag vopi-
Leabor xai Ymo Tohtwv néunecHal GvBpanolg TV TE GVELPOVG KAl Td oTUETa vOGoL TE
xoi <vyleiag, xoi> oh pévov dvBpamorg, dAAG xai mpoPdsotg xai tolg dAMoLg KTHVEGLY.
€ig te ToUToUg Yiyveshal tolg e kaBappolc Kol GROTEONLUoRoU; LaVTIKTV TE Tdoav Kai
KkAnd6vag xal ta Spota. péyictov 8¢ ¢now 1dv Ev avlpdaroig eivar v yuxtv neloat émi 16
ayadov fi &ni 10 Kaxov.
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4-5 9 | [yap Ailen etdreag [vouBlerel §v éxdlomg 1@dv] "Epwvio[v: note
the Ionic ending in éE@\eac. It is plausible to assume that the reference
here is to wrongdoers, not just perjurers (as the phrase kot é€wAeiog duvo-
var might lead one to assume). [vouBletel might mean either ‘warns’ or
‘chastises’. If the first, the Erinyes might be assumed to warn wrongdoers
of the horrors waiting them in Hades through dreams and other omens; cf.
col. V.6-8 (if the demons mentioned in the following line are the Erinyes,
they might be senders of omens, like those in the excerpt from the Pythag-
orean Notebooks quoted in the previous note). If the second, the Erinyes
probably punish the souls of wrongdoers in Hades (cf. col. V1.4-5). The
supplement Ailkn yields an obvious parallel with the Heraclitus quotation
in the next column, where the Erinyes figure as servants of Dike ready to
punish the Sun in case this celestial body exceeds its right width. Inter-
preting the parallel depends on one’s preferred view of what the Derveni
author is up to (see above on col. I1.8). Perhaps he quotes Heraclitus to
argue that the Ephesian and the religious professionals, who purvey the es-
chatological beliefs explained here, invoke the same divinities, but in Her-
aclitus these divinities are mere allegories useful for conveying fundamental
facts of cosmology incompatible with the tenets of religious/cultic circles,
not real existents; in the author’s view, this is also the case with all divinities
in the Orphic poem(s), according to which the religious professionals per-
form meaningless ‘sacred’ rites to ensure for their blithe employers salva-
tion in the non-existent afterlife among other things, as if humans could
intervene in the natural order. See also below on col. IV.9; extensive dis-
cussion in Intro. VI, esp. §§ 12-16.

5-6 o] 8¢ | [8]aipoves oi xard [yiic olvséxorle ..... tlnpodor: the demons in
question are the Erinyes (see Hom. I/. 19.259-260, A. Eum. 115), here
probably conceived of as souls of certain dead and equated with the Eumen-
ides (see above on col. I1.4 and 7), or chthonic deities in general (see A.
Ch. 475, Pers. 689, S. Ant. 451, Aj. 571, El. 292, E. Alc. 851). Tsantsan-
oglou suggests that the object of mpetv could be oyorv, dpyinv or Hrvov:
the vengeful demons are ever watchful and vigilant (cf. previous note).

7 9edv tmpérar: the demons mentioned in the previous line are the most
probable subject. For the belief that those distinguished in life become
servants of the gods after death see Tsantsanoglou (1997) 106; cf. Betegh
(2004) 87.
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8 eloiv dnwonep dlvdpec] @ducor: if the demons mentioned in 6 are the sub-
ject of eioiv, it is unlikely that they are compared to unjust men. What is
expected here is a reference to the punishment the demons inflict on the
souls of wrongdoers if not propitiated (cf. col. VI.1-4), and it is preferable
to take énwonep as a final conjunction, or as introducing an indirect ques-
tion: “the demons see to it that wrongdoers receive their punishment”, or
“the demons decide how wrongdoers receive their punishment”.

9 aitinv [7' €]xovor: ‘are reputed to’, usually followed by infinitive (see e.g.
Pl Grg. 503b6-7, Tht. 16924-5), or ‘bear the blame for’, with genitive or
infinitive (see e.g. A. Eum. 579, S. Ant. 1312, Ar. V. 506, PL Ap.
38¢c2). The subject can be either the demons mentioned in 6, or the unjust
men referred to in 8. If the former, the phrase most probably means ‘are
reputed to’.

10 olovonlep] ?

11 wlog el ?

COL. IV

1 8]edv: if correct, it might depend on the participial phrase at the begin-
ning of the following line, as Tsantsanoglou thinks. It can very well be the
last word of the previous sentence, however. édv is equally plausible (for
¢dv at the end of a sentence see col. XVIL6).

2 o xeipleva] peradle: Tsantsanoglou suggests petadleic (cf. Tsantsanoglou
[1997] 107). For xeinleval cf. Pl. Lg. 705d7 (xa towatra vopwa keipeva),
Plt. 305b5 (néve’ oméoo keitar véppa mape vopodétov Baciriéwmg), [Pl
Min. 317b3-4 (0b8¢ perodncoviai note nEpt 1@V avTdV Etepa Kol tepa vVOuL-
pa). The Derveni author seems to refer to an agent who changed an ar-
rangement of law-like character (xeipeva).

Given the unambiguously cosmological context, the agent in question
can be identified with Notg, i.e. Mind. In the surviving parts of the text
this entity makes its first appearance in col. XIV, but the casual reference
to it there suggests that the author has introduced it earlier in a lost section
of the work. Mind is nothing but air (the identification of Mind with air
follows from col. XIV.7, XV.6-12 and XVII.1-6), and the Derveni author
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believes that Zeus is nothing but an allegory of air/Mind invented by Ox-
pheus, as also seems to be the case with all cther gods/goddesses in the
poem of Orpheus which the Derveni author interprets from col. VII on-
wards. Since it never came to be but exists always (see col. XVIL.1-6), ait/
Mind is one of the preexisting and everlasting entities all else is made up
of and comes to be from, i.e. the fundamental constituents of the universe
(see col. XVI.2: éx 1@dv Onapyéviaov 16 vov ovia vivetol, col. XVI.7-8: 1a
Svta Onfilplyev del, 16 8¢ | vOV £6vra éx 1@V vrapyévrav yivlelrar, and cf.
Intro. V § 2). Air/Mind caused the transition of the universe to its pres-
ent state, i.e. the generation of the stable large-scale structures in the uni-
verse that make it the cosmos we see now, and is ultima-elv responsible for
the constant generation of transient entities that come to be in the cosmos
from the basic entities; cf. below on col. XVI.10-11. The wisdom of air/
Mind has determined how the derivative things that are and those that
come to be in the universe at any time and those whase coming to be is
future at that time must come to be and be and cease to be (col.
XIX.3-7; as turns out from col. IX.5-10, how the primordial universe be-
came the cosmos was underpinned by the knowledge air/Mind posses-
ses). This ‘grand scheme’ can be plausibly assumed to be object of Mind’s
all-encompassing knowledge and, if Mind would not be ezernal without
possessing eternally the wisdom that presumably makes it what it is, it
did not come to possess this wisdom at any particular time in the past.
Since air/Mind is said to have wanted the derivative er:tities to be and
probably wanted them to be as is best for them to bz (sez col. XXV.3-
12), a complete way that everything must be for the best seems to have
been part of reality before air/Mind initiated the cosmogony, when al’
other basic entities were united in an amorphous fire-dominated mixture
(col. IX.5-10), which perhaps churned about in air/Mind (see Intro. V
§ 16), and there was no coming to be (see below on col. XXI.13-14). Each
ingredient in the mixture was probably divided up in small particles,
which the action of the dominant fire-par-icles scattered among particles
of all other ingredients and prevented from binding together to form co-
herent structures (see below on col. XVIL8, 9). By causing a sufficiently
large amount of fire to separate from the primordial mixturs, air/Mind re-
duced the dominant ingredient in the mixture to such lew levels that the
other basic entities could condense and form the stable large-scale struc-
tures in the universe as we see it today (col. IX.5-10]). The action by
means of which air/Mind might have brcught about the brezkup of the
primordial mixture (see below on col. IX.7-&) seems to have been caused
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by the knowledge-based volition of this basic entity to bring all derivative
entities into existence.

In Tsantsanaglou’s view, 8le@vl ] | 6 xeinleval peradleic refers to Zeus,
an Orphic allegory of ait/Mind, as having changed the precosmic spatial
arrangement of the other basic entities. However, if lJewv in 1 stands at
the end of a sentence and the participial phrase at the beginning of the fol-
lowing sentence (see previous note), it is possible to supplement 6 keip[e-
vo] pete0leic Notg or dnp. See also next note,

2-3 £)edobvmn | paM[ov &] giverar [: Tsantsanoglou suggests eiieto " Eptvo-
ow ¢]xdotvar péAiov &] givetor [t dvBpdnera $Aal, the subject of eireto
being 0edv 6 xeipeva petadeic. Zeus, who caused the precosmic universe
to evolve into the cosmos (see previous note), chose to hand over to the
Erinyes the task of preventing any changes in the order of things that could
prove harmful to humans (cf. the role of the Erinyes in the Heraclitus quo-
tation below). '

The Derveni author believes that air/Mind, the basic entity Orpheus
calls by the name “Zeus’ among many others in the poem interpreted from
col. VII onwards, turned the primordial universe into a cosmos designed,
at least partly, for the benefit of humans. He thinks that farmers and sea-
farers could not be able to tell the season of the year and predict the
weather without the Moon (col. XXIV.10-12), a probable reference to tell-
ing the time of the year and predicting the weather at that time with the
help of the regular appearances and disappearances of the fixed stars
around the vear, phenomena which will fall within a given month of a
well-regulated luni-solar calendar. It seems as if he attempts to provide
what Soc-ates did not find in Anaxagoras’ book, though he was led to ex-
pect it by the hypothesis that Mind sets everything in order and causes
evarything, namely an account of celestial bodies and the phenomena they
exhibit in terms of what is best (Pl. Phd. 97b8-98b6). Air/Mind is said to
be good i connection with the fact that Orpheus presents it as ‘mother of
the others’ (col. XXVI.1-2), which means that all derivative entities, con-
ceived of as parts of the cosmic order that includes air/Mind, come to
be ultimately because of this one basic thing (cf. col. XXIL.8). One is
tempted to platonically associate goodness in this context with the good-
ness of all things that come to be as is best for them to be. Cf. Pl. Ti.
29d7-30a6 on the demiurge and see also Intro. VI § 16:

Aéyopev 57 81’ fivaiva aitiav yéveowy kal 6 ndv 168€ b cuvieTdg cuvésToEy. Gyaddg fiv,
aya@® 5 0bdeI; mEP 0VSEVOS 0VBéRmOTE Eyyiyverar ¢85vog Tovtov & éxtdg Bv mavia 6T
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Hdiiota £Bovisifn yevéobor mapanifioia Eavtd. Tabmy &) yevéoens kol xéopov péhor
Gv Tig GpxMv kupLatdmy nap’ avdpdv dpovipwv drodexduevog dpBiTata anodéyortr dGv.
BovAnBeic yap 6 Bedg dyaba pév mdvia, pradpov 5¢ pndév eivar Kot Svapy, ot
&M mdv Seov fiv dpatdv maparafdv oly fovgiav dyov GAAG kivodpevov TANPUEA DG
Kai drdxrog, i v attd fyayev éx g dratiag, fynodpevoc éxeivo 0vToV TAVTRG
duewvov.

Whether the Detveni author would agree with Aristotle’s strong thesis in
Pol. 1256b10-26 that the cosmos constitutes a single goal-directed system
designed for the sake of human beings cannot, of course, be deter-
mined. The nature of a change in the order of things that would prove
not just harmful but fatal to humans and must thus be prevented can be
inferred from the penultimate column.

According to col. XXV.9-12, air/Mind (here refetred to as god; see In-
tro. VI § 16) would not have made the Sun of such a sort and of such a size
as is explained at the beginning of the account if it had not wanted the de-
rivative entities to exist (cf. col. XII1.10-11). The Sun seems to be made up
of the fire that air/Mind forced to separate first from the other basic enti-
ties, which were originally united into a fire-dominated mixture, so as to
cause the rest of the ingredients in the mixture to also separate out and
clump forming the stable large-scale structures in the universe of the pres-
ent epoch, i.e. the cosmos at the smaller scales of which all kinds of tran-
sient derivative entities come to be from the basic entities (see col. IX.5-10
and XV.1-4). The counterfactual in col. XXV.9-12 is part of an argument
to the effect that the stars are necessarily kept scattered against their ten-
dency to coalesce. If the stars did coalesce, matter of the same type as that
which makes up the Sun (i.e. fire) would accrete to the Sun and clump to-
gether to form fireballs comparable in size to the Sun (col. XXV.3-
9). However, since the Sun would not have been made of such a sort
(i.e. unique) and of such a size as is explained in the beginning of the ac-
count if air/Mind had not wanted the derivative entities to exist, the stars
must be kept scattered: the tacit assumption is that, if the stars coalesced,
the Sun could not be any more of such a sort and of such a size as is ex-
plained at the beginning of the account, in which case the cosmic order
would collapse. The.Detveni author could allude here to an increase in
the size of the Sun that would result from the accretion of the stars to
the Sun, all the more so since after three lines he proceeds to quote Her-
aclitus’ view that the size of the Sun is necessarily stable.

If so, at this point of his work the Derveni author must have first dis-
cussed air/Mind, its goodness and the formation of the Sun, i.e. the begin-
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ning of the cosmogony (cf. Betegh [2004] 328); the size of the Sun was cru-
cial in the cosmogony, provided that the Sun is the amount of fire air/Mind
forced to separate first from the other basic entities, thereby allowing their
primordial mixture to evolve into the rest of the large-scale structures ob-
served in the cosmos (the Derveni author stresses in col. IX.5-10 that air/
Mind caused as much fire to separate out as was required for the clumping
of the other ingredients in the primordial mixture not to be prevented any
more). It follows, moreover, that the beginning of the account mentioned
in col. XXV.9-12 is col. IV, which means that not too many columns pre-
ceded col. IV.

That the Derveni author discussed in col. IV the catastrophic implica-
tions of an increase in the size of the Sun alongside the formation of this
celestial body can be reasonably assumed, given the backreference in col.
XXV and the Heraclitus quotation in col. IV, but we cannot know whether
the engorgement of the Sun is prevented by the Erinyes or directly by ait/
Mind. One might be disinclined to assume the first, though it would have
a neat parallel in the Heraclitus quotation, because, first, there is no evi-
dence that the furniture of the Derveni author’s cosmos includes the Erin-
yes, nor is there any reason to hold that Heraclitus believes in the exist-
ence of the Erinyes, or that the Derveni author thinks so, and, second,
by quoting Heraclitus the Derveni author could back up the view that
air/Mind is directly responsible for keeping the size of the Sun within cer-
tain limits (see below on 9). One can also supplement 2-3 as follows: 6 kei-
nleval petedleig Nodg 1dAha €0éret élxdoDvar | parr[ov A] oiverar [t ov-
ovacerg, where éfp can be substituted for Nodg and keipeva refers to the
precosmic arrangement of the other basic entities (1éA\a, sc. évra) that
was changed by ait/Mind when it replaced fire as the dominant causal
agent in the universe (to be distinguished from the dominant basic entity
at an epoch, the other basic entities are referred to as simply tdA\Aa in
col. IX.6-7). parrlov 1] is suggested by Tsantsanoglou (1997). &x&i56von,
‘to give (a daughter) in marriage’, could be used for air/Mind’s having
caused the other basic entities to ‘marry’, i.e. to combine into derivative en-
tities, e.g. plants and animals, which could be referred to as ovatacerc (the
noun might be plausibly restored in col. XVII.14, where it could refer to
the accretion of the basic entities into the large-scale structures of the pres-
ent universe); cf. below on col, XX1.9-10 and 11-12. The verb is used in a
similar manner by Plato (Sph. 242¢8-d4), though its subject is the author of
a cosmological theory that posits the combination of the elements, not a
causal principle responsible for the combination according to the theory:
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M#D66v Tiva Exaortog daivetei pot Surrelodat toioiv ag vdotv fiulv, O pév ag pic 1a évia,
ROAEPET 58 GAAAAOLS éviote altdv Gra niy), ToT® 8¢ Kal ¢iaa yryvdueva yduoug e xai
OKOUC KO TPOYaG TV Exyovav rapéxetar Svo 8¢ Erepog eindy, Bypov ral Enpdv 7 Bep-
1oV kal yuxpov, cuvolkilet e abta kol £xdidmot.

Mind, the basic entity which caused the precosmic arrangement of the
other basic entities to change, wants to bring about their combination into
derivative entities (cf. @ v £6via | 6 80 €l pn #Behev elvan in col. XXV.9-
10) rather than harms these complexes, to which a change contrasted with
the cosmogonic change braught about by air/Mind, probably the increase
in the size of the Sun, would be fatally harmful.

34 ] & 1 voymg yalp]l | 0Ok €ila Aalupaverlvl: for postponement of yap see
GP 95-98. If Zetg and 1ac ‘Epuviig are the subject and object of obx: eilc as
Tsantsanoglou suggests, Zeus is said here not to have allowed the Erinyes
to catch or find out those chance events in the cosmos (1 g 1oyne) that do
not negatively affect humans; see previous note. We can also supplemeant
814 7o tig Toymg yelp] | ovx €iln Aalppaverlvl, where €iln is an impersonal
potential optative without 3v (cf. col. XXV.8). wiv Nodv or wv é¢épa and
1d¢ ovardoetg could very wll be subject and object respectively o: the in-
finitive; see previous note. It would have been impossible for air/Minc to
obtain by chance the derivative complexes into which it wanted the other
basic entities to unite. Unlike any change that would destroy the cosmos
(cf. previous note), the transition of the universe from the precosmic to
the cosmic state was not a chance occurrence: it was brought about by
the knowledge-based volition of air/Mind.

o, chance, is perhaps not the absence of any cause but rather phys-
ical processes necessitating complex effects which seem to be purposed as
if designed by an agency. Atistotle hints that somre attribute the fcrmation
of a cosmos to chance (Ph. 196a24-35 = Demccr. DK 68 A 69), just as Em-
pedocles attributes the formation of most animal parts to chance (Ph.
196a23-24), and his rejoinder to Empedocles makes clear that in this con-
text chance stands for physical processes that lack purposiveness but ne-
cessitate complex effects as if they were purposively acting agents (Ph.
198b10-32). Cf. Pl. Lg. 889b1-c6 (= Emp. DK 31 A 48):

0p koi Vdwp kol Yiv ki Gépo dhoEL mavie Elval kod TOxm daciv, vy 8¢ ovdv
700TOY, Kal T PETA talta ad owpata, Yig 1€ Kai fAlov xal ceAfvig dotpwy Te mépL,
S1d TovTev yeyovéval ravteMic dvrav ayiyev: Toxn & ¢epbpeva T thg Suvdpen; Exa-
ota £KACTYY, T CUUNERTOKEY ApudTToVIa OiKeig Teg, Oepud yuypois i Enpd wpdg Typa
Kol paraxd mpog okANpd, Kol Tavia Ordca T TV Svaviiov kKpAoeL Katd Tiynv &5 G-
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viykmg suvekepdodn, tadm kui wotd et oltag yeyevvikévar v € obpavov Shov
kai ’dva Onéoa kat ovpavar, kai {Pa ad kol vt chpnavsa, dpdv Tacdy £k ToVTEV
Yevopévav, ob 88 514 voiv, ¢osiv, 008¢ Si1d Tiva Bedv 0UBE S1d Téxvny GANG, & Aéyopev,
¢voEL xai Toxm.

4 dp’ o0 1a[Ev Exer S1a w6 TySe wdopog; Sc. Sra tov Nodv or 1ov dépa, or Sud
wov Ala (see previous notes). Another possible supplement is &p’ ob 16 [del
Svia S14 16]y8e xbopog;

5-6 xawg [tadrla 'Hpdxkertog palpropdpevog] td xowva | xatlaorpélper
18[1]q: the scribe uses a diasresis over the first 1 of 16 18[1]a. The earliest
example of trema or diairesis noted in Turner (19877) 10 dates to the sec-
ond century BC (cf. Threatte vol. 1, 94ff.), but Aristotle already mentions
marks used as punctuatian signs in books (SE 177b6, Rh. 1407b13).
Since the contrast betveen what is Euvév (kowvév), common, and what
is i81ov, private, occurs in Heraclitus, it is reasonable to assume that ta xot-
vé. and 1 i8we in the Derveni text pun on Heraclitus’ use of &wvév and
idov. Cf. Tsantsanoglou and Parassoglou (1988) 130. Heraclitus’ Evvév
is 6 Méyog, the account, he sets out (DK 22 B 2). According to the opening
of his book, this account s evetlastingly true, but people fail to compre-
hend it: they are a&vveroy, as Heraclitus puts it with a pun on &vvév (B 1).
Since those who are to sp=ak &bv vée must put their trust firmly in what
is Eovov névtov (B 114), understanding and rational discourse are grounded
in the common account (Euvdg Adyoc), which in B 2 is sharply contrasted
with the private intelligence (isia ¢pévnorc) of uncomprehending people:
being unable to understand the account in question, these people are
cut off from what is common and for each one of them there is a private
cosmos (id1og k6opog), as if they were sleeping dreamers, whereas for those
who follow what is common there is one cosmos common to all (eig xai
wowvdg Kbopoc), as is the case with those who are awake (B 89).
Heradlitus’ Aéyog is rct simply his own everlastingly true account. As
he makes clear at the beginning of his book, it is also that which is de-
scribed by his true account, and according to which everything happens
in the universe (cf. S.E. M. 7.133.6-7 = DK 22 A 16}: by revealing this prin-
ciple, Heraclitus distinguishes each thing accotding to its real nature (xatd
#dow), and explains how each thing is constituted — this is what other peo-
ple are oblivious to, though they are awake, just as taey forget what they do
when asleep after they wake up. Heraclitus’ accourt is common, insofar as
it picks out a cosmological principle, because the principle in question is
obviously universal, a unifying plan by which all things are steered as a sin-
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gle cosmos common to all, and which is the only object of knowledge
(B 41). His Aéyog is common, insofar as it denotes the account of this plan,
not only because the account in question is of a universal principle or ever-
lastingly true but also because all people can understand it, for understand-
ing in common to them all (B 113) — the majority, though, believe their
own false opinions (B 17), apparently the products of their private intelli-
gence, so for each one of them there is a private cosmos. Heraclitus most
probably thinks that, gus everlastingly true account, 6 Evvog Aéyoc com-
prises not only cosmological but also moral or political truths, for he de-
clares that those who are to speak &bv véo should put their trust in what
is Euvév mévtav, just as a city puts its trust in the law, for all human laws
are nourished by one divine law, apparently the universal plan itself
(B 114). If 1a xowvé and 1 i8a in the Derveni text echo Heraclitus’ use
of Evvév and 18wov, it can be plausibly assumed that 1é xowd are the truths
revealed by Heraclitus’ everlastingly true account (see KG vol. 1, 16 for the
plural used instead of the singular in order to bring out the multiplicity
comprised by what the singular denotes), whereas ta i81a are the false be-
liefs held by uncomprehending people.

Janko (2002) 9 understands 1d xowvé and 7d i81a as shared and individual
sensations respectively (cf. Tsantsanoglou and Parassoglou [1988] 130), but
if these substantival adjectives are indeed allusions to Heraclitus, there is no
evidence that Heraclitus made such a distinction. According to Sextus Em-
piricus (M. 7.131.1-132.1 = DK 22 A 16), 6 xowdc Adyog is Heraclitus’ cri-
terion of truth, and what appears commonly to all (16 kowvij néor patvépevov)
is trustworthy, for it is grasped through xowog Adyoc, whereas that which
strikes an individual is untrustworthy; this passage is cited by Jourdan
(2003) 32, who in her commentary on col. IV renders a i8wx as “les sensa-
tions individuelles” and td xowé as “phénoménes dont nous partageons
tous la perception” (in her translation of col. IV, though, she renders &
i8wa as “idées individuelles” and & xowd as “idées communes”). Sextus,
however, does not attribute to Heraclitus a distinction between common
and private sensations: as a Pyrrhonist term, ‘what appears’ (16 ¢awvépevov)
denotes not a sensation (a concrete sensory event) but rather what appears
to be the case to someone and is reported by a that-clause, Although in Sex-
tus’ report this term is not used in the strict Pyrrhonist sense, there can be no
doubt that here, too, it denotes truth-value bearers, not sensations. Tsan-
tsanoglou (1997) 109 takes 1a xotvd to mean ‘common and traditional beliefs’
and 10 1810 ‘Heraclitus’ own ideas’; cf. the interpretation of ta i61a as Her-
aclitus’ own teaching in Betegh (2004) 347 who, though, simply translates &
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xouvé as “the common” without further comment. Given Heradlitus’ use of
Euvév and idov, it is preferable to assume that ta xowd and 1a iSia are re-
spectively the truths revealed by Heraclitus’ everlastingly true account
and the false beliefs held by the uncomprehending people.

xatlaotpéloer 16 13[1)q, ‘overthrows false beliefs”, would be an accu-
rate descnptlon of what Heraclitus does by putting forth or “calling to wit-
ness”, palprupépevoc], his everlastingly true account. xatw [tavrld, “like-
wise”, (or xara [tadrla, ‘accordingly’; see Tsantsanoglou and Parissoglou
[1988] 129) would signal that the Derveni author adduces Heraclitus’
authority in order to bolster what is emphasized by the rhetorical question
in 4. This rhetorical question is perhaps meant to stress the dependence of
the cosmic order on the agency of air/Mind. Heraclitus reveals a true ac-
count of the universal plan by which all things are steered as a single cos-
mos common to all. Since this unifying principle is the one divine law (B
114), and the one wise thing which is and is not willing to be called by the
name of Zeus (B 32), for the Derveni author the importance of Heraclitus’
true account might lie in the association of the cosmic order with a wise
entity conceived of as god. He draws attention to the fact that Heraclitus’
revelation of the truth overthrows the false beliefs of the uncomprehending
many, perhaps because by stressing the dependence of the cosmic order on
air/Mind, the wise entity Orpheus calls in his poem by the name of Zeus
among many others, he criticizes uncomprehending people: ‘Orphic’ char-
latans whose cultic practices are described in col. VI, and one of whom
speaks in col. V trying to lure clients, the people ridiculed in col. XX. See
also Intro. VI §§ 10-16.
7 “ﬁ/xt.[og ..J.0v xatwd $poov ayBpolwriov] edpog modog [Eon]”: the para-
graphos indicates that a quotation from Heradlitus follows, but whether the
quotation ends in 9 or continued in the following lines is unclear. If there
is the right-hand descending oblique of o, & or A before ov and what is
faintly visible in a slightly transposed piece of papyrus is the right-hand part
of a bottom horizontal, Tsantsanoglou suggests [kG5]5ov; if there is no trace
of a bottom horizontal, [k0x]Aov. According to D.L. 9.9, Heraclitus be-
lieved that the celestial bodies are bowls in which collected fuel bums, pro-
ducing light and heat. The term used in the doxographic report is oxagn; it
is unclear whether the word is Heraclitean, but oxé¢n and x48(5)oc could be
used interchangeably, at least in the diminutive (cf. Phot. Lexicon s.v. oxd-
¢rov). xixrog could also refer to a vessel like a bowl (cf. Poll. 6.84).

This is in all probability the original wording of the text that gave rise
to the Heraclitus entry in [Plu.] Plac. 890C10 (DK 22 B 3) under the head-
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ing ITepi peyéBoug Mriov: ‘Hpdxiertog ebpog modog évBpameiov (sc. tov fikov
elvar). The quotation in the Derveni text puts paid to the suggestion by
Kahn (1979) n. 193 and Robinson (1987) 77-78 that the reference to a hu-
man foot in pseudo-Plutarch and Aetius was not perhacs in the original
text of Heraclitus, who said merely that the Sun is as large as it appeats
to be (cf. D.L. 9.7). It also makes clear that, pace Kahn (1979) 163, Her-
aclitus is not “exploiting, without endorsing or criticizing, the natural as-
sumption that the Sun is just the size it appears”. According to Atistotle,
it is the apparent width of the Sun that measures one foot (de Ax. 428b3-4,
Insomn. 458b29, 460b18-19). Since Heraclitus says tha: the Sun measures
one foot in width katd ¢vowv, he thinks that the Sun really is one foot wide:
Heraclitus describes himself as xatd ¢ioowv Sraipéev Exactov kai $pdalev
dxag éxer (B 1) and, if to distinguish each thing xaw ¢dmv means ‘to dis-
tinguish each thing according to its real constitution’, the Sun can be one
foot wide xata ¢votv only in the sense that it is one foot w-de on account of
its real constitution. Heraclitus’ view that the Sun is really as large as it ap-
pears to be is in line with his empiricism and with his preference for the
evidence furnished by sight (B 55, 101a). He is of course aware that sight
can be deceptive (B 46), but apparently saw no reason to doubt its accu-
racy with regard to the size of the Sun and adopt a view similar to Anaxi-
mander’s, according to whom the Sun and the surface of the Earth are of
the same size (DK 12 A 21). The astronomical naivety of Heraclitus is typ-
ical of an early philosopher: Anaximander held the view, remarkable for Lis
time, that the Sun is much larger than it appears to be, but thought that the
fixed stars are closer to the Earth than the Sun is (A 111,

8-9 “w0 pléyedolg ovy tmepParav eig[6tag oB]pow e[Bpavc] | [£08”: cf. the
two versions of Heraclit. DK 22 B 94: (i) fjAog yép oy, imeppriceton pétpa
¢noiv O 'Hpdxiertog €l 8& pnj, Epwvdeg piv Aixkne émixorvpor £€evpricovaly
(Plu. Exil. 604A9-B1); (ii) ‘HpdxAertog ... ¢noi ... fidtov ... ut UmepPioecdon
T0U¢ TPoCTKOVIas Gpovg el 8€ pf, YAMTTog v Alkng £mikavpovg éEesproewy
(Plu. de Is. et Os. 370D3-10; yAdnrag is obviously corrupt).

9 “ei 8¢ pl, 'Epwielc] viv ékevpricovor, Alimg éxikoupor]”: in view of
Heraclit. DK 22 B 94 (see previous note), this is the most probable supple-
ment. On vwv (cf. col. XI.3) instead of Plutarch’s pv see Intro. I § 16,
Tsantsanoglou and Parassoglou (1988) 133.

The Heraclitus quotation leaves no doubt that the Ephesian discussed
the width of the Sun continuously with the role of the Erinyes as servants
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of Dike responsible for catching the Sun in case it oversteps certain limits,
though in the tradition the two topics became separated. The limits in
question are limits of size — the duty of the Erinyes is to prevent the Sun
from becorcing wider than one foot, not from overstepping the temporal
or spatial boundaries of its diurnal or annual motion in the sky, as is usually
assumed; see Kahn (1979) 159-161 and Robinson (1987) 144 (Vlastos
[1975] 9 understands the boundaries in B 94 as any unchanging property
of the Sun, size included). Sider (1997) 142 has suggested that, according
to Heraclitus, the Sun becomes wider than one foot at sunset and that the
Erinyes punish it for this transgression by quenching it — in the morning
there will be a new Sun as large as the old one. Heraclitus does think that
the Sun is quenched (Fl. R. 49826-b1) and that there is a new Sun every
day (B 6), but an enlargement of the Sun is easily observed at both sunset
and sunrise (cf. Cleom. Caelestia 11.1.7-8 Todd). If Heraclitus assumed
that the Erinyes punish the Sun at sunset because at that time this celestial
object becomes excessively wide, it is difficult to see how he explained the
obvious fact that the Erinyes tolerate the same transgression at sunrise. It
would hardlv befit the Erinyes in their role as servants of Dike to punish
the Sun at sunset by quenching because this celestial body becomes wider
than it ought to be, though the same infraction goes unpunished at sunrise;
the assumption that at sunrise the corrective intervention of the Erinyes is
somehow not required because the Sun will become one foot wide all by
itself simply makes things worse.

‘Aristotle refers to Heraclitus’ view that there is a new Sun every day in
his critique of some anonymous Heracliteans, who follow their master in
assuming that the fire of the Sun is fuelled by the wet like an ordinary fire
(cf. [Arist.] Pr. 934b33-26), and explain the solstices on the hypothesis that
the same regions cannot constantly supply the Sun with fresh fuel (Meze.
354b33-355al5): if the Sun is in need of fuel, Aristotle argues, there is ab-
surdly a new Sun not every day as Heraclitus says but every moment, for
the fire does not retain its identity over any time interval — at any given mo-
ment a new quantity of fuel is ignited and, as a consequence, a new quan-
tity of fire comes about. The Heraclitean Cratylus had objected to Hera-
clitus that it is impossible to step into the same river not only twice but
even once (Arist. Metaph. 1010a10-15), apparently because the water of
the river does not retain its identity over any stretch of time, and Aristotle’s
critique of Heraclitus and the anonymous Heracliteans is obviously pat-
terned on Cratylus’ point: if Heraclitus and his followers are right and
the Sun needs fuel, they wrongly assume that the Sun retains its identity
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for a day (just as, according to Cratylus, Heraclitus wrongly assumes that a
river retains its identity long enough for someone to step into it once) —
there is a new Sun not every day, as they take it, but every moment. This
critique, however, suggests that according to Heraclitus the Sun is new
every day because its fire needs new fuel every day, which means that
the Sun is quenched at sunset simply because its fire has exhausted the
available fuel, not because the Erinyes punish it for having exceeded one
foot in width.

In their role as servants of Dike Heraclitus’ Erinyes need not be under-
stood literally as divine agents charged with punishing a Sun prone to ex-
ceeding its assigned width. As Vlastos (1955) 358 has correctly pointed
out, in Heraclitus there is no short-term or long-term excess on the part
of the Sun to be punished by the Erinyes. The latter can be plausibly un-
derstood as a mythological personification of the inescapably strong w4y in
which the Sun possesses a fixed width in accordance with its real constitu-
tion (see above on 7). For Heraclitus the real constitution of things in-
volves both stability and change (the radical Heracliteanism of Cratylus
does not seem to have been espoused by Heraclitus himself). To use Her-
aclitus’ own celebrated example (see B 12), the identity of a river over time
is due as much to the continuous and regular flow of water as to the sta-
bility of the river-bed. The real constitution of the Sun similarly lies as
much in the continuous change of fuel into fire as in certain unchanging
properties of the resultant fire: unless this fire has a certain diameter
(one foot wide in Heraclitus’ view) and follows a certain path in the sky,
producing a stable flow of heat, it cannot be identified as the Sun, just
as a flow of water cannot be identified as a certain river unless it possesses
certain unchanging properties. If the Erinyes, who will catch the Sun in
case it exceeds its width, personify the inescapably strong way in which
the Sun has a stable diameter in accordance with its real constitution, they
are not different from Parmenides’ mighty Ananke, who keeps ‘what is’
within the bonds of limit (DK 28 B 8.31-32). Parmenides certainly is
not afraid that ‘what is’ will break loose from the bonds of limit if Ananke
does not keep it constantly constrained: by using the image of bonds, he
stresses the inviolable stability of ‘what is’, mighty Ananke personifying
the necessity of this stability.

A stable diameter is ineluctably imposed on the Sun by Dike, the prin-
ciple of conflict in accordance with which all things happen (B 80). Since
this is also the description of the universal principle revealed in Heraclitus’
everlastingly true account, Dike is identical with this principle, the one di-
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vine law that transcends all human laws (B 114), the one wise thing wﬂhng
and not willing to be called by the name of Zeus (B 32), the helmsman of
all things through all (B 41): it is the clash of two opposing factors in whose
unity, or balanced interconnectedness, lies the real constitution of each
thing and the sum total of things. A stable diameter is necessarily imposed
on the Sun by Dike in the sense that, being identical with the real consti-
tution of the Sun, Dike cannot but consist in two opposing components,
one of which is a factor of stability: the nature of the Sun consists in the
constant change of fuel into fire and the stability imposed on the resultant
fire as regards its diameter, its path in the sky and the outflow of heat it
produces. Since Heraclitus’ Dike is the one wise thing willing and not will-
ing to be called Zeus, by quoting Heraclitus the Derveni author probably
attempts to shore up his view that ultimately responsible for the size of the
Sun, an unchanging property of paramount importance for the preserva-
tion of cosmic order, is air/Mind, the wise entity Orpheus calls in his poem
by the name of Zeus among many others. Cf. above on 2-3 and 5-6.

Assuming that for the Derveni author the soul shares in the nature of
this wise entity and that the Erinyes mentioned in col. II are the souls of
the dead, Betegh (2004) 346-347 attributes to the Derveni author a
further reason for quoting Heraclitus, namely the wish to drive home
the fact that at the cosmic level fire is not supreme — even Heraclitus him-
self unwittingly admits that much if his view that the fire of the Sun needs
to be controlled by a higher entity, Dike, and its servants, the Erinyes, is
understood in the light of the Derveni author’s own cosmology (Betegh
takes the phrase xat[aotpéler ta i3[i]q in line 6 to mean ‘[Heraclitus]
confutes his own teachmg ). Accordmg to Betégh, the domination of fire
by aft/Mind at the cosmic level (see above on 2 and 2-3) has for the Der-
veni author not only cosmological but also, or rather primarily, eschato-
logical significance and allows us to see the connection between the sur-
viving relics of cols. I-1II, where the Derveni author seems to discuss mat-
ters of eschatology alongside certain cultic practices related to the after-
life, and col. IV, where he most probably turns to cosmology and quotes
Heraclitus. As Betegh (2004) 347 takes it, the Derveni authot’s main ten-
et, which ties in neatly with the archaeological context of the Derveni pa-
pyrus (the tomb of a cremated person), is that knowledge of the cosmo-
logical truths encoded in the Otphic poem he interprets will help the par-
ticipants in initiatory rituals, petformed according to the poem in ques-
tion and officiated by the author himself, cast off their fear of death
(see also Intro. VI § 8):
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Fire — the lightning in a thunderstorm, the burning flames of the pyre or the fire of
Hades — can appear terrifying; but there is nothing to be feated. True, fire has an
immense and possibly destructive power, yet it does not act on its own. On the
contrary, it is the principal means through which divine justice and in-ervention
can manifest themselves, both at the cosmic level and at the levzl of the individual
souls. Fire, this tremendous force, is well under the control of the supreme divine
intelligence, be it call=d air or Zeus. Just loock at the heavenly bodies. That vast
amount of fire concentrated in them could, in principle, destroy everything. For
example, the stars, driven by the force of ‘like to like’, czald collapse into each
other and join the fiery mass of the sun, and thereby annihilate this cosmic or-
der. But once fire is mastered and fashioned in a proper form by the cosmic in-
telligence, it becomes the source of all becoming. For fire is nothing but the de-
vice with the help of which the god, the intelligent air, keeps justice and govetns
the world. Thus, they who have no reason to be afraid of tae divinity should not
fear fire either. The fire of the pyre, or that of the thund=zrbolt, destroys only the
corpse, but the (superior) soul is airy, thus fire has no power over it. Moreovet, as
far as the individual soul is assimilated to the cosmic inteligenze and is thus airy,

fire becomes its helper: by destroying something inferior, it promotes the birth of
something superior.

See, however, Intro. VI §§ 10-16.

COL. V (fr. 473 Bernabé)

2 ypnlomlprwaloul: middle form (-6uleda, -6ulevor, rather than active
(-opfev). Cf. Janko (2002) 10.

3 ypnoltlnpratovlter: this is likelier than an active parriciple form (-ov[eg
etc). [..]u at the end of the line is most probably the ending of a masculine
middle participle in the nominative, governing the dative attoig at the be-
ginning of the next line.

4-5 apwig ndpwyey [eig 10 palyreiov éneplolmoloveec], | wiv pavievopévay
[&v]exev: for napiévon eig 10 pavieiov cf. Hdt. 5.72.17-18 (& Eeive Aaxedar-
udvie, mddv xopee pnde Eo1bL g 10 1pdv 0l Yap Beprziv Anpleliol napléval
#v0adra) and E. Jon 226-229 (gi pév 0vcate nédavov mpo Sopav | xoi m xu-
0éc00L xplete Poifov, l ndp1T £¢ Bupdag €mi & dodiKkToL; l piAoLoL Sopmy
un maprt’ ég poydév). Whether 16 palyretov is the Delphic oracle, the oracle
par excellence, or any oracle is unclear. There is no difference between
xpnompldtecdon (most probably used in 2 and 3) and pavietestar (cf.
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Hdt. 8.134.4-9). The dative airoig probably denotes the same people as
the genit:ve 1@v povievopévary. The prepositional phrase t@v pavievopévay
[év]exev means either ‘for the sake of those who consult the oracle’, in
which case it is equivalent to pavtevépevor ool (the subject of the parti-
ciple is the same as that of ndpuey), or ‘with regard to these who consult
the oracle’ (see LS] s.v. évexa 2), in which case it is connected with the fol-
lowing indirect question and the repetition of the dative abroic after 04m[c
or Bep[wsv could be avoided. As turns out from the following lines, ot
pavievépevor do not believe that Hades has a horrendous fate in store
for them, fail to understand dreams and certain other things, are overcome
by pleasure and error, and wallow in ignorance. The question they address
to the oracles is unclear (see next note), and their Slitheness is indignantly
castigated by someonz who speaks in the first person plural and seems to
visit oracles on their behalf (it is also unclear why these fellows do not con-
sult the oracles directly, or on what terms they obtain the services of the
middleman). There is no reason to assume that the speaker here is the
Dervent author; see Intro. VI §§ 10-11.

addressed to the oracles by the employers of the individual who speaks
in this column. Cf. 0¥ oe 6éuig xteivew oiov ot PéPatov ... (no. 537 in
Parke and Wormell [1956] vol. 2), the sole known occurrence of (ob) 8¢
in an oracular response. If ndq is a relic of the infinitive depending on 6¢é-
w[c or Beui[tév, this infinitive can be only the present infinitive of mndav,
compounded or not, or pAndav (attested in Hsch. ¢ 604 Schmidt: pAnddvia:
Anpodvia), but none of these verbs allows one to make sense of the question
addressed to the oracles. That one would ask an oracle if it is right not to
believe in the horrors of Hades (see next line and cf. Janko [2002] 10)
seems unlikely, though it cannot be ruled out; no surviving oracle concerns
the fate of the inquirer in the afterlife — the responsz= to Amelius who asked
7od | Martivov yuyn kexdpnke (no. 473 in Parke and Wormell [1956] vol.
2) cannot be adduced as a parallel.

6 &p’ "Awdou Sewva i dmustodoy; The logical connection between this rhetor-
ical question and what has been said in the previous lines of this column is
not evident. The speaker here might be pointing out that the faith of his
employers in the oracles is inconsistent with their disbzlief in the horrors
of Hades; or that his employers believe what the oracles say in response
to actually trifling questions, but paradoxically disbelieve what he reveals
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to them about a matter of the utmost importance, their fate after death; or
that they trust him when they send him to consult the oracles on their be-
half, but not when he expounds the fate Hades has in store for them.

6-7 ov ywaolrovreg €lyimvia | 008 1év Ewv mpaypdrov éxactlov]: the
employers of the speaker here do not know how to interpret dreams (cf.
Hdt. 3.58.1-2: toBtov 10v xpnopdv ovx oloi 1€ foav yvdvar). These dreams
reveal the fate in Hades, for it is clear from what comes next that they
ought to make one believe in the horrors of the afterlife, provided of course
that their import can be correctly understood. The speaker here might also
be an interpreter of dreams, and he might believe that dreams about the
aftetlife originate from the realm of the dead: according to Alexander Poly-
histor (D.L. 8.32 = DK 58 B 1a = FGrHist 273 F 93), the Pythagoreans
believed that dreams and other omens are sent by the souls of the dead,
which fill the air and are called demons and heroes (demons are also said
to be the source of dreams in Pl. S#p. 202d8-203a4). a npdypara might be
omens other than dreams that also hint at the horrors of Hades if properly
interpreted. Such omens might have been referred to earlier on; see frr. F
18 + H 45 (éxaowa ompeiq), fr. F 10 (t¢ onpelia).

7-8 §1& moiwv dv | mapaderypdrov xlilotevoiev; Dreams and other omens
serve as napadeiypara for those who can grasp their import, i.e. as warnings
about the horrible fate awaiting them in Hades. Cf. Thuc. 3.39.3.17-20:
napaderyna 8¢ avtoig obte ot tdv Téhag Evudopai éyévovto, ool drooTdviee
1idn qudv éxepdbnoav, otte ) tapotoa evdaipovia rapéoyev icvov puf EABeTV
€¢ 14 dewvd.

8-9 vm6 [re yap] dpapr(i)ng | xai [t]fg &ng 1dov[flg vevucnueéy[ov: Tsan-
tsanoglou’s e yép fits exactly the available space (82 ¢ is longer), and his
apapt(i)ng is preferable to duapriig which, though, might have a parallel in
the lexicon of Photius (a 1143 Theodoridis): auopréc dvri 100 dpapradac
Aloyvros. Tsantsanoglou has emended the hapax épaprag to dpaprt(i)ag
in the light of Ag. 1197 (raharég tdvS' dauaptiag S6uwv), but duapti, a primi-
tive word formed by the addition of -n to a verb stem (cf. e.g. AaBn), would
by no means be anomalous, and it is possible that Photius is explaining a
word from one of Aeschylus’ lost plays. Since there is no piece of secure
evidence in favor of auaptiic, however, one should tentatively plump for
apapt(i)ng bere. épaptin, ‘error’, is evidently failure to understand the im-
port of dreams that reveal the horrible fate awaiting the dreamer in Hades.
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Those unable to understand the import of such dreams are overcome
by pleasure. The point is perhaps that these people cannot expetience any
awe at, and thus cannot assent to, what their dreams reveal about their fate
in the afterlife because the pleasures in which they indulge are so overpow-
eringly intense. They most probably wallow in bodily pleasures, which in
early Greek thought are viewed with suspicion. Two of the Maxims of the
Seven Sages (DK 10) urge us to control pleasure (Cleobulus) and to avoid
pleasure which brings distress (Solon), whereas a third one wams that pleas-
ures are mortal but virtues immortal (Periander). The characterization of
bodily pleasures as transient, and the need to control them on account of
their unpleasant consequences, entails not their outright condemnation but
merely a measured attitude to them; see Gosling and Taylor (1982)
13. The Pythagoreans, however, condemn bodily pleasures as totally bad
(see DK 58 C4, § 85; D 8 § 204), and so does perhaps the speaker here,
since he seems to share with the Pythagoreans the fundamental concern
about the fate of the individual after death. In Middle Comedy the harshly
ascetic lifestyle of mendicant Pythagoreans is repeatedly mocked (for refer-
ences to the relevant fragments see Burkert [1972] 198-199) and, as a frag-
ment of Aristophon suggests (12 K-A), its goal was eschatological: by for-
swearing the pleasures of the body in this life, the Pythagoreans hoped to
secure a favorable treatment in the afterlife. For relevant evidence on the
opoeoterectai see [Plu.] Apophth. Lac. 224E. The speaker here perhaps
invites those who wish to avoid a horrendous fate in Hades to abjure bodily
pleasures. This does not of course imply that they ought to adopt the se-
vere asceticism of the Pythagoreans, who denied themselves even the sim-
plést comforts. Antisthenes would go mad rather than feel pleasure (fr. 108
A-F, 109 B Caizzi), but he apparently condemns only the intense pleasures
of a debauched lifestyle, not the pleasures of the simple life (fr. 113, 117
Caizzi).

9-10 00] pavelavolvowy | [o06e] morebovor: Plato also associates disbelief
and the pursuit of pleasure, here assumed to be the cause of disbelief, in an
eschatological context. In the Gorgias (493al-c3) Socrates reports to Cal-
licles the views he has heard from a wise man, according to whom life is
death and those who suffer most in Hades are the pleasure-seckers. As
the anonymous wise man takes it, this is the point of a certain teller of
myths from Sicily or Italy (493a5-6: pvBoroy@dv kopuyoc Gviip, tome ZixeAde
ng A Todxde), according to whom the wretched ones are doomed in
Hades to carry water in a sieve and pour it into a leaky vessel: these people
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are the uninitiated fools and the leaky vessel is thz intemperate part of their
souls that has insariable desires, whereas the sieve stands for their souls that
are incontinent or ‘perforated’, and thus insatiably keen on pleasure be-
cause of their disbelief and forgetfulness (493c3: 5 dmotiov = xoi
atonv). This interpretation of the water-carriers myth treats the punish-
ment in Hades as an allegory of the wretched life of those who are unin-
itiated and addicted to the pursuit of pleasure. Dodds (1959) 297 suggests
that this anonymous teller of myths, whom Olymp:odorus implarsibly
identifies with Empedocles (i Grg. 30.5 Westerink), authored a religious
poem about the sufferings of the uninitiated in Hades, “a work of the same
general type as the poem of which fragments are preserved on the so-called
‘Orphic’ gold plates”. On disbelief and lack of knowledge, as well as on
the pursuit of pleasure and lack of knowledge, see next note.

10-12 ¢[mJotin 8¢ xipal@in tovwv xtk: cf. Pl Grg. 454c7-e4 (and Men.
97e6-98a8):

ZQ. "I61 &M xai 108e émokeyapeda. kaAels T pepadnévar; — FOP. KoA®. — Q. Ti
8¢; nemoteviéval, — NOP. "Eyaye. — ZQ. I16tepov 0DV waltov Sokel ool £lvon pepa-
Onkéval kal TeEmoTeEvKévaL, Kai uddnoig kai mieng, fi dAko m; — TOP. Olopat pév
éyaye, ® Zoxkpoteg, dAc, — XQ. Kahdg yap oier yvdor 3¢ €vBEvde. £l yap tig ce Epot-
10" “"Ap’ éomtv mg, B Dopyia, niong yevdig kol GAndfs;” éaing dv, dg &yd olpal. —
I'OP. Nai. — ZQ. Ti &; émomun éotiv yweudng xai dinfng — I'OP. Ovdoude. —
TQ. Aoy dp’ ad 6m ot tobtév £omv. — TOP. 'AAnOf Aéyere. — Q. 'AAAG piv ol &
Y€ PENOONKOTEC MENELGUEVOL FIGLY KOl ol Temotevkotes. — TOP. "Eon 1atta. — X€Q.
Bovier odv &vo €idn B@uev neBole, 10 pév mioTv napeydusvov dvev 10D eldéval,
§' émomunv; — I02. Idvu ye.

Those who fail to grasp the import of taeir eschatological nightmares
‘and succumb to pleasure do not believe that the lot of the dead is terrible,
and thus do not know their fate in the afterlife. As it is, giving in to pleas-
ure causes not cnly disbelief but also lack of knowledge. Cf. Pl. Prz.
357€2: w007 éotiv ¢ ndovfig firtw elvatl, dpabia M peyiom. Assuming that
the good is maximal pleasure in the longer term, Plato argues that igno-
rance of the ultimate consequences of one’s actions in terms of plzasure
and pain causes, and thus explains, the pursuit of immediate pleasure,
whereas in the Derveni text the pursuit of pleasare is responsible for igno-
rance. There is no evidence that maximal pleasure in the afterlife is the ul-
timate good acco-ding to zhe speaker here but those who, oblivious to the
horrendous fate waiting them in Hades, pursue pleasure in this life cannot
but lack knowledge of the ultimate consequencss of taeir actions in terms
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of pleasure and pain, as is the case with those who are overcome by pleas-
ure in the Protagoras.

COL. VI (fr. 471 Bernabé)

1 ed]yai xai Guslila plenr]iogovon tal yoxdgl: the gap at the beginning
of the line might have contained a reference to yooi (Tsantsanoglou [1997]
110). “Except in technical philosophical parlance, the plural wuyoi refers
ordinarily to the dead and their peculiar condition” (Henrichs [1984]
262). evyai and Bucion often occur together in religious contexts; cf. e.g.
Thuc. 8.70.1.6, Lys. 6.4, Pl. R, 451a6, Lg. 885b8-9 and see Casabona
(1966) 130. It is likely that the prayers and the sacrifices mentioned here
are offered by the payor whose én[mé#, ‘incantation’, is said in the next
two lines to be able to put out of the way obstructing demons (on the sup-
plement at the beginning of 4, thesz beings stand in the way of souls). In
Greek the term péyog denotes either 2 member of the Persian priesthood
or a charlatan purportedly able to wield sorcery; see Graf (1994) 31-45 and
Burkert (2003) 115-117. Tsantsanoglou (1997) 110 assumes that the ritual
practices described here are those of the Persian priests, for péyoc is not
said of a Greek religious practitior:er in a non-pejorative sense, and that
these ritual practices will be compared next to those of Greek initiates (u0-
otar) who are said to perform preliminary sacrifices to the Eumenides “in
the same manner as the magi do” (the reference is to the offer of sacrificial
cakes by the magi) because the Eumenides are souls; in Tsantsanoglou’s
view (see Intro. VI §§ 1-2), these initiates are led by the Derveni author
(cf. Burkert [2003] 128, who in the last chapter of his book builds heavily
on the mention of magi in the Derveni text, 2 work undoubtedly ‘Preso-
cratic’ in spirit, and the supplement 1a[¢ wuydc] in order to delineate the
Persian influence on Presocratic thought).

The mention of evyai and Busic by Diogenes Laertius (1.6) in connec-
tion with the Persian magi (adduced by Burkert [2003] 130) and the char-
acterization of the theogony sung by Persian magi over sacrifices as énaoish
in Hdt. 1.132.3 (adduced by Tsantsanoglou [1997] 111, Burkert [2003]
127) do not in themselves support the identification of the magi with Per-
sian religious professionals (cf. X. Cyr. 8.3.11 and E. Or. 1497b) — one
would expect these terms to occur in religious contexts. Tsantsanoglou
(1997) 110 suggests that the souls propitiated by the prayers and sacrifices
of the magi are those of ancestors: “The Persian word for these souls is ar-

— 166 —



COMMENTARY, COL. VI

tavan, which passed into Greek in the form épraior or éprdasec. They were
the equivalent of the Greek ‘blessed ones’, the sixaion or the #pwec”. For
references in Greek sources to hero worship by the Persian magi see Tsan-
tsanoglou (1997) 111 n. 27. Tsantsanoglou thinks that the demons, who
are put out of the way of souls by the incantations of the magi, are meant
as the Persian counterparts of the Greek Erinyes, the watchful and aveng-
ing spitits called Fravashis; see Tsantsanoglou (1997) 112-113 and cf. the
remark in Burkert (2003) 129 concerning the Persian names of the souls
and the demons mentioned in the first two surviving lines of this col-
umn. However, the recipients of the propitiating prayers and sacrifices of-
fered by the magi might very well be the same beings to whom the magi
address their incantations and, if the incantations are addressed to the Fra-
vashis as Tsantsanoglou suggests, the recipients of the propitiating prayers
and sacrifices could be referred to in Greek as the Erinyes/Eumenidés (for
their probable equation see above on col. I1.4), beings identified with souls
below in this column, perhaps those of certain dead (see above on col. I1.4;
the Erinyes could be said to stand in the way of, or to impede, souls; see
Tsantsanoglou [1997] 112 and cf. Betegh [2004] 88-89). It is conceivable,
in other words, that the papyrus had not 1éa¢ yuydg (a questionable supple-
ment, as its author himself admits; see Tsantsanoglou [1997] 110) but
¢ "Epwig (tag Evpevidag is too long to be substituted for tag wuydc),
though both terms would pick out the same entities.

Be that as it may, there is no compelling reason to see in the magi and
their cultic practices a reference to Persian priests and their cultic prac-
tices: Betegh (2004) 78-83 (see Intro. VI § 8) assumes that the Derveni
author applies the term ‘magi’ to the group to which he himself belongs
(without, of course, any negative connotation), that the magi are Greek re-
ligious professionals leading the initiates, and that col. VI speaks about the
parallel actions of both groups within the same cult (Tsantsanoglou, who
also thinks that the Derveni author is a religious professional, suggests that
the author puts forward the Persian magi as venerable paradigms of piety
and wisdom to lend antiquity and authority to the ritual practices of those
who are initiated by him; if Betegh is right, the same purpose could ac-
count for the adoption of the name ‘magi’ by a group of Greek religious
professionals to which the Derveni author belongs). Again, however, there
is no compelling reason to hold that the Derveni author himself is one of
the magi, and so cannot but take a positive view of this class, and that he is
a religious professional leading initiates — he might very well use the term
‘magi’ to denounce such religious professionals as charlatans. If these pro-
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fessionals call themselves ‘magi’ after the Persian priests, whom they invoke
as solemn paradigms of piety and wisdom, or if they simply invoke the Per-
sian magi as such paradigms, the Derveni author might evoke the pejora-
tive sense of the name in Greek (cf. Jourdan [2003] 37-38) to suggest that
all these professionals are purveyors of, or all the Persian priests are vener-
able paradigms of, is in fact pure chatlatanry. Cf. below on 5 and see In-
tro. VI §§ 10-16.

2-3 énlwondn 8]¢ payov Sovlalwar Saipovag éulnodav] | yilvopsvolug pedr-
otdya: see Tsantsanoglou (1997) 111 for the possibility of supplementing
gv[toua, ‘sacrificial victims offered to the dead’, instead of én[enén. The al-
ternative supplement is consistent with the hypothesis that the ritual prac-
tices described here are those of the Persian magi; see previous note. The
demons standing in the way of souls (see next line) might be the same entities
as those souls that are said in 1 to be appeased through prayers and sacrifices
(getting these cantankerous beings out of the way can be understood as a re-
sult of their being appeased), i.e. the Eumenides/Erinyes who are said below
in 8-10 to receive sacrificial offerings and are identified with souls (see above
on col. 1.4 and cf. previous note). Perhaps the entities in question are the
servants of gods that col. III.7 mentions in close proximity to demons, unjust
men and bearing responsibility or blame. See also Intro. VI § 5.

4 yluxats €x0]poi: “instead of yuydig &x8pot it is possible to reconstruct
yoxdv ppovpoi (with the letters slightly compressed) or wvyai mpwpoi. But
the sense remains much the same” (Tsantsanoglou [1997] 113). If wlvydic
£x8]poi or ylvydv ¢pov]poi, the souls in question can be undetstood as
those of the unjust men mentioned eatlier on (col. ITL.8) in close proximity
to demons, servants of gods and bearing responsibility or blame; if y[vyai
nuw]pot, the souls in question are identified with the demons mentioned in
2-3 (cf. above on 1), beings probably identical with the Eumenides, who
are explicitly equated with souls in 9-10, possibly those of certain dead,
and ought perhaps not to be distinguished from the Erinyes mentioned
in cols. I-IT (see above on col. IL.4).

4-5 v Bvolialy tovtov évexelv] nlowdslilv] | ot pélyoly: the following
participle explains tottov Evekev.

5 donepel nowiy dmodidoveeg: the original sense of mown is ‘blood money’
(cf. Il. 18.498-499). Tsantsanoglou (1997) 113 suggests that here the noun
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means “retribution or ransom for the rescue of the souls”; cf. Jourdan
(2003) 38. Most (1997) 131-132 suggests that it means ‘penalty’ that must
be paid on account of unjust deeds; see also Intro. VI § 5. If the ‘retribu-
tion’ or ‘ransom’ is paid ritaally through a sacrifice, the offering can be
thought of as a surrogate penalty. The begging priests and diviners in
Pl. R. 364b5-365a3, the religious professionals whose ranks include the
Derveni author in Tsantsanoglou’s and Betegh’s view (cf. above on 1
and see Intro. VI §§ 1-2 and 8), tout their ability to cleanse the wrong-
doings of both the living and the dead through sacrifices, claiming that par-
ticipation in initiatory rituals performed according to books of Orpheus
and officiated by themselves ensures an afterlife free of horror; unless
one takes part in these rituals, a dreadful fate awaits him or her after death
(see above on 2-3 and 4). According to Jourdan, donepet might suggest
that the Derveni author considers it impossible to avert a horrible fate after
death through sacrifices (see also Intro. n. 206): if so, the author rejects as
outright imposture the cultic practices of the religious professionals called
magi, a term used in the sense ‘charlatans’, though Jourdan allows that the
other sense of the term, ‘Persizn religious specialist’ (see above on 1), might
be evoked by the Derveni author (there is no reason why the two senses of
the term cannot be co-present; cf. above on 1). Jourdan suggests that from
10 onwards the Derveni author might describe another set of cultic prac-
tices, presumably Orphic, which, in contrast to those of the charlatans, he
takes to be legitimate (in p. X1v of her introduction Jourdan suggests that,
alternatively, the two sets of cultic practices might be described in col. VI
simultaneously, which is less likely). Nothing, however, indicates that in 10
the Derveni author ends his description of cultic impostures and their ex-
planation, probably given by the impostors themselves, to begin a new sec-
tion about another set of culic practices he approves of. If no such new
section begins in 10, donepei would suggest that the Derveni author rejects
cultic practices tout court as charlatanry based on the false belief in divin-
ities subject to the whim of humans, irrespective of whether the experts
in these practices solemnly called themselves magi after the real Persian
magi, or invoked the Persian magi as venerable paradigms of religious ex-
pertise, or are simply branded magi, ‘charlatans’, by the Derveni author
himself; see also above on 1 and cf. Intro. VI §§ 10-16.

5-7 wi(c) 8¢ | tepoilc] émonéviovov Hlswlp xai yaAa, ¢ dvrep kal tag |
xodg motolol: 16 iepd are 1d mémava mentioned next in 7, cakes serving as
preliminary sacrificial offerings (npo@dpcta, cf. npoddovet in 9), but also
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the poultry probably mentioned in 11. For the difference between orovai
and yoai see Henrichs (1984) 259; in the final section of his article he ten-
tatively connects the wineless yooi and the preliminary sacrificial offerings
mentioned in the Derveni papyrus with the mAquoxée, a ritual which took
place at the last day of the Eleusinian mysteries and probably aimed at ap-
peasing chthonic powers, ir.cluding the dead, in order to secure the fertility
of the earth. As Tsantsanoglou (1997) 115 observes, though, both yoai
and preliminary sacrificial cfferings are common in numerous cults, mystic
or not.

7-8 évapOua [xali morvépsara ¢ wémava | Bvovowy: for the use of Bvewv
with & nénava, ‘sacrificial cakes’, see e.g. Ar. Th. 284-285: ékeke | 10 nona-
vov, 8mag Aapodoa Bvcw tolv Beolv. Knob-like protuberances on the cakes
were called éu¢aroi. On néxava see Henrichs (Z984) 260-261 with relevant
literature in n. 20. On sacrificial cakes in Persian cult see Tsantsanoglou
(1997) 114,

8 6w xat ot yuyoli avldpiBuot eiov: the belief that the souls of the dead are
countless and move in swarms is attested in literature. See Henrichs (1984)
262 n. 30 who quotes Rohde’s description of the Erinyes as “von Anfang
an unbegrenzt, wie die Zahl individueller Seelengeister, deren jeder eine
Erinys werden kann” (Rohde -1901] vol. 2, 240f.). Diogenes Laertius
(1.7) attributes to the Persian magi the belief that the air is full of (appar-
ently countless) €i8w\a, where €iwia should be understood as the souls of
the dead; see Betegh (2004) 79. Alexander Polyhistor, apud Diogenes
Laertius, attributes the same view to the Pythzgoreans; see above on col.
II1.4 and of. Burkert (2003) 129ff. For the related notion of the Milky
Way, a celestial belt of countless bright spots, as the avenue of the souls
see Gundel RE 7.1.1563-6; the formula eic véra énecov/é6opov, which oc-
curs in the ‘Orphic’ gold leaves (see Graf [1993] 241) and is supposed to
be uttered by the soul of the deczased, might imply the passage of the soul
to the Milky Way (see Dieterich [1891] 37-38 = [1911] 97-98).

8-9 woomn | Edpeviot mpodicuot k[ata 16] abrd pdyors: see above on 1 and

5. On the possibility that the initiates are those of the Eleusinian mysteries
(Henrichs [1984] 267; cf. above on 5-7) see Tsantsanoglou (1997) 115-117,

9-10 Edpevideg yap | wuxai gicw: see above on col. IL4.
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10-11 dv évexlev v péMovtla Beoig 8vewv | d[plvibleliov mpérepov: “on
whose (the souls’) account, whoever intends to sacrifice to the gods must
first make an offering of poultry to [...]” (Tsantsanoglou [1997] 98). Cf.
Henrichs (1984) 257-258 and see above on col. I1.6-7. On épviBetov see
above on col. I1.7.

COL. VII

2 Blpvoy [vylii xal Beplilra Aéyolvra: if Hlpvoy has been correctly supple-
mented, the poem in question is most probably Orpheus’ poem. Tsantsan-
oglou (1997) 118-119 takes @ep[i]rd in the sense ‘allowed to be heard or
read by non-initiated people’ and, assuming that xai functions inferentially,
he suggests that the poem’s contents are allowed to be heard or read by
non-initiated people because they are actually sound, [vy]ii: soundness
is stressed because in Orpheus’ poem gods behave grotesquely, implaugibly
or unacceptably from a moral point of view (cf. Jourdan [2003] 39-
40). There is no reason to read into Oep[i)vé a commitment to religion
on the Derveni author’s part, however. Since in his view Orpheus actually
encoded in his hymn a cosmology that posits as the first cause of motion
and change in the cosmos an entity allegorically conceived of as god and
called by the name of Zeus among many others, the contents of this poem
could be sound, [¥y]if, and allowed to be read or listened to by the law of
god itself, 6ep[1]1d, in the sense that the poem is nothing but a true account
of this very law, i.e. the workings of the cosmos as a system determined by
a fundamental principle. See also Intro. VI § 16.

2-3 iepovpyeilro yap | [tR]L mofioer: besides iepovpyeilto, which can be per-
sonal (“he was performing a religious service by means of the poem”), with
Orpheus as the most probable subject (cf. previous note), or impersonal
(“a sacred rite was being performed by means of the poem”), Tsantsan-
oglou (1997) 119 considers fwicoelto or fwilelto. Both supplements
are compatible with Tsantsanoglou’s interpretation of [Uy]ifi kot ep[i]1d,
but only fuvicoe]to or fvile]to will do if 6epfi]té has no religious conno-
tations (see previous note). Another possibility, adopted by Janko (2002),
is ieporoyeilto, which is also compatible with Tsantsanoglou’s interpreta-
tion of [0y]1f kot 8epliird. The verb has been restored by Tsantsanoglou
in 7. First found in Lucian (Syr. D. 26), it means ‘to recount a sacred story’
(tepog Aéyog), i.e. a story about gods; see also Tsantsanoglou (1997) 123
with n. 56. For Lucian (Astr. 10) Orpheus’ ieporoyia encodes astrological
knowledge:
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“EAAnveg 8¢ oUte map’ AlGonwv olrte nap’ Alyvrtiov aotpoloying népt 003EY fikovoay,
A odioy "'Opoetg ¢ Oidypov kai Kaiidnng npdog tade anmyioaro, ob pdha épda-
véwg, 003E £G $Gog TOV Adyov Ipoveykev, GAAL’ &G YomtELnyY Kai tepohoyiny, oin Swavoin
exeivov. rnEduevog yap Avpnv Gpyid te £moiéeto kol td tepa fiewdev.

In view of Lucian’s use of the cognate noun iepo)oyia, the verb iepohoyei-
o8ar could mean ‘to recount in verse a story about gods as a vehicle for
communicating allegorically scientific knowledge’. ieporoyeilto would
thus be compatible with the alternative interpretation of 8ep[1]té suggested
in the previous note (like Tsantsanoglou’s iepoupyeilto, it could be either
personal, with Orpheus as subject, or impersonal).

3-4 [x]ai eineiv oly olov tle v 1@v 6]vopdtav | [Adlow kaitlor] preévro:
the subject of einetv is probably nvé or 10g avepamoug (cf. Tsantsanoglou
[1997] 119), and 1) 1@v évopudrwv Adorg can mean only ‘the interpretation of
the words’ in Orpheus’ enigmatic poetry. The common use of Avewv and
Motg in ancient commentaries (see Erbse, vol. 6.398-399 s.v.) may have
its origin in the language of the fifth/fourth century BC allegoric interpret-
ers. In Orpheus’ poem it is every single word that needs interpretation or
presents an enigma to be ‘solved’; see 7-8, ieploroyleTtar pév odv xai dnod
10]% npdviov | [dei] péxpr oD [terelvraiov pApatog, and col. XTIL.5-6, 6 piv
Tagov TV TONCLY TEPL THV TpaypdTev | aivietar, x[al® &rog Exactov Gvaykn
Aéyew. If there are really traces of a curve after xaut, Tsantsanoglou’s kai-
[o1] is the only possible supplement (in the readings t[a] ppn6évia and
t[anolppnBévia the supplement is shorter and longer respectively than re-
quired; t[énolppn6évra, moreover, does not make sense in the given con-
text). On the double p in the papyrus’ pn@évra (cf. 10 ppiine in XXVI.8)
see Schwyzer vol. 1, 310-311 and Threatte vol. 1, 519. The participle is
in the nominative, constructed npdg to vootpevov (see KG vol. 2, 105ff.). It
was not possible (before the Derveni author came along?) to put forth the
solution to (the riddles posed by) the words in Orpheus’ poetry, despite
the fact that these words had been spoken, perhaps long ago, i.e. they
had been out there for everybody to hear — the contrast is between hearing
and understanding what is heard (cf. col. XX.2-3: ot yép olév ¢ | dxodoar
0po® kol podely o Aeydueva).

4 &om 8¢ E[évn mig ] nomorg: Orpheus’ poetry is strange, unusual. For the
supplement see Tsantsanoglou (1997) 121.

5 [x]aqi avep@lroc] aivilyulatwddng: the Derveni author implicitly contrasts
himself as Orpheus’ interpreter with common people unable to understand
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what the words in Orpheus’ poetry really mean (cf. Tsantsanoglou [1997]
121).

5-6 [xe]i [Opged]; airlolg | [€]piot aivliynalta otk fi0eAe Aéyerv: the re-
storation of Orpheus’ name is very plausible, but by no means certain. The
verbal adjective éprotég occurs hapax in S. El 220. As Tsantsanoglou
(1997) 121 remarks, épiotr aiviypata, “riddles that are matter for dispute”,
is in this context more to the point than dpior civiypota, “the best rid-
dles”: Orpheus did not intend to pose riddles that would give rise to, pre-
sumably unworthy, disputes.

67 [&v awliypachlv 8¢ | [peyldrg: Orpheus discourses on matters of
paramount importance (cf. above on 2) through riddles. The emphasis
is not on the riddles Orpheus’ poetry poses, but on what these riddles re-
veal to anyone able to solve them (see also previous note). Tsantsanoglou
(1997) 121 compares PL. Phd. 62b2-6: 6 piv obv év amoppritoig Aeyopevog
rEpL abTdV AGYOG ... péyag té Tig pot daivetar kol ob pgdlog dudelv.

7 ieploroyleita pév odv: the verb (see above on 2-3) can be either in the
middle voice and personal, with Orpheus as subject, or in the passive voice
and impersonal. Tsantsanoglou (1997) 122 opts for the first.

7-8 xai a[n 1010 mpdrov | [éei] péxpr ob [erelvraiov prparog: cf. above on
3-4. On péxpr o) see Tsantsanoglou (1997) 123.

8-9 ol¢ snhot] kai év i | [edxdpwvitols éne: the subject of dnhot is evi-
dently Orpheus. For a defense of the supplement [etx]piviitw[u see Tsan-
tsanoglou (1997) 123-124, who argues that the adjective means not ‘easy to
understand’ but ‘easy to recognize’, and that the Derveni author does not
quote the verse or verses (nog) here referred to evasively as ‘easy to recog-
nize’ because the text must have been anéppntov, though in observance of
the letter rather than the spirit of the injunction not to recite it he will pro-
ceed to reveal its content. I: is, however, clear from what follows that the
Derveni author does not think of the passage in question as presenting a
riddle that must be solved (perhaps this is why he does not quote this pas-
sage), and, since in the preceding lines e dwells on the enigmatic character
of Orpheus’ poem, he might very well use the adjective etdxpivnrog in the
sense ‘easy to understand’ to contrast the passage he had in mind with
the rest of the poem, where each and every word is an enigma unsolvable
by common people.
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9-10 “@Jopag” yap “ém0é[oba” xerletoag toilc] | [“doilv” ainlode: fr. 3
Bernab&. As is clear from what comes next, atroig = todg morrote. Cf. PL
Smp. 228b5-7, the oldest allusion to the second part of a hexameter abun-
dantly attested (80pag & €niBecfe PéPnror): ot 8& oikétal, xai €l Tg GAlog
£o1iv PEPnAGE TE Kal Gypokog, mOaag mavy peydAag 1ol doiv éntBecle. Here
the Derveni author probably paraphrases (a verse from) the beginning of
Orpheus’ poem, whose enigmas he will solve in the remaining columns
of the papyrus; see the exempli gratia reconstruction of the poem in West
(1983) 114-115, line 1, and Tsantsanoglou (1997) 124-128. There is no
reason to assume that, for the Derveni author, the terms ot moA)ot, a prob-
able rendering of Orpheus’ ot BéBnlot, and ot v éxorv dyvetovieg in 11 (if
correctly supplemented) carry religious connotations; see the conclusion of
the note on col. XX. 7-8.

10 ofm vopol@eteiv ¢nlowv 1oic] oMrols: on vopobereiv see Tsantsanoglou
(1997) 128.

11 wlv axoiv [ayvedolvrag xat[é]: Tsantsanoglou (1997) 128 observes
that “the change of the czse from the dative (1oig moAaoig) to accusative (é-
yvetholv-ac) shows that a new verb was introduced in 11: possibly &8-
oxelv, or, more commensurate with the size of the gap, éx8i18doxew; e.g.
GAN éxiiddokewv 1o xkth. Cf. above on 9-10.

14 év 512 1 éyoplélyan: sc. #mer. This is the typical phrase introducing
the quotation of a verse from Orpheus’ poem in the rest of the papyrus
(cf. col. XII.1, XV.5, XVI.12, XXIII.10). If the supplement and the plac-
ing of frr. H 65 + H 64 (lines 13-15) are correct, one or two verses from
Orpheus’ poem must have been quoted in 12-13 and another one in 15;
see Tsantsanoglou (1997) 128.

COL. ViII

1 ¢dnrw[oev &v 1@ )de 1 éxler: since Orpheus is undoubtedly the subject
of the verb, édf\woev is preferable to the perfect sedfrawrar; cf. col. XI. 11
(é8fAwoev), V.1 (éndénoev) and 13 (é¢n), XIIL.8 (éxphoato). dednrwtat is
used three times in the extant parts of the Derveni papyrus (col. XIII.2,
XVI.1, XVIL4) for what has already been explained by the author, not
for what Orpheus says.
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2 “[o]i Ardg sEeyévovto [dmeppevléog pactafioc™: fr. 4 Bernabé. oi Awog &&-
eyévovio occurs in Hom. I/ 5.637 (cf. Orac. Chald. 218.5 des Places,
Hes. Th. 46). For tmeppevéog Bacidfioc cf. Ureppevéav Pacidfov (Hom.
Il. 8236, Od. 13.205, 20.222), imepuevéog Kpoviovoc (Hes. fr. 150.16
M-W, OF 168.20), inepuevér Kpovieve (Hom. I/ 2.403, Hes. Th. 534, fr.
141.11 M-W), dneppevéa Kpoviova (Hom. I/ 2.350). [£probev]éog (cf. ¢-
prodevéog Kpoviavog in Hom. Od. 8.289, Hes. Th. 4) is slightly shorter than
required by the available space. Since the Derveni author explains in cols.
XXI-XXTIT what Orpheus means by the generation of various goddesses
and gods from Zeus, in the poem this relative clause might have qualified
the gods/goddesses referred to in (one of) the preceding hexameter(s),
where Orpheus perhaps declared his intention — to sing of the gods
“who were born from Zeus the mighty king”: of. Hes. Th. 43-46 and
105-107.

3 6mag & dpyeton év wd[16e Snliotl: sc. Ener. év 1dide (Ener) refers to a cou-
plet also in col. XXVL5. The subject of 8n]rot is Orpheus, that of dpyetar
most probably & viv éévra, here the stable structures into which the uni-
verse is now organized on the large scale (cf. below on col. XVI.1-2). In
the couplet quoted next Orpheus commences his explanation of how
ait/Mind, which he calls allegorically Zeus, initiated the formation of the
cosmos from a primordial fire-dominated mixture of all other fundamental
constituents of reality. For a précis of the Derveni author’s cosmology see
the note on col. IV.2; for detailed discussion see Intro. V.

4-5 “Zedg uev énel & maltpog 20D ndpa 6¢[cléatov apytiv
[alaxiv T év xeipeoor E[AJaplev xlali] Saipoy[al xvdpév”:

fr. 5 Bernabé. For the text see Intro. IV §§ 1-3.

6 vnepBard: for another early application of this adjective to words see Pl.
Prt. 343e3. Cf. [Arist.] Rb. Al 1435237, 1438a28.

9-10 [oirw] & &xovta ovk dxovew 1dv Zalva émxpa]rel | [100 matplog: for
the accusative absolute cf. Pl. T7. 69b3-4 (todta dtdxtag éxova & 8edg &v
Ekdoto te adtd npdc adtd Kai mpog EAANAa cuppetpiag évenoinoev). Supple-
menting [ypf &18 and nwg xpaltet, Janko (2002) 16 takes dxovewv in the
sense ‘to understand’ (LSJ s.v. IV), but the verb is used in this sense only
by late scholiasts and after yp# the negation should be pf, not ovx. For
Tsantsanoglou’s émkpaltel cf. the construction of this verb in Thuc.
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5.46.4.11-12 and 6.74.1.14 with an infinitive of result denoting a view
which is put forth by the subject of the verb and prevails over another

view: “if the words are taken in this order, the prevailing sense is not that
Zeus hears his father”. See also Intro. IV §§ 1-2.

11-12 [6Mhax 8 Elyovia mapa 8écdata S[oEeiev dv AaBeily | [eiw ahxery: if
the verse in 4 is a misquotation of that in col. XIII.1 (see Intro. IV §§ 1-
3), by assuming that napd is in anastrophe and that its object is natpog £09,
the Derveni author intends to avoid construing 8écpata as the object of
napa. For, if 8éc¢arwa were the object of napd, Zeus would then seem to
take the power mapd 8écpata, an obviously undesirable reading which
the Derveni author can be assumed to rule out here,

14 padav: this participle might belong to the Derveni author’s interpreta-
tion of 8éc¢ar’ axovoag (col. XIIT.1) which seems to have been misquoted
as Béodatov dpyiv in 4 (see Intro. IV §§ 1-3). In col. XII1.2-3 the Derveni
author says that he has already made clear in what sense ‘“Zeus heard’ (otre
Yap 70.€ fiKovoev, GG Seditwtan 6neg | Ailkovsev), and he might refer back
to this point of his work. He seems to think that the couplet in 4-5 de-
scribes allegorically the beginning of the cosmogony, i.e. the critical transi-
tion of the universe from domination by fire to domination by air/Mind,
the entity Orpheus calls allegorically by the name “Zeus’ among many
others, and the consequent formation of the large-scale structures that
characterize the universe at the present epoch (see below on col. IX.1-2
and 4). Since the account of the transition in col. IX.5-10 begins with
an emphatic reference to the knowledge air/Mind had and because of
whicg the transition ultimately occurred, the author might render éxotoag
as paBav in pointing out this: air/Mind triggered the cosmogony not when
it came to know the future from some source of oracular knowledge by
hearing, but rather because it knows at all times how the things that are
and those that come to be in the universe at any time, as well as those
whose coming to be is future at that time, must come to be and be and
cease to be (col. XIX.3-7). See also below on col. X.11 and XIII.2-3.

COL. IX

1-2 €lyay wlv dplyiv odv 100 ioxvplolrdrov enénloev ] | €tvar dglmeplel
naida natpdc: the subject of énénoev elvar is Orpheus (cf. Hdt. 2.156.24-25:
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éroince yap "Aptey eival Buyatépa Afuntpoc). The object is most probably
in the heavily damaged beginning of 1, which Tsantsanoglou has recon-
structed as glvay wi[v éplyiv odv. If the Derveni author is explaining here
what Orpheus presents in the above quoted couplet (col. VII1.4-5) as son of
a most powerful father dethroned by his cwn son, dglreplei naisa cannot
but be predicated of the okject of énéncev. Commenting on the Orphic
verse in col. XV.6, the Derveni author points out that Zzus’ succession
of Cronus, whose name is assumed to pick out ait/Mind as cause of certain
effects that characterized the cosmogony, actually stands for the fact that
fi5e dpxn, i.e. air/Mind which dominates the universe at the present epoch
and is thus called (Zeus) the king of all by Orpheus (col. XVI.14-15), is

sovereign ever since it triggered the cosmogony (col. XV.7-8). The author
could thus claim here that Orpheus presented as the son of a most power-

ful father wiv épy#v, i.e. the dominant entity in the universe at the present

epoch (for the implicit characterization of ait/Mind as épyn see also col.

XIX.10-13).

Interpreting the couplet in col. VIIL.4-5, the Derven: author explains
(5-10) that fire dominated the primordial universe. It agitated the other
basic entities (for the distinction between basic and derivative entities
see Intro. V' § 2), with the possible exception of air/Mind, and kept them
combined into a hot mixture until air/Mind, perhaps conceived of as ‘con-
tainer’ for physical objects in which they move and rest (see Intro. V § 16),
caused a sufficiently large amount of fire to separate out and become the
Sun. With the fire content of the ptimordial mixture having dropped to
a sufficiently low level, air/Mind wrested control of the universe away from
fire and caused the other basic entities to clump into the large-scale struc-
tures that make the universe the cosmos we sze now (see Intro. V §
13). Air/Mind put an end o the dominazion of the universe by fire, as
if it were a son who natpoc £0 népa ... | GAxny T &v yelpecsol édaPev in a
dynastic succession and fire were his most powerful father whom he de-
throned (‘the father’ cannot be understood as Cronus is in col. XV.7-8;
see also below on col. XIV.7).

3 16 Aey6lpevla: the couplet quoted in col. VIIL.4-5.
4 [mv] érciv 1€ xafi] v Saipove: the power (&hx) Zeus took from his
father in Orpheus’ poem (cal. VIII.4-5) might be understood by the Det-

veni author as the power to dominate the universe. Originally fire domi-
nated the universe; see above on 1-2. When air/Mind put an end to the
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domination of fire, it stopped the power of fire to dominate the universe
from being exercised. The demon Zeus is said in Orpheus’ poem to have
taken from his father is probably understood by the Derveni author as the
amount of fire that air/Mind caused to separate from all other basic entities
so as ta wrest control of the universe away from fire.

5 ywaox[wly: the subject is not Zeus, but what he stands for, namely air/
Mind. Se= above on col. VIIL.14.

5-6 16 ©dp dyaueperypévov 10ig | GArorg: sc. odor, the everlasting basic enti-
ties everything is made up of, from the stable structures in the universe as
we see it today on the large scale to transient entities such as animals (for
the distinction between basic and derivative entities see Intro. V § 2). The
Detveni author begins to describe the primordial universe, a fire-domi-
nated and presumably amorphous mixture of all basic entities, possibly
apart from air/Mind which might have been the ‘container’ of the primor-
dial mixture (see Intro. V § 16), and the initiation of the cosmogony, i.e.
the transition of the universe to its present state (the cosmos). He is most
probably interpreting the couplet in col. VIIL.4-5, which is read literally by
those unable to comprehend the real import of Orpheus’ words (3-4). See
above on 1-2 and 4.

6-7 6w topdooor kel kx[wr]vot wd Svia cuvictaoda | Sua v BdAyny: fire agi-
tated, i.e. stirred or churned, the other basic entities with which it was mix-
ed. It keot their particles jumbled together, preventing them from sorting
like to like and assembling into coherent structures (since col. XXI.1-5 un-
doubtedly mentions the cosmogonical separating out of basic entities into
small particles, basic entities can be plausibly assumed to mix in the same
manner in which they separated during the cosmogony, i.e. in parti-
cles). Cf. Aristotle’s reference in Metaph. 984b5-8 to cosmologists who as-
sume that fire has <ivnmxn ¢dorc in contrast to water, earth and the like. He
might have Empedocles in mind; cf. GC 330b20-21, Metaph. 985a29-b3,
and see Wright (1981) 24-25. In a similar vein, Leucippus and Democritus
attribute to the atoms in fire the power to move all the rest and, what is
particularly interesting in light of the role fire played before the cosmogony
according to the Derveni author, to prevent their sorting out by likeness;
see below on col. XVIL9.

For ouvictacbor cf. cvemua in the account of the atomist cosmogony
(Leucipp. DK 67 A 1), the coherent structure into which an original
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‘cloud’ of atoms of all kinds evolves as the random motions of the atoms
somehow self-organize into a collective rotary motion and, under the action
of the ensuing vortex, the atoms separate by likeness shaping the outline of
a cosmos, just as similar grains or similar pebbles on the sea-shore sort to-
gether under the action of a sieve or the waves respectively, similarity in
things being by nature attractive (Democr. DK 68 B 164). The use of auv-
iotacOar for the clumping of the basic entities is similar to that of ouy-
xwpelv by Anaxagoras for the cosmogonic clumping of basic entities (chre-
mata) that resulted from the breakup of their primordial mixture under the
action of Mind, the only basic entity that is not mixed with any other (DK
59 B 15; for the text see Sider [1981] 115):

0 pev Tokvov kal {10} Siepdv kal 10 yuypov xai 10 {odepov EvBdde cuvexdpnoey, £vBa
VoV (1) 7, 10 8& dpardv kai 1o 8epuodv kol 16 Enpdv kai (10 haumpov) Ebexdpnoey eig 10
npdow 100 aibépog.

Anaxagoras also speaks of condensing instead of accreting (B 16):

Ao TOVTEWV ATOKPLVOREVAV CUURTIYVUTOL Y1) £k pév yap 1dv vedehdv Vdwp arokpivetar,
&x 8¢ 100 ¥8avog yA, £x 8¢ Thg ¥iig AlBor cupmyvuvial Urd 10D yuxpod, ool 8¢ éxywpé-
ovol piikov oD Bdarog.

7-8 éEaldoloer Solov e ixavév tomv | EEarhaxOev ph xard[ew 1a] Svia
ovpnayfivan: cf. Anaxagoras’ use of cupmiyvuefa in DK 59 B 16 (see pre-
vious note). The implicit object of £€oA\dooer can only be ndp. For éEai-
Adooer (mdp) doov 1 ikavév oy of. Hdt. 2.73.12: ¢ov mhdooelv Soov te dv-
vatég éom ¢épewv (here, though, te is not beyond doubt). The verb &£ai-
Adocew might mean ‘to change’, ‘to alter’; see Laks and Most (1997) 13,
Janko (2002) 19. It can also mean ‘to remove’ (see Thuc. 5.71.1.15-16:
npoBupotuevog EEaAldooety oiel w@v Evaviiav Thv £autod youvoowy). This
must be the sense in which the Derveni author uses the verb here (cf. Be-
tegh [2004] 233). Air/Mind did not cause any change in fire so that all
other basic things could clump (cf. below on col. XV.9-10). At the begin-
ning of the cosmogony fire did change insofar as it stopped preventing
each of the other basic things with which it was mixed from clumping,
but this is the effect of aitr’s/Mind’s action, and it is this action, not its ef-
fect, that seems to occupy the Derveni author’s attention here. What air/
Mind did was rather to decrease the fire that was mixed with the other ba-
sic things: it caused a sufficiently large quantity of fire to separate out from
the primordial mixture so as to wrest control of the other ingredients away
from fire and force them to also separate out and condense. If this event
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triggered the cosmogony, it stands to reason that the Sun is the amount of
fire air/Mind caused to separate out first from the primordial mixture, for
the Derveni author thinks that the cosmos could not have existed in case
air/Mind had not made the Sun of a certain sort and size (col. XXV.9-12).
If so, when later on the Derveni author says of air/Mind xep []¢opévov
yap 100 fAiov kel dmolappavopévou | &v péomr milog ioyel kol tdvede 109
Miov | xat 1@ kdrwdev (col. XV.3-4), he probably refers to the amount of
fire that will become the Sun as separating out and being confined (aroiap-
Bavopévov) due to compression in a small volume, compared to that over
which this amount of fire was hitherto spread out. A reference to this
event might be read also in col. XIV.1-2: [£]x06pm tov Aapnpdratdv 1e
[xat 6e]pud[t]atov | ywpiobiv ¢¢’ twviod. Here the Derveni author is prob-
ably interpreting Orpheus’ words 8¢ oi6épa éxBope np@vog (col. XTIT1.4); if
so, the two superlatives are a substantival description of 0i6#p used abla-
tively (cf. ai6épo in Orpheus’ hemistich). The fragmentary statement
might belong to a purpose clause in the author’s explanation of how a
quantity of fire came to be the Sun thanks to the goal-directed action of
air/Mind on the sum total of fire in the early universe, the ether as Orpheus
calls it poetically (cf. Arist. Cael. 270b24-25 on the identification of ether
with fire by Anaxagoras): air/Mind acted as it did in order for the amount
of fire that would become the Sun (15 n%p) to leap forth, [¢]x86pnt, out of
the very bright and hot ether in the primordial mixture, tov Aapnpétatov e
[xai 8elpuoltlatov (0ibépa), thereby separating from itself, yopiodev ao’ é-
wvt0d (the reflexive pronoun picks out the sameness of separated part and
whole with respect to kind; for a parallel see below on col. XIV.1-2).
MHow air/Mind effected the formation of the Sun and triggered the cos-
mogony is unclear. In the physics of Anaxagoras, Empedocles and the atom-
ists the formation of the cosmos is powered by the mechanical action of a
vortex; see Intro. V §§ 14, 17 and 20. This might be the case in the physics
of the Derveni author too. Mind is air and vortices are regularly observed
to form in air. The Derveni author might assume that air/Mind contains
the primordial mixture of all the other basic things, and triggers the cos-
mogony when it begins a rapid rotation; fire separates first, presumably
on account of its lightness and mobility, and is funneled by the goal-
oriented rotation of air/Mind into a growing sphere, which will become
the Sun; when the fire content of the mixture drops to a sufficiently low
level, at which time the Sun reaches its allowable size for the cosmogony
to continue, the rest of the ingredients in the mixture start clumping into
the nascent cosmos. In Anaxagoras’ view, the circular motions of the Sun
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and the other celestial bodies are effects of the M:nd-triggered cosmogonic
rotation that still goes on in the universe (DK 59 B 12; see also Leucipp.
DK 67 A 1 and Arist. Cael. 284a20-26 for Empedocles). It is perhaps
not farfetched to assume that the Detveni author agrees with him.

9-10 Soa & &lv] a¢6f emupaleiral, émx]pameev 8¢ pioyera | votg -
[Alowg; things set on fire are dominated by fire and combine into a mixture
(cf. Betegh [2004] 229-230). éca & is obviously equivalent to oo ydp (cf.
GP 169). For the syntactical incongruity between dca & d&v a¢efL &m-
wpateitoan and émxpamdév cf. E. Herc. 195-197: Soo1 8¢ t6Eorg yelp’ Exov-
olv edotoyov, l ...y BUPplOVG 0L3T00¢ GdEiG | dAhoig 10 s@ua pUeTal Ut KotBavely.
Perhaps the Derveni author means that a numbe: of things mix under the
action of fire because the energetic fire-particles rush between the particles
of each thing and, imparting to them a random motion stronger than their
tendency to cohere, scatter them among the particles of the other things;
see below on col. XVIL9. For émucpoteiv in connection with mixing see
below on col. XIX.1-2,

10 6m & “&v yeiplesov Eraplev” fwvilevo: the subject of fwilero is Or-
pheus. The Derveni author turns now to the prepositional phrase 2v xei-
peoov in the Orphic verse quoted above {col. VIIL5). For én = ‘with re-
gard to the fact that’ (LS] s.v. A.IV) cf. col. XVI.1-2: ém 8¢ | éx 1@y Unap-
yévrov 16 viv Svia yiverar Aéyer. For oivilesBai = alvicoes®ar (cf. col.
X.11, XTIL.6 and XVII.13) see Suda s.v. civifo (oivi{w kol aivicow: 10 év
nepafoAraic AoAd).

11-12 @onelp t1dAra 16 £lpiv pev adnia darlyépevia, Al | [Blefaidtata
von@lévra: on Tsantsanogloa’s reconstruction, the Derveni author proudly
asserts his confidence in the cotrectness of the interpretation he will put
forth, What Orpheus means by saying that Zeus took the power and
the demon ‘in his hands’ (col. VIIL.4-5) is no less of a riddle than the other
words or phrases (1éAla) ir. the couplet. All of them seem obscure, pre-
sumably to those who read them literally (see 2-4), but their true import
has been understood by the Derveni author with unshakable certainty.

12 ioyvpdc: the adverb is most probably to be construed with the supple-
mented Aapelv in the next line. It seems to be the Derveni author’s inter-
pretation of the prepositional phrase £v yeipeaowv (col. VIIL5). For év xei-
pecoty in this sense cf. Hom, I/, 15,741, 16.630, Hes. Op. 192; for ioxvpiig
see Thuc. 1.69.3.12 (cf. xa16 0 ioxupév in Hdt. 1.76.14). Orpheus, the
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Derveni author might think, alludes to the force of the vortex in air/Mind
that sucked up a sufficiently large part of the fire in the primordial mixture
and compressed it into a globe, the Sun of the embryonic cosmos; see
above on 7-8. Anaxagoras lays particular emiphasis on the force of the cos-
mogonic rotation (DK 59 B 9).

COL. X

1 xal Aéyery: perhaps 1 obtd Stvaron dovelv te] xai Aéyewy (cf. 3). This is
the second step in an argument whose conclusion is stated in 9-10. As
turns out from the conclusion, in the first step the Derveni author must
have stated that navopgevewv is the same, or has the same power, as névra
¢ovelv (see also below on 9-10). For ép¢n in the sense ‘voice’ see A. Supp.
808, E. Md. 175, S. OC 550 and 1351, Pi. N. 10.34. On ‘being the same’
and ‘having the same power’ see next note.

2 évémle 5¢ 10 avtov elvar 10 AéYELY 1€ Ol ovely: sc. "Opoeve. It is unclear
in what sense, ¢awvelv, ‘to produce vocal sound’, and, Aéyewv, ‘to say’, are
the same or have the same power (see previous note). Perhaps all the Der-
veni author wants to say is that Orpheus uses the former in the sense of the
latter. He cannot seriously hold, and attribute to Orpheus the view, that
the two verbs are the same semantically, or that they have the same power
in the sense that they have the same meaning. This cannot be justified on
the ground he most probably invokes in the previous line, i.e. that produc-
ing vocal sound is necessary condition for saying something: [o05¢ y]ap
Aé[ylew olév 1e pf dwvodvilal.

3 Aéyew 8¢ xal Siddokewv 10 adtd dYvarar: the third step in the argument.
On 16 odtd ddvaron see previous note.

3-5 ob yap | ol6v 1e Si[8]doxery Gvev 10D Aéyewy Soa S1a Adywv | SiddoxeralL]:
saying is a necessary condition for teaching, at least when the subject mat-

ter requires giving an account. See above on 2.

5-6 vopitetar 5& 10 Siddoxetv &v 1 | Aéyewv ely[a]: &v 1B Aéyewv = 10 odtd
@ Aéyewy is perhaps preferable to év i Aéyerv.

6-7 o0 totvuv 10 pév Siddokelv ex 100 | Aéyewv éx[a)pi]cen 70 8¢ ALYELY €k 10D
poveiv: the first part of the fourth and last step in the Detveni authot’s ar-
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gument. One activity seems to be inseparable from another in that the for-
mer has the latter as necessary condition.

8 108" abwd [Svvalrar davelv xai Aéyewv kai Si8dglkewv]: the second part of
the fourth and last step in the Derveni author’s argument presupposes the
transitivity of the relation having the same power. Cf. above on 2.

9-10 om'cog [ovdev xwr]ter “navoppetovsav” kai ndy[tal | idd[oxovoay 7o
ablt elvau: the conclusion of the argument leaves no doubt as to the de-
monstrandum. mavopdedovoa, most probably a word from a hexameter
which was quoted in the lost final part of the previous column (see below
on 11), is used by Orpheus in the sense ‘teaching all things’ (cf. above on
2). One can only speculate as to why the Derveni author needs to establish
that; see next note. The argument must have begun in the lost final pary of
the previous column with the interpretation of mavou¢evovoav as ndvta
¢avodoav, perhaps on account of the fact that ép¢n is used in the sense
‘voice’ (cf. above on 1). The verb navopedery is known only from the Der-
veni text and it probably means ‘to issue all divination’. In I/. 8.250 Zeus,
who has just sent a portent to the Achaean camp, is characterized as navop-
¢otoc (a Homeric hapax), ‘sender of all ominous voices’; for the connection
of duén in the sense ‘voice of a god’ with divination see H. Homz. 4.543-545
and Thgn. 805-808. ob8év xwiver might suggest the Derveni author’s un-
ease with the logic of the argument he has just completed (cf. above on 2).

11 “tpoo[ov” 8& Aéyov adltiy aivi[{eltar: sc. Orpheus. advmiv = v vikta
(cf. 12). In col. XI the Derveni author discusses two hexameters in which
Night prophesies from an adytum to someone, and in col. XII he dis-
cusses a hexameter in which someone’s ruling on Olympus is said to
be a final cause. In the light of the much later Orphic Rhapsodies, where
Night prophesied to Zeus that he was destined to depose his father Cro-
nus and gave him instructions of cosmogonic import, it stands to reason
that the prospective ruler of Olympus in col. XII is the same as the recip-
ient of Night’s prophecies in col. X1, that these prophecies promote the
ascendance of their recipient to royal status on Olympus, and that they
are ta 0éodara Zeus heard before he deposed his father (col. VIIIL.4-5);
see Intro. IV §§ 1-4. The hexameter where Night received the character-
ization mavougdevouoa, ‘issuing all prophecies’ (cf. previous note), prob-
ably formed a unit with the hexameters discussed in cols. XI-XII (fr. 6
Bernabé). In Orpheus’ poem this passage can be assumed to have stood
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after the proem, but before the couplet which the Derveni author quotes
in col. VIIL4-5. Night was said to be tpo¢és and navop¢edovoe perhaps
in the same verse; e.g. —~ navoppevovea edv Podog auPposin NOE (fr. 6.2
Bernabé). Cf. OF 106: 0e®v ydp 1poddg auPpocin Aéyetar, sc. | NUE.

In the last three surviving lines of this column the Derveni author prob-
ably explains that Orpheus characterizes Night as tpo¢ég in order to hint at
the effect night brings about (see next note). There can be no doubt that,
by the author’s lights, Orpheus cannot have intended the characterization
of Night as issuing all prophecies to be taken literally. In Orpheus’ poem
Night is simply a personification of night, and ‘issuing all prophecies’ can-
not plausibly be said of night, all the more so since the recipient of the proph-
ecies in question is Zeus, but Zeus is a personification of ait/Mind which
does not need prophecies, for its wisdom has determined how the things
that are and come to be at any time in the universe, as well as those whose
coming to be is future at that time, must come to be and be and cease to be
(col. XIX.4-7). Perhaps the Derveni author’s (rather lame) argument to
the effect that nothing prevents ‘issuing all prophecies’ from being used
by Orpheus in the sense ‘teaching all things’ is part of an attempt to guard
against the impression, due to a literal understanding of Orpheus’ diction,
that air/Mind does not always have complete knowledge of reality across
time; such an attempt seems to be presupposed by the comment in col.
XTI1.2-3 that Zeus did not literally hear, sc. prophecies, nor does night lit-
erally command, sc. Zeus through issuing prophecies (cf. above on col.
VII.14). The Derveni author can be assumed to think that night is air/
Mind devoid of sunlight (see below on col. X1.3-4); he also thinks that Or-
phe}ls anthropomorphizes night, and that nothing prevents the character-
izafion of the anthropomorphized night as issuing all prophecies, whose re-
cipient is Zeus, from being used by Orpheus in the sense ‘teaching Zeus all
things’; Zeus, however, is a personification of air/Mind; thus, by character-
izing the personification of night as issuing all prophecies, Orpheus sug-
gests that air/Mind imparted to air/Mind complete knowledge of how re-
ality evolves over time; but there is not another air/Mind to teach air/Mind
(cf. col. XXTII.1-5), nor can air/Mind be said to have taught itself how re-
ality evolves over time, for the wisdom on account of which the everlasting
air is Mind cannot but be all-surveying and everlasting (see below on col.
XVIIL9-10). It follows that, by characterizing the personification of night
as issuing all prophecies, Orpheus can only be suggesting to those who un-
derstand his riddling words that air/Mind always surveys the sum total of
reality.

— 184 —



COMMENTARY, COL. X

11-13 [&loca | 6 fdlog Geppaivay Suladver tadra | vo& ywolxovoa] | culv-
iomou: culpnfyvuot is a plausible alternative to ov[viomo (cf. cuvictocOm
and cupnoyfivar in col. IX.6 and 8). Aristotle uses cuvictaoBar for the ag-
gregation of atoms, the cause of coming to be, and &ialteadar for the scat-
tering of a composite thing’s atoms, the cause of ceasing to be (GC 325a31-
32 = Leucipp. DK 67 A 7): totta & &v 16 xevd ¢épecbar (<evov yap givor),
KOl GUVLGTGUEVO, P&V YEVESLY TOLETY, Stadvdpeva 8¢ ¢Bopav. CE. Anaxag. DK
59 B 17, Emp. DK 31 B 8 and B 9. He also reports (GC 336a1-6) that,
according to some anonymous thinkers who posit the motion of matter
as the sole cause of coming to be (see 335b24-29), suvictasBor and Suaxpi-
veoBau are effects of the cald and the hot, two powers of matter because of
and through which everything else comes to be and ceases to be (in Meze.
344b20-24 Swoxpivecdor and Srodvecdar are apparently synonyms):

"Em 8¢ xal tdg Suvdpeig anodiddact toig adpact, St g yevvdot, Alcy dpyavicds, ddar-
podvIEG T Katd 10 €1d0¢ aitiav. 'Eneidn ydp médukev, g oo, 10 pv 8epuov Srokpi-
vewy 10 8¢ yuypdv cuvigtdval, kal tlv GALwv Ekaotov 10 pev ToLETY 10 8¢ ndoyewy, £x
o0tV Afyouol kai 81d tovtav dravra tdhha yivesbal kai ¢Beipecdar.

If the passage has been correctly restored, it is conceivable that the Sun
and night, which the Derveni author seems to conceive of as air/Mind de-
void of solar light and heat (see below on col. XI.3-4), are causes of all
substantial change in the present universe; cf. Betegh (2004) 252-
253. Brought about by the diurnal motion of the Sun around the Earth,
the succession of day and night causes the incessant evaporation and sub-
sequent condensation of water. By analogy, the solar fire might be thought
to heat up all other basic entities in air/Mind, causing them to evaporate
and mix in many ways and to varying extents on very small scales, for
on the largest scale they separated when the universe evolved into its pres-
ent state; night, on the other hand, causes them to condense, and thus se-
parate, to various degrees. The continuous and measured alteration of
these two processes around the year, which repeat on a m:ch smaller scale
and with a much lesser intensity the primordial mixing of basic things and
their cosmogonic separation on the large scale, could be assumed to power
the constant substantial change observed in the cosmos, i.e. the combina-
tion of many basic entities at the microscopic level into derivative medium-
sized entities (coming to be of derivative entities), and the separation of
hitherto combined basic entities (ceasing to be of derivative entities). See
also on col. XX1.9-10, 10-11, 11-12 and 13-14.

The Derveni author perhaps thinks that the characterization of Night
as 1poddg hints at the cosmological role of night as a cause of condersation
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not only because night is a cause of coming to be, and thus can be aptly
conceived of as a tpoodg, ‘rearing nurse’, of derivative entities, but also be-
cause tpodds is the agent noun of pégerv: the verb means not only ‘to nout-
ish’ but also “to thicken’, ‘to congeal’, and its ag=nt noun can thus be easily
assumed to hint at the condensing power of night.

COL. XI

1 []fic Nukrdg. “éE &[8tmor)o” & abmv [Aéyer] “ypfign”: the personal
name Nvkt6g is much more probable than vuxtdg, for ovmiv can only refer
to the personification of night, who is said by Orpheus to have furnished
oracles (xpficar) from an adytum (fr. 6.3 Berna5é).

2-3 yvéuny morov[pelvog 4vrov elvar 1o Pdbog | g voxtéc: the subject of the
participle is the same as that of tke restored Aéyer in the previous line, sc.
Orpheus. Perhaps not “holding the view that the depth of the night never
sets” (the Derveni author assumes that the substantival adjective d3vrov,
from « privative and the verb &ova or &b, is used by Orpheus in the sense
‘that which cannot set’, not ‘that which cannot be entered’), but rather
“meaning that the depth of the night never sets”.

3-4 ob y[ap] dbver dgnep 10 ¢dg, GAAG viv | &v 161 av1dr pélvoly adyn xa-
ta[A)apBéver: the depth of night is ddvtov because, unlike light, it does
not set, but is immobile and brightness occupizs it. The light which, un-
like night, does set is the same as the brightness which occupies the im-
mobile depth of night, evidently sunlight. What the Derveni author
seems to be saying is that, although the bright light of the Sun constantly
succeeds the darkness of the night, it is not the case that the Sun and the
dark night are both in motion, cne of them rising as the other sets. In
Hesiod’s Theogory (746-757 night and day are conceived of as two in-
dividuals, both of which wander over the Ea-th but never at the same
time: when Day s out of the house they share and brings light, Night
stays in, and she will get out covered in misty darkness when Day even-
tually returns — Day and Night cannot be simultaneously inside their
house or outside it. In the Derveni author’s view, such a conception
of day and night is mistaken. As the Sun rises in the morning, what is
called night does not set or retreat. It is immobile, and sunlight simply
occupies its three-dimensional extension.
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Empedocles is aware that night is caused when the Earth blocks the
light of the Sun (DK 31 B 48), and that night is the darkness of the air
around the Earth (DK 31 B 49): it is a reasonable assumption that the Der-
veni author, too, understands the cause of night, and identifies the immo-
bile three-dimensional extension of what is called night when devoid of
sunlight with that of air/Mind. Cf. Intro. V § 16.

5 xpfioon 8¢ xal dpxéoar tavrd [Sv]varaw: on ‘having the same power’ cf.
above on col. X.2. It is clear from 8-9 that here épxeiv must be taken in
the sense ‘to assist’. According to the Derveni author, by saying that Night
furnished oracular pronouncements to Zeus (cf. 1), Orpheus really means
that Night assisted Zeus, i.e. that she furnished him with what was needful
(xpav in its general sense). The Derveni author does not proceed to elicit a
cosmological truth from this. However, he takes Zeus to be a personifica-
tion of air/Mind and, if the personification of night is another allegory of
air/Mind (see previous note), he might think that Orpheus’ point is that
air/Mind assisted air/Mind, which can only mean that air/Mind assisted it-
self or furnished itself with what is needful, for there is not another air/
Mind to assist air/Mind (cf. col. XXIII.1-5): now, since in Orpheus’ poem
Night prophesied to Zeus probably before Zeus took the power and the
demon from his father (see above on col. X.11), an event understood by
the Derveni author as an allusion to the transition of the early universe
to its present state due to the agency of air/Mind (see above on col.
IX.1-2 and 4), the author might read in what he probably takes to be Or-
pheus’ point here a hint at the fact that in bringing about the cosmos we
observe today, air/Mind was causally self-sufficient. See also below on col.
XVI1.10-11.

6-7 oxdyacdal 5& xpi &4 & xetral1 w] dpxéom | kai 10 xpfocau: the Derveni
author proceeds to justify the view he has just stated in the previous line,
but the point he makes in the é¢’ & clause is not immediately clear. If this
clause is understood as an indirect question, and the pronoun picks out
what the two verbs in the infinitive refer or apply to, in view of 8-9 this
thing is perhaps a type of divine action, or any token of this type, and
the Derveni author’s point is that the relevant type, or any of its tokens,
can be described with either verb, which by his lights means that xpév,
‘to furnish oracular pronouncements’, has the same power as dpxetv, ‘to
offer assistance’. Reading oxéwacBar 8¢ xpn, &9’ d ketra[t 0] dpxéoar, |
Kai 1 xpiioa (i.e. émi tér addr keioba), Janko (2002) 22-23 takes the pre-
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positional phrase introducing the relative clause to denote the conditions
under which the two verbs are used.

8-9 ‘xpav v 1oV Bedv vopitoviles Eplyovian | mevodpevor doco nodor’:
“because people think that a given god furnishes oracular pronouncements,
they go to inquire (of this god) what they should do”, whence presumably
it follows that ypav, ‘to furnish oracular pronouncements’, has the same
power as dpkelv, ‘to offer assistance’. For the use of the demonstrative
pronoun in the expression twvde v Oedv cf. e.g. Arist. GA 734a28, EN
1151a35. The statement is marked with a paragraphos, which here need
not be assumed to introduce a quotation from another author, as in col.
IV.74f.; Janko (2002) 22 suggests in his critical apparatus on 8-9 that the
Derveni author here quotes an otherwise unknown fragment of Heraclitus,
but, as pointed out by Tsantsanoglou in Laks and Most (1997) 14 n. 21 (cf.
Jourdan [2003] 11 n. 5), here the paragraphos may as well introduce an ex-
ample of what people might say in everyday speech (cf. col. XV.7-8,
XVIIL3-5, XIX.4-5, XX1.7-9, XX1I1.7-10).

10 “[# 8¢] &xpnoev Gnovia vd ot Bé[mg fiv avioac]@ar”: fr. 6.4 Berna-
bé. “She [Night] prophesied all that was right for him [Zeus] to accom-
plish”. For the scriptio plena see Intro. I § 34. Av avicas]far or Av évie-
6]0at, and éEavicac]ar, or éEaviesa, are equally likely; the gap is quite
wide, and at the end of a line the letters tend to be more crowded than
usual.

11 F..J0eic éndwoev 6t o.[ le: the subject of &8fiwcev is evi-
dently Orpheus. The Derveni author begins the cosmological interpreta-
tion of the verse he has just quoted, but the second half of this line and
the next two lines are, unfortunately, too badly damaged. Tsantsanoglou
supplements Siat]9eic édnlwoev &1t o [mavta suvéomile. What Orpheus
means is that not all condensed; see the next two notes. For dian]éeic,
“arranging”, sc. the words appropriately, or “composing”, sc. the verse ap-
propriately, cf. e.g. Pl. Lg. 834a5-6 and 658d7, Chrm. 162d3.

12-13 [.....]x napa a édévra [ | L......Jax olév l: Tsantsanoglou sug-
gests [GAN &0t mopa 1¢ £6via x[at dAha viv dnep ov] | [ovvigvia olév
tle. The temporal adverb should be construed not only with éom but also
with 1o €6via. 16 vOv é6via are to be understood as the structures we see
today in the universe on the large scale, i.e. the large-scale clumps air/Mind
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caused all other basic entities to form during the cosmogony. There are,
however, amounts of all these entities (mere traces from a cosmic perspec-
tive) that cannot accrete to the clumps like to like; see also next note.

14 [.....]..g6ar ou.[: Tsantsanoglou suggssts 10 & dv]vggar cuy iotdvar
onuaiver. Orpheus hints that during tke cosmogony air/Mind did not
cause the entire amount of each of the other basic entities to clump ~ ac-
cretion progressed only to the extent that was right (see below on col.
XI1.12). The Sun, which air/Mind caused to form so as to trigger the cos-
mogony, and night, i.e. air/Mind devcid of sunlight (see above on 3-4),
cause the remainders to continually mix and separate respectively, thereby
powering the constant substantial change observed in the cosmos (see
above on col. X.11-13).

COL. XII

116 & &xopuelvov &lmog &8 &xev: in Orpheus’ poem the followirg hexam-
eter most probably stood immediately after the one quoted in col. XI.10.

2 “ix dv &[xot xd]ra KoAdv €§0g viddeviog ‘OAOumov”: fr. 6.5 Betna>é. The
subject is Zeus. Cf. H. Hom. 15.7-8: viv & 1i¥n xatd xoAdv €80¢ vigdevtog
'OMdumov | vaier (sc. "HpoxAg). For xatéyew with tmesis and anastrophe cf.
Il. 2.699 (61e & #dn éxev xdta yola pérarva), Od. 9.6 (1 61 £bdpooivn pév
éxn xdra Stpov dravia). xatéyetv would be used here as in S. Ax:. 608-610
(Gryfipa 8¢ ypéve Suvdorag I katexelg ‘CAdumov | pappopéecoay aiylav), Ar.
Nu. 603-604 (Tlapvacoiay 8' 8¢ katéxwv | nétpav). Cf. Hes. Th. 113 (#8¢ xal
&g 16 Tp@ta ToAvRTVYOV E0YDY "OAupmov),

3 "OMvunlog xai x)pévog 10 abdwév: pace Tortorelli Ghidini (1991), in its
equation with Olympus time has nothing to do with the figure of unaging
Time, which plays a prominent role in the late Orphic Rbapsodies; see In-
tro. IV §§ 3, 5 and cf. Jourdan (2003) 12 n. 2.

3-5 ot 8¢ oxodveg | "Orvpnlov xail gdpavov [tlated eivar eEapap|wvov-
clilv: the identification of Olympus with the sky is usually discussed in
connection with Homeric passages such as Od. 6.41-47:

N pev dp' dg €inoTo’ anéfn yaaakdmg "ABfvn

Ofroumdvd’, 661 dpact Bedv £80¢ aodareg aiel

— 189 —



TH. KOUREMENOS

éppevar otit’ dvépolol tivacsoeron otite ot GpuPpw
devetar oVte yidv émmiivartal, GAAG pdd’ aibpn
TENTOTAL AVvEEAoC, Aevkn & EmbéSpouevy oiyAn
@ Evi téprovial pdxapeg Beol fipata Thvro.

€vO’ dméPn yYhaukdmig, £nel Sienédpade kovpy.

See e.g. Garvie (1994) on Od. 6.41-42, Kirk (1990) on Il. 5.749-751. In
Homer there seems to be no dlear distinction between Olympus and the
sky. In Od. 6.240 the gods are assumed to .ive in Olympus (o0 néviwv
Géxnm Bzdv, ol "Olvumov Exovot), but a few lines below they are said to live
in the sky (243: viv 8¢ 8eolowv £oike, tol odpavdv ebpdv Exovowv); for the
confusian of sky and Olympus see also I/. 5.748-751 and Od. 15.523. Ac-
cording to the sch. on I/. 3.364 (Etbse vol. 1, 422.28-29), Zenodotus changed
the formula obpavov edpiv to odpavov aimbv, but Aristarchus objected
that oinic is appropriate for a mountain; cf. sch. on I/. 15.192 (Erbse vol. 4,
53.10-11). One can plausibly assume that Zencdotus altered the text in the
light of his belief that the Homeric Olympus is the sky, or in the sky,
whereas Aristarchus was certainly opposed to this view and was concerned
to refute it; cf. sch. on I/. 15. 193 (Erbse vol. 4, 53.12-54.22). According to
Stob. 1.22.2.2-3, Homer places the ether above the stratum of air, and the
heavens, i.e. Olympus, above the ether, a view supported by a quotation of
Od. 6. 42-45. On Olympus in the Homeric spic see Noussia (2002) and
Montanari (2001).

Perhaps due to the lack of a clear distinction between Olympus and the
sky in Homer, or to a pre-Zenodotean identification of the Homeric Olym-
pus with the sky, in early Greek cosmology ‘Olvmpus’ comes to be a name
for the heavens. In a report of Philolaus’ views on the structure of the uni-
verse (DK 44 A 16), the highest part of what envelopes the universe is
called O.ympus; the five planets, the Sun and the Moon are located o
v 100 éAdurov ¢opav, which makes clear that Olympus is a name for
the outermost part of the rotating heavens. Emoedocles (DK 31 B 44) says
of the Sun that “he shines back to Olympus with a fearless face”, Olympus
being the heavens from which the Sun draws fire particles to itself (the
source ot the heat and the light it transmits to the Earth; see Wright
[1981] 201). Parmenides (DK 28 B 11) includes Olympus among the
Earth and the Sun, the Moon and the ether, the Milky Way and the fiery
stars; his characterization of Olympus as &oyatog suggests that ‘Olympus’ is
a name for the outermost heavenly region. For the equation of Olympus
with the cosmos and the heavens see also [Pl.] Epin. 977b1-5. Burkert
(1972) 244 n. 31 suggests that the characterizaticn of the heavens as ‘Olym-
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pus’ is of Pythagorean origin. It is unclear whether in rejecting the identi-
fication of Olympus with the sky the Derveni author objects to the absence
of a clear distinction between Olympus and the sky in Homer, to a pre-
Zenodotean interpretation of the Homeric Olympus as the sky, or to the
use of the noun ‘Olympus’ as a name for the outermost heavens in the nat-
ural philosophy of his day.

5-6 ob yIvdorovreg ém obpavov oty olév 1 | paxlpélrepov { edpitelpolv
evar: those who identify Olympus with the sky are mistaken, for they
do not understand that it is impossible for the sky to be long rather than
wide; cf. Brisson (1997) 154,

be mistaken in characterizing time as long.

7-9 6 8¢ 8mov pev | ‘ovpavov’ 8¢ [Aot Aéyewy, Tiv] mpocBrixny ‘evpdV’ | éroreito:
when Orpheus wanted to talk about the sky, he added to the noun ‘sky’ the
adjective ‘wide’.

9-10 émov [§' ““OAvprov’, tolOvavriov ‘ebpdv’ pev | ovSénote, ‘ualxpov’ 8é:
when Orpheus wanted to talk about Olympus, he always added to the
noun ‘Olympus’ the adjective ‘long’, not ‘wide’. Although twlVyvavtiov
readily suggests itself, the traces before v possibly indicate ] évavi-
ov. The logic of the author’s argument demands not érov [8& xpévov, t0]%-
vavtiov, a reading suggested by Parsons to Tsantsanoglou per /it. and
adopted independently by Janko (2002), but rov [8' "OAvunov, t0ldvaviiov
(cf. Jourdan [2003] 58, Betegh [2004] 250 n. 84). The conclusion that
Olympus is not the sky but time follows from three premises, of which
the first two are clearly that the sky can be plausibly characterized as wide
but not as long, whereas time can be plausibly said to be long, and that in
his poem Orpheus consistently characterizes the sky as wide. The third
premise cannot but link Olympus and the characterization ‘long’, which
in contrast to ‘wide’ applies to time, so that the desired dissociation of
Olympus from the sky and its equation with time follows via the first prem-
ise: that Orpheus consistently characterizes Olympus as long is thus the re-
quired third premise and it calls for énov [ "OAvpnov, o]dvaviiov.

10-11 “vigdlevra” 8¢ ¢icag eivar | tiy [8luvdper elixdler xpbvov 1@l videtd-
er: sc. Orpheus. e[ixdler xpovov @]y viverddey is perhaps the best of the
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three possible supplements suggested by Tsantsanoglou in Brisson (1997)
156-157, though one cannot be sure that vi¢e1@deg is used substantivally in
the sense ‘the snowy’, i.e. ‘what is full of snow’. The other two are elixager
avtov 8pel vivetmder and elixdler adtov €idell vigerdder, where atrov =
v xpovov (cf. col. XVIL.8). The Derveni author uses eixdelv two times
in the surviving parts of the papyrus (col. XTI1.9 and XIX.8) for Orpheus’
portraying something in terms familiar from everyday experience. See also
next note.

12 [0 8&] vigetdl e yoxpov te xai Alevkév é[onl: on the supplement pro-
posed by Tsantsanoglou in Brisson (1997) 157, the Derveni author points
out that something full of snow is cold and white, which perhaps means
‘bright’ (cf. Lopnlp in the next line). If ‘cold’ and ‘white’/‘bright’ each pick
out a dvvayuc, a causal power, of what is full of snow, and the Derveni
author holds that, by calling time snowcapped, Orpheus assimilates it to
what is snowy i dvvauer, “with regard to causal power(s)”, the author
perhaps means not that for Orpheus time is cold and white/bright, but that
a certain period is assimilated to what is snowy, insofar as the powers char-
acteristic of something full of snow are both at work in, and their com-
bined operation is the chief characteristic of, that period. If so, the period
in question is perhaps the one beginning after the formation of the cosmos,
assuming that for the Derveni author it is the heating power of the bright
Sun and the cooling power of the night that drive the constant substantial
change observed in the cosmos (see above on col. X.11-13). If the Derveni
author holds that Orpheus’ xoAov £8og vigoeviog 'Orbpnov in the hexam-
eter at issue stands for this epoch in the history of the universe, perhaps
he construes this phrase with the preposition ket to obtain an adverbial
expression of time and takes a[v] £[xot as intransitive in the sense ‘would
stay’ or ‘would hold fast’ (the verb in this sense is often followed by xotd
with accusative; see e.g. Hdt. 6.42.10, Ar. Ra. 793, PL. 367). If he also as-
sumes that the subject of this verb is not Zeus but &ravta from the preced-
ing hexameter, which is quoted in col. XI.10, the cosmological truth he
sees concealed in these two hexameters (col. XI.10 and XI1.2) is perhaps
this: during the cosmogony, air/Mind caused all other contents of the uni-
verse to clump only to the extent that was right or necessary (see above on
col. X1.11, 12-13 and 14) in order for them to hold fast, i.e. to form coher-
ent structures, thereby providing the theater in which the antagonistic
powers of the Sun and night operate after the end of the cosmogony
(see above on col. X.11-13). In an alternative (and by no means less spec-
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ulative) explanation of ths cosmological point the Derveni author sees
in the characterization of Olympus/time as snowcapped, Betegh (2004)
249-252 suggests that Alevkov refers to the matter of the Sun and the other
celestial bodies, as is also the case with Aaunlp in the next line, and that the
Derveni author foreshadows Plato’s view of the celestial bodies as instru-
ments of time (T%. 41e5).

13 moMov 8 alépla: the brightness of air is perhaps due to the suffusing
sunlight. mohég, ‘bright’ or ‘clear’, describes ai6p in E. Or. 1376, but oi-
8¢épa instead of @épa is impossible here because it would cover the entire
intercolumnar area. For moAt6g as a qualification of anp see AR. 3.275,
Q.S. 2.554 and 6.229; cf. West (1978) on Hes. Op. 477.

COL. XHI

1 “Zedg pev énei &) natpos £0d ndpq [0]éodar dxovoalc]”: fr. 7 Berna-
bé. The paragraphos to mark a quotation is absent perhaps because this
verse is not quoted here for the first ime. See Intro. IV §§ 1-3.

2-3 otte ydp 0.€ fikovoev, Ghad SediMotar &rug | fixovaev: 10.e can be either
08¢ or to1¢, and dedfrwrar, whose subject is the indirect question &rax fikov-
oev, refers back to an earlier point in the author’s discussion (cf. col. XVI.1
and XVIL.4-5), where it has been explained in what sense (6rwc) Zeus, a per-
sonification of air/Mind, ‘h=ard oracles’ issued by Night; see above on col.
VIIL14 and X.11. One need not read 1éte, for the Derveni author might
want to point out that air/Mind, the entity Zeus personifies, did not really
hear anything at any time, rather than that it did not hear something at a
certain past time (before it triggered the cosmogony). 163e, moreover, need
not be the object of fixovsev, in which case it would refer collectively to
Night’s prophecies, though this is the most natural construal. The pronoun
can very well be the subject of the verb: the Derveni author might refer to
Zeus simply by the deanthropomorphizing neuter pronoun e, ‘this (basic)
thing’, in order to remind the reader that Orpheus’ Zeus is a personification
of air/Mind, which lacks human attributes such as sex.

3 obre f VOE keAeteL. cAAG Snhol Bde Aéywv: the subject of nioi is undoubted-
Iy Orpheus (cf. col. VIILZ and 3, XI.11, XVL.9 and XX1.1). The implic-
it object of dnAol cannot be the indirect question énag 1 viE kehever (by
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analogy with nawg fixovsev, the subject of the impersonal Sesf\arar), for
there seems to be no connection between the Derveni author’s discussion
of the Orphic verse he quotes next and the claim otite ) v keeter, which
is trivially entailed by ot 16.e fixovsev (if air/Mind did not actually hear
anything from night at any time, night did not command air/Mind by proph-
esying).

4 “midciov xatémvev, d¢ aibépa ExBope mpdtog”: fr. 8 Bernabé. See Intro.

IV §§ 4, 6-7 and below on col. XIV.1-2.

5-6 8n pév nigav v nénowy nepl v mpaypdav | aivitetar x[a]e’ énog éxa-
otov évaykn Aéyeuv: this is the only instance of pév solitarium in the surviv-
ing parts of the Derveni text. Perhaps it signals that a new section begins
with the quotation of the Orphic verse in the previous line (see GP 382-
384): the Derveni author seems to state a methodological principle, which
is then applied to the Orphic verse, or rather to a single word in it (that a
new section begins in 7, too, may be suggested by the paragraphos). ém
might introduce an object clause for Aéyewv or a causal clause (cf. Anaxi-
men. DK 13 B 3: &yyic éomiv 6 dnp 100 dompdtcy: kol 6t xat éxpoiay 10010
ywopeba, dvdyxn adtdv xol dnelpov elvan kai m.ovolov Sud 16 undénote éxhei-
newy). v némowv should be understood as the object of oiviletar, whose
subject is Orpheus, rather than as an accusative of extent (cf. ... Aéyov ...
v Sviep ... aivifato in Pi. P. 8.38-40, and oivicoesBal t6de 1d #nea in
Hdt. 5.56.1). xa®' &nog éxactov qualifies Aéyew, not oivilern or ndcov
v mémouy; for the irregular aspiration see Schwyzer vol. 1, 305 (it might
be due to the author’s or the scribe’s conflat:on of xat émog éxactov and
xa® Exacrov &roc). If 6m introduces a causal clause, Aéyeiv seems to be
used in the unparalleled sense ‘to discuss’, or ‘to analyze’, and the phrase
AMéyewv ka® Emoc Exactov seems to be a compressed way of saying Aéyerv
#xaatov #n0g kot Emog, i.e. ‘to analyze every word in turn’, or ‘to analyze
every verse in turn’, depending on whether £mog means ‘word’ (as in col.
XVIL11 and XXVI.2), or ‘verse’ (as in col. VIIL1, XII.1, XV.5, XIX.1
and XXIV 4).

If one takes émog to mean ‘verse’, the principle enunciated here con-
cerns not the words in an Orphic verse but the verse itself, and thus it
ought to be enunciated before the author makes a point about an Orphic
verse in its entirety. In the following lines, however, the author pays atten-
tion to a single word in the Orphic verse he has just quoted, namely oisotov.
If the principle put forth here is applied in the following lines, where the

- 194 —



COMMENTARY, COL. XIII

Derveni author focuses on a single word in an Orphic verse, #nog must be
understood to mean not ‘verse’ but ‘word’. Thus the principle in question
is, depending on how & is understood, either that it is necessary to analyze
every one of Orpheus’ words in its turn, for Orpheus composed his entire
poem as an allusion to physical reality (rept 1@v mpaypdrev); or that it is nec-
essary to say with regard to every one of Orpheus’ words that he composed
his entire poem as an allusion to physical reality (if #mog is assumed to mean
not ‘word’ but ‘verse’, either version of the methodological principle col-
lapses onto the general interpretative principle of the author, but there is
no reason why the reader or the audience would need to be reminded of
it here). In the first case, the Derveni author might mean that, since Or-
pheus’ poem is in its entirety a cosmological allegory, one must seek the
cosmological import of each word in it without paying attention to context
and syntactical constraints; cf. Rusten (1985) 133 n. 26. In accordance
with this principle, the Derveni author then proceeds to point out that
the word aiotov in the Orphic verse he has just quoted, a masculine ad-
jective meaning ‘reverend’, makes an implicit point about the Sun if one
treats it as the neuter noun aidotov, a phonetically similar and semantically
related word for a sexual organ (see below on 9). In the second case, every
one of Orpheus’ words must turn out to support the claim that he com-
posed his entire poem as an allusion to physical reality; this claim is then
shown to be borne out by the word aidotov in the verse the Derveni author
has just quoted from Orpheus’ poem. One should perhaps plump for the
second version of the principle, and thus assume that 6 introduces an ob-
ject clause of Aéyewv, because it allows a more natural interpretation of the
phrase Ayewv ka6’ &mog ExooTov.

7-8 &v 10i¢ afidoio]ic dpdv Ty yéveowv todg avBpdmov[c] | vouitoy [tag elivar
ot éxpficarto: seeing that people think of generation as dependent on
the genitals, Orpheus used this word (tottan = 1@t éner), sc. aidotov.

8-9 dvev 8¢ tdy | aidoiwv [ob yivleoda: this phrase ought to be before 100-
1o &xpfioaro. It might have been a marginal entry in the text of the scribe’s
exemplar that was inserted in the wrong place during copying. Alterna-
tively, it might have been added in the wrong place by the author himself,
when he realized, as soon as he wrote ot éxpficato, that his justification
of this claim is incomplete, and proceeded to immediately supply the miss-
ing step in his argument without regard for the natural word order.
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9 aidoim eixdsag 1ov fArolv]: according to the Derveni author, Orpheus
employed the word aidotov, thereby likening the Sun to a sexual organ, be-
cause of the popular belief that the generation of animals depends indis-
pensably on the genitals; for the author’s appeal to common beliefs in or-
der to justify his explanation of a word Orpheus employs in his poem cf.
col. XI.5-9. As argued in Intro. IV §§ 6-7, it is likely that in this poem the
verse with the word cidotov stood immediately after the one quoted in col.
VIIL5: thus aiofov is not the accusative singular of the noun meaning ‘sex-
ual organ’ but the accusative singular of the masculine adjective ‘reverend’,
and qualifies Saipova in the antecedent verse. There is no reason to assume
that the Derveni author intentionally misinterprets aiSotov as the accusative
singular of the noun for sexual organ in order to posit the parallel between
the Sun and a sexual organ. In the characterization of the demon as ai-
8oiog the Derveni author sees an allusive parallel between the Sun and a
sexual organ, which is called aiSoiov, a noun phonetically similar and se-
mantically related to the adjective aiotoc, because he conceives of the de-
mon in question as a personification of the Sun. He explains why Orpheus
employed this characterization, ie. on what grounds Orpheus implicitly
likened the Sun to a sexual organ, with an argument of two premises, one
pertaining to the genitals and the other to the Sun. It is 2 common belief
that the generation of living things depends indispensably on the genitals;
similarly, the transition of the early universe to its present state, i.e. the gen-
eration of the cosmos, depended indispensably on the Sun (see next
note). In other words, as the Sun is to the generation of the cosmos, so
are the genitals to the generation of living things; this analogy licenses Or-
pheus’ implicit paralle] between the Sun and a sexual organ, aidoiov,
through the characterization of the demon, who is an allegory of the
Sun, as aiSoloc.

10-11 &vey [yap w0d 3]ALioly16 Svia 1010970 0y 0léY [1e] | yivIeobau: cf. w
viv €6via | 6 Bdg el pf) HiBedev elvar, ovk Gv émdmoev fidov (col. XXV.9-
10). In view of fpelusilv in 12, however, 1 8via here are not w0 viv
vra, ie. the large-scale structures in the universe as we see it today (the
cosmos), and all transient entities existing in it on much smaller scales at
any moment of the present epoch, but rather & vnépyovio, i.e. the everlast-
ing and basic entities everything else in the present universe (1& viv évta) is
made up of (for the distinction between the two ontological categories see
Intro. V § 2). If so, 1010 yiveo®an picks out the passing of basic entities
from one state into another, not the generation of qualitatively determined
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derivative entities made up of basic entities. Unless air/Mind had caused
the Sun to be born, the universe, originally an amorphous fire-dominated
mixture of all other basic entities (col. IX.5-10), could not have made tke
transition to its present state.

11 Jévav 1dv ¢6viov: a genitive absolute referring to the condition of the
universe before air/Mind formed the Sun and triggered the cosmogony,
specifically to the thermal agitation of the other basic entities in their
fire-dominated mixture? See also previous note.

12 fpelpeiv s1a] 1ov fiaro[v] mévia dulotac: the infinitive could de-
pend on oiév e or similar in 11, which was linked with ot¢v [z] in 10
through 008¢: before air/Mind triggered the cosmogony by causing the for-
mation of the Sun, the other basic entities could not come to rest, for their
particles were agitated by those of the energetic fire and prevented from
clumping into coherent structures. Next the Derveni author perhaps savs
that, after air/Mind initiated the cosmogony, all other contents of the uni-
verse came to rest, i.e. settled into the large-scale structures characteristic
of the present universe (the cosmos). See alsc the two previous notes.

14 ] nepiéyery [ perhaps nepiéyer x[. This might be the Derveni author’s
interpretation of Orpheus’ <otémvev in 4. See Proclus in Tim. ii.93.18-
19 Diehl: ot yap mapd 10ig Beordyolg xatamdcelg neproxal vég etowv. If
the Derveni author understands the swallowing of the reverend demon
by Zeus as the formation of the Sun, he might interpret xatornivew, ‘to
swallow’, as nepiéxetv, ‘to shut in’, which in this context could only mean
‘to confine in a spherical volume of small radius the amount of fire that sep-

arated first from the early amorphous universe to form the Sun’. See below
on col, XV.3,

COL. XIV

1-2 [£]x06pm 1ov Aaunpétatéy te [kal 8elopdtlatov | yopiodiv 49’ Emvtod:
for [£]x0¢pmt cf. d tig 1€ Poeaor kat obpea paxpd Adawva | EvOGpm dikaca
BaBuckoniiov dua pricong (Q.S. 1.315-316). If the subjunctive is the verb of
a result or purpose clause, which paraphrases interpretively the Orphic
hemistich 6¢ ai@épa xBope mpdtog (col. XIIL4), tov Aapmpératdy e [kai
0elpudltlatov is a substantival description of «ifp, and in his paraphrase
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the author follows the syntax of the Orphic verse (the construction of a
verb of motion with an accusative of origin is found in prose: cf. Hdt.
5.104.9, é€elb6via 10 Gotv 10 ToAopviay, 6.134.14-15, katabpdorovia &&
v oipaoiiv, and 7.29.3, éEfirGov myv Mepaida ydpnv). The subject of the
verb and the participle is the Derveni author’s interpretation of the pro-
noun &g in the Orphic verse: if the pronoun refers to the reverend one (ai-
dotov) Zeus swallowed, i.e. the glorious demon (col. VIILS5), and the Der-
veni author understands the swallowing of this demon by Zeus as the for-
mation of the Sun due to the action of air/Mind on the fire-dominated mix-
ture of all other basic entities, the subject of éx86pm is most probably 1o
ndp that became the Sun (the Sun is the amount of fire air/Mind caused
to separate out from the primordial mixture at the beginning of the cos-
mogony, so as to make it possible for the other ingredients to also separate
out and condense into the rest of the cosmos). The main verb modified by
the adverbial [¢]x86pnt clause would thus denote the action that resulted
in a sufficiently large mass of fire forcefully ‘leaping forth’ out of the pri-
mordial mixture to form the Sun and being confined in a small volume
(by comparison to that over which it was hitherto spread out). See above
on col. IX.7-8 and XTII.14.

If wov hapnpérotév 1e [xai Oelppoltlatov is a substantival description of
ai0épa in col. XII14, 6 aibnp is fire as in Anaxagoras (Arist. Cael. 270b24-
25), not air as in Empedocles (Arist. Ph. 196a20-23 and GC 334al-6) and
Plato (T7. 58d1-4), specifically the sum total of fire in the primordial uni-
verse: the mass of fire that would become the Sun leapt forth out of the
intensely bright and hot ether, separating from itself (ywpio8ev a¢ &wv-
100). The reflexive pronoun denotes the sameness of what separated and
that from which it separated with respect to kind: in a similar manner Em-
pedocles says that the Sun, landmasses, sky and sea, i.e. all large concentra-
tions of the four roots in the cosmos, are one with the parts of themselves
in mortal things (DK 31 B 22.1-3: &p8yuia pév ydp todta E0vtdv névia pépec-
ow, | fikéxtop T xBdv e xal odpavdg ©5é BGAacao, | 8oca ¢v &v Bvnrotowy
Gmomhoy0évia TEGUKEY),

Brisson (2003) 25-26, followed by Jourdan (2003) 64-65, reads Alevké-
[xlarov instead of 6e]ppéltlatov, and understands the two adjectives as qual-
ifications of the bright upper air (ci8épc), into which the severed ai8oiov of
the castrated Uranus, the subject of [£]x8¢pm, was flung after its separation
from Uranus himself (xopiodev a9’ éwvwod); cf. Intro. IV §§ 6-7. By their
lights, the clause governed by [¢]¥86pm is an interpretive paraphrase not
of the relative clause 8¢ aifépa xBope mpdrog in col. XIII.4 but of a lost
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Orphic verse about the castration of Uranus. It might seem plausible to
take Uranus’ aidotov as the subject of éx86pm because of what we read after
the [¢]x86pm clause: 10tov odv 1ov Kpdvov | yevésBar ¢natv £k 10D ‘HAlov Tht
T'fi. Since it is rather unlikely that the Sun (not Uranus) was the father of
Cronus in the Orphic poem, one might be led to the conclusion that the
Derveni author equates the Sun with Uranus’ severed aiSotov, the subject
of éx86pm, from which Cronus sprang; this is why the Sun appears next
to Ge, Cronus’ mother, as if Cronus were sired by the Sun. Although
the éx86pmu clause might belong to the interpretation of an Orphic verse
that alluded to the castration of Uranus by Cronus, there is no need to posit
that in this verse, or in the preceding one, there was a mention of Uranus’
severed aidotov in order to explain why the Derveni author seems to regard
the Sun as the ‘father’ of Cronus; see the next two notes.

2-3 toftrov odv tév Kpbdvov | yevésOa ¢moiv &k 100 "Hhiov i A sc. Or-
pheus. Perhaps one should opt for 100 fAiov and it yfiy; see also next
note. This must be a paraphrase of an Orphic verse, in which Cronus was
said to have been born to Ge (fr. 9 Bernabé). ¢ péy &petev (fr. 10.1 Ber-
nabé) in 5 is the end of the Orphic verse that most probably stood before
the one quoted in 6, Odpavog Evdpovidng, 8¢ npémiotog Bastirevoey (fr. 10.2
Bernabé); one should read Ovpavov Evépovisny to obtain the object of &pe-
Eev (this is also suggested by the paraphrase of ¢ péy’ épetev in 7-9). Cro-
nus is of course dc uéy’ épekev | Odpavov Edgpovidny, an allusion to Uranus’
deposal by his son Cronus (see 7-9), or to the fact that Cronus castrated his
father, thereby deposing him (uéy épetev refers to an abominable act, in
this case not simply the deposal of Uranus but rather his castration by
his son Cronus, as in Od. 11.271-273: untépa v Oidinddao 1dov, xaAnv 'Em-
kaotmy, | § péya Epyov Epetev didpeinot véoro | ynpapévn @ vii). Cronus must
have been mentioned before the relative clause, in the lost part of the verse,
and it is most probably in this verse that he was said to have been born to
Ge, for nothing indicates a change of verse between the mention of Cro-
nus’ birth and 8¢ péy &peke — in 1-5 the Derveni author seems to discuss
a single verse, which stood immediately before the one he quotes in 6
and was quoted in the lost final section of the previous column (cf. Janko
[2002] 28, critical apparatus on 2-3, who suggests that fr. 9 and 10.1 Ber-
nabé are one and the same).

West (1983) 114, lines 15-16, assumes that the verse in question came
after the one in col. XIIL.4, and that between these two verses stood an-
other one, in which Orpheus identified the father of Ge and Uranus: [xef-
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vog pév Tatév € xal] Ovpavdv evpdv [Enktev'] | [ 8¢ merdpn Tota téxe
Kpévov,] g uéy #pete. On West’s reconstruction, x&ivog (the father of
Ge and Uranus) is the glorious and reverend demon whom Zeus swal-
lowed (the Orphic verses in col. VIIL5 and XIII.4 are assumed to form
a couplet; see Intro. IV §§ 6-7), and @ refers to Uranus; the Derveni
author paraphrases @t with the prepositional phrase éx 100 fidiov because
he thinks mistakenly that @t refers not to Uranus but to the same individ-
ual as keivoc, the demon assumed to be an allegory of the Sun; see West
(1983) 88. It is, however, rather unlikely that the Derveni author would
be so misled by ambiguous pronouns as to lose sight of an elementary ge-
nealogical fact.

In col. XV. 5-6 we read éx6uevov 8¢ énog | “éx 10% &4 Kpdvog admg,
énerta 8¢ pntieta Zete” (fr. 10.3 Bernabé). If the Derveni author had
not quoted any verse in the lost final part of this column, éyéuevov 8¢
énog suggests that the following Orphic verse stood immediately after
the one quoted in 6 of this column (in which case Kpévog and Zeg are sub-
jects of the implicit épacirevcev). One can further assume that the first
verse in the couplet about the deposal or castration of Uranus by Cronus
also began with éx 100: [éx 100 &4 Faim yéveto Kpévog,] &g péy &pete
(Tsantsanoglou’s suggestion). On this reconstruction of the Orphic verse
paraphrased here, it is &k 10D that the Derveni author renders by éx 1o fAi-
ov, and there is no reason to posit in the preceding verse a mention of Ura-
nus’ severed aidotov, the referent of 100 which the Derveni author identi-
fies with the Sun (see previous note). In col. XV.6 éx 10 seems to be used
in a temporal sense. According to the Derveni author, éx 100 opens a verse
in which Orpheus says “from that time”, i.e. from the time which Orpheus
presents allegorically as the reign of Cronus, “there begins the period in
which this rule is sovereign”, i.e. the era in which air/Mind dominates
the universe: éx 1008 [dlpxn €omv, €& 8cov Paciiever #de | dpyn (col.
XV.7-8, where &£ Soov is apparently equivalent to €€ 6tov). If the Derveni
author is correct in taking éx 109 in the temporal sense ‘afterwards’, it is
likely that éx 10 was used temporally also in the verse paraphrased here.

After what time was Cronus born? Perhaps after the glorious and rev-
erend demon, who was eventually swallowed by Zeus, leapt forth out of
the ether. If the Orphic verse paraphrased here stood immediately after
the one quoted in col. XIIL4, one can easily explain why the Derveni
author paraphrases éx 100 by éx 100 fidMiov. Apart from ‘thereafter’, éx
100 can mean either ‘from him’, or ‘because of him’, the pronoun referring
to a masculine noun in the preceding verse. The masculine noun in the
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preceding verse is the demon who was the first to leap forth out of the
ether, but the Derveni author understands this demon as an allegory of
the Sun: thus he can take éx 109 to mean not ‘thereafter’ but “from him’,
ot ‘because of him’, i.e. from or because of the male individual referred
to in the previous verse, and, since this individual stands for the Sun, in
his paraphrase the Derveni author can translate éx 109 by éx 100 fAiov. If
this is so, however, he need not lose sight of the fact that éx 0% means
‘thereafter’; see next note.

3-4 ém aitiav Eoxe | S1& 1oV HMov kpevesBar npdg EAAnAa: as turns out from
col. XV.1-2 (cf. 8), the subject of xpoteoBan is 1d £6va, not 16 vdv &évta,
i.e. the large-scale structures in the universe at the present epoch and all
transient entities that exist in it on much smaller scales at any moment
of this epoch, but rather 1a dndpyovi, i.e. the evetlasting and basic entities
that make up all other entities in the present universe (for the distinction
between the two types of entities sze Intro. V § 2). Before air/Mind caused
the Sun to form, triggering the cosmogony, all other basic entities were
combined into an amorphous mixture, which was dominated by fire,
and could not separate out to form coherent structures (col. IX.5-
10). When air/Mind caused a sufficiently large quantity of fire to separate
out and be confined within a spherical volume of small radius to form the
Sun (col. XV.3), the other basic entities began to also separate out and
stand apart from one another (col. XV.1-2), forming the large-scale struc-
tures in the universe as we see it todzy. They were divided up in small par-
ticles, which kept on moving by leaps within air/Mind until each came to
its like, with which it was placed side by side (col. XXI.1-5). As the pri-
mordial mixture was breaking up, the corpuscles of its ingredients were
moving by leaps, i.e. discontinuously, perhaps because corpuscles tending
in different directions were colliding with one another; cf. the collisions of
atoms that occur in the initial stages of Leucippus’ cosmogony as like
atoms are drawn together under the separating action of a vortex, in which
atoms of all kinds swirl (DK 67 A 1; the verb npooxpotev used in this
report as well as in A 10 for the event of collision is perhaps an atomist
terminus technicus). The Sun is proximately responsible for these collisions
in the sense that, at the beginning of the cosmogony, air/Mind caused
an amount of fire to separate out and form the Sun so as to free the other
ingredients in the primordial mixture from fire’s domination and allow
them to also separate out, a process accompanied by collisions of their
particles.
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The ultimate cause of these collisiors is thus air/Mind, and the Derveni
author thinks that ‘Cronus’ is the name Orpheus gave to air/Mind insofar
as it caused them. Deriving the name Kpévoc from 6 xpovmv Node, ‘the col-
lision-causing Mind’ (see 7-8), he understands the reign of Cronus as the
time of the cosmogony, the first phase of the air/Mind era in the history
of the universe (when air/Mind dominates all other basic entities); the sec-
ond phase of that era, from the formation of the cosmos down to the pres-
ent and beyond, is the reign of Zeus, another name for air/Mind (see col.
XV.7-8 and XVII.1-9). Thus Mind became collision-causing, i.e. Cronus
was born as Orpheus puts it, after the Sun formed, and the Derveni author
could read this temporal sequence of events in the Orphic verse which
might have stood immediately after the one quoted in col. XIII.4 and is
paraphrased in 2-3 (see previous note): “thereafter”, i.e. after the reverend
demon who stands for the Sun had leapt out of the ether, “Cronus was
born to Ge, he who did a great deed”, i.e. air/Mind came to be colli-
sion-causing (in the ‘great deed’ of Cronus, be it only the deposal of Ura-
nus or his castration that signaled his deposal, the Derveni author detects
an allusion to the collisions air/Mind caused; see 3-5). Air/Mind, however,
became collision-causing not only after the birth of the Sun but also
through the Sun, or because it caused the Sun to form. From a cosmolog-
ical point of view, in other words, the sequence of events in the Orphic
verse paraphrased in 2-3 could be reac either temporally or causally. To
read it causally, the Derveni author would simply take éx 109 at the begin-
ning of this verse as reconstructed above to denote not time but cause, the
reverend demon in the previous verse Seing the referent of 709: since he
thinks that this demon is an allegory o the Sun, he could paraphrase éx
109 by éx 100 fAiov, as if he were treating of a verse in which Orpheus said
that the Sun was the father of Cronus, who was born to Ge.

It is possible that the Derveni author de-anthropomorphized Orpheus’
Ge, and understood this figure as an allegory of the Earth, in which case
one should read i yfiv in 3, not it . If so, this dative is understood
as a dative of advantage: air/Mind became collision-causing through the
Sun, or because it caused the Sun to form, for the sake of the Earth, i.e.
in order for the Earth to form along with the rest of the cosmos; in other
words, T yfu partially denotes the final end of the process air/Mind in-
itiated when it brought about the formation of the Sun so as to dominate
the universe, thereby causing the cosmagonic collisions between the parti-
cles of the other basic entities.
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5 81a todro Aéyer “Og péy Epetev”: fr. 10.1 Bernabé. See above on 2-3.

6 “Ovpavdg Edgpovidng, 8¢ npduotog Pasidevoev™ fr. 10.2 Bernabé. See
above on 2-3.

7 xpotiovta 1ov Nodv npog dAnrlal Kpévov évopdoag: sc. Orpheus. For the
Detveni author’s derivation of the name Kpévog from 6 xpotvev Nodg cf. Pl
Cra. 396b3-7 (the god’s name denotes 1 xa@apdv abtod kot dxhpartov 0D
vod). On the object of the participle (1& £6vta) see above on 3-4. If the
Mind-triggered collisions occurred during the cosmogony, the Derveni
author understands the reign of Cronus as the first phase of the air/Mind
era in the history of the universe; the reign of Zeus, another name for air/
Mind, is thus the second phase of this era, from the formation of the cos-
mos down to the present and beyond (see col. XV.7-8 and XVII.1-
9). Note that the succession of Cronus by Zeus is probably understood
differently in col. IX.1-2, namely as the transition of the universe from
domination by fire to domination by air/Mind, i.e. from the fire era to
the air/Mind era. If so, in col. IX.1-2 “Zeus’ picks out air/Mind as the ba-
sic entity that dominates the universe at the present era of its history,
whereas here Zeus’ designates air/Mind as cause of certain effects charac-
terizing a period of the air/Mind era (the onomatopoeic principle applied
here is explained in 9-10); the nature of these effects is unclear, for in the
surviving parts of the papyrus there is no evidence as to how the Derveni
author etymologized the name ‘Zeus’ (on ‘Uranus’ see below on 12-
13). The incongruity might be somewhat mitigated because the couplet
discussed in col. IX.1-2 says simply that Zeus took the power from his
father (see col. VIIL.4-5): the Derveni author might assume that Orpheus
does not mean the same thing when he refers to Zeus’ succession of his
father, and when he talks of Zeus’ succession of Cronus.

8-9 péya pékar gnoi ov Odpavév: aplarlpedfivan yap | tiv Pacireiav atrv:
cf. previous note. The reign of Uranus, from whom Cronus took the king-
ship, can only stand for the fire era in the history of the universe. If so, the
Derveni author perhaps thinks that Orpheus describes the fire era, when
ait/Mind had not yet dominated the universe, as both the reign of Uranus
and the domination by Zeus’ father; see previous note. The second de-
scription might hint at the basic thing dominating the universe in that
era; for the first see below on 12-13.
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9-10 Kpévoy 8¢ dvépacev dmrd tobd | £[plyov abrov ki wdlha xard t[ov adrov
Aléyov: Orpheus named air/Mind (attév) ‘Cronus’ on account of the ef-
fects (#pyov) it brought about (see above on 3-4), as is also the case with
all other names (t@A\a) he gave to air/Mind, sc. ‘Uranus’ (see below on
12-13), and perhaps ‘“Zeus’ (we do not know how the Derveni author ety-
mologized this name).

11 [+&v é]éviav yép andvioy [one xpovopélvev: Tsantsanoglou’s alterna-
tives, [cuppeperyuélvav and [avapeperypélvav, are equally plausible.

12-13 [6 Novlg ag oplitwly ¢dowv [miv énwvoniav Eoxelv | [Ovpavéle: on
Tsantsanoglou’s reconstruction, the Derveni author derives the name Ov-
pavog from 6 opifwv ¢howv Nod, perhaps ‘Mind that determines coming
to be’, just as he derives the name Kpévog from 6 kpovwv Notg (cf. 9-10;
for other ‘etymologies’ of the name ‘Uranus’ see [Arist.] Mu. 400a6-7
and PL. Cra. 396b8-c3). Uranus’ reign must stand for a chapter in the his-
tory of the universe before the time which the reign of Cronus stands for.
If so, it can only be considered as an allegory of the fire era, when air/Mind
had not yet wrested control of the universe away from fire, and the other
basic entities were united into an amorphous mixture dominated by fire. If
the Detveni author did take the name ‘Uranus’ to mean ‘Mind that deter-
mines coming to be’, the name most probably hints at what is true of air/
Mind at all times: in the fire era air/Mind had not yet caused any substan-
tial change, but it is unlikely that there was any time when the wisdom of
everlasting air/Mind lacked a bird’s eye view of how all things that would
ever be must come to be and be and cease to be (col. XIX.3-7).

13-14 agoupleilodor & ablt6v ¢nor v Bachleiav | [kpovelpévav tlav]
é[6lvilov: sc. Orpheus. Cronus’ depriving Uranus (atmév) of his kingship
is an allegory of the transition from the fire era, when it was true that ait/
Mind determines coming to be, though this entity had not yet dominated
the universe (see previous note), to the first phase of the next era, when air/
Mind caused collisions between particles of other basic entities as it came
to wrest control of the universe away from fire.

COL. XV

1 xpove(1)v avta npdlg dAlinAa: as is clear from 2, attd = 16 &6vta (see
above on col. XIV.3-4). The following conjunction seems to connect 1of-
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onu with another subjunctive, on which the infinitive xpove(1)v depended,
and not with the imperfect xpovev, whose augment is lost with the preceding
line, or with the unaugmented impetfect xpovev. For xpovev instead of
kpovewv cf. émavepopevor and [oilxtépeaBar in col. XX.7 and 8, £pficoa
in col. XXIV 4; cf. Rusten (1985) 137 n. 34. If ¢ is the old spelling of &
and 1 is not simply omitted by the scribe, it is interesting to note that the
last certain examples of € for 1 in Attic inscriptions are dated to the third
quarter of the fourth century; see Threatte vol. 1, 189-190. Since in col.
XIV.7 the Derveni author derives the name Kpévog from 6 xpovav Noig,
the infinitive xpote(t)v is in all probability final. It complements the third per-
son singular aorist subjunctive of a causative verb, with air/Mind as subject.

1-2 xali] rofiom 10 [rpétlov | yopiodévia Sragtivar iy’ dAMiov w6 Edva:
for the subject of the subjunctive see previous note. mofion, and the sub-
junctive on which the infinitive kpove(1)v depended, are probably verbs of
purpose clauses detailing the final end of the action by which air/Mind
came to dominate the universe; see above on col. XIV.3-4. Once separated
by air/Mind, the other basic entities stood apart in the sense that the great-
est mass of each clumped in a particular place; see above on col. IX.6-7
and Intro. V § 13. For the Derveni author’s use of Siiotac@ar cf. Heracli-
tus’ use of the same verb for the separation of a mixed drink into its ingre-
dients (DK 22 B 125: xoi 6 xukeav Stictatar {(un) xivovpevog), and Empe-
docles’ use of Siagvesdar for the emergence of the four roots from the
Love-dominated Sphere, a perfect mixture of the four roots, under the ac-
tion of Strife on it (DK 31 B 17.17); Aristotle uses Suiotévon and Siictacton
for the Strife-effected separation of the Empedoclean roots (Cael. 295a30,
Metaph. 985a25), and the noun Sidoracig for the division of the cosmos
into the natural places of the elements (Cael. 300b25, variant reading 5u4-
tafig).

3 xop [1]¢ouévov yap 100 HMov kal drorappavopévov: here the Sun probably
stands for the mass of fire that separated first from the other basic entities
under the action of air/Mind. It seems plausible that this mass is assumed
by the Derveni author to have formed the Sun by suffering compression so
as to occupy a small volume, compared to that over which it was spread
out before air/Mind forced it to separate. For anohappévecdor in the sense
‘to be shut in’ cf. [Arist.] Pr. 868b26-28: 516 xai ot ¢Aéfeg Sroteivovion 100
Vypo® ob Suvapévov eEiévar. arnolapfavipevov & aBpdov 10 Lypdv, Gtav avedT
0 nvedpa, aBpdov eEEpyeTar.
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4-5 év péoan mhtag ioyer xai wivade 100 MAiov | kol T kdrabev: sc. air/
Mind. Laks and Most (1997) 16, Janko (2002) 31 and Jourdan (2003)
15 take év péoan with dnorapBavopévov and understand tévede 0D Hriov
kol ¢ xGrwdev as the object of miEag. Construing, however, év péom with
nfgag and taking tov filwov as the implicit object of miZag is, perhaps, pref-
erable. év péoon mitag v filov would pick out in a particularly strong
and direct way the fixity of Sun’s position in the cosmos. The Derveni
author attaches great importance to the Sun’s stable size. He thinks that
air/Mind would not have made the Sun, if it had not wanted the cosmos
to come into being, and that it made the Sun of a certain sort and of a cer-
tain size (col. XXV.9-12). This presumably means that, had air/Mind not
wanted the cosmos to come into being, it would not have made the Sun as
large as it is. It is quite probable that, in order for the cosmos to come into
being, air/Mind fixed not only the size of the Sun but also the position of
this celestial body in the universe, and that the Sun is of a certain sort in
virtue of its having this position, as well as on account of all other proper-
ties it might have apart from size. If so, it is preferable to construe év péowm
with miEag and take 1dv filtov as the implicit object of the participle, there-
by obtaining a direct reference to the fixed position of the Sun in the cos-
mos,

The Sun holds the middle of the cosmos perhaps in the sense that the
distances from the Sun to the center, which is presumably held by Earth,
and from the Sun to the outermost (spherical?) boundary, perhaps the
(sphere of the) fixed stars, are always equal (it should be kept in mind that
we are totally in the dark as to how the Detveni author imagines the cos-
mos and that the attribution to him of a geocentric finitistic model is spec-
ulative; see also Betegh [2004] 235-243). If so, téva8e 00 fAiov kai 1d
xdrwBev are the two regions into which the cosmos is divided by (the an-
nual path of) the Sun, and air/Mind holds (ioxet) these regions pethaps in
the sense that it dominates them. According to Theon of Smyrna (139.9-
18 Hiller), certain Pythagoreans placed the Sun in the middle of the plan-
ets, for the Sun is the commanding faculty or the ‘heart’ of the universe,
and arranged them in this order: Moon (the celestial body closest to Earth
at the center of the cosmos), Mercury, Venus, Sun, Mars, Jupiter and Sat-
urn. Pliny (Hzst. Nat. 2.12-13) reports the same view without attributing it
to Pythagoreans. One might be tempted to assume in the light of these re-
ports that tdvade 00 Hriov kai 16 xdtwdev are not simply what could be
called the super-solar and the sub-solar region of the universe but rather
the celestial bodies contained in these regions, the planets above and below
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the Sun respectively. In the surviving parts of the Derveni text, however,
there is no evidence that the Derveni author is aware of the existence of the
planets, and one can plausibly assume that knowledge of their existence
was not widespread even in the fourth century (see Pl. Lg. 821b8-c5);
for Greek knowledge of the planets in the fifth and fourth century see
Vlastos (1975) 43-49. Since there is no point in speculating about the ex-
tent of the Derveni author’s astronomical knowledge, it is perhaps prefer-
able to take tévwde 10D fAiov Koi 1¢ xdt1wbev as simply the two regions into
which the cosmos is divided by the annual path of the Sun.

If the Detveni author regards the division into a super-solar and a sub-
solar region as the most fundamental structural aspect of the present uni-
verse, he might be interested in the domination of the two regions by air/
Mind not after but during the transition of the universe to its present
state. His point is perhaps that, when air/Mind caused the pnmordlal mix-
ture of the other basic entities to break up by forcing a sufficiently large
mass of fire to separate out first and become the Sun, the rest of the ingre-
dients in the mixture began to clump because air/Mind positioned the Sun
at equal distances from the center and the periphery of the universe, there-
by coming to dominate the two regions determined by the annual path of
the Sun, i.e. the entire universe: “For, after (the fire that became) the Sun
separated out and was confined (within a small volume), air/Mind fixed
(the annual path of) the Sun in the middle of the universe and holds sway
over both the super-solar and the sub-solar region”.

If the Derveni author thinks that the heat of the Sun causes matter to
scatter (see above on col. X.11-13), he perhaps assumes that the first small
clumps of matter formed quite far from the new-born Sun and constantly
gained material from their surroundings as they moved towards, or away
from, the center of the universe, perhaps the focal point around which
the nascent cosmos was developing. Sufficiently large clumps moving close
to the Sun could withstand heating without great loss of mass, and the reg-
ular motion of the Sun is perhaps assumed by the Derveni author to have
allowed, over a long period of time, the uniform breakup of the primordial
mixture in the vicinity of the annual path of the Sun, where heating is most
intense. Those of the basic entities that tended to collect nearer to, or
further away from, the center of the universe displaced others outwards
or inwards respectively, until all basic entities became coherently arranged
on the largest scale as now observed. It is conceivable that the position of
the Sun at equal distances from the center and the periphery of the uni-
verse was crucial in this process because heating antagonizes clumping:
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had the Sun not moved uniformly in a path equally distanced from both
the center and the periphery of the universe, ait/Mind could not have ef-
fected the spatially uniform condensation of the other basic entities on the
large scale, in other words it could not have come to dominate the universe
completely.

5-6 &yopevov 8¢ émog | “éx 100 & Kpbvog admig, &nerta 8¢ pnrieta Zedvc”: fr.
10.3 Bernabé. Since éx 10%8e in 7 interprets éx 700 and denotes not origin
but time, éx 109 should be understood as a prepositional phrase of time
(that the Derveni author intentionally misinterprets éx 10% need not be as-
sumed on the ground that it cannot be ruled out). In the Orphic poem this
hexameter seems to have stood immediately after the one quoted in the
previous column (this is suggested by éxépevov 8¢ énog and the fact that
there seems to be no significant change of topic between the first surviving
lines of the present column and the last surviving lines of the previous
one). If so, (¢)Bacirevoev is the implicit verb, and the verse should be
translated as “thereafter Cronus reigned in turn, and next wise Zeus”,
where ‘thereafter’ means ‘after the reign of Uranus’, not as “from him in
turn came Cronus, and next contriving Zeus”, where ‘from him’ means
‘from Uranus as father’ (Janko [2002] 31; cf. Jourdan [2003] 15, Laks
and Most [1997] 16, Betegh [2004] 33). See also above on col. XIV.2-3.

7 Aéyer m: sc. Orpheus. In the papyrus there is a smudge between the two
words, but it cannot be identified as o, nor is the space between 1 and ©
wide enough, though it is certainly wider than usual, to accommodate this
letter. The smudge actually extends over the letters yeinexr, which are all
spaced more widely than usual; they are also thicker than one would ex-
pect, and seem to have been added to the papyrus after the scribe erased
what he had originally written, thus causing the smudge. Perhaps he wrote
Méyer 61, but then corrected it to Aéyev 1 after he erased not only o but also
the adjacent letters so that he could rewrite them without leaving any gap;
he was forced, though, to leave between the letters wider spaces than usual.
Aéyer 1 should be taken in the sense ‘he says something to this effect’, or
‘he means something of this sort’, m being equivalent t6 the particle nov as
used in e.g. Pl, Lg. 710b2: &xete yap 6 Méyw mov. Cf. Hdt. 5.1.14-16: ot Hai-
OVEG ... ELTGY KOV APl odict adrolor NDv Gv €in & xpnouodg Enttededuevog
v, viv fipétepov 10 épyov. The quotation after elndv xov is directly paral-
lel to the quotation that follows Aéyer n in the Derveni papyrus. m is per-
haps substituted for wov under the influence of the expression Aéyewv 1
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towdtov, ‘to mean something like this’. See e.g. [PL] Amat. 135¢3: dpa ph
T 10100T0V AEYELG;

7-8 ‘éx 1008 [dlpxh £omv, €& Soov Bacirever fide | apx’: Janko (2002) 30
puts a full stop after acrrever and, reading 008 1 instead of 10dde, trans-
lates éx 1098 7 [&]pyn €omy, £E doov Bacireter as “his rule has existed since
(Mind) became king”. Jourdan (2003) 15, who prints Janko’s text, trans-
lates it as “c’est de celui-ci que vient Je pouvoir qui seul lui permet d’étre
roi”, but this sense cannot be extracted from the Greek. There is no rea-
son to change 1093e into 7088 1 and good reason not to punctuate with a
full stop after pacidever — one should rather punctuate after #de épxh and
take this as the subject of paciever (Tsantsanoglou’s suggestion; see Laks
and Most [1997] 16 n. 37). Janko reads 1 8¢ dpyn instead of #ide édpyn and,
taking it as the subject of &unyetton in 8, supplements §[= after this verb; cf.
Burkert (1997) 168. This supplement is ruled out by the paleographical
evidence, however. The high trace of a vertical joined to a descending
oblique after Sinyetron suggests that 1 was followed by v, and in this context
Tsantsanoglou’s v[o% is the only conceivable supplement, as is suggested
by tla via kpotwv mpdg dAAnAa (cf. xpotovia wov Nodv rpdg didnrlal, col.
XIV.7). If this is so, Sinyeiton is passive (cf. col. XXV.12), and its subject
is Nodg; its complement, an infinitive, must have been in the lost part of
10. Tt is thus impossible to punctuate with a full stop after pacireter, or
to read 7 8¢ dpyn instead of fi8e apyn, which can only be the subject of pa-
oeveL. £k 1003 [Glpxn éomv, EE Soov Pacirever 1ide dpxn makes satisfac-
tory sense if [¢]px# in the main clause means simply ‘beginning’, and the
temporal clause ¢ Goov Bacirever #de apyn denotes what this beginning
is a beginning of — it is the beginning of a time interval that is characterized
by the sovereignty of this rule (#8e dpyn) and, as is shown by pacirever, ex-
tends down to the present: “after that there begins the epoch at which this
rule is sovereign” (for &£ 8oov cf. e.g. Hdt. 2.98.3-4: w010 8¢ yivetan £ 8cov
mo [Méponei éom Alyvrtog).

The ‘reign of Uranus’ is the fire era in the history of the universe, when
air/Mind was causally inert and all other basic entities were mixed together
under the action of the highly energetic fire on them (see above on col.
XIV.12-13, 13-14). After the ‘reign of Uranus’ comes ‘the reign of Cro-
nus’, a time in the history of the universe characterized by the collisions
that took place when air/Mind caused the constituents of the primordial
mixture to separate on the large scale and condense around a focal point
of the nascent cosmos, their particles moving in different directions and
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bumping on one another as they were sorting like to like; air/Mind is called
Cronus because, having caused the breakup of the primordial mixture, it
also caused these collisional events. Thus, after the ‘reign of Uranus’ there
begins the ‘reign of Cronus’, the time since which the rule of air/Mind,
“this rule” as the Derveni author puts it, is sovereign in the universe. By
the Detveni author’s lights, the ‘reign of Cronus’ (the cosmogony) is evi-
dently the first part of the air/Mind era in the history of the universe; if
50, the ‘reign of Zeus’, the last and permanent king of the world in the suc-
cession myth which the Derveni author interprets as an allegory of the evo-
lution of the universe, stands for the entire air/Mind era.

It might be objected that in the lines under discussion the Derveni
author focuses only on the first hemistich of the Orphic verse he quotes
in 6, for in 11 he quotes the second hemistich and then proceeds to identify
Zeus with Mind,; this seems to suggest that the equation of Zeus with Mind
has not been introduced earlier on; if so, this equation should not be as-
sumed in the interpretation of any line(s) before that point. That ‘Zeus’
is a name of Mind, however, follows easily from what one has read before
the explicit identification of Zeus with Mind in the extant parts of the pa-
pyrus, and there is no reason to think that, even if the identification had
not been made earlier on somewhere in the lost sections of the papyrus,
the Derveni author would scrupulously avoid building on the self-evident
implications of his thought before he brings them out formally. In col.
XIV.9-10 he has explained that ‘Cronus’ designates Mind g«a cause of col-
lisional events; by implication, the ‘reign of Cronus’ is the period in the his-
tory of the universe that is characterized by these events. He also hints that
other names, too, pick out Mind gua cause of certain effects, and the audi-
ence or a reader would have no trouble identifying “Zeus’ as one of these
names, even if Zeus has not yet been explicitly equated with Mind.

In cols. XIV-XV the Derveni author contends that Mind is called Cro-
nus because, when it caused the primordial mixture of all other basic en-
tities to break up, it also caused their particles to collide. However, the
breakup of the primordial mixture has already been introduced in col.
IX as an effect caused by Zeus: that ‘Zeus’ is another name of Mind
can, therefore, be easily inferred before the explicit identification of Zeus
with Mind in the extant parts of the papyrus. The Derveni author’s prin-
ciple of onomatopoeia in col. XIV.9-10 leaves no doubt that the name
“Zeus’, if applied strictly, designates Mind gua cause of certain effects
which must be temporally posterior to those Mind caused gz Cronus,
for in Orpheus’ poem Zeus succeeded Cronus. Thus the ‘reign of Zeus’
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can only be the period of the Mind era in the history of the universe that
comes after the ‘reign of Cronus’; as the Derveni author explains in col.
XVII, with the name ‘“Zeus’ Orpheus designates air/Mind after the transi-
tion of the universe to its present state. If his interpretation of the verse in
6 treats the ‘reign of Zeus’ as the entire air/Mind era, this is so perhaps be-
cause he assumes that in this verse Orpheus uses the name “Zeus’ loosely,
as he himself uses it in e.g. col. IX (see above on col. XIV.7).

8 Supyetran Nod¢: see previous note. For Sunyetton cf. col. XXV.12. The
exemplar must have had ATHI'ETAI or AIETETAI, depending on whether
it was written in the Ionic script or not, most probably passive perfect
(cf. épot pev odv duiymran in Antipho 1.31, émfymai pov in Hde, 5.62.3,
100 dmmynuévov in Hdt. 1.207.21 and 9.26.33), which got transcribed, as
the non-idiomatic passive present. The same confusion between €1 and
n, but the other way around, might be found in col. XVL.6, where xataxt-
atar could be an erroneous transcription of KATAKEATAI instead of xata-
xelarar,

8-9 t]a bvra xpovev npdg EANAa | Sracthoag te [rpdg Tily viv petdotacy: 1
vDv petdotaoctg is not a change that is under way now but rather a state that
exists now, after a change has been completed (cf. Thuc. 4.74.4.1-3: xai
TAEToTOV 31y Ypodvov adm ' EAayictwv YEvopévn £k otdoewg petdotactg Euveé-
pewvev): it is the state of the universe as we see it now, i.e. the state to which
air/Mind caused all other basic entities to pass from their original condi-
tion as a fire-dominated mixture. The participles describe how air/Mind
effected the transition, See above on 1-2, col. XIV.3-4.

9-10 otk &£ évéplov] | #rep’ @' étwel: when air/Mind initiated the transi-
tion of the universe to its present state, it did not cause the other basic en-
tities to undergo any qualitative change — it caused them to undergo a spa-
tial rearrangement (cf. Saorioag in 9), which was most probably referred
to by the complement of &uyettar in the lacuna at the end of 10 (a prob-
able supplement is 62\ &t¢[pag xoopeivl, sc. @ évia, though €& éwplav]
g1ep’ calls for moeiv or moweiv, which perhaps could be omitted after this
phrase as easily implied; Melissus, DK 30 B 7, uses the verb petaxoouei-
68a for the spatial rearrangement of things that are, ta évra, and thus can-
not change qualitatively in any respect). The different characters that the
other basic entities would have had prior to and after a qualitative change,
in case they had undergone such a change, are picked out by & érép[wv]
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and &tepa respectively; cf. [Arist.] Col. 795b25, &£ étépov eig érepa peta-
Barxrovarv, Arist. GA 738b33-34, £E érépav Etepa yryvopeva hog anofaiver
xatd 10 OfAv Ty poperiv, and Meliss. DK 30 B 7, €1 yap étepototrar, dvéyxn
70 £0v pR 6polov €ival, dAAd drdddvcBar 16 npdabev E6v, 10 8& ovk EOv yive-
odar. Thus, in 8-10 the Derveni author says: “By forcing the (particles of
the) basic entities to collide with one another and then stand apatt so as
to be in their present state, Mind is said not to make them change from
what they originally were to something different but only to make them dif-
ferently arranged”.

11-12 % & “Enerta [5¢ prrieta Zelvg™ ém pv oUy reploc] | aAra o ablog
3fhov: turning to the second hemistich of the verse in 6, the Derveni author
most probably points out that Zeus and Mind, the entity called Cronus in
the first hemistich, are one and the same. This identification is probably
assumed in 7-8, where this hexameter is interpreted, but now is made ex-
plicit, apparently in order to be backed up; see above on 7-8.

12 onuaivlel 8¢ [1163e: it can be plausibly assumed that the pronoun refers
to the following quotation (fr. 11 Bernabé). The absence of a paragraphos
after 13 and 14 suggests that the fragmentary hexameter in 13 was most
probably followed by at least two more (in col. VIII.3 and XXVL5 168
refers to a couplet). If so, the pronoun is the subject of the verb, and what
the group of hexameters in 13ff. shows (i.e. the implicit object of the verb)
can only be that Zeus and Mind are one and the same. The second hemi-
stich of the hexameter in 6 characterizes Zeus as pniieta, and the fragmen-
tary hexameter in 13 begins with pfiniv or Mfim, the abstract noun for the
property that makes Zeus pmieto or the mythological personification of
this property. The quotation in support of the author’s view that Zeus is
Mind explains why Zeus is called pntieta, either because it plainly ascribed
to Zeus the property that makes him pmiieta, or because it referred to an
event involving Zeus and the mythological personification of the property
in question, an allegorical etiology of his possessing this property. See also
next note.

13 “pmvxal ¢ 13 lev BaodniSa mplnv])’: fr. 11.1 Bernabé. The
proper name Minv is equally probable. There is no evidence that the
verses in 13-15 should be placed after the verse in 6 — the quotation might
not even come from the poem the Derveni author interprets, or from the
same part of this poem as the verse in 6; cf. col. XX V1.4 and 6-7, where the
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author quotes from the Odyssey (8.335) and the Iliad (24.527-528) to inter-
pret Orpheus’ words (even if the hexameters in question come from the
Orphic poem the Derveni author interprets, it is hard to believe that they
belong to the same context as the one he elucidates with their help).

In Hesiod’s Theogony (886-9C0) Zeus swallows Metis, his first wife,
after he deposes Cronus; he keeps her in his belly so that the goddess
can take counsel with him about good and bad, instead of giving birth
to progeny who would depose Zeus and have paciinida wuiv (892). In
the much later Orphic Rhapsodies Metis is another name of Protogonos,
whom Zeus swallowed (OF 168.9, 169.4, 170; see Intro. IV § 3). The swal-
lowing of Metis by Zeus is an allegorical etiology of Zeus” possessing pitv,
but the fragmentary state of the verse quoted here can only compel one to
suspend judgment as to whether this verse referred directly, or alluded, to
this event. It is quite probable tha: Zeus swallowed Protogonos also in the
poem the Derveni author interprets (see Intro. IV, esp. § 7), but there is no
reason to assume that in this poem Protogonos was also called Metis (or
that he received this name in arother poem, from which the Derveni
author might quote here), and that the hexameter quoted here detailed,
or alluded to, the swallowing of Metis by Zeus; this view is adopted by
Jourdan (2003) 73 but rejected by Bernabé (2002) 114 on the ground that
Protogonos did not appear in the poem which the Derveni author inter-
prets. The swallowing of Metis by Zeus could certainly allow the author
to identify first Zeus with Metis, and then Metis with Mind (No%¢); Empe-
docles seems to treat pfing and vodg as synonyms (DK 31 B 2.7-9).

On the other hand, the mere occurrence of the phrase faouinido npnv
in the quotation cannot be evidence that the hexameter referred or alluded
to the Theogony story, in which case the Derveni author could again easily
identify Zeus with Mind by the same reasoning. Even if this hexameter
simply attributed to Zeus piitv, the Derveni author could easily identify
Zeus with Mind if Zeus’ pfing wete said in the following hexameters to
have unsurpassed knowledge, as is the case with Metis in Hesiod’s Theog-
ony (887), and conclude that Zeus is Mind, for only Mind’s wisdom is un-
surpassed (cf. col. XIX.4-7).

COL. XVI

1 [oidot]ov 1ov Hiov Epln]oev elvar Se[dnA]wraw: given d1 8¢ at the end of
the line, the last line of the previous column ended with ém pév. The sub-
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ject of &pmoev is clearly Orpheus. Here the Derveni author can be plausi-
bly assumed to comment on the genitives Ipwtoyévov Paciréag aidoiov,
which open the extended quotation in 3-6 (fr. 12 Bernabé), by referring
back to his discussion in col. XIII; for the meaning of aidoiov see Intro.
IV § 7. The genitives, and perhaps at least one hexameter, that which pre-
ceded the hexameters in 3-6 and contained the word on which the geni-
tives depended, seem to have been quoted in the lower part of the previous
column (this group of verses could be placed either after the verse in col.
XV.6, or after those in col. XV.13-15, if the latter did come after the verse
in col. XV.6; see on col. XV.13).

1-2 8w 8¢ | &x widv dmapyéviav 6 Vv Svra yivetar Aéyew: sc. Orpheus. See
above on col. IX.10 for ém, and cf. D. 18.37: 6n & ot w007 Exer, Aéye
uot 16 e 100 KaAlobévoug ymdiopa xai thy Emctornv myv 10D ®1hinnov. The
Derveni author sees this cosmological principle in the main part of the fol-
lowing quotation from Orpheus’ poem (from 1@t & &pa mévteg in the first
verse to the first hemistich of the fourth). This passage can be assumed to
describe the absorption in Zeus of the cosmos Protogonos had created:
Zeus swallowed this cosmos and its creator, absorbed everything, but then
regurgitated all that had been absorbed in him, thereby bringing about the
present cosmos he dominates (see Intro. IV). What Zeus regurgitated is an
allegory of 1d viv 8va, i.e. the present universe as cosmos, from the stable
structures on the large scale to each transient entity that exists on much
smaller scales at any moment of the present epoch. Zeus himself and what
he absorbed stand for & vnépxovia, the everlasting entities that constitute
the universe at the fundamental level; everything else in the universe is
made up of, and comes to be from, these entities (absorption in Zeus,
who is a personification of air/Mind, the basic entity that caused the cos-
mogony, perhaps stands for the domination of the primordial universe by
air/Mind as sufficient condition for the cosmogony; regurgitation by Zeus
might stand for the cosmogony itself and all substantial change in the cos-
mos). &x tdv DropydvIev means £k v del drapyoviwy dviwv (cf. 7-8, where
the principle is restated as 16 évra vnfilplyev dei, w6 8¢ | vv £6via éx 1dv
vmapyéviov yivleltam). For the two ortological categories see Intro. V
§§ 1-2, and cf. Aristotle’s note in Ph. 187a32-b1 (he has Empedocles and
Anaxagoras in mind):

€l ydp ndv pév 10 Yryvopevov avdyxkn yiyvesdot fi €€ dvrov fi £x uf Sviov, tovtov 8¢ 16
pev &x pi Svioy yiyvesBar adtvatov (rept yap todmg dpoyvepovedor e 86Eng Gravieg
ol mepl ddoemc), 10 Aowdv 7idn cvpPaiverv &8 dvaykng évépoav, ££ dviov pdv kol évo-
ropOviov YiyveaBal, Sud mkpdmta 3¢ 1dv Syrov eE dvarobitov nuiv.
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For & vdv évta cf. Diog. Apoll. DK 64 B 2: ... 1 év 1§8e 1@ xéope Edvia
viv, ¥ kai U30p kol dnp kel tp kol 10 dAAo Goa daivetan v 1RSE 16 koou®
¢6via ... (Diogenes assumes that all these come from air, the only vndpyov
in the Derveni author’s parlance). See also Anaxag. DK 59 B 9 on the
speed of the vortex: obdevi #oike ypfpan Ty Toxvtita 1@V ViV £6viav
xpMHGTov Ev avBpdnoic. For the use of the adverb viv in phrases that de-
note the stable large-scale structures in the present universe and the many
transient things that come to be in it see also Emp. DK 31 B 38 (1 viv
£copédpev drnavta), B 71 (8ca viv yeydaot).

The verb undpyerv is used by Philolaus as in the Derveni text, i.e. to
denote the fact that the principles or &pyoi of the cosmos and everything
in it existed before the cosmos came to be from them. According to Phil-
olaus (DK 44 B 6), & éoté 1@dv mpayudtov is eternal and admits of divine but
not human knowledge, which is restricted only to this fact:

ovy ol6v T fiv 000V 1dv £6viav Kal Tryvookopevoy VY Gpdv ya yevéoBal un Unapyov-
cog 18¢ éotolg 1@v mpaypdtav, £€ dv cuvéota O kdouog, Kal @y TEPALVOVIODV Kal @V
dneipwv. Enel 8¢ 1ai dpyat tndpyov ... &ddvatov fig xa attals xooundivar, €1 pf dppovia
éneyEveto gmvidv dde Tpone EyEveto.

Here 1d é6vta are clearly what the Derveni author calls ¢ vdv é6vta, for
they are subject to coming to be, whereas in B 2 the same term is used
in the sense of the Derveni author’s 1a Undpyovta, for the ‘limiters’ and

the ‘unlimiteds’.

36 “ITpwroydvov Baciréag aidoiov 1 & dpa mdvreg
G8dvator Tpoctduv pdxapeg Beol 115¢ BEaivar
Kai motapol xal xpijvan éxfpatolr GAAQ t€ ndvio,
dooa 161" fiv yeyadr', altog 8 dpa podvog Eyevro™:

fr. 12 Bernabé. In view of the much later Orphic Rhapsodies, this quotation
from the Orphic poem can be assumed to describe the absorption in Zeus
of the cosmos Protogonos had created; see Intro. IV § 3.

Cf. OF 167a:

ag 101€ IMpawroyévoro yavav pévog 'Hpikenaiov
1@v naviov dépag elxev & Evi yaorépt xoiAn,
uetle & €oig peréecor Oeod Svvapiv & kai dixny,
TOUVEKD OLV 1O TAvTe Atdg TdALy €vidg EToxon.

For npocé¢uv, which is directly parallel to Awdg évtog &toxén in OF 1674, cf.
[Arist.] Pr. 927a17-20:
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Awa T | €x 100 TUPOD TPOYPT) RAMOTO APUITTEL TOLG COMact Kol udArov Tpdorpog fi 1 £x
v kp1Odyv; i ST petplav Exel yhroxpotnra; SeT 8& v 1podrv Exerv 10lt0" mpocdval
vap S€1 xai rpockoAAnBiivar 1@ odjuan.

The verses quoted by the Derveni author bear a marked similarity to OF
167b4-6, a description of what was contained in Zeus’ belly after he swal-
lowed Protogonos:

Kal notapol kal mdviog aneipitog GAAa 1€ navia

navteg T afdvartol pdxapeg Beol N6E Oovar,

doca T’ Env yeyadta kol VoTEPOV OGS’ EREAAey,

EvYEVETO, ZNvOg & EVi YaoTépL ovppa medUKEL.

7-8 i 8vra Unfilplxev dei, ta 88 | Vv é6vta éx tév tmapyoviav yivieltau a
restatement of the cosmological principle in 1-2.

8-9 16 8¢ | “[ablrdg 8¢ dpa podvog Eyeveo™ todro 8¢ [Aléyav Smhot: for the
scriptio plena see Intro. I § 34. In 7-8 the Derveni author repeats the cos-
mological principle he reads in the main part of the quotation in 3-6, from
w8 dpa navieg in the first verse to the first hemistich of the fourth
one. He now takes up the second hemistich of the fourth verse. When
Zeus absorbed all Protogonos had created, he was alone (podvoc), for
everything else was inside him.

10-11 [aei] tov Nodv névrev &ov elvon pévlolv éévia, | [doreplel pnsev
dAra ein: in view of 7-8, 1é\Aa, apparently the same entities as those
picked out by ndviwv, can only be 1 Undpyovia. See Intro. V' § 3.

11-12 o0 yop [olév 1e &t alivra eivan | [ta viv] é¢via dy[e]v 10D Nob: 8t ad-
6 = 816 1dAAa just mentioned = 1 tdAAa 1d drdpyovra (see previous note).
0l6v 1€ = 016v T v Av (cf. éEfv for v é&fv in col. XXVI.11). Janko (2002)
32, followed by Betegh (2004) 34, prints o yép [0i6v 1e taltta €ivar [1a
vnapylovia dv[e]v 100 Nob and translates “for it is impossible for these
things that exist to exist without Mind”, but if 1¢ Yndpyovra are understood
in accordance with the author’s usage, there is no reason to assume that for
the Derveni author Mind is the one member of this class on which the ex-
istence of all other members somehow depends (all members of the class in
question are as ontologically fundamental as they are coeval, unlike o vov
¢6via, which ontologically depend on them: ait/Mind can be plausibly as-
sumed to differ from the rest with regard to causal efficacy, not ontological
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primacy). Jourdan (2003) 16 suggests o0 yop [0l6v € 1a]dta elvar [wa viv
¢]6vta dv[elv w00 Nod and translates “... il n’est <pas possible> que ces
choses soient des <réalités actuelles> sans I'Intellect”. If so, the Derveni
author explains why Mind alone is worth all derivative entities. By the
author’s lights, however, Orpheus means that Mind alone is worth ‘all
other things’ when he says that Zeus was alone after all Protogonos had
created became absorbed in Zeus, for everything else was inside Zeus. If
Zeus and all he had absorbed stand for the basic entities (see above on
1-2), that Zeus was alone after he swallowed everything else means that
air/Mind alone is worth all other basic entities. Thus one would not expect
the Derveni author to go on and explain why air/Mind alone is worth all
derivative entities, instead of all other basic entities.

12-13 [&n 8¢ &v 1 £xJopévan | [Ener 100t]oy Erov méviay [1ov Nodv Eomoev
elivaw: having explained the second hemistich of the Orphic verse in 6
(votrov), the Derveni author proceeds to the next hexameter in the poem
(16 éxoduevov émoc), where in his view Orpheus repeats the same point.

14 “[viv & éonlv Baciredg ndvilov kai © écoer énlevta”: fr. 13 Berna-
bé. As supplemented by West (1983) 114, line 25, the Orphic verse de-
clares that Zeus “is now king of all and shall be in the future”.

15 [firov 6m] Nodg xat nldviev Paciredg éom 1talvtov: if the Derveni
author identifies ‘the king of all’ with Mind, he most probably thinks that
in the verse at issue Orpheus implies that ait/Mind is worth all other basic
entities (see above on 10-11) because he calls Zeus, the personification of
air/Mind, king of all. Cf. col. XIX.10-13.

COL. XVII

1 nlplérepov fiv npliv dv]opagdival, Exler]ra Gvoudodn: subjects and pred-
icates are easily supplied from the following lines — air, which the Derveni
author must have identified with Mind in the lower part of the previous
column if not earlier, and Zeus. The name-giver is evidently Orpheus
(cf. col. XIV.7-10). For énerra without connecting particle cf. e.g. Hdt.
4.73.6-7: Zwépag 8¢ weocepdxovia oltm o1 idton neprdyovial, Enevia ddntov-
o1, See also next note.
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2-3 fv yap xai tpdeBeY 'OV’ fi 1d Vv £6via cvoTabijval | onp xoi oton del: dv,
[népylav and [é]dv are equally possible (if [¢]dv, the supra lineam addi-
tion begins immediately after npéoBev, where one would expect it). For fv
... ®v of v ... édv cf. Parmenides DK 28 B 6.1 (xpf 1 Aéyewv 1€ vogiv ¥ £0v
guuevan), B 7.1 (o9 yop pinote 1odto Sopfit elvon pi é6vra).

npdadev i 16 vOv £6va cuotabiivor takes up the temporal specification
npiv dvopacBivor in the previous line. It makes clear the terminus (denoted
by énewta in 1) after which air/Mind is called Zeus in Orpheus’ poem,
namely the transition of the universe to its present state, i.e. the cosmogony
(during the cosmogony, air/Mind is called Cronus and, before the cosmog-
ony, Uranus). Air/Mind, a basic entity, is everlasting. Thus, it never came
to be, unlike the present arrangement of the universe.

3 o ydp &yévero, &M fv: the denial that air/Mind came to be is phrased in
a way reminiscent of Melissus’ conclusion from the fact that 1o év does not
come to be (DK 30 B 2): e toivuv ok &yéverto, ot 1€ kal del fiv kol del
Eortat.

3-4 8 & m 8¢ | dip exAfifn Sedhlwton &v Toig Tpotéporg: why the basic entity
called énp is referred to by this name was explained in a lost section of the
text. Given the etymology of the name Kpévog in col. XIV.7, it is a natural
assumption that the author’s explanation consisted in a fanciful etymology
of the noun énp. This noun is not a divine name, so the Derveni author
might not think that it is coined by Orpheus, assuming that in the author’s
view Orpheus not only used allegorically divine names to denote air/Mind
at different stages in the history of the universe but also coined them, as is
suggested by the fact that at least some of these names (e.g. Kpévog) hint at
cosmological truths known to Orpheus but inaccessible to common peo-
ple. In the next column (2-6), the Derveni author says that the wisdom
of god, sc. air/Mind, is called by Orpheus not only Zeus but also Fate, a
word commonly used by people who do not know what Fate really is
but also employed by Orpheus as a name for god’s wisdom. The noun
&hp is probably assumed to be a word of everyday language like Fate,
not Orpheus’ coinage, but-if the Derveni author etymologized it, its ety-
mology was probably dictated by a cosmological role of the entity it picks
out. If so, there is no reason to assume that he also bothered to explain
how the etymology of a common word happens to suggest a role of the en-

tity this word picks out in a cosmology unknown to most native speakers of
Greek.
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The Derveni author might derive énp from the verb aiwpeicBo; see
Jourdan (2003) 17 n. 4 and Betegh (2004) 269. A comparable derivation
occurs in PL. Cra. 410b1-2: 6 8¢ 81 dmp dpd e, @ 'Epudyevee, dn oipet 1a and
¢ vie, “énp” xéxdntay; | 6m del pet; The Derveni author seems to assume
that in the fire era the particles of all other fundamental entities were os-
cillating, wpeito, within air/Mind: if he derived anp from cimpetobar,
he could take dnp to mean ‘that within which the other fundamental enti-
ties were oscillating’ before the cosmogony (see below on 9). That he
would derive énp from éei petv is unlikely: if he assumes that air/Mind trig-
gered the cosmogony by setting itself in motion (see above on col. IX.7-8),
he probably thinks that air/Mind was quiescent in the fire era. However,
he could very well adopt the third derivation of énp in Plato’s Cratylus
(410b2-5), namely from énwppovv where dfmng = mvedpa: ém nvedpa &€ ad-
109 yiyveton péovioc. See below on col. XVIIIL.1-2.

4-6 yevéolqu 8¢ | évopioctn émeir dvopdodn Zete, donepei mpdtepov | uty &ov:
sc. dmp, but Nodg would also do. Orpheus’ use of the name ‘Zeus’ to des-
ignate one of the fundamental entities after a certain point in the history of
the universe is erroneously thought to entail the emergence of a new entity,
a god, called by that name. Those who make this mistake are people who
fail to grasp the meaning of Orpheus’ words. Cf. col. XVIIL.9-15 and see
next note.

Air is perhaps implicitly identified with Zeus in Democr. DK 68 B 30:

t@v Aoylev dvlpdmov dAiyol dvateivavieg 1ag xelpag éviadoa, By viv fépa xaréopey
. < s \ ” . . * \ - v

oi ‘EAAnveg “rdvia, (elnav), Zevg pubéetm kol ngve obtog o1de xai 180T kal ddat-

péetat xai Baciheds odtog TdV maviav’.

The identification of air with Zeus is said to have been explicitly attributed
to Homer by Diogenes of Apollonia (DK 64 A 8):

Aroyévng énonvel tov "Opnpov ig 00 pudikdg GAL GAnB@S trép 0D Beiov Sretkeyuévov.
10v Gépa ydp aindv Aia vopilewv ¢noiv, énerdn ndv eidévon 1ov Ala Aéyer.

6 xai “botatov” é¢noev EcecBar Todrov: sc. ov dépa or v Nodv. The ad-
jective Botatog can be plausibly assumed to come from an Orphic verse
which was quoted in the lower part of the previous column: Zedg npdrog
yéveto, Zevg Votatog dpyixépavvog (fr. 14.1 Bernabé). In Orpheus’ poem,
this hexameter might have stood immediately after the one in col.
XV1.14. In later sources, it precedes the verse quoted below in 12 and
opens an Orphic hymn to Zeus (see [Arist.] Mu. 401228 = fr. 31.1 Ber-
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nabé, Eus. PE 3.9.2.1 = fr. 243.1 Bernabé). In the next column, moreover,
the Derveni author recapitulates the point he makes in the preceding part
of this column, quotes the first part of the hexameter in question, which at
first glance contradicts him, and in all probability goes on to explain that
Orpheus’ words are misunderstood (col. XVIIL.9-15). It is natural to as-
sume that in the first part of the present column the discussion of Zevg
npédtoc yévero carries over from the lost final section of the previous col-
umn, where the Derveni author quoted the full hexameter, and that in
the next column he quotes these words to remind the reader of their true
import.

If so, the Derveni author perhaps explained in the lost final section of
col. XVI that, properly understood, the statement Zeig np@rog yéveto sim-
ply repeats what Orpheus hints at about ait/Mind by saying of Zeus attdg
& dpa podvog éyevto (see above on col. XVI.10-11), and [vdv & éotilv pa-
oiedg navi[wv kai T Ecoetr Enlewta (col. XVI.14). Zevg npdrog yéveto is
very similar to abtg 8 &pa podivog &yevto, and the Derveni author could
easily take np@rog to mean ‘of the highest rank’, sc. Baoi\evg ndvrav, a char-
acterization which, by the author’s lights, Orpheus uses in the same sense
as avtog & dipa podvog éyevio (col. XVI.12-13),

In the first part of this column the Derveni author explains why Or-
pheus’ statement does not mean, as the ignorant think, that Zeus was
the first god to come into existence (cf. col. XVIII.14-15; in the Orphic
poem Zeus was said to have been born first probably because the present
cosmos and the rest of its pantheon arose from him). He now proceeds to
explain why Orpheus says Zedg toratog dpyiképouvog (sc. yévero; in the
Orphiic myth Zeus became last probably in the sense that with him ended
the dynastic succession started by Protogonos). He clearly thinks that this
is a statement about the future.

6-7 éneit’ | dvopdodn Zevg: it is uncertain whether a letter was written after
enewt. If so, the letter must have been a. The correct reading is certainly
éneitle), and if &nerro was written, the scribe was probably misled by éner-
10 dvopdodn in 1.

7 xai 10910 avTdL SoTEAET dvopa Sy: SC. T@L Gépr or it Nidr. Sraterel must be
future; even if it is present, it is most probably present for future, not his-
torical present. According to the Derveni author, that Zeus will be last
(botatoc) means that air/Mind will continue (Siatelei) to be called Zeus,
evidently not by Orpheus himself but by ordinary people, until a certain
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time (see next line): since air/Mind is said in 2-3 to have existed before it
was called Zeus, when the universe had not yet become the cosmos we see
today and there was no one to call anything by any name, it seems reason-
able to assume that air/Mind will continue to be called Zeus until the end
of the cosmos, after which there will be no one to call anything by any
name. In other words, air/Mind will be last in the sense that, considered
as a part of the cosmos, it will be the last part of the whole left in ex-
istence. See also next note.

8 uéxpr eig 10 alnd eldog 1 vOv E6via suveotddn: cf. npdabev T o VOV Edvia
ovotabfivat in 2. At issue here, however, is not the transition of the universe
to its present state, i.e. the cosmogony. In 2 the Derveni author refers to
that point in time before which ait/Mind existed but was not called Zeus,
and after which it is called Zeus in Orpheus’ poem, though the ignorant
think that Orpheus’ Zeus is a god born in the distant past. Here the tem-
poral clause refers to the time until which air/Mind will continue to be
called Zeus by the people who do not really know the true referent of this
name (see previous note). However, if in 2 the Derveni author thinks that
in his poem Orpheus refers to ait/Mind as Zeus after the formation of the
cosmos, then he cannot say here that air/Mind will continue to be called
Zeus by the ignorant until the formation of the cosmos. What he might
be plausibly assumed to say is thzt air/Mind will continue to be called Zeus
by the ignorant until the cosmos has been put together into a different form
(€180g), i.e. until the current configuration of the cosmos has changed to that
in which the cosmos was ‘earlier on’ (cf. &v dunep [sc. £i8e1] npdodev £dvta ...
in the following line), sc. before it became configured as it currently is.
However, if the specification ‘earlier on’ (npéc8ev) picks out a time be-
fore ‘now’, i.e. before the era in the history of the universe that begins after
the formation of the cosmos, the persisting subject of the change denoted
by ouvestdén obviously cannot be the cosmos, for the current configura-
tion of the cosmos cannot be replaced by the configuration in which the
cosmos was before it began to exist: saying that something becomes ar-
ranged as it was before it came to be can only mean that something ceases
to be. Plato uses the verb cuvictacfar with the prepositional phrase eig
€180 or eig idéav to describe the ceasing to exist of the grammatical subject
of the verb, and at the same time a non-substantial change in which persist-
ing subjects are merely reconfigured in space: these are the component
parts of what ceases to exist and is conceived of as a temporary spatial ar-
rangement of persisting entities, its component parts for which it appar-
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ently stands gua grammatical subject of cvvictoo8ai. There is no reason
why this is not the case here, too. See T%. 56e5: &0 nupdc sopara eig &v
ouvictacBov €i8og aépoc. If two fire particles are put together into the form
of an air particle, the fire particles cease to be, and the air particle comes to
be: what are being put together into the form of the air particle are not the
two particles of fire, which do not survive the change, but the elementary
planes, which in Plato’s physics can be spatially arranged either as two fire
particles or as an air particle. Cf. also 77 57a7-b3 (the fate of a few small-
sized particles of fire and air, when they are overwhelmed by many large-
sized particles of air and water respectively):

74 1€ ad opikpérepa Grav év 1oig peilooty noAloic neprhopfavépeva Griye Stabpovdpue-
va xatacBevvinion, cuvictacfar pev £0ehovia ig Thy 10D kpatobvrog 1déav nénavtol
koraoBevvipeva yiyvetai e ek mupog &hp, €€ aépog Hdwp.

In light of the above, cuveotd8n must be aorist for future vividly repre-
senting a future event as having actually occurred, the dissolution of the
cosmos conceived of as temporaty configuration of everlasting component
parts that eventually will be put together once again as they were before the
cosmogony. Thus in 6-8 the Derveni author explains that ait/Mind will be
last ($oratog) in the sense that this entity was called Zeus by Orpheus, and
ignorant people will continue to designate it so (without knowing what
they actually refer to) until all things that are now cease to exist, i.e. until
the cosmos dissolves, whereas air/Mind, the governing principle of the cos-
mos that was, continues to exist and is thus the last part of the cosmos left
in existence, for it is a basic and thus everlasting entity (see also previous
note). Whether the Derveni author posits an ever repeating cycle of cos-
mic birth and death (as Betegh [2004] 259 assumes) cannot be determined.

Air/Mind triggered the cosmogony by causing an originally structure-
less mixture of the other everlasting constituents of the universe to break
up — it forced a sufficiently large quantity of fire, whose heat was respon-
sible for the original condition of the universe, to separate out first and
form the Sun, thereby allowing the rest of the ingredients to also separate
out (col. XV.1-2, cf. 8-9) and be put together (col. IX.5-10). ‘Being put
together’ in this context is the composition of the hitherto scattered parts
of each ingredient as it clumps, separating from the rest, where it will pre-
ponderate in the nascent cosmos: the finely divided parts of the cold etc.
kept on moving within air discontinuously, until each of them came to
its like, with which it was put together side by side (col. XXI.1-5). If
the building blocks of the cosmos will eventually become put together as
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they were before the cosmogony, in all probability they will form once
again a fire-dominated mixture (there is no reason to think with Betegh
[2004] 257-259 that they will revert to a hypothetical state that preceded
the mixture). The ingredients in this mixture probably will not fuse to-
gether but will be laid alongside one another in small particles: every par-
ticle of each ingredient will be placed side by side with particles of all other
ingredients, not only with its like. A homely illustration would be a mix-
ture of barley and wheat, in which each grain of barley is placed side by
side with a grain of wheat (for the example see Arist. GC 327b31-
328al8; the picture, however, seems to be more complicated — see next
note). If so, in his implicit conception of mixing the Derveni author is akin
to Empedocles and the atomists.

Anaxagorean stuffs mix by blending into, or being distributed continu-
ously throughout, one another so that on any scale, no matter how micro-
scopic, anyone of them is present. A mixture of the Empedoclean roots,
on the other hand, is analogous to a wall — the roots are alongside one an-
other in tiny particles, like bricks in a wall, so that only one of them is pres-
ent on a certain microscopic scale determined by the dimensions of the
particles. See Arist. GC 334a26-31 = Emp. DK 31 A 43 (Aristotle raises
the question of how the elements can give rise to any substance if they
mix as Empedocles assumes):

exeivolg 1€ yap Tolg Aéyovorwv d "Epnedoxhiig tig éotan 1pdmoc; dvdykn Yap ocvvBeacry
eivar kaBanep ¢£ mhivBwv xai Aibwv ToTyoc xai 1o piypa 8¢ 10010 £x colopévay pev
£otat v otoyeiav, katd ukpd 8E nap’ dAANAa cuykepévav. Oirto 57 oapt xai 1@v
G hov éxactov.

Cf. Empedocles’ use of cuvictac8ar in B 35.3-7 (particles of the four roots
bind together into compound entities):

... enel Netkog pév évépratov ixeto Pévloc

divng, &v 8¢ pfon Padg aTpodddiyn Yévnon,

£v fj &) 148e mdvta ouvépyetar &v pévov glvar,
ovk dap, dArd BeAnua cuvicTdpey’ GAAOOev dAAa.
Tdv 8€ e moyopévov xelt EBvea pupia Bviidv.

A similar view is attributed to Democritus by Alexander of Aphrodisias
(Mi#xt. 214.18-21 Bruns = Democr. DK 68 A 64):

Anpoxprrog pev odv fyoOuevog v Aeyousvny kp@oiv yiveabar xata map&beoiv
COPGTOV, SLALPOVPEVOV TV KIpVaUEVEVY €1¢ uikpd xal 1§ rap’ dAAnAa Bécer mv piliv
rowoupévay, ovdE Ty dpyfv dnowv eival npdg GAMBeIdv Tiva xexpapéva.
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9 2v dunep npdcley ¢bvia fuopeito: the interpretation of this clause is inex-
tricably linked to that of the preceding temporal clause, which contains the
antecedent of the relative pronoun; see previous note. If the ingredients in
the primordial mixture were placed alongside one another in minute par-
ticles, these particles were not stationary but oscillated. fwpeito cannot
suggest that the particles were immovably suspended, for fire is said to
have agitated the other ingredients in the primordial mixture (col. IX.5-
10); for the use of aiwpeiodar in the sense ‘to oscillate’ cf. Pl. Phd. 112b3.

When air/Mind came to dominate the primordial universe, the finely
divided parts of the cold etc. kept on moving discontinuously within air/
Mind, until each of them came to like, with which it was put together side
by side (col. XX1.1-5). Air/Mind is most probably the medium in which
these particles oscillated before the cosmogony, the ‘container’ of the pri-
mordial mixture (cf. Intro. V § 16). Oscillation is perhaps to be under-
stood as the random motion a particle undergoes in confined surroundings
as it ricochets off neighboring particles. The Derveni author might assume
that the particles of fire are constantly in random motion and much more
energetic than the particles of the other basic things (cf. the conception of
fire as the fastest moving and most penetrative substance in Pl. Cra. 412d1-
8): in the primordial mixture, the extremely energetic fire particles collided
constantly from all directions with the particles of the other ingredients,
whose tendency to move toward like was cancelled by the continuous col-
lisions. Such an account of the conditions in the primordial mixture would
have a parallel in the atomist explanation of how the soul impedes the nat-
ural tendency of the body to dissolve.

According to Aristotle’s testimony, Democritus (perhaps Leucippus
too) conceives of both fite and soul as being composed of very microscopic
and mobile atoms. The ‘fire’ or ‘soul’ atoms are constantly in random mo-
tion and spherical in shape, for the spherical shape is the most mobile of all
shapes. Being microscopic and mobile, they can slip through any gaps be-
tween the other atoms in the body of an animal and impart motion to
it. The environment, however, tends to squeeze the ‘soul’ atoms out of
the body, for it forces all atomic constituents of the animal to move in dif-
ferent directions, sorting like to like (cf. DK 68 A 61, B 164): breathing
provides a constant supply of ‘soul’ atoms, which act in concert so as to
counterbalance aggregating tendencies and prevent the destruction of
the body (see Arist. de An. 403b31-404a16 = Leucipp. DK 67 A 28; cf.
405a5-13 = Democr. DK 68 A 101, Cael. 303a3-16 = Leucipp. DK 67 A
15 and 306b29-307a3). Animals are thus highly structured assemblies of
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diverse atoms, and continuously replenished ‘fire’ atoms prevent the other
ingredients from exercising their tendency to sort by likeness. Given his
explanation of why heavy objects sometimes float (Arist. Cael. 313a21-b2
= Democr. DK 68 A 62), Democritus perhaps assumes that in a body ‘fire’
atoms move randomly between the other much less mobile atoms that
make up the body, colliding constantly with them from everywhere: the
net effect of these collisions is that sluggish atoms are prevented from mov-

ing toward like and are, therefore, kept organized into a coherent struc-
ture.

9-10 18 & é6vta 3Inrot] | yevéoBar torabtlal ua tobrov: for snAot (sc. Or-
pheus) cf. e.g. XIIL3, XVL9. §1a 100r0v = S1& v dépa ot, equivalently,
d1d 1ov Nodv. Cf. col. XII1.10-11, &vev [yap 100 n]A[10]v1é dvia toraba ody
oigy [e] | yivleoBar, and see ad Joc.

10-11 xal yevépeva £lédv] | v totman [: perhaps dyecbor. Cf. col. IX.9-10:
boa & alv] ¢o8i émxpalteitar, mxlpamiv 8¢ picyeton | 1olg 8AAlow. See
above on 6-7, 8, 9.

11 onluaiver & év 10ic Eneot to[iodel: since the Derveni author quotes only
one hexameter in the following line, &nn here means ‘words’; cf. col. VIIL6
and XXVIL.2.

12 “Zevc kedalrd, Zedg péoloa, Awgd éx [rldvia tétluktan]”: fr. 14.2 Ber-
nabé. See above on 6.

13-14 Tsantsanoglou suggests xe¢ay [Aéyav v dépa ta 8]vt atv[ilietar
ollanep] | xeporn[v éxovia: obrog yapl dpxi yivetar ovlotdoeag kid. (cf.
Laks and Most [1997] 17 n. 45). ovotacic would be the accretion of the
finely divided parts of the cold etc., which kept on moving discontinuously
within air during the cosmogony, until each of them joined its like, with
which it was put together side by side (col. XX1.1-5). Orpheus could be
assumed to call air/Mind ‘head’ because this entity caused the cosmogonic
accretion of the other basic entities, 1a évta, from their primordial mixture:
being organized into the cosmos at the present epoch in the history of the
universe, they could be thought of as parallel to the body perhaps because
the head/brain is considered the seat of the mind that dominates the body,
just as air/Mind dominates all other basic entities ever since it triggered the
transition of the universe to its present state.
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The Orphic verse interpreted here by the Derveni author is alluded to
in Pl. Lg. 715€7-716a2 according to the scholiast (p. 317 Greene) who,
though, quotes the verse with épy# instead of xeporn (OF 21). If this is
a variant of the verse in the Orphic text of the Derveni author, the latter
might be influenced by this variant in his interpretation of xe¢ars, which
he most likely undetstands as an allegorical stand-in for épy#. If Plato does
allude to the Orphic verse at issue, he dces so in an ethical context, but the
view he sees in this verse is couched in unmistakably cosmological terms:

0 pév 81 8ede, domep xai 6 Takardg Adyog, dpynv 1€ Kal TeAevTiv Kol péoa Tdv Sviwy
andvtov éxwv, ebBeiq mepaiver katd ¢HoLV TEPIMOPEVOPEVOS.

The cosmological import of the Orphic verse Plato purportedly alludes to
is brought out by the scholiast :n a manner reminiscent of the Derveni
author. The scholiast takes épyf to be what the Derveni author probably
takes xegpodh to be, i.e. the efficient cause of the cosmogony (this is sug-
gested by the scholiast’s characterization of god as demiurge):

Oedv ptv v Snuiovpydv cadids, makardv S Adyov Adyer v ‘Opdikdy, 8¢ Eomv odrog
Zeg apxt, Zevg péooca, Awdg & éx ndvra TétuktoL
Zevg nofpny yaing 1€ xai ovpavo® dotepbevroc.
kol Gpyf pev odtog dg mommkov aitiov, TeAevT B (g TeMKOV, péoa 8¢ g &€ icov ndlat
napdyv, kGv ndvia Stapdpwug adtod petéyn. evBeig ¢ 10 xatd Siknv onpaiver koi d&iav,
KOl GropeYkAiTog, Kal OLOVEL KavovL €Vi. T0 8€ TEPLTOPEVOPEVDG TO aLOVING, 10 Gl O
abtog kal koTd 6 oUtd: R Yap nepipopd toBto ExelL ag v aicbnrols.

COL. XVvIII

1 xot w6 xdtw [oepdIueva: perhaps finely divided parts of the cold and other
basic entities, being sorted like to like within air/Mind when the large-scale
structures of the present universe were forming (col. XXI.1-5); see also
above on col. IX.6-7.

1" [ 8¢ “Moipalv” odpevog [Snioil” sc. Orpheus. For ¢duevog [dnroi] cf.
100 8¢ [A]éyov dnAol xth in col. XVI.9 (1otro refers to Orpheus’ words),
and “06p{vim” 8¢ Aéy[av] dnhot xtd in col. XXT.1, which suggest that Jv must
be the accusative ending of the Orphic word explained here; given the con-
clusion in 2-3, w®¢ odv 1 nvetua 'Opeds | dvopacev Moipav, the most prob-
able supplement is [mv 8¢ Moipo_v. If we read tivs[e yiv] after the supra-
linear addition, the words in the latter were omitted due to homoiarcton.
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The Derveni author’s view on what Orpheus means by referring to
Fate must be the free interpretation of a lost Orphic verse, which was
quoted in the lower part of the previous column and perhaps stood imme-
diately after the one quoted in col. XVIL.12 (see, though, Betegh [2004]
126 and 200-202). A quite plausible but, of course, entirely hypothetical
reconstruction of this verse has been suggested by Merkelbach (1967)
24: [Zedg mvowy naviwv, Zede ndviav énieto] poipa (fr. 14.3 Bernabé; see
note ad loc.). The Derveni author seems to treat poipa as a proper name
like ‘Zeus’; Janko (2002) 34, followed by Jourdan (2003) 17, adopts Mer-
kelbach’s reconstruction but prints Moipa, which is rather unlikely in view
of the genitive néviov.

1-2 tiv8le yiv] xal wdrra navltla elvar | év 16 aépy [nveltpa e6v: given
k6o [¢epdlueva in 1, it makes good sense to supplement mvéle yiv], imply
évro after 1dAAa, and take earth to be one of the everlasting basic entities,
whose finely divided parts were being sorted like to like within air/Mind as
the universe was making the transition to its present state (see col. XXI.1-
5). The Derveni author might assume that air/Mind caused the primordial
mixture of the other basic entities to break up when it started to whirl (see
above on col. IX.7-8); if so, nvedpa can very well be this whirling motion of
air/Mind. Burkert’s and Janko’s thv 8[ivnv] instead of mivs[e yiv] is, how-
ever, unlikely; see Betegh (2004) 377-378.

For [rveldpa &6v Janko (2002) 36 suggests [mveltpa(n) £év(m), and
Jourdan (2003) 18 proposes [nveltua €6v, ‘the breath of air’, with which
all other basic entities in the universe are identical. [xveldpa ¢6v, however,
makes good sense if it is in apposition to Tvs[e yiv] kol 1@Ara néavia. We
need not read &6v(a) for é6v because, having as subject a feminine singular
and a neuter plural, a participle can very well be neuter but need not be in
the plural. Cf. col. IX.9-10: éca & alv] a¢of émixpalteital, émxlpamBeév
8¢ pioyetm | toig dA[A]owg (here, too, there is no need to read émxpa-
mBév(ta); see ad loc.). The other basic entities are the whirling motion
of air/Mind, the medium in which their finely divided parts are being
sorted like to like during the cosmogony, in the sense that the motion of
air/Mind dominates them, i.e. determines their behavior: the causal power
of air/Mind is manifested in the parts of the other basic entities as they
come to sort like to like thanks to the motion of air/Mind. Cf. the end
of Sophocles’ Trachiniae: xoddev obtav § n pn Zede.

2-3 1007 odv 10 nvedua "Opoeix | dvépacev Moipav: see below on col. XTIX.7
and cf. Intro. V §§ 20-21.
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3 xara ddnv: “in their speech”; cf. col. XX1.8-9.

34 ‘Moipav | émxhdoar’ pacilv] ‘coicy’: the meaning of the expression
“Fate spun” is explained in the following column (4-7).

6-7 "Opoevg ya'p’ | miv dpévnolilv Moipav éxdreoev: see below on 9-10.

8 mpoodepéctarov: “most suitable” rather than “most resembling”. The
usual meaning of npocteprc is ‘similar’ (cf. éupepric and npooepdeprc), but
here the adjective is apparently used as equivalent to npéegopoc, ‘suitable’
or ‘fitting’; cf. the use of the verb npocoéperv at col. XIX.8-9. It is not dif-
ficult to see how ‘resembling’ came to mean ‘fitting’.

9 npiv pév yap kAnBfivar Zfjva: sc. v dpdvnorv tob Beod.

9-10 fiv Moipa | ¢pdévnorg 100 Beod dei e xai [8]ua mavtéc: the entity referred
to as god is undoubtedly air/Mind (cf. Intro. VI § 16), and a comparison of
9-12 with col. XVIL.1-6 makes clear that the Derveni author does not dis-
tinguish this entity from the wisdom it possesses, perhaps because he
thinks that possessing this wisdom at all times is what it is for the everlast-
ing air to be Mind. Just as air/Mind is everlasting, so is the wisdom it has,
which can only mean that this wisdom never came to be obtained by any
means, ot from any source. Although 8§16 navtég is usually equivalent to Gei
(cf. Hdt. 1.122.10-11 and 9.13.6), here this prepositional phrase might be
used spatially for the ubiquity of air/Mind in the universe, and for the
scope of its wisdom: the latter surveys the sum total of reality, from the
workings of the natural mechanisms in the primordial universe (col.
IX.5-10) to how the things that are and come to be in the cosmos at any
time, as well as those whose coming to be is future at that time, must come
to be and be and cease to be (col. XIX.4-7). The Derveni author’s view
that Orpheus called Fate not only the eternal and all-encompassing wis-
dom of air/Mind but also the whirling motion of air/Mind that triggered
the transition of the universe to its present state need not be incoherent;
see below on col. XIX. 7.

The emphasis on the omnipresence of ait/Mind would have a direct
parallel in Anaxagoras (DK 59 B 14): 6 8¢ voic, O¢ i £om, 10 kdpta Kol
viv €otLy iva kol 10 GAAe tdvia, £v T TOAAD rEPLEXOVIL KOl £V TOTG TPOCKPL-
BeToL kai v 1olg dmoxexpuévolg (16 kdpra is an emendation by Diels). An-
axagoras stresses the ubiquity of Mind probably in connection with the
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fact that Mind dominates and has arranged all things (B 12). See PL. Cra.
413c5-7: avroxpdropa yap abtov (sc. v vodv) dvia kol oOSEWV peperypévov
ndvia dnoiv (sc. 6 Avataydpag) adTOV KOGUETY 16 mpdypato S1d TévTav 16v-
wa. It is difficult to see how Anaxzgoras can conceive of Mind as permeat-
ing reality throughout and at the same time as being the only unmixed ba-
sic entity (B 12), given that his universe is a plenum, in which all other basic
entities are mixed through and through in varying concentrations. Di-
ogenes of Apollonia, who also assumes the ubiquity of air, seems to correct
Anaxagoras on this point (DK 64 B 5): aird ydp pot 10010 6ed¢ Soxel €ivat

Kot £l Thv GdTyBar kol mdvta Sratmbévon kol €v mavti Evelval. kal éotly o0dE
&v 6 T un petéxel tovTou.

10-11 émel & &xAion | Zete: the expected object is tiv dpévnoLy 0d Be0d,
but the Derveni author evidently has tov 8eév in mind. See previous note.

11-12 yevéoBon atnov &Lvopliledln, dvia piv kel tpdoBev | [6]vopaloulelvov
& o[¥: see above on col. XVIL.4-6.

12-13 816 tobto Aélyer “Zeds mp@vog | [yévletw”: see above on col. XVIL6.

-----

the use of iepevesdar in the sense ‘to be deified’ has no parallel (iepcon
is precluded by the traces after p which cannot belong to ). Cf. Plutarch’s
use of xoBiépevoig in de Is. et Osir. 380D9.

COL. XIX

1-2 éx [to® 8]2 14 £évra &v [Exlacrtov kéx[Antlor dnd 100 | mxpatodviog if
correct, €x 10d is equivalent to &£ o9, ‘since’. It introduces a causal clause
stating a general principle that explains why all é6vta have been called
Zeus, given that air/Mind émxporet névtav, sc. 1@v ééviav (2-4). Assuming
that the application of this principle is part of the explanation of the com-
mon expression “Fate has spun” in 4-7, 16 é6vta ate 1a vv €6vta, derivative
entities made up of everlasting basic entities and subject to substantial
change. 10 émxpatobv is a basic entity such as air/Mind. Air/Mind, more-
over, dominates all derivative things in the sense that it or its wisdom,
which Orpheus calls Fate (col. XVIIL. 6-7 and 9-10), has determined
(‘spun’) how all derivative entities that are and come to be at any time,

— 229 —



TH. KOUREMENOS

as well as those whose coming to be is future at that time, must come to be
and be and cease to be (3-7). If so, in the principle laid out here a basic
thing is perhaps assumed to dominate a derivative thing in the restricted
sense that it determines how this derivative thing is, i.e. what this thing
is, insofar as it predominates quantitatively in the derivative thing, and
its causal powers blot those of the other constituents out. As a result,
the derivative compound is said to be the basic entity that dominates it
(just as a mixture of a little water with much wine is called wine). How-
ever, if air/Mind is the basic entity which both permeates reality through-
out (see above on col. XVII1.9-10) and dominates all derivative entities in
the sense that it has u/timately determined how each of them must be, i.e.
which of the other basic entities will predominate quantitatively in each de-
rivative entity (see below on 7), all derivative compound entities are said to
be air/Mind, though it need not be assumed that they consist mainly of air/
Mind (see also next note).

For the principle cf. Simplicius on Anaxagoras (iz Ph. 26.31-27.11
Diels = DK 59 A 41):

navia yép ¢ Opotopeph olov B8wp Ty wOp | Ypuoov dyévira pév slvar xai ddpbapra (sc.
Aéyer ‘Avatoydpag), oivesBon 8¢ yivopeva kol GmoAlvpEve cuykpicel kal Siakpioel
pévov, mévtav pv év oty Evoviav, Exdowv 8& kard 10 enukpatodv &v atd yapa-
kmpilouévou. xpuotc yap daiveror éxelvo €v @ moAd ypvoiov &vi kaitol ndviwy
evoviov.

Simplicius’ report is based on Theophrastus and expands on the final part
of Anaxagoras’ elaborate account of Mind (B 12): 8rav nAeiota évi, wadta
&vénibtata Bv #xactév éom kol fiv. Anaxagoras takes all observable stuffs,
propetties included, to be everlasting basic things. Their cosmogonic se-
paration under the action of Mind is not complete, and all of them are
everywhere present, though the vast majority of them in such low concen-
trations that they are unobservable. 1 émxpatodv is one of those ingredi-
ents in a piece of matter which are so abundant that their causal powers
are manifested on the scale of material structure accessible to human per-
ception (it is likely that Anaxagoras himself would use the present partici-
ple of xatéyewv; see his description of the primordial condition in B 1 and
cf. KRS 359). A thing is said to be earth or fire or cold etc. because earth
or fire or cold is an ingredient in it that predominates quantitatively at the
level of material structure within the range of our perception, thereby de-
termining the nature of the thing for us. Cf. the reference to Anaxagoras in
Arist. Ph. 187b1-7:
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816 ¢act ndv év mavti peplyBar, Sém ndv €k navtdg Edpov yryvouevov: daivecBar 8
Swagépovra kail TpocayopevecBar Etepa AAMALOV £x 10D dAeO drepéyovrog Sia TATBog
&v 1) niker v aneipov: ellikpivlc pev yop dAov Asvkov fi pélav f YAukd 7 cdpxa f
dotoDv 0UK Elvot, 810v 8¢ TAelatov Exactov £xet, 10010 Sokely elvar T ¢pvow 100 npdy-
pavog.

According to Theophrastus, Democritus put forth a similar view in his ac-
count of taste (Sens. 67 = DK 68 A 135): 00 & dv £vij nhelorov, 10010 pdit-
ota evicy Vel Tpdg e T aictnoiv xai thv dVvouy.

In Arist. GC 321a34-b2 (cf. Cael. 268b26-269a2 and [Arist.] Col.
793b21-30), 0 émxpatodv is that ingredient in a mixture which gives its
name to the mixture on account of the fact that the mixture produces
the effects of the ingredient in question, not those of the other ingredients
(as turns out from 328a23-28, a large quantity of the dominant ingredient
has been mixed with small quantities of the other ingredients):

aropficere & dv mg xal i éont 10 adEavépevov, métepov @ npootifetal m, olov €1 Ty
kvipunv avEdvel, atm peilov, © 8¢ atEdver, ) 1podh, ob. Sid 1i 81 odv ok dudm niEntay;
pettov ydp xai d xai @, domep Stav pikng olvov Bdam: Opoimg yap mhetov Ekdrepov. i 6
00 pev péver T odoia, 100 § ob, olov Tiig Tpodiig, Enel xai £viaifa 10 émkpatolv Aéye-
o v tfi piker, olov 6 oivog moel yép 10 T0D oivov épyov AL ov 10 10D Bdartog 10
cuvblov piyua.

See also Intro. V §§ 11-12.

2-3 Zedlc] névra xatd w0v atrov | Mdyov éxhien: on the principle (Aéyoc) in
question see previous note. Cf. S. Tr. 1278: xo08év tovtaw 6 T pun Zev,

3-4 névroy yap 6 dip émxparel | Tos0btov Soov Bovetar: see above on 1-2
and cf. Heraclit. DK 22 B 14: tpé¢ovtar yap ndvteg ot avBpdmnetot vopor vmd
£vog 100 Belov kpatel Yap tocodtov Okodoov £0EAEL kal éEapkel tdot xal nept-
Yyiveral.

4-5 ‘Mofpay’ § ‘tmuckdoar’ | Aéyovteg: sc. ot dvBpamor. Cf. col. XVIIL3-6.
5-6 10D Adg v ¢pdvmorv émicup@oan | Aéyovarv: for Fate as the wisdom of
air/Mind, the basic entity Orpheus calls by the name of god Zeus among
many others, see col. XVIIL.6-10.

6 1d €6via xai 1a ywvopeva xat 16 péAlovta: 1a €évta are undoubtedly viv
¢6vta (see above on col. XVI.1-2). vbv picks out the epoch that begins with
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the transition of the universe to its present state, or any moment in it.
There is no reason to emend ywvépeva to yevopeva. If 10 E6vie xoi 1a yvo-
ueva are the derivative things that are and come to be in the cosmos at any
given time, and 1a péAAovta are those things whose coming to be and being
are future at that time, a reference to the things whose coming to be and
being are past at that time is implicit in the text as it stands.

7 Smac xpf yevéoOar 1e kai eivar xali] naveastal: the wisdom of air/Mind
has determined how the derivative things that are and come to be in the
cosmos at any time, as well as those whose coming to be is future at that
time, must come to be and be and cease to be (see also previous note).
This wisdom is said in col. IX.5-10 to have underpinned the cosmog-
ony, and is evidently assumed to determine all coming to be and ceasing
to be. Air/Mind is perhaps the ultimate link in any chain of causally re-
lated events leading to the generation or compounding of a transient deriv-
ative entity from basic immutable entities, and thus to this derivative en-
tity’s being how it is, i.e. its having a certain nature, as well as to its eventual
ceasing to be, i.e. its breaking up into the basic component parts. In all
probability, the configuration of the basic entities and their interactions
at the microscopic level ultimately determine how all derivative entities
are at any time, and also bring about all changes involving derivative enti-
ties. If the state of the universe on the microscopic scale at a time is neces-
sitated by an earlier state, which is in turn necessitated by a still earlier one
and so on, causation is traced back to the cosmogonic motion of air/Mind,
the basic entity that caused the universe to pass from its primordial state to
all its causally linked subsequent states and is, on this account, called Fate
(col. XVIIL.2-3; cf. above on col. IX.7-8). If so, the wisdom of the everlast-
ing air/Mind is also called Fate probably because it surveys at all times the
entire web of causal connections actoss space and time; see above on col.
XVIIL9-10 and Intro. V §§ 20-23.

Anaxagoras’ Mind is equally deterministic (DK 59 B 12): xai 6noia
#peldev #oecbal kol onola fv, Gooa viv pf éott, kai doa viv éom xai onola
#oron, mavta Stexdopnce vodg, Cf. also Emp. DK 31 B 21.9: éx totrav yap
n4ve Soa T fiv boa T Eom xai #oton (the demonstrative pronoun refers as
much to the four roots as to Love and Strife, which answer to Anaxagoras’
Mind and to the Derveni author’s air/Mind).

8 BaoctAel 8¢ avtdv eivdleu: sc. v dépa or v Nodv. The subject of eixdler

is Orpheus.
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8-9 1010 ydp oi mpocvépery | édalilvero éx 1hv Aeyopévav dvopdtav: sc.
@t 'Opoel. Cf. npocdepéotatov in col. XVIIL.S.

10 “Zevg Baohets, Zevg & apydg anrdviav dpyiképauvveg™: fr. 14.4 Berna-
bé. This hexameter is known independently of the Detveni papyrus with-
out §; see [Arist.] Mu. 401b5 (fr. 31.7 Bernabé). Some manuscripts give
apywcépavvog instead of apyiképavvoc.

11-13 [acit]la &¢n €ivar 6 RoAABLY t@v aplydv pia | [nacdv klpotel kai
ndvra eAel [Grep Ovnltdv ovdewt | [dAAan Etec]nv 1e[Aléom: the Derveni
author explains why Orpheus likened air/Mind to a king. Though there
are many offices, the royal office is by far superior to all others and does
what no other mortal, apparently a holder of a lesser office, can do. The
author draws an implicit parallel between the decision-making and execu-
tive powers of a king, on the one hand, and the causal power of air/Mind
as the supreme efficient cause, on the other. A state is run by the king
through a network of officials charged with implementing his decisions.
Each of these officials is a causal agent who, though, cannot do anything
on his own, unless it has been decided upon by his superiors, and ulti-
mately by the king himself in one way or the other. Just as in the running
of a state causation is traced through the network of officialdom back to
the king, who is ultimately responsible of any proceedings, similatly all cau-
sation in the cosmos can be traced back to the agency and wisdom of ait/
Mind (see above on 7). The analogues of lesser office-holders in a state,
ontological items that play causal roles in the cosmos only if involved in
events whose causal history is traceable back through prior events to the

agency of air/Mind, are most probably the other basic entities; see above
on col. XVI.10-11.

COL. XX (fr. 470 Bernabé)

1-2 avOpdmalv év] médecwv émrerécaves [ta ilepd €idov, | Eacobév odag
Baupdlw pi yivdokew: 1¢ iepd should be construed with both émtersé-
cavieg and €ldov (cf. npiv pev o [ilepd émteréoar eAnilovitelc eidfioewy
in 11). 6pév ¢ iepd means ‘to be initiated’; see Burkert (1972) 275 n. 3,
(1982) 5. 16 iepd need not be only sacred objects displayed at a certain
stage of the initiation, such as those brought out from the cista nzystica
in the Eleusinian mysteries. The term might denote all aspects of the initia-
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tion rites one participates in or performs (¢émte)eiv); in the phrase opév 1o
iepd the verb means not ‘to see’ but ‘to acquire experiential knowledge’.
Those who perform sacred rites in the cities are evidently the same as those
referred to by the pronoun ogag, the subject of yivdoxeiv; the object of
ywvdoxew is 1a iepé, but the following yép clause leaves no doubt that
the Derveni author is primarily concerned with one component of the rites,
namely, 10 Aeyépeva (in 8, though, his scope broadens to include all as-
pects).

This group of initiates is contrasted with another group of people char-
acterized in 3-4: Soou 8 mapd 10D | éxvny morovuévoD T8 tepd, sc. SokodoLy
or éAnilovoiy eidhoewy 10 Aeydpeva (see doxodvieg ... idhoeLy in 5-6, éni-
Cov[telg eidfoerv in 11). The members of the second group expect or hope
to acquire knowledge of the legomena in question from people whom the
Derveni author might regard as impostors: advertisers of sacred rites as an
area of expertise in which they excel (see below on 3-4). They perform
sacred rites (see ém1edéoar in 6 and émedécaveg in 6-7), apparently under
the guidance of the self-appointed experts in sacred rites, and are thus in-
itiates like the members of the first group. These people spend money,
most probably to hire the experts in sacred rites (see odx dpxel odpv v
Sandvny mpoavnAdgBal in 9). As initiands, they hope to acquire in their in-
itiation knowledge of the Jegomena at issue but, after the ceremony, just go
away without having attempted to acquire any knowledge, and do not in-
sistently address questions, apparently to the experts in sacred rites they
have hired, blithely believing that they understand what they saw or heard
or experienced in their initiation (see 5-8). The Derveni author apparently
holds that to know something means to have satisfactory answers to various
questions about it — one cannot acquire knowledge of something without
raising questions about the purported object of knowledge and attempting
to get satisfactory answers. The initiates of the first group deserve to be
marveled at less than those of the second for not even attempting to under-
stand the legomena in question because, as the Derveni author proceeds to
explain (2-3), it is impossible to hear and at the same time understand the
legomena (the members of the first group, like those of the second, most
probably hope before their initiation to acquire in the ceremony knowl-
edge of the legomena but, after the initiation, are under the illusion that
they have understood the legormena).

In Pausanias (2.37.2) the legomena are what was said in the mystery
rites performed at Phlya (& pév odv Aeydpeva émt toic Spapévorc 5ild Eomv
ovk bvia dpyaia). In col. IX.2-3, however, ot od yivdokovieg 16 Aeydpeva
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are those unable to understand what Orpheus really says in the poem the
Detrveni author interprets (cf. col. XVIIL.14). It is reasonable to assume
that here, too, the Derveni author talks about people who do not grasp
the hidden import of the enigmatic words in this poem. If so, the members
of his two contrasted groups become initiated hoping that, after the initia-
tion, they will know what Orpheus really says in this poem, or in some ver-
sion of it (West [1983] 108-113 suggests that the Derveni author interprets
a secondary redaction of an original poem transmitted among cultic circles
perhaps in several versions); in the initiation they listen to this poem with-
out even attempting to understand it. The two groups of initiates can be
further characterized with the help of a well-known passage from Plato’s
Republic (364b5-36523):

dyOpron 8€ xai pavrerg énl thovoinv Bvpag 16vteg neibovoy g €ott nopd cdior 81’)/vautg
£k Oedv mopiiopévn Buciarg e xai Enwdals, eite 1 adiknpd tov yéyovev avtod f npo-
yovov, dketofor ped Hdovdv 1€ xal £optdv, £dv 1€ Tiva £xBpov mufivar £6€AT, petd
opkpdv danavidv opoing Sixawov adixe PAayer €raywyaic mow xai katadéopoig,
100g Be0vg, d¢ pacty, neiboviic oproty Ummpetely ... BiPrwv 8¢ padov napéyoviar Mov-
caiov Kai 'Opdéws, ZeAhvng & xai Movodv éxydvav, dg dpact, kad ag Bunroiodoly,
nEiBovTEG 0V PoVoV iSLiTag GAAG Kal TOAELS, A Gpa AVOELG TE Kai kaBappol adiknudtov
L@ BuoBv xai rawdiag Ndovav elol pev En {Howy, £1ol 8¢ kal teAeutiicaoty, ag 61 tele-
146 kahobotv, ol v éxel kakdyv arolbovolv Nudc, un Bdoaviag 3€ Sewva nepipéver.

Plato rails against beggar priests and seers who prey on the rich and
persuade whole cities and individuals alike that, through purifications
and initiations (teAetai) performed according to the books of Orpheus,
they are able not only to harm their clients’ enemies but also to secure
for their clients liberation from guilt and a better fate in the afterlife (cf.
R. 366a7-b2). In the light of Plato’s testimony, the initiates said by the
Derveni author to perform the sacred rites in cities take part in public in-
itiation rituals (probably gratis) performed under the aegis of their cities
and conducted according to poems of Orpheus by beggar priests and
seers, religious professionals presumably like those whom the Derveni
author might regard as fraudulent claimants to expertise in sacred rites.
An expert in sacred rites would perhaps claim to be able not only to con-
duct such rites according to a poem by Orpheus but also to explain the
poem, just as an excellent rhapsode is able not only to recite poetry but
also to understand what the poet says and interpret the thought of the poet
to an audience (see Pl. Jon 530b5-d3 and cf. Obbink [1997] 51 n. 20; Bris-
son [1997] 165 draws an analogy between the ideal rhapsode as described
in Plato’s Ion and the Derveni author himself). It is also quite probable
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that at least some of the self-styled experts in sacred rites took care, or at
least claimed to be able, to explain their practices; see below on 3-8. How-
ever, no participant in a public initiation ritual could reasonably hope, let
alone demand, to receive an account of, and thus attempt to understand,
what he or she has heard in the ceremony. By contrast, one rich enough
to afford the exclusive services of an expert in sacred rites can, at least
in theory, not only expect but also demand to receive from the expert
an account of what he or she has heard in the initiation and paid dearly for.

The bulk of the 8co1 pév relative clause that preceded the doo1 8¢ clause
in 3-4 is evidently contained in 1. Tsantsanoglou supplements [8cot pév 6-
KxofiL Soxobvieg pabeiv pet driav] | avlpdmolv k. (the implicit object of
nadelv would be 16 Aeyépevo). Equally plausible is éAnifovteg instead of
Soxodvieg (see Joxodvieg ... eidnoeLy in 5-6, éAnifov[telg eidfioew in 11),
and petd moMAév instead of per &Adav. The prepositional phrase pera
TOAADV, or pet GAlwv, dvBpdnwv would make clear that the participants
in public initiation rituals are initiated as members of a large group, believ-
ing or hoping that they will understand what Orpheus says merely by lis-
tening (dgxofit), sc. to Orpheus’ words in the public ceremony.

2-3 ob yap olév e | axoBoar opod xal pabeiv 1¢ Aeydpeva: see previous note.
For the contrast between hearing and understanding what is being heard
cf. Heraclit. DK 22 B 107.

3-4 boo 8¢ mopd 10D | TEXVTV TOLOVPEVOL 14 1epd: sC. SokoDaiv or éArifovov
eidnoely 1a Aeydpeva (see Sokodvieg ... eldnoewy in 5-6, éAnilovltelg eidnioery
in 11, and poBeiv 1 Aeydpevo in 3). The description 6 téxviv ToloVpEVOC 6
iepd. can only be a collective singular, probably referring to religious pro-
fessionals of the same type as the beggar priests and seers Plato scorns
in the Republic (see above on 1-2), the so-called orpheotelestas (see Thpht.
Char. 16.11, [Plu.] Apophth. Lac. 224E). The term wéxvn might be used in
the pejorative sense ‘trick” or ‘deceit’ to stigmatize wa iepd in question, all
the more since those who peddle them for a living profit, but their clients
do not benefit, as the Derveni author takes it (see 9-12). The expression
éxvnv moieToBoun means ‘to devise a trick’. Aristophanes uses it in Eg. 63
for the chicanery Paphlagon comes up with, whereas Euripides uses the sim-
ilar expression téyvnv 1t0ecbor in IT 712 for what Orestes takes to be a
trick of Apollo’s designed to bring about his end; Demosthenes (37.53)
characterizes those who are justly hated on account of money-lending as
éxvny 10 mpdypa (sc. 10 daveilewv) nemownuévor. The Derveni author, how-
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ever, can be plausibly assumed to use here the term wéxvn in the positive
sense ‘art’ or ‘systematic body of knowledge’ as well. oi yvnv moloduevor
1& iepd can mean not only ‘those who devise the sacred rites as a cunning
deceit’ but also ‘those who deceitfully make an art out of the sacred rites’,
or ‘those who advertise deceitfully the sacred rites as a field of expertise’, in
which they excel.

Cf. the opening of the Hippocratic treatise de Arte:

Fiot mvec oi téxvnv nemoinvial 1o wig Téxvag aloypoensly, @ pEv oiovial ot tobto Sro-
Tpnoodpevol, oly, & &y® Myw, GAA' Lovoping oikeing €nideiliv noevpevor.

The opponents of the Hippocratic author claim to make displays of know!-
edge obtained through their own inquiries (iotopin), but the author thinks
that they only vilify established arts such as medicine, an endeavor which is
not an art but rather artlessness, itself neither adding to nor improving on
the discoveries of real experts. He goes on to say:

"Epol 8¢ 10 pév m 1dv pf ebpnuéveoy eievpiokewy, 8 T kal ebpebév kpéooov { fi avet-
£0peToV, Euvéoiog Soxéel EmOvuMud Te Kol Epyov elvar, kol 10 1@ fuiepya ég téhog €E-
epyGlecbar doadtag 10 88 Adymv ob kaAdv TExvY TG Tolg GALoLg elpnuéva aloyively
npoBuptecbor, enavopBolvia pév undev, Siafdilovia 8¢ 1@ 1dv €i8otavV TPog ToVg pi
£18610¢ eEsupfipata, ovkén dokéet Evvéoiog EmOOunud te xat Epyov elvat, GAAG xakay-
YEAN pa@Ahov ¢UGL0¢ T GTEXViN' podvotar Yap tolowy atéyvoloty 1 épyacin oidtn ppolet.

The opponents of the Hippocratic author evidently claim to possess expert
knowledge obtained via personal inquiry, but the author is keen on rebut-
ting their pretensions to expertise in a téxvn, i.e. in a genuine field of spe-
cialist knowledge, and denouncing them as frauds. Thus, in the character-
ization of his opponents as men ol twxvnv nenoinviat 0 g Exvag aicypoe-
netv, the Hippocratic author uses the singular téxwnv in two senses: the
noun means both an art, or a systematic body of genuine knowledge
(the plural wéyvog is used only in this sense), namely that which the oppo-
nents of the Hippocratic author claim to make out of vilifying all legitimate
fields of expertise, and a deceitful device, namely that which the vilification
of all established fields of real knowledge amounts to by the Hippocratic
author’s lights — what his opponents advertise as téxvn in the positive sense
of the term (‘art’) is actually a wyxvn in the negative sense (‘artful device’).

As is clear from the preface to the Hippocratic treatise de Arte, in the
Detveni author’s description 6 téyvnv molovpevog 10 iepd, the term wéyvn
can very well be used in both the pejorative and the positive sense. If
so, the phrase reports the claim of the author’s opponents that sacred rites
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do constitute a genuine field of systematic knowledge, in which they are
experts ('Opgucoi téyvor are disapprovingly referred to by Strabo,
10.3.23), and at the same time encapsulates the authot’s scornful retort
that touting expert knowledge of sacred rites is actually a sham, for there
is no such field of expertise as sacred rites. He denounces as outright
quackery the ‘art’ of sacred rites and the ‘knowledge’ of the poetry of Or-
pheus it involves (see above on 1-2) in order to assert his own expert
authority on the poetry of Orpheus. He does compete over authority,
but not against fellow members of the orpheotelestai guild, just as the
author of the Hippocratic treatise de Arte does not compete against fellow
medical experts — he rather defends the subject of his expertise, the poetry
of Orpheus, from being encroached upon by the art of the orpheotelestai,
which he denigrates as a pseudo-discipline. See also Intro. VI §§ 10-16.

7-8 008 énavepbuevor donep | ag idéte éwv €idov i fikovoav A Enabov: the
Ionic interrogative pronoun here introduces an indirect question. If éna-
vepopevor stands for émaveipdpevor, it is remarkable that the scribe used
the old spelling in two successive lines. The use of donep with d¢ + parti-
ciple, assuming that one of the two words is not a scribal error, or an alter-
native by the author that somehow found its way to this copy of the text
(cf. below on 10), is most probably similar to the use of &fi@ev with éc +
participle; see Hdt. 1.73.22-23, 3.74.16-17, E. Herc, 949, Or. 1119. For
£1dov A ficovsav A Epadov cf. Heraclit. DK 22 B 55: doav éyng dxon pddnorg,
1aita éyo nponpém, Whereas in 3 pavdvew is equivalent to ywvaokew in 2
and means ‘to understand’, here it evidently means ‘to (encounter in)
experience’, or ‘to perceive’ something without necessarily understanding
it. Cf. Heraclit. B 17: o) yap ¢povéovor toiadta mordot, dkdoor &ykupedory,
0088 paBSvVTEC Yvdokouoty, twutolol 8¢ Sokéovor. The contrast between
ywaéokew and povedvery in Heraclitus’ fragment parallels that between eisévan
and poaveavewv here.

In 3-12 the Derveni author can be assumed to criticize people initiated
in private by orpheotelestai, who claim that sacred rites performed accord-
ing to the poems of Orpheus constitute a technical field, in which they are
experts; see above on 1-2, 3-4. These people are to be wondered at and at
the same time pitied. They are to be wondered at because, although before
the initiation they expected to learn in it what Orpheus says (see above on
1-2), after the ceremony they just walk away before they have attempted to
obtain the knowledge they sought and without asking questions, as though
they understood anything of what they saw or heard or experienced in

— 238 —



COMMENTARY, COL. XX

their initiation. This ritual is assumed to involve seeing, hearing and ex-
petiencing certain things. Cf. Plut. de Is. et Osir. 352C on the mystery cult
of Isis (and the Pausanias passage quoted above on 1-2, where Aeyéueva
and Spaueva are referred to as ‘parts’ of the mysteries at Phlya):

@\l Totoxdg Eonv g GANOAG O ¢ Sewkvijeva kai dpdpeva mept 1ol Beols TovTOUG,
orov vopo Tapodpy, Ay (ntdv xai griocod@v tept Tiig év adrols dAndeiog.

The Derveni author accuses those who have been privately initiated of
being under the illusion that they understand what they saw or heard or
experienced in the initiation, and of failing to demand that the orpheotele-
stai, who conducted the initiation, account for all aspects of the ritual. To
paraphrase the Goddess’ warning to Parmenides (DK 28 B 7), these people
did not judge by reason anything they saw or heard or experienced in their
initiation, where they plied an aimless eye, and had an ear and a tongue full
of meaningless sound.

Interestingly, Plato suggests in the Meno that some orpheotelestai are
concerned to be able to account for their practices; the relevant passage
is often adduced in attempts to characterize the Derveni author as one
of those religious professionals. In Men. 81a10-b2 Socrates introduces to
Meno the doctrine of metempsychosis, on which the so-called ‘theory of
recollection’ supposedly rests, as a true and beautiful story he has heard
from certain priests and priestesses, probably ompheotelestai, and from di-
vine poets such as Pindar (for further comments see Intro. VI § 3):

ol v Aéyovtég elot w6 Lepéav e Kol 16V leperdv Soorg pepédnke nept dv petayeipi-
tovrar Adyov olowg T elvon S186var: Aéyer &€ xai ITivbapog kai dAlol moAhot wdv roTdY
Goot Oetol eiowy.

Of particular interest is the use of the verb petayewpilesfat, ‘to practice’, in
the characterization of what the priests and priestesses Socrates has in mind
are concerned to be capable of accounting for. In Plato the object of this
verb is often a field of technical knowledge (see Plr. 268b5, Phdr. 277c4-
5, Prt. 316d4-5, R. 497d8, 498b4, 527a1-4, 529a6-7, Lg. 857¢c8-d1), or what
falls within the scope of such a field (see Lg. 967a1-5 and cf. [PL] Epzn.
992a2). It is thus quite likely that the orpheotelestai Socrates refers to are
concerned to be able to give a rational account of their practices gua tech-
niques of a field in which they are experts. In view of Grg. 465a2-6, Soc-
rates perhaps assumes that such concern on the part of the ompheotelestai
is motivated by the desire to bolster their pretensions to expertise:
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TEYVV 8€ aOTY 0U gt elvar GAX épnerpiav, 6T olk ExeL Adyov 008Eva ¢ pociper &
TPOoGEPEL 0ROl dtta TV dpUoLv Eotiv, dote Ty altiav éxdotov pr) Exewv einelv. £yo S¢
Exvnyv o kakd & Gv f) dGAoyov npdyuo.

That some orpheotelestai were indeed concerned to be able to account
for their practices in order to back up their pretensions to expertise cannot,
of course, be self-evidently assumed on the basis of what Socrates is made
to say in a Platonic passage. But, if the Derveni author first vilifies as fraud
the claims of the orpheotelestas that the sacred rites they peddle constitute a
field of technical knowledge in which they are experts (see on 3-4), and
then in effect laments that these self-appointed experts are not asked to ex-
plain their practices by the pitiful souls who pay dearly for their exclusive
services, he might very well presuppose that at least some orpheotelestai do
found their pretensions to expertise on their ability to give a rational ac-
count of their practices. In his view, however, they would certainly fail
to exhibit such ability, and their vaunted expertise would thus be un-
masked for the pure chatlatanry it is, if only the individuals employing
them were intelligent enough to subject their employees to rigorous critical
scrutiny, and demand a rational account of what was seen or heard or ex-
perienced in the initiation.

If so, the Derveni author probably thinks that the orpheotelestai are un-
able to answer demands for a convincing justification of outright bizarre,
grotesque or ridiculous ritual practices, similar in their apparent illogicality
to those manifestations of conventional religiosity against which Heraclitus
rails (DK 22 B 5):

kaBaipovtol § @Al aipat wpoivdpevor olov £l ng lg TMAOY Eupag wnA® dmovilorro.
pa'wegeat & av doxoin, €1 g AoV GvBpamLV EMPPACELTO OVT® TOLEOVTC. KOL TOTG G-
ydApaol 8¢ toutéoloy eliovat, Okotov €1 mg dopolet Aecynvevorto, ob 1L yIvdcKOY
Beovg 008 Tpwag oitvég elot.

Such practices and the initiation rites involving them are thus to be rejected
as uttetly foolish on the ground that they cannot possibly admit of rational
explanation or be understandable. As for the puzzling poetry of Orpheus,
according to which the orpheotelestai perform their ritualistic hocus-pocus,
the Derveni author can be safely assumed to think that these ‘experts’ can-
not provide a detailed and cogent interpretation of Orpheus’ poem line by
line, or account rationally for the choice of individual words, and explain
convincingly the meaning of the various divine names Orpheus uses.
Had the employers of orpheotelestai been intelligent, they would not
have fallen victim to the orpheotelestai in the first place, nor would they

— 240 —



COMMENTARY, COL. XX

have sought to learn what Orpheus really says from such suspicious types
for dubious ends (cf. the Republic passage quoted above on 1-2). By im-
plication, the Derveni author addresses people who are intelligent and bent
on understanding, just as he is able to withstand critical scrutiny and give
a satisfying rational account to anyone demanding it. See also Intro. VI
§§ 10-16.

10 i yvayng otepopevor: yvaun is rendered as éxnig, ‘hope’, in 11-12 where
the Derveni author rephrases 10, a passage that looks like a shortened ver-
sion of 5-10. mpiv pev 10 [ilepa émteréom Ernilov[te]g eidnoerv in 11 evi-
dently harks back to §oxodvieg | mpdtepov fi emreréom eidficewv in 5-6. The
complement of the verb dokeiv in the sense ‘to have an opinion’ can be re-
ferred to as yvayn, ‘opinion’, but since here the verb clearly means ‘to ex-
pect’, and yvdun is rendered with éAnig, yvéun should be taken in the sense
closest to ‘hope’ or ‘expectation’, i.e. ‘intent’ or ‘purpose’; see also Jourdan
(2003) 20 n. 8. yvéun is not a particularly successful choice of word in this
context, and it is probably the Derveni author’s desire for greater precision
that necessitates the rephrasing of 10 in 11-12, where he substitutes éArnig
for yvopn. However, the lack of syntactic coherence between 10 and 11-
12, together with the fact that 11-12 looks like a jejune equivalent to 5-
10, might suggest that in 11-12 we have the author’s first stab at expressing
the thought he then conveyed much more elaborately in 5-10, though it is
difficult to see how the first draft could have remained in the original exem-
plar, and then found its way to the copies (other possible cases of authorial
alternatives that got into this copy are donep with a@x + participle in 7-8 and
the two asyndetically juxtaposed relative clauses in col. XXIL.4-5).

Those who are initiated privately by self-styled experts in sacred rites
performed according to Orpheus’ poems hope or expect before the initia-
tion that, after the ritual, they will know what Orpheus says in his poetry
(see above on 1-2); they become initiated intending to acquire this knowl-
edge. In the Derveni author’s view, however, they just walk away from the
initiation before they have attempted to acquire the knowledge they desire,
and do not persistently demand from the experts in sacred rites an explan-
atory account of what they saw or heard or experienced in the ceremony,
as though they understood any of these things (5-8). The Derveni author
perhaps implies that, had the initiates been intelligent and had they sub-
jected the experts to rigorous questioning, they would have gotten no con-
vincing and coherent answers to their questions; they would have realized
that there is no genuine knowledge or understanding to be acquired in the
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sacred rites, ot from the self-styled experts who peddle these rites as a field
of technical knowledge, and thus that there is no such field (see previous
note). Presumably the initiates would have then continued to seek the
knowledge they desired before their initiation, but since in actuality they
believe that they have obtained this knowledge from the ‘experts’ in sacred
rites, they will not seek what they think they already possess. As it is, they
ate to be pitied for being robbed not only of the money they paid to the
‘experts’ in sacred rites but also of all hope that they will ever get to know
what Orpheus says in his poetry, or of their intent to acquire this knowl-
edge.

Rusten (1985) 138-139 has argued that the paragraphos between 10 and
11 marks the end of a long quotation (1-10) from a prose author; see, how-
ever, Obbink (1997) 43-45. Since 10 and 12 end with dnépyovtan, it is con-
ceivable that the paragraphos, which was originally intended to mark the
end of the digression in 1-12 and signal the imminent return to the inter-
pretation of Orpheus’ poem, was misplaced after 10 during copying; alter-
natively, it might signal that 11-12 is a version of 5-10.

13 The line, too fragmentary to be restored, does not seem to be a verse.

14 L éaytodo..[ plntpl pév: it seems that here the Derveni author re-
fers to Zeus’ desire to copulate with his mother, which is dealt with in the
last surviving column of the papyrus (XXVI), and thus was most probably
referred to in the lacunose hexameters at the end of the penultimate sur-
viving column (XXV). Given the extremely damaged state of 14-15, it is
impossible to determine why this topic comes up at this point.

15 &8eMpn[: perhaps a remnant from a statement presupposing the Derveni
author’s assumption that the names Orpheus employs for Zeus’ mother
and sister, ‘Rhea’ and ‘Hera’ respectively, denote the same entity as does

‘Zeus’ (see col. XXI1.7), namely air/Mind (see col. XXVIL1).

COL. XXI
1 ote 10 yux[pov] it yuypdi: in the complete sentence the Derveni author
seems to have said something to the effect that, before the cosmogony,
neither (particles of) 4 could have accreted to (other particles of) 4, nor

(particles of) b to (other particles of) &, nor (particles of) the cold to (other
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particles of) the cold. The cold, 4 and 4 are basic and everlasting constitu-
ents of the universe (see Intro. V § 2), which originally lacked any struc-
ture. It evolved into the cosmos when air/Mind wrested control of it away
from fire, and caused the other fundamental entities to condense out of
their fire-dominated mixture, their particles sorting like to like (see above
on col. IX.6-7 and cf. below on 3). It is unclear whether the Derveni
author has in mind cold basic things, in which case 16 yuypév would refer
collectively to stuffs having the property of being cold, or to this property
conceived of as stuff present in any cold basic thing and accounting for its
being cold. See also Intro. V §§ 9-10.

1-2 “06p{vIm” & Aéy[wv] dmrot | 6t sc. Orpheus. This unattested word
8opvm evidently comes from an Orphic verse which was quoted in the lost
final part of the previous column (fr. 15.1 Bernabé). Tsantsanoglow, in
Laks and Most (1997) 19 n. 53, suggests that it is a scribal error for 86pm,
third person singular aorist subjunctive of 8pdanoxeiv-06pvucdar (cf. x86pm
at col. XIV.1). If so, the subject of this verb can only be guessed at. The
goddesses Aphrodite, Peitho and Harmonia are named in 5-7 after the in-
terpretation of 86p{vim, and the Derveni author most probably proceeds to
explain how Orpheus’ reference to the birth of the three goddesses should
be understood in view of the fact that ‘Aphrodite’, ‘Peitho’ and ‘Harmonia’
are actually names of Mind, a basic thing which never came to be but is
always. In the Omphic Rhapsodies Aphrodite was born for the first time,
before Zeus swallowed the Protogonos-made cosmos and all other divine
beings, as in Hesiod’s Theogony, i.e. from the foam around the severed
genitals of Uranus (for an outline of the Orphic Rhapsodies see Intro. IV
§ 3); ber birth was attended by Zelos and Apate (OF 127). The goddess
was reborn not by being regurgitated along with everything else Zeus
had swallowed but when Zeus’ semen leapt forth, apparently as he was try-
ing to rape Dione, and fell into the sea (OF 183). If this account of Aph-
rodite’s second birth was already present in the Orphic poem the Derveni
author interprets, it is conceivable that 86p{vIm occurred in a hexameter
describing the second birth of Aphrodite, and that it refers either to the
spurting of Zeus’ semen or to his attempt to mount Dione. West (1983)
91, followed by Bernabé (2002) 119, suggests that Peitho and Harmonia
attended the second birth of Aphrodite, just as Zelos and Apate attended
her first birth in the Orphic Rhapsodies, but in his reconstruction of the
Orphic poem he assumes that Peitho and Harmonia were born simulta-
neously with Aphrodite (see West [1983] 115, line 34).
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The above hypothesis as to the manner of Aphrodite’s second birth in
the Orphic poem of the Derveni author is compatible with the assumption
that 8opv is a scribal error not for 86pm but for Gopv(v)m (Janko [1997]
64 and [2001] 28 n. 164), third person singular present subjunctive of 6op-
vovat-8opvietv, or that Bopvmu is a dative singular of the unattested noun
Bopvn, ‘semen’ (in the LSJ Supplement this hypothetical noun appears as
06pvn, ‘mating’); alternatively, one might take Bopvm as a scribal error
for the dative singular of 8op#, an attested noun which means ‘semen’. The
rare verb Bopvivar-8opviely occurs only once in Nicander, where it means
‘to mate’ (Ther. 99); Bopv(v)m could come from a line describing Zeus’ in-
tention to mate with Dione, if the verb were used in the Orphic poem as in
Nicander, or Zeus’ ejaculation, if in the Orphic poem the verb meant sim-
ply ‘to leap’ (the much commoner 8pdroxewv-86pvucbar is used in both
senses). West (1983) 90-91 suggests that the formation of the hypothetical
noun Gopvh from the attested 8oph may have been influenced by the sound
of the synonymous yov# and that 8opvfie picks out the mode of Aphrodite’s
rebirth — Aphrodite was born for a second time ‘from (Zeus’) seed’ or ‘by
(Zeus’) ejaculation’; for other renderings of the hypothetical noun 8opvn
see Bernabé on fr. 15.1 (cf. Bernabé [2002] 118 n. 132).

If one is reluctant to solve the problem 6opvm poses by taking this
word as an unattested noun, whose formation must then be explained,
or by emending opvm to obtain a subjunctive of a hapax attested verb
in a much later author, one must then consider 8opvm a scribal error
for 86pmu or Bopfit with as much confidence as this type of argument al-
lows. It is, of course, impossible to know how Aphrodite was born for
the’second time in the poem the Derveni author interprets, but there is
no reason to assume on the basis of nothing more than one word that
in this poem the manner of her second birth was the same as that in
the Orphic Rhapsodies; cf. Brisson (1997) 149-150. According to Jourdan
(2003) 90, the characterization of Aphrodite as Ovpovia in 5 might point
to the fact that, after Zeus engulfed Aphrodite along with the entire Pro-
togonos-made cosmos, the goddess was reborn with all the attributes she
had earlier as a product of Uranus’ (severed) genitals, and thus in 2 man-
ner similar to that of her first birth, i.e. not by regurgitation but from the
genitals of Zeus (through his ejaculation). That Aphrodite was born for
the second time with all attributes she had in her previous existence, how-
ever, cannot suggest that her first and second birth were similar in any re-
spect, and thus preclude simple regurgitation by Zeus as the mode of her
second birth,
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If in col. XTIL.4 &x@0ope, ‘leapt forth’, describes the coming into being
of Protogonos, whom Zeus eventually swallowed along with the entire cos-
mos the first-born king had created and all other gods and goddesses in it,
06p{vim might have occurred in an Orphic verse describing the subsequent
regurgitation of all (ndvta) Zeus had swallowed, their ‘leaping forth’ out of
Zeus or, in other words, the regeneration of the cosmos and the rebirth of
the other divine beings. If so, this hexameter was perhaps followed by one
or more referring to the rebirth of the goddesses Aphrodite, Peitho and
Harmonia, who are named in 5-7 after the interpretation of 8ép{vim. See
also below on 5-7.

2 &v @ G katd pupd pepepiopéva exuvetto: the implicit subject, which is
modified by the phrase xatd pixpd pepepiopéva, is probably ta pépia t0d
Wuxpod etc., i.e. 1dv EAmv drapyovimv or éévrav (cf. above on 1). For xata
HKpd pepepiopéva 16 popla ékwvetto cf. Supnpévo ta pépla, sc. g ¥ic,
cuviy®n in Arist. Cael. 297a12-27, a hypothetical account of the formation
of the Earth from a primordial mixture of the elements. When the mixture
breaks up, throughout the universe earth separates out in particles, which
are forced to move toward the center and clump there into a spherical
structure:

8 3¢ vofioar 10 Aeydpevov domrep Gv €L Yryvopévig OV TPOTOV v Kol T@V PUOoIoAGY@V
Afyovei Tveg yevéaBal. Ay Exelvol pev Piav ain@vron Tig kGt ¢opdc PeAnov 3¢ nu-
Oévar 1Andéc, kol gavar 100to oupfoively Sid 10 guoLy Exewv Pépecba 10 Papog Exov
npdg 10 PEcov. £v Suvaper olv dvtog 10D piypaTtog T Suakpivopeva Egépeto Opoing mav-
100€ev TPOG 10 pECOV. 1T 0DV Opoiwg and Tdv Eaydtwv Sinpnuéva 10 popra cuviydn npdg
10 péoov, eit dAhag Exovie, Touoel Tabtdv. 6T pev obv Opoing Ye mavtax8ev and v
€oyarav ¢epopévav Tpdg £v pécov avaykaiov dpotov yiyvesBor ndvn tov dykov, dave-
pbv" ioov yop ndvm npoctOepévon igov avaykn anéxewv 100 pécov 10 ayatov todto 3¢
0 oyfipa opaipag €otiv. 003EV 3¢ droioetl tpdg v Adyov, oUd' €l pf ravtaydBev opoiwg
cuvédeL npodg O pécov Td popLa althg.

3 xai é86pvuro: the Derveni author’s rendering of 86p{vin in 1. If in Or-
pheus’ poem 86p{vint described the regurgitation of all things Zeus had ab-
sorbed when he swallowed Protogonos (see above on 1-2), 84pvucfon
would describe how particles of other fundamental entities were moving
within air/Mind and sorting like to like at the beginning of the cosmogony;
cf. éxwvetro in 2 and see above on col. XIV.3-4, XVIIL1-2.

Since 86pvucar usually means ‘to mount’ or ‘to impregnate’ and oc-
curs next to dopodiordlewy in 6, it seems reasonable to assume that the Der-
veni author (rather extravagantly) assimilates this manner of motion to sex-
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ual motion — during the transition of the universe to its present state, par-
ticles of the other basic things ‘mated’ or ‘mounted’ within air/Mind; see
the translation of €86pvuto in Betegh (2004) 45 and Janko (2002) 43 re-
spectively. According to Betegh (2004) 256, the motion described by 86p-
vuolau results from collisions between particles of basic things, and makes
it possible for clumps of matter to meet each other, rendering the force of
‘like to like’ effective. If the motion described as ‘mating’ is indeed a result
of collisions between particles of basic things sorting like to like in different
places of the nascent cosmos, it is a discontinuous motion that can be plau-
sibly described by a verb meaning ‘to leap’ or ‘to jump’. Several scholars
have indeed assumed that here the Derveni author uses the verb 86pvuc9ar
in the sense ‘to jump’; see the translation of £84pvuro in Laks and Most
(1997) 19 (who admit that the verb might have a sexual double entendre),
Bernabé (2002) 118, Jourdan (2003) 21 and Janko (1997) 65. This sense of
the verb is attested in Nicom. Theol. arithm. 61.5 De Falco. There is no
reason why the Derveni author cannot use 86pvuc@ar here in the sense
‘to leap’, which is evidently primary, to describe the jerky motion of collid-
ing particles without any sexual double entendre (such poetic flourishes are
uncharacteristic of him), but a few lines below in the secondary sense ‘to
mate’, i.e. as a synonym of dopodicrdlety.

3-4 Gopvipeva & Exa(o)ta coveorddn | mpog dAAnAa: this is preferable to 6op-
viueva 8¢ kotacuveotddn npog dAAnia, which Jourdan (2003) 21 translates
as “et qu’en jaillissant, elles entrérent en relation les unes avec les autres
[mpoc dAAnio] pour se constituer”, katacuvictaco would be an unlikely
compound. The prepositions xatd and sdv do not usually combine in this
order (the only classical example of such combination listed in LSJ is xa-
racvAroyileobar, Arist. APr. 66a25). For cvveorddn mpog dAAnAa cf. Arist.
HA 515b11-12: ndvia yop 16 6018, 660 dmtdpeva npdg dAinia cUykelvio,
ouvdedevrtal velporg.

4-5 péxpr 8¢ 1ohrov €86pvuTo, péxpt | Exactov irBev eig 10 covnBeg: Empedo-
cles uses the noun #8o¢ for the essential character of each root (DK 31 B
17.27-28). Likeness of character between particles of the same basic thing
might be grounded in their (causal) powers - all of them possess the same
powers which constitute their peculiar character. See col. XXV.8-9: ouv-
é\Bou (Gv) drfa Soa v admv | bvamy éxer (the stars, particles or concen-
trations of fire left over from the cosmogony to float within air/Mind apart
from one another). Parmenides attributes specific powers (dvvduerg) to
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his two fundamental ‘forms’, light and night (DK 28 B 9). See also Intro.
V §§ 15, 20.

5-7 A¢podim Ovpavia | xail Zedg xal adpodioralery kol 86pvuodon kai Tetfd
| ot ‘Appovia it attd Bed Svopa kettan: fr. 15.2-3 Bernabé. As Tsantsan-
oglou suggests, the names of the three goddesses can form a complete
hexameter: Me@é 0 ‘Appovinv e xai Ovpavinv Adpoditnv, or Apuoviny
Te0o 1e xoi Ovpaviny A¢podimv. It is likely that the name of Zeus ap-
peared in the preceding verse as the subject of the verb yeivato, on which
the names of the goddesses depended as objects, and that the couplet was
quoted in the lower part of the previous column after the hexameter in
which 86p{vim occurred, and which perhaps preceded the couplet also
in the Orphic poem.

In this poem Aphrodite, Peitho and Harmonia probably belonged to
the pantheon of the Protogonos-made cosmos, which Zeus swallowed
along with its creator and all other divine beings; Zeus brought the three
goddesses into being (yeivato) for a second time, when he regurgitated
all he had absorbed. For an alternative reconstruction of the verse with
the names of the three goddesses see Merkelbach (1967) 26, who assumes
that in the poem interpreted by the Derveni author Aphrodite was bomn
from the semen of Zeus (see above on 1): 86pvmi & "A¢podim | Ovpavia
v v — xai Te06é 0 ‘Appovin te. Cf. Janko (2002) 40, who suspends judg-
ment as to which syllable of 8opvn is accented and translates the hypothet-
ical noun as “mounting up”: Zedg yeivaro Bopvmt | [edch 6 ‘Appoviny 1e kot
Ovpavinv A¢podimyv. For a more elaborate proposal in the same vein see
West (1983) 115, lines 32-34: [#rot pév npdmaota 8edv xpuciiv] A¢podimy
| Ovpaviny [épéecoav &f prricato] Gopviie | [tfiL & dp du' ] ‘Apuovin 7 [é-
pati] Me0d v [éyévovro].

As the Derveni author takes it, the three feminine names ‘Aphrodite’,
‘Peitho’ and ‘Harmonia’ pick out not female divinities generated by Zeus
but the same divine being as does the name ‘Zeus’, namely air/Mind. Ac-
cording to col. XIV.9-10, in Orpheus’ poem air/Mind receives many names
after the various effects it causes. Here the effects in question are the mix-
ing of 1@ viv &6vra, the yielding of ¢ £6vta to one another, or their being
‘prevailed upon’ to do so, and the concordant union of each of wa éévra
with many others. As the Derveni author explains next, the names of
the three goddesses derive from the verbs used in the description of these
three effects. pioyes8at, ‘to mix’, also means ‘to copulate’, i.e. dopodiord-
ew in common usage, whence the proper name ‘Aphrodite’ derives (7-
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10); from neiBevv, ‘to persuade’, comes ‘Peitho’, and from appéterv, ‘to put
togethet’ (10-11), comes ‘Harmonia’ (11-12). Aphrodite must thus be as-
sumed to be an allegorical personification of the agent that caused 6 viv
¢6vta to mix together, Peitho of the agent that caused ta éévta to yield to
one another, and Harmonia of the agent that brought about the concor-
dant union of each of ¢ &évra with many others. By the Derveni author’s
lights, the generation of these three goddesses from Zeus is Orpheus’ way
of saying that at a certain time air/Mind became the causal agent each of
the three goddesses personifies allegorically: the assumption of new causal
roles by the same agent, or the same agent’s bringing about new effects, is
presented as the generation of offspring, and the causal agent as the off-
spring’s patent,

One is surprised to find in 6 the infinitives dopodioraterv and 86pvvcdn
connected with the names ‘Aphrodite’ and “Zeus’, as if they were just two
other names of ait/Mind. Merkelbach (1967) 26 suggests that xai copodi-
cwdlerv xai B6pvucBar is an incomplete sentence that originally occurred in
9 after xara ¢anv, but got misplaced in its present position by a scribal mis-
take. Ricciardelli Apicella (1980) 123 shifts kai ddpodioralerv kai 86pvu-
o8ar before avip in 7, and regards it as a lemma which is explained by
the following sentence. Janko (2002) 42, followed by Jourdan (2003) 21,
regards aopodioratew kai 86pvucBat kol in 6 as a scribal mistake, but places
Kxai 86pvuctan after the second dopodioratewv in 8, which makes good sense,
all the more so since 86pvvoBar has problems of its own (see below). Ac-
cording to Betegh (2004) 192, “unusual though it may sound, it seems bet-
ter to accept the text as it is, and allow that, for the Derveni author, verbs
could figure among other names of the god”. To support his view Betegh
points out that at the time of the Derveni author there was no explicit dis-
tinction between verbs and nouns (whether this is so or not depends, of
course, on the date of the Derveni author one adopts — Betegh bolsters
his point by referring to the situation in Plato’s Cratylus concerning the
use of the terms ¢vopa and pipa, but it should be noted that verbs are ex-
plicitly distinguished from nouns in Sph. 261e4-262e1); that etymology as
practiced on the names of gods is grounded in the belief that proper names
have descriptive content; finally, that the etymologies of names in the Der-
veni papyrus are based on verbal, as opposed to nominal, forms — as Be-
tegh puts it, “the proper names themselves are explained as captions indi-
cating different actions or cosmic functions of the god”, a reference to the
principle of onomatopoeia in col. XIV.9-10. However, that air/Mind has
been given the name ‘Aphrodite’ from égppodicratery, a verb describing met-
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aphorically an effect brought about by air/Mind, does not mean that this
verb picks out air/Mind. Nor does the belief that proper names have de-
scriptive content allow one to hold that the verb which is used in express-
ing the descriptive content of a proper name, and from which the proper
name derives, applies to the bearer of the proper name in the same manner
as the proper name itself. Betegh: admits that the lack of an explicit distinc-
tion between verbs and nouns does not mean that one would simply mix
the two. It is, of course, conceivable that the Derveni author did mix the
two exactly on the grounds Betegh suggests, but if this is so, he certainly
did not have any good reasons for this curious move, and thus one cannot
appeal convincingly to such reasons in order to accept the text as it is.
The presence of 86pvusBor next to appodiorderv is as problematic as is
the presence of two infinitives among proper names of air/Mind. One
would expect that a proper name of air/Mind derives from 84pvuaBat, just
as ‘Aphrodite’ derives from é¢podisralerv, but this is not the case — the two
other names of air/Mind explained here by the Derveni author, ‘Peitho’
and ‘Harmonia’, have nothing to do with 66pvus8ar. It is true that in 1-
5 the Derveni author interprets 86p{vim, perhaps a form of 86pvucOa, as
describing a physical effect ultimately brought about by air/Mind (see
above on 3). However, by coupling 86pvucfar with égpodiodterv in 6
he cannot plausibly refer back to 86p{vint in 1 as another name of air/
Mind, even if one allows that for the Derveni author verbs can figure
among the names of Mind, because no proper name derives from 6épvv-
oBot. Nor can 86pvueOar justify the readings 86pvm, 8opviiL or Bop{v)it in-
stead of 86p{v}m because, no matter whether the supposed dative is of the
noun 86pvn or Bopvij or Bopy, it is unlikely that the Derveni author would
think of this noun as a name of air/Mind, and that he would then include
86pvuobat, from which this noun derives, among the other names of ait/
Mind. Perhaps one should seriously consider adopting Janko’s emenda-
tion of the text and place xoi 8dpvusBon after the second dagpodiciaterv
in 8; 06pvuodar would then become a mere synonym of d¢podicratery,
and would have thus nothing to do with Orpheus’ naming of air/Mind.

9-10 @v yap viv ééviav pyBéviov dAA[flrowg I Adpodit dvouasdn: Or-
pheus called air/Mind by the name ‘Aphrodite’ because it caused the mix-
ing of 0 vdv é6vta (in Orpheus’ poem Mind is named after the effects it
causes; see col. XIV.9-10). The conception of the agent responsible for
the cosmogony as a goddess presiding over sexual union and procreation
goes back to Parmenides. According to him, the mixing of light and dark-
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ness, the two basic entities whose combination results in the generation of
all things, is caused by a goddess who governs hateful birth and sexual in-
tercourse from the center of the universe, sending female to mix with male
and vice versa (DK 28 B 12; cf. B 13). Following in Parmenides’ footsteps,
Empedocles calls Love by the name of the goddess Aphrodite. Love mixes
the four roots in various proportions, and populates the cosmos with an
immense range of ephemeral compound beings, such as animals and
plants. This happens after Love’s antagonist, Strife, has caused the
Love-dominated mixture of the four roots to break up, and its ingredients
to largely separate into the large-scale structures of the present universe.
See DK 31 B 71 (cf. B 73 and 75):

£l 8¢ i oo mEpL 1@VOE MmoEvlog Enieto Tiomg,
nidg ¥8atog yaing 1€ xai aiBépog fiehiov 1€
Kipvapévev £idn te yevoiato xpoid te Ovnidv
tdoo’, boa vDv yeydool ocuvappoaBEvt "Agpodim.

The mixing of 76 viv £6vta is perhaps to be understood as the emer-
gence of what Empedocles calls ‘mortal things’. Whereas in the first stage
of the cosmogony air/Mind caused the particles of the other basic things to
sort like to like, shaping the universe at it is now at its largest size scale (see
1-5), in the second stage it caused particles of unlike basic things to com-
bine and, as a result, the newly born cosmos became populated with struc-
turally complex entities such as plants and animals; air/Mind, the agent ul-
timately responsible for the combination of unlike basic things into transi-
ent entities, is called by the name of Aphrodite, the goddess of sexual un-
ion in which unlikes unite, just as the cause of the same effect is called by
that name in Empedocles (that air/Mind triggered the zoogony is evident
from col. XX11.14-15). If so, here 1 viv £6via are fundamental and ever-
lasting constituents of the universe (tc évta or ¢ dndpyovea) gua structures
of the present universe at its largest scale, not gua elements: they are
clumps of basic entities that formed when air/Mind caused the transition
of the universe to its present state, i.e. the breakup of the original mixture
of all other basic entities and their condensation, just as & vdv écopduev
Gnavta in Emp. B 38 are the visible concentrations of the four roots in
the cosmos (cf. Wright [1981] 196-197). The Derveni author does not,
of course, imply that the large-scale clumps of basic things in the present
universe combined wholesale — at any given time only tiny amounts of basic
things can be plausibly assumed to be bound in the biosphere. Cf. GC
337a7-15, where Aristotle’s point is not that the entire quantity of a sub-
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lunary element in the universe is constantly subject to transformation into
another element and change of place — he actually speaks of minute, from a
cosmic perspective, quantities of each sublunary element:

dpa 8¢ Sfilov éx o0tV § Tiveg drnopololy, Sid i £kdotov @V coudtev £ig Ty oikeiav
¢epopévou xopav &v 10 Areipe Ypdve od Siectdot 1d cwpato. aitov yap tolTov £otiv 7y
€lg GAANAa petdfacic i yap éxactov Euevev &v T avtoD xdpq kai i petéPoiiev Ond
100 TAnoiov, fidn dv Sieomkeoav. petafdirer pev odv Sd v ¢opay Sumhfiv odoav: Sid
8& 10 petaPdirerv ok éviéxeton pévety o8ty ovTdY €v o0demd xdpa TeTayUévT.

For a suggestion on how Mind might cause unlike basic things to com-

bine into the many ephemeral things populating the cosmos see above on
col. X.11-13,

10-11 ITer8od & 8w eltev 1 e[6Tvra | dAArlor]louy: air/Mind is called(by the
name of Peitho because it caused 1 ¢6vta to yield to one another, most
probably the same effect as the combination of unlike basic things, on ac-
count of which Mind is called by the name of Aphrodite; see previous
note. The ‘yielding to one another’ of unlike basic things marks the second
stage of the cosmogony by way of contrast with what happened in the first,
when air/Mind caused the particles of the other basic things to sort like to
like, shaping the cosmos.

11 e[ilxewv 8¢ xai neifetv 10 avtdy: the Derveni author explains why Or-
pheus called air/Mind by the name of Peitho, a female divinity personifying
persuasion, if this name actually picks out air/Mind as the agent whose
causal power made unlike basic things yield to one another in the second
phase of the cosmogony. The explanation is needed because the name of
the divinity in question does not derive from the verb eixeu, ‘to yield’, that
describes the effect air/Mind brought about, and on account of which air/
Mind is called by that name. What the Derveni author should have said is
that, insofar as Mind caused other basic things to yield to one another de-
spite their unlikeness (see also next note), it is called Peitho by Orpheus
because yielding is an effect of being persuaded or prevailed upon, neife-
aBat, not because yielding and prevailing upon are the same thing.

11-12 [Alppov'i'a 8¢ | ém mo[Aa ... Jppooe 1@y €dvtev éxdoralr]: as the
text stands, tdv £6viov can be construed with both mo[AAa and €xé-
ow[t]. Orpheus called Mind by the name of Harmonia, a female divinity
personifying the harmonious arrangement of component parts into a co-
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herent structure, because it caused many £évra to fit in with each of ta é6v-
ta. The meaning does not change if one supplements évia or &iAa after
no[AAa, or if one thinks instead that the verb is compounded with obv or
npoe. apuélecbar and cuvapuélecbar are used by Empedocles for the com-
bination of the four roots into the many complex substances that come to
be in the cosmos, and then pass away as their component parts separate;
see DK 31 B 107.1 and B 71.4. In B 71.4 Empedocles calls Love, the
power that effects the formation of complex composite substances from
parts of the four roots, by the name of the goddess Aphrodite, and else-
where he fittingly calls Love dpuovia (B 96.4; cf. 23.4, 27.2), for the com-
pounding action of Love is described by the verbs apué¢eiv and ovvapps-
tew. It can be plausibly assumed that the Derveni author’s use of apuélerv
is parallel to Empedocles’ use of apuotesat/cuvoppétesdar, and that air/
Mind is called by the name ‘Harmonia’ because it effected the formation of
complex composite substances such as plants and animals (see also above
on 9-10). If so, 1& é6vta that air/Mind caused to fit in with one another are
the analogues of the four Empedoclean roots in the Derveni author’s cos-
mology, i.e. the other fundamental constituents of the universe (16 Umdp-
xovta), and air/Mind is called Harmonia by Orpheus because it caused
many particles of unlike basic entities to combine with one another into
derivative but structurally unified entities despite their unlikeness. Cf.
the cosmological role Philolaus accords to dappovia (DK 44 B 6):

£nel 8¢ 1ol apyai dmBpyov ovy, opotol 008 OpdevAoL Ecoal, 1ibn adivatov fig ka altalc
Koouniivat, el U dppovia éneyéveto dTvidv Gde tpoény Eyéveto. 10 wév dv Opola Kal
OpoduAa appoviag ovdev Enedéovio, Ta 8¢ avopora unde opdovia Undé icotayh dvdyka
0. wioltg dppovig cvykexAeloBat, ol péAAOVTL &v x6ou® KotéyecBol.

13-14 fv pev yLép xai nlpocBev, dyoudsdn 8¢ yevéah[ai] énel | Siexpiln:
Janko (2002) 43 corrects dwvopdoBn to évopicdn, apparently in the light of
col. XVIIL.10-12, but evopdodn yevésdar is not in need of emendation;
cf. eite 1g eivol 1 dvopdler and ei €ivan 8l dvopdlew in Pl Thr. 160b8-
9 and 166¢6 respectively. Nor is there any reason to assume with Janko
that fiv and iexpifn have different subjects (‘he’ and ‘they’ respectively
in Janko’s translation, presumably Zeus, i.e. air/Mind, and 1 é6via from
12). The many different £évra air/Mind caused to fit in with one another
so as for derivative composite entities to come into being were preexisting
(fiv uev ylap xoi nlpéoBev); for, like air/Mind, they are basic and everlasting
constituents of the universe. The expression ‘to come into existence’ is
said after air/Mind caused the other basic entities to separate on the large
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scale (dvoudotn 8¢ yevéo@[on] énei | S1expifln, sc. w £6via), when their par-
ticles began to combine at the scale of medium-sized objects into the deriv-
ative composite entities which populate this size scale, and of which ‘to
come into existence’ is propetly said.

COL. XXII

1 rav[t oblv dpoielc dlvépacev dg xdArota RLdv]varo: sc. Orpheus. mdv-
ta should perhaps be translated as “all names”, not “all things”. Cf. PL
Cra. 406a3-5: 1o¢ 8¢ “Movoag’ 1€ kol GAwG TV HOUSIKNY Grd 100 pdodot,
ag £olkey, kal 1fig {nthceds 1€ kol prhocodiag 10 Gvoua 0110 ENWVOUOCEY.

4-5 Méyover 8 T Gv oty Exdotan | éml Quuov EABML, dmep Gv BErovieg Tuy-
yévooi: for the syntactical incongruity cf. 6ca & alv] ¢¢6f émxpalteitar,
émix]pamBev 8¢ pioyetar | voig 61 [Alotg (col. IX.9-10).

6 oV8apd tadtd, Uno mAeovetiag, T 8¢ xoi Un’ duadiag: ovdaud is an Ionic
word used in poetry, but also by Herodotus (e.g. 1.5.17, 2.168.6) and Me-
lissus (DK 30 B 1). For 1a 8 without preceding o pév see GP 166. vrod
mAeovetiag is logically connected with xpatiotetovieg in 4. 1a 8¢ xai O’ G-
nodiag was added as an afterthought, when the author realized that power
and greed are not the only reasons for the arbitrary use of language.

7 T'fi 8¢ kol Mymp kel "Péa xai “Hpn fy abt; one or more of these goddesses,
whose names can only refer to air/Mind in the Derveni author’s view, must
have appeared in one or more Orphic verses, now lost with the final part of
the previous column, referring to the generation of the goddess(es) from
Zeus. In his reconstruction of the Orphic poem West (1983) 115, line
35, assumes that only Ge was named.

7-8 éxMion 8¢ | I pév vépor: air/Mind is named Ge by convention, i.e.
through stipulation that a certain combination of sounds refer to air/Mind,
apparently because the Derveni author is unable to give a cosmological ex-
planation of the name ‘Ge’. Cf. the explanation of the name ‘Gaia’ as a
dialectical variation of ‘Ge’ in 9 (I'f xai T'ale xato [y]A&ooov &xd-
o). This appeal to convention as a convenient explanation of Orpheus’
name-giving is probably suggested by ¢ xdAMora #[80]vato in 1.

— 253 —



TH. KOUREMENOS

8 Mimp & ém éx tavmg mévta y[ivletar: air/Mind is called Mamp, ie.
Mother, because all things come to be from it, apparently in the sense that
the cause of a derivative entity’s generaticr. is traceable back, though a caus-
al chain of prior events, to the cosmogonic action of air/Mind (see above
on col. XIX.7). One can plausibly assume in the light of 14-15 that the de-
rivative entities in question are living things.

9-10 Anuimp [52] | dvopdodn dorep 4 T Mimp, &£ dudotépav ELv] Svoua:
of. I'fy pfymp méviev, Anunmp thovtodéerpa (OF 302).

11 éom 8¢ xai év 1oi¢ "Yuvoig eiplnluévov: cf. the possible reference to a
hymn in col. VII.2. If this hymn is the Orphic poem the Derveni author
interprets, the hymns mentioned here are in all probability other Orphic
poems. Hymns attributed to Orpheus are mentioned by Plato (Lg.
829%1) and Pausanias (in connection with the mysteries at Phlya; 9.27.2,
30.12). P. Guréb 1 (OF 31), a papyrus of the late third century BC con-
cerned with a mystery rite, contains two short poems (i.4-11, 18-23) that
might be called hymns, given the characterization of the second as [? 8edv
peyldrwv evyn (cf. Pl Lg. 700b1-2: xoi n v €i8og @dfig edyai npdg Beove,
Svopa 8& tuvor énexarodvio). The third verse of the first hymn (line 6 of
the papyrus) opens with the words Afuntee 1€ ‘Péa (Kemn printed Anprmp,
but the ¢ is clear in the papyrus).

The function of the preceding midline paragraphos is unclear (another
midline paragraphos is found in col. XXII1.7). It cannot separate the quo-
tation that follows in 12 from the main text, for there is no paragraphos
after the quotation and the main text resumes in 12. The paragraphos at
the left margin between 11 and 12 is conventionally placed where punctua-
tion occurs, usually a dicolon or a blank space, used in dramatic texts to
mark a change of speaker and in prose texts to mark the end of a section;
see Turner (1987%) 8f., 12f.

12 “Aqpienp ['Pléa TR Mitnp 'Eotia Ameén”: Obbink (1994) 123 n. 43 and
Janko (2002) 44 emend this “not very metrical verse” (West [1983] 81) to
Anuntep ['Pléa I'fy Mtep (1€ xoi) "Eotia Amwoi. The t in ‘Eotia is long, how-
ever; see West (1966) on Hes. Th. 454. [Pléa cannot be an instance of old
spelling (cf. col. XV.1, XX.7 and 8), as suggested by Rusten (1985) 137 n.
34; even if the form 'Peia existed (see Hes. Th. 135 with West’s note), ‘E-
otia would not scan. It can be plausibly assumed that ['Pléo is in synizesis
(cf. Il. 15.187), and that the verse is composed entirely of long syllables.
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Such holospondaic verses were used in prayers sung in libations (orovsai,
whence onovdeiog); see West (1982) 55-56. The surviving specimens are
shorter (decasyllables), but Ion of Chios used this rhythm in an elegiac cou-
plet (fr. 27.5-6 W). The verse can very well be a decasyllable if Anudn orig-
inally belonged to the next verse. Cf. PMG 698, a pair of decasyllables as-
cribed to Terpander: Zed naviav dpyd, ndviev dyfitwep, | Zed oot tépne 1ad-
Tov Vpvav apyav.

In view of Amé in the next line, Amér should be considered a scribal
error (for nominatives in -é see Schwyzer vol. 1, 478). Amd is mentioned
by Herodian, 3.2.420.4ff. Lentz, as an alternative form of And, a name of
Demeter in H. Hom. 2.47, 211 and 492,

Obbink (1994) relies on this verse and the quotation of Philochorus
(FGrHist 328 F 185) in Philodemus, Piet. pp. 63+23 Gomperz, to argue
that Philochorus knew the work of the Derveni author; cf. Obbink
(1997) 49 n. 16 and Burkert (1997) 174 n. 32. According to Philode-
mus, kév] | toig " Yuvorg & "Opoledg | ®lape droxépwr Tiv [x]oi Adqunpa
v || abriv "Eotion. See, however, Betegh (2004) 99 n. 20.

12-13 voe[ttlan yalp] | xai Amad 6m é8nil@0]n év ti peiber: it is likely that
pettig here means not ‘copulation’ but ‘child-bearing’ or ‘parturition’ (cf.
v 14 1@v naidov peitel in Pl Lg. 773d4). The name An, which is assumed
to derive from 8niodoBai, suggests that its bearer is rent in parturition. A
similar etymology of the name Ama is mentioned by Herodian, 3.2.420.9-
10 Lentz: napd 10 Saim 10 kéntae katd tpomnv Tovikny 10D a gic n° kail yép 7
Anufmp ¥R €otiv. | 8 ¥R SaxdnreTon £v 1@ dpotploBodar.

13-14 snMdoer 8¢ [Ailav | xara ta £mm yev[vav]: the Derveni author justifies
the etymology he has just put forth. Orpheus will make clear in the poem
that she, i.e. Ama, gives birth profusely, and this is why her body is cleaved.
Air/Mind is called Mother because all living things come into existence
from it (8 and 14-15), as if it were a female bringing forth abundant
offspring; air/Mind is also called Ama, rather grotesquely, as if it were a
female whose body is rent by incessant parturition.

14-15 'Péq & ém noda xai molilk[iral | (@ra &ov [2xpedoavial £ abdriig:
perhaps mav[toia] is preferable to molilx[iral. Cf. Anaxagoras’ possible
reference to the denizens of other worlds (DK 59 B 4): xai myv yfv atolo
dUELY TOAAG TE KOl TTavTOTa, MV EKETVOL T4 OVIOTa CUVEVEYKGUEVOL ELG TNV OlKkT)-
ow xpdviar. For the etymology of the name ‘Rhea’ from peiv see e.g. Pl
Cra. 402b1-4.
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15-16 ‘Péa kai ['Pein] | xatla yAooav éxdotog. "Hlpn & éx[An6n ém: the
Derveni author perhaps derived the name ‘Hera’ from émp (cf. PL Cra.
404c2-4). The etymology would serve as a bridge to the discussion in
the next column, where Zeus and Oceanus are identified with air/Mind.

COL. XX

1 7o%t0 10 énog nalpalyayév nendmran 10 énog, a verse quoted in the lost
lower part of the previous column, has been plausibly reconstructed by
West (1983) 115, line 36, in the light of 3-6: pyfisoto 8 'Qkeavolo péya o0é-
vog evpd péovrog (fr. 16.2 Bernabé). In the Orphic poem this hexameter
most probably followed the one that occasions the discussion in the pre-
ceding column: continuing the creation of a new cosmos under his control
and the regeneration of all other divine beings he had absorbed, Zeus con-
trived the great strength of the widely flowing Okeanos.

napaywyév means ‘misleading’; cf. LSJ s.v. 1. All senses of the propar-
oxytone form of the word listed in LSJ s.v. II are obviously inapplicable
here. For the last one, ‘formed in parody’, there is a sole reference to Nu-
menius, apud Eusebius, PE 14.5.13.2 (fr. 25 des Places): &noc napéywyov
xai Pprotikév (a description of the hexameter, based on I/ 6.181, with
which Ariston of Chios ridiculed Arcesilaus’ philosophical stance; see Sex-
tus Empiricus, PH 1.235). This reading is from the 1903 edition of PE by
Gifford, but Mras and des Places (1982-3?) read &nog moporywyév instead.

By saying that Orpheus has composed the line in question so as to be
misleading, the Derveni author does not accuse Orpheus of obscurity. He
simply points out once again that Orpheus speaks in riddles; cf. Burkert
(1968) 95 n. 4 and Betegh (2004) 194.

3 “'Qreavdg” onv 6 énp: Betegh (2004) 198 adduces an interesting parallel
from Hesychius (» 108-109 Schmidt): 'Qxeavoto népov: v dépa, eig dv ai
YUYol TdV TEAEVTOVTOV Groywpoboty. 'Qxkeavég dnp. BdAaccoa, kai notapdg V-
nepueyédng. dool O& kol opmvupov avtod év Kpam. It is unclear on what
grounds, if any, the Derveni author identifies Okeanos with air. The name
of the waters that flow around the Earth might be assumed to actually de-
note the substance that envelops not only the Earth but also the entire uni-
verse, all the more since air can be plausibly conceived of as a very subtle
liquid. In Metaph. 983b27-31 Atristotle notes that according to some, most
probably Hippias, the oldest theologians anticipated Thales in positing
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water as the origin or principle of all things because in their poetry they
represented Okeanos and Tethys as ‘fathers of generation’ (Qkeavév 1e
vép xai Tn@Ov émoincav Thg yevécews matépac); cf. I/, 14.200-201 and
14.244-246. It is conceivable that such passages also led the Derveni
author to identify Okeanos with ai=, for in his cosmology it is air that brings
about the generation of al things.

4-5 ofkovv “Euficato” 1ov Zava Erepog Zete, GAX adtdg | atnd “cBévog péya”:
if Okeanos is air and air is Zeus, by saying that Zeus contrived the great
strength of the widely flowing Okeanos (see above on 1) Orpheus does
not mean that another Zeus contrived Zeus but that Zeus contrived for
himself great strength.

5.7 01 & 0¥ yivdorovieg v | 'Qreavdv motopdv Soxodoy elvar dm “elbpd pé-
ovia” | mpocébniev: sc. Orpheus. To those who understand Orpheus cor-
rectly it is clear that Okeanos is air and air is Zeus, but those who lack un-
derstanding think that Okeanos is a river because Orpheus added the char-
acterization of Okeanos as widely Jlowing.

7 6 8¢ onuaiver Ty avtod yvaunv: of. previous note. Orpheus in fact indi-
cates that Zeus contrived for himself great strength (this is Orpheus’
yvéun). The preceding midline paragraphos, which is repeated in its proper
place below the line to the left (cf. col. XXTI.11), can be easily explained: 6
8¢ onuoiver gave to the scribe, or to the scribe of the exemplar from which
the text of the papyrus was copied, the impression that a new point begins
here.

8 év ¢ Aeyopévlolig xat vopGopérorg prpact: Orpheus indicates that Zeus
contrived for himself grzat strength by using expressions of everyday
speech. As the Derveni author will explain next, Okeanos is not a river,
despite the fact that he is characcerized by Orpheus as widely flowing,
for Orpheus actually intended the characterization in question to be taken
in the sense ‘flowing great’: ‘to flow great’ is said of powerful men and has
nothing to do with rivers.

9 1dv av[0]pdnwv todg péya Suvatlodlvrag: it is impossible to supplement
duvat[ovg 8lviag. One would expect péya Svvapévoug, a common expres-
sion from Homer onwards (Od. 1.276, 11.414). This is the earliest known
occurrence of duvateiv as synonym of dbvouar. After the Derveni text it
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occurs in Phld. Sign. 1.13, X1.7 De Lacy. Cf. Suvotei 6 Koprog (6 Oebc, 6
Xpiotog) with inf. or év vuiv in Ep. Rom. 14.4, Ep. Cor. 2.9.8 and
13.3. The formation of dvvarteiv is explained by analogy with ¢duvarely;
see Blass (1921%) 65, Moulton and Howard (1976) 390.

10 ‘peydrove’ ¢aci ‘pufivar’: cf. (rotapoc) uéyag éppim in Hdt. 8.138.7-8 and
pet moAg (88 Aedx) in A, ScT 80, which are of course irrelevant. The closest
parallels are perhaps expressions such as Konptg ... fiv moArny pfi (E. Hipp.
443), modMdxu ... yivewon ed peiv €py avdpdv (Thgn. 639-640), éwav & o
Saipwv edpofi (A. Pers. 601) and pooi & &rdot Ao ... &g Gvdpog éPav
(Pi. O. 2.33-34).

11 “ivag & eykatlérelt’ Axermiov dpyvlplodivelw”: fr. 16.3 Bernabé. Cf.
P.Oxy. 221 (Scholia in I/. @ 1-5161 col. ix.1f., originally read by Grenfell
and Hunt, The Oxyrbynchus Papyri 2 (1899) 63: l.macl..][."Ixatereta |
oxero[rovlapyvpodlilvew. In The Oxyrbanchus Papyri 4 (1904) 261 Gren-
fell and Hunt corrected the opening of the verse to Jvac[. v is written
above the line before xatéAeta apparently to replace a letter deleted by
the scribe. It is likely that the deleted letter is y (the mictoscope shows
¥, according to Janko [2002] 46), and that v was substituted for it to make
clear the adverbial use of &v. In the P.Oxy. verse the verb is in the first
person, but the scribe might have supplied the elided letter at the end
of the line from the initial vowel of the following word (AxeAwiov).

Reading nac[@v &lv xatéret(a) | ‘Axeroliov] épyvposlilvem, Allen
(1900) 17 ascribed the P.Oxy. vers= to Xenophanes, who thinks that the
sea is the source of clouds, winds and rivers (DK 21 B 30). Xenophanes’
view on the source of clouds, winds and rivers is known from the scholia
on I/. 21.196-197 (Erbse vol. 5, 169.32-170.37) and, though the P.Oxy.
verse comes from the comments on I/, 21.195-196, it cannot be ascribed
to Xenophanes on such flimsy evidence. It has also been published as
Epic. adesp. fr. 5 by Powell (Coll. Alex. 79), according to whom it comes
from a “Karéhoyog, ut videtur, fluminum aut marium”, a view informed by
the reading xartéreta.

It is very likely that in the Orphic poem the hexameter quoted here
stood immediately after pfcaro & "Qxeavolo péya obévog edpd péoviog (fr.
16.2 Bernabé). This verse does nat fit the traces preceding the P.Oxy.
verse in the papyrus; they come frcm the prose text of the commentator
that introduced the quotation of tke verse, or the quotation is not from
the poem interpreted by the Derveni auttor. The P.Oxy. verse is followed
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by ¢ ob ndoa 8dhas[ea (fr. 16.4 Bernabé), which could have stood right
after the same verse in the poem of the Derveni author.

For iveg 'Axerwiov cf. ig Axehwtov (Pi fr. 70 + *249b S-M from P.Oxy.
221 col. ix. 14ff.), i¢ motapoto (IL. 21.356), and drxav Axerwiov (Pi. fr. 52.9
S-M). It is conceivable that i¢ 'Ayslwiov is in the plural because 'AxeAdog
stands for the water of all springs and rivers (see next note), whose
‘strengths’ (ivag) Zeus placed within Okeanos (¢yxatéiete), as he was re-
generating the cosmos, in the sense that all streams of water derive their
strength from Okeanos, the source of all flowing water; on Acheloios
and Okeanos see D’Alessio (2004). Reading éyxat[éracle’ (“fastened
in”) instead of &yxat[érelt’, West (1983) 92 understands ivec ‘Ayerwiov
as “the sinews of Acheloios” (cf. Laks and Most [1997] 20, Janko
[2002] 47, Jourdan [2003] 23 and 97, Betegh [2004] 49), the network
of all fresh-water streams, which is like the network of a body’s sifews;
he adduces as a parallel the phrase yiig $A¢Bec, a metaphor for rivers used
by the tragedian Choerilus (TAGF 12 F 3). The traces after the first gap in
the line are compatible with both & and ¢, but the supplement &yxat[¢-
Mo]e’ was based on an old erroneous assessment of the gap’s length (four
letters instead of three). éyxar[érel¢’ naturally suggests itself, but to say
that Zeus placed “the sinews of Acheloios”, the network of all fresh-water
streams, within Okeanos would be rather bizarre.

12 w[1] 8aln]..[.....Jr ‘Axerdrov Svoula: tibnlor (cf. Pl Sph. 244d3) or
¢mribnlou (cf. PL Smp. 205b5) is too short, and napationlot is unlikely
in view of the fact that the only parallel would be the late 16 évopa napa-
8épevog (Paus. 2.14.4). The Derveni author, moreover, avoids using a con-
nective particle at the beginning of his comments after a quotation. Per-
haps @[1] $8a[n] §2[wg ti6nlol (the adverb qualifies the noun). Cf. Tsan-
tsanoglou, in Laks and Most (1997) 20 n. 59, and Ephor. FGrHist 70 F 20a:
70 pev yap V8wp 6hwg, 6mep £otiv Kowvov Gvopa, anod Thg 18ilag éxeivov mpoon-
yopiag Axerdov kadodpev. The traces fit oh. On evidence for Acheloios as
a name of water in general (8Aax) see scholia on I/, 21.194-197 (Erbse vol.
4,166.82-87), and Isler (1970) 109 ff. The Derveni author thus credits Or-
pheus (the subject of 1i6n]g1) with the use of the river-name ‘Acheloios’ to
denote water. Cf. Serv. in Verg. Georg. 1.8 (iii.131.20 Thilo-Hagen): sicut
Orpheus docet, generaliter aquam Acheloum vocabant. Against the view
that according to the Derveni author Orpheus calls water by the river-
name ‘Acheloios’ see Betegh (2004) 215-217, who suggests t®[1] ddaln
od ttdnlot. This is, however, too short to fill the gap, as is also the case with
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1] B8aln @¢ (vel 6n) 1i8nlgr suggested by Janko (2002) 46, who reads
81firo[v after Svopla.

Placing fr. 1 65 here is strongly supported by the shape of the fragment;
of. frr. 1 37 (col. XVII), I 40 (col. XIX), I 64 and 61 (col. XX), I 48 (col.
XX). There is also a thick vertical fiber that seems to continue from fr.

D 11.

12-13 6Jm 8¢ | walc)owval .......].Eom éotli...J8€ eykar.[.Jav: ivalg is perhaps
preferable to sivalg, and w6[c]8 to walc] &. éyxatarlééoon fills nicely the
first gap; for Eo see Threatte vol. 1, 574, Mayser 185 with further literature.
¢ot{i(v) is obvious but the following word is uncertain; perhaps tdc]3e, sc.
voc. What comes next is in all likelihood an infinitive. In view of the
traces after ¢yxaqr, the infinitive in question can only be éyxat@oar. £ykate-
8elv is not attested elsewhere, but the aorist of xatwfelv occurs in tmesis at
Il. 13.138 and 16.410. Since éyxatdoa is the Derveni author’s interpreta-
tion of Orpheus’ éykatarétay, it is conceivable that he added the preposi-
tion év to xardoar in order to bring this infinitive more into line with &y-
xatarébar. Cf. col. XIX.4-5, where the preposition in émixvpdoor seems
to merely echo the first component of mxA@doat, the word interpreted
by the Derveni author as (ém)xvp@doar. The main verb is perhaps omitted
due to a scribal mistake: e.g. 6]n 8¢ | w[o]8" valg éykotarlétoar €otli
140]8e éyxatdlolay (8frov). It is also conceivable that this line is an ellip-
tical statement introducing the full explanation of éyxataiéton / éyxardom
in the following lines, and that 8w has the same meaning as in col. IX.10,
XVIL.1. (éy)xatw0elv perhaps refers to the downward motion air/Mind im-
pdited to water when it triggered the transition of the universe to its pres-
ent state, causing the particles of all other basic entities to sort like to like
(col. XX1.1-5): the water moved toward the center of the universe, where
the earth also collected as the cosmos was taking shape, and eventually
formed all hydrographical features of the Earth’s surface (perhaps as it
bubbled up on account of its lightness relative to earth).

COL. XX1V
1 ico éotiv &x 100 [uéloov petpodpeva: as is clear from what comes next,
this concludes the Derveni author’s explanation of icoperfi. The missing
subject is perhaps not 16 xukAoeidéa, as assumed by Janko (2002) 46

and others who think that for the Derveni author icoueific means xv-
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xAoewdnig (see Janko’s critical apparatus ad loc.), but 1a icopeAf|. See next
note.

1-2 Soa 8[¢ pln | xukloedéa ovy olév 1e icoperfi elvor: the adjective
toopeAng, ‘equal-limbed’, is not attested elsewhere, and most probably oc-
curred as a characterization of the Moon in a hexameter which was quoted
in the lower part of the previous column (fr. 17.1 Bernabé). In the Orphic
poem this verse was perhaps followed by the one quoted below in 3. The
couplet seems to come from a part of the poem concerned with the gen-
eration of the heavenly bodies, beginning with the Moon (the Derveni
author deals with the Sun and the stars in the following column); whether
the formation of the heavenly bodies was assumed to have taken place si-
multaneously with, or after, the formation of Okeanos and all waters on the
Earth’s surface is impossible to tell. For a reconstruction of this part of the
poem see West (1983) 115, lines 38-45. Followed by Janko (2002) 46, he
suggests that the Moon was said to be pesodev icouehig navent, just as
Parmenides describes ‘what is’ as pecoéfev icomorég mavem (DK 28 B
8.44), and that in the Orphic poem this characterization of the Moon fol-
lowed three verses known from the so-called Orphic Rbapsodies (OF 91):

unoato & GAAMV yalav aneipitov, fiv 1€ ZeAfvny
a8avator kKAfHlovowy, £ryBovior 8¢ 1€ Mivny,
i OAL' olpe’ €xer, néAL dotea, moALd pérabpa.

Betegh (2004) 247-248, who assumes that the Derveni author inter-
prets icopeAng as ‘circular’, argues that in the Orphic poem this adjective
could not have meant ‘circular’ because all -ueAig compounds apply to
beings with projecting members and “a circular or spherical being would
be more aptly described by saying that it has no limbs at all”’; he, therefore,
suggests that in the Orphic poem icouelg referred to the equal horns of
the new Moon (which for the Greeks came a day or two after true conjunc-
tion). However, the argument from the meaning of -ueAfig compounds is
not convincing because, as Betegh himself acknowledges (see 248 n. 75),
Empedocles’ opoipog does have péan (DK 31 B 30.1) or yvia (B 31), though
it lacks any projecting members such as arms, legs or genitals (B 29). By
saying, moreover, that it is impossible for things which are not round-
shaped to be equal-limbed, the Derveni author probably does not mean
that the characterization ‘equal-limbed’ is used in the Orphic poem instead
of ‘round-shaped’. His point seems rather to be that equal-limbed things
like the Moon are round-shaped (cf. previous note) in the sense that being
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round-shaped is a necessary condition of being equal-limbed. How the
Derveni author interprets ‘equal-limbed’ can be gleaned from his reading
of the verse he quotes in 3 to bolster his interpretation of this attribute: #
(sc. 1) ceAvn) moAAolg daiver pepdnecol €n’ dneipova yaiav.

This verse, the Derveni author notes, might be understood differently,
i.e. in a way that does not support his explanation of what Orpheus intends
by describing the Moon as equal-limbed (4-6): it might be taken to mean
that, when the Moon is in excess (UnepBdimu), things are seen to a greater
extent than before it is in excess (he assumes tacitly that ¢atvelv means
‘make to appear’ or ‘show’, not ‘give light’). By the Derveni author’s lights,
however, Orpheus does not mean this, i.e. that the Moon shows things to a
greater extent (6). Had Orpheus meant this, he would have said that the
Moon shows not “for many”’ (moAkois) people but “for all” people (naowv),
including those who work the land and sail (and for whom, as Orpheus
actually suggests in his verse, the Moon shows), when it is the right time
to take to the sea: for, had there been no Moon, people could not have
found the numbers of seasons or winds (7-12). The reasoning is rather
garbled but its import clear, By saying “‘the Moon shows for many people
on the limitless Earth”, Orpheus means that the Moon shows for the ben-
efit of many a farmer and sailor when it is the right time to sail and engage
in various agricultural activities; since he does not say “the Moon shows for
all people on the limitless Earth”, he cannot mean that the Moon shows
things more clearly for the benefit of all people, in which case he would
have referred to the Moon when it is in excess.

If the Moon is in excess when it is full, i.e. when its entire hemisphere
that faces the Earth is illuminated by the Sun and night vision is good, the
Derveni author argues that in the verse he quotes in 3 Orpheus does not
refer to the full Moon, the only phase in which the Moon appears as a lu-
minous circle; but this verse is adduced to bolster the Derveni author’s in-
terpretation of ‘equal-limbed’, and thus he can only think that by charac-
terizing the Moon as equal-limbed Orpheus does not refer to the full
Moon, i.e. to the Moon as a luminous circle, or as a sphere half of which
is luminated. The contradictory can very well be the interpretation of
‘equal-limbed’ the Derveni author explicitly rejected in the lower part of
the previous column, where he also expounded his own reading of this de-
scription. Moreover, since the Derveni author thinks that the verse he
quotes to support his interpretation of ‘equal-limbed’ refers to the Moon
in connection with those to whom time-keeping is of particular impor-
tance, he can only think that Orpheus’ description of the Moon as
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equal-limbed picks out a Junar property essential to time-keeping. Exhibit-
ing phases is such a property, in virtue of which the Moon can be plausibly
called equal-limbed: the illuminated portions (uéAn) of the spherical face of
the Moon that are seen in the phases from new Moon (conjunction) to full
Moon (opposition) are equal in reverse order to those that are seen in the
phases from full Moon to new Moon.

If this is how the Derveni author understands Orpheus’ characteriza-
tion of the Moon as equal-limbed, by saying that it is impossible for not
round-shaped things to be equal-limbed, he must mean that, had a body
like the Moon not been round-shaped or spherical, it could not have been
equal-limbed in the sense explained above, which means that it could not
have exhibited phases (thus xuxAoeid1ig does not mean ‘circular’, as at Euc.
Opt. 36.1, but ‘spherical’; cf. Stob. 1.21.9.17-18). For this argument see
Arist. Cael. 291b18-21.

2 dn\oi 8¢ 108€: sc.  énog (cf. 4). What is made clear by the Orphic verse
quoted next is most probably the Derveni author’s explanation of icopeirc,
a characterization of the Moon in Orpheus’ poem, not the fact that  i-
copery cannot but be xuxhoeidéa. The Derveni author seems to argue in
the following lines that the Orphic verse refers not to the luminous circle
of the full Moon but to the Moon as an instrument for time-keeping. From
this he perhaps infers implicitly that in his poem Orpheus is interested in
the time-keeping function of the Moon, and that Orpheus’ description of
the Moon as equal-limbed, which might very well have occurred in the pre-
vious verse, ought to be understood in the light of the fact that the Moon
makes time-keeping possible. If so, by the Derveni author’s lights ‘equal-
limbed’ picks out a property of the Moon essential to time-keeping: exhib-
iting phases is such a property, and the description of the Moon as equal-
limbed might very well pick it out. See previous note.

3 “4 moAroic paiver pepémecor én’ aneipova yalav”: fr. 17.2 Bernabé. #i = 4
cEATIV.

4 100 1 Enog S6Eetev &v nig dAAag épficBar: “one might think that the verse
just quoted has been intended differently” (cf. Laks and Most [1997] 21

and Janko [2002] 49), i.e. that it does not support the Derveni author’s ex-
planation of what Orpheus means by calling the Moon equal-limbed.

4-6 6m, I fiv UmepPdAnt, udriov 1@ édvta daivetal fi mpiv | UmepPddiery: sc. 7
oerivn. The Orphic verse in 3 might be thought to mean that, when the
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Moon is in excess (UnepBdim), things (& £6vta) are shown to a greater ex-
tent; the Derveni author assumes tacitly that ¢aivewv in the verse at issue
here means ‘make to appear’ or ‘show’, not ‘give light’. On this reading,
which the Derveni author will next reject, Orpheus refers to the time of
the full Moon, when there is plenty of moonlight and the Moon shows
things more clearly than at any other time of the month. The intransitive
verb {mepBdiiev can only pick out the fact that the illuminated portion of
the Moon’s surface facing the Earth is larger at full Moon than at any other
lunar phase. UnepBérrewy is said of the Moon in E. Hel. 1367 and of the
Sun in Hdt. 4.184.2, but the first passage is corrupt and in the second
the verb might refer to the noon altitude of the Sun, to the Sun’s scorching
heat on the hottest summer days, or to its noon altitude on these days.

6 & 8¢ oV 1010 AéyEL, daivewv avtiv: 6 88 = 6 'Opgete. The statement is el-
liptical: 6 8& 0¥ toDt0 AéyeL, pdAdov 1@ édvta daivery avmyv (sc. myv cenvny)
fiv UnepPAAnt 1 mpiv UmepPdiderv.

7-8 €l ydp t0Tt0 EAeye, ok Gv “norroils” E¢n paivewv almiy, | GAAG ‘TEowy’:
had Orpheus meant that the Moon shows things mote clearly when full, he
would have said that the Moon shows things not “to many” people but ‘to
all’ people, or not “for the benefit of many” people but “for the benefit of
all” people (as turns out from 10-12, the Moon is for the benefit of hu-
mans, so the datives are as much indirect objects of ¢aivewv as datives of
advantage). Aristophanes estimates that the Moon allows the average

Athenian to cut lighting expenses by one drachma each month (N
610,614).

8-9 dina 1oig te T yiiv épyalopévorg | xai ol vavmAlopévorg: had Orpheus
meant that the Moon shows things more clearly when it is full, he would
have said “(when full) the Moon shows (things more clearly) to all people”,
including farmers and sailors. Farmers and sailors are evidently the people
to whom Orpheus actually refers with noA)otc, as the Derveni author takes
it. What the Moon shows to farmers and sailors will turn out not to be
what the full Moon shows to all people, i.e. things at night; nor does the
Moon show what it does to farmers and sailors only when it is full (see be-
low on 10-12).

9-10 omée xph mAelv ToVtoLg | TY dpav: an indirect question depending on
¢aiverv in an omitted relative clause modifying vovuiiopévorg (a similar in-
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direct question concerning farmers is evidently omitted): oig Aéyer 6 'Op-
9ed daivery v oeMiviv. The Moon shows seamen when it is the right time
for them to sail (tiv dpav is used adverbially, as in Hdt. 2.2.11 and X. Oec.
20.16.3).

10-12 €l yap pi Aiv oerfvn, odx dv éEndplilokov | ol dvBpamor tov dgiBuodv
otne 1@v péav ofite v | dvépolv: in view of the preceding indirect ques-
tion, it is perhaps preferable to assume that ¢pn means not only ‘season’
but also ‘right moment for something’, and to take dp16pdg in the sense
‘time’; cf. Arist. Ph. 219b5 (ég161.0¢ dpo. g 6 xpévog), and Pl. Tz 37d6-7
(uévovtog aid@vog &v &vi kot apLBusy 1obcav aldviov elkdva, tobtov Ov 87 ypo-
vov dvopdxapev). It was, of course, by the fixed stars phases that one could
tell the time of seasonal changes, the right time for e.g. sowing or taking to
the sea, and the prevailing weazher conditions on a given day; on the fixed
star phases see Evans (1998) 190-198. According to Hesiod, the morning
rising of the Pleiades signaled the time to harvest the wheat, their morning
setting the time to plow the land 1Op. 383-384); the evening rising of Arc-
turus signaled the return of spring (Op. 564-569), and the hottest days of
summer came with the morning rising of Sirius (Op. 582-588); the morning
setting of the Pleiades and Orion signaled the end of good conditions for
sailing, and the onset of stormv winds (Op. 618-622). By the fifth century
BC this body of empirical knowledge was systematized into a napdnnypo, a
‘star calendar’, in which the morning risings and settings of important stars
and constellations were listed in order of appearance as the Sun moves
through the zodiacal signs in its annual course, each entry being usually ac-
companied by weather predictions, so that one could tell the time of the
year and the weather by the fixed star phases; on star calendars see Evans
(1998) 199-203 and A. Rehm, 'Parapegma’ in RE. Geminus (Isag. 17.7-10
Aujac) suggests that weather conditions usually prevailing when the Sun is
in a certain sign became assoctated with the fixed star phases, which then
came to be erroneously regarded as the causes of the weather phenomena,
because the chaotic state of Greek: civil calendars made it impossible to as-
sociate weather conditions, days and months. But the fixed star phases,
which tell sailors and farmers the right time of the year for various activities
and allow them to predict the weather, will fall within certain lunar months
of a luni-solar calendar, provided that it is well-regulated. Since the phases
of the Moon demarcate and measure the months, the Moon insofar as it
exhibits phases makes it possible for sailors or farmers to predict the
weather and find out when it is the right time for their activities. If this
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is what the Derveni author means here, the Moon shows the time indi-
rectly, for the celestial time-teller proper is rot e.g. the new Moon, with
which a lunar month of interest to a farmer cr a sailor begins, but a fixed
star phase that will occur in the given month.

COL. XXV

1 xai Aapnpslzlnte: Burkert (1997) 168 sugzssts o pév odv &5 dv 6 filog
ouveotddn, vrepBdilovid éoty Bepudmro for the missing part of the sen-
tence, a plausible supplement in view of what the Derveni author proceeds
to say abcut the matter of the Moon (he is still in the part of the poem deal-
ing with the generation of the heavenly bodies}; Janko (2002) 48 reads Aap-
npélt]ata instead of Aaunpd[tinto, supplemerting accordingly 16 uév odv €€
dv 6 fiMog ovvestadn Bepud ¢omt. On Aopmpémg and the hypothetical but
plausible 8eppémg see Intro. V § 9.

1-2 v 8 &€ dv  oerfvn [A]evkérata pév | 1dv EAhav: see Intro. V' § 10. Be-
tegh (2004) 246 argues that Aevxég here means neither ‘bright’, ‘brilliant’
nor ‘pale’, ‘wan’ but simply ‘white’, and that the adjective describes the
Moon as the whitest among the heavenly bodies (0 §Alo) in agreement
with our visual experience. If so, the Derveni author contrasts the Moon,
the whitest celestial body, with the Sun, the brightest celestial body (see
previous note), just as in R. 616e8-617a4 Plato singles out Jupiter as the
whitest celestial body and the Sun as the brigktest. Empedocles, however,
says that the Sun is Aevrég (DK 31 B 21.3, cf. Arist. Mete. 341a35-36) and,
even if by Aguvkég he means not both ‘white and brilliant” but only ‘bril-
liant’, it is conceivable that the Derveni author does not intend to deny
the most intense whiteness to the extremely oright Sun, in order to attrib-
ute this property to the considerably less bright Moon. Perhaps be takes
lunar matter to be extremely white not in the sense in which the Sun
can be plausibly said to be extremely white on account of its brightness.
Burkert (1997) 169 suggests that, if the Derveni author was aware that the
Moon shines with reflected sunlight, he might have though that the Moon
must be white and not dark in order to functian as a mirror. If the Derveni
author does know the real source of moorlight, however, perhaps he
thinks of lunar whiteness as effect of ‘reflectiveness’ or, anachronistically
speaking, ‘albedo’ (for whiteness as effect of reflectiveness see [Arist.]
Pr. 932a21-38), and of solar whiteness as effect of intrinsic brightness:
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he may say that the matter of the Moon is the whitest, instead of most re-
flective, because he lacks an appropriate term for ‘reflective’, and he may
think of lunar matter as the most reflective of all kinds of matter because

the sunlight which is mirrored by the Moon is clearly visible on the distant
Earth.

2 xara 1ov adtov Adyov pepepropéva: Betegh (2004) 53 translates “divided
according to the same principle (or: measure)”. Laks and Most (1997)
21, Janko (2002) 51 and Jourdan (2003) 25 take Aéyoc in the sense ‘princi-
ple’. It might as well be used in the sense ‘ratio’. Cf. Arist. Ph. 233a3-4:
100100 8€ draipovpévov kol 10 I'K péyebog Srotpebiicetar katd tov avtov Adyov
(at issue here are successive divisions of time and distance, which are in the
same ratio, as is clear from the conclusion of the argument in 233a11-12:
dfkov kxal 6m uéyeog drav €oti cuveyés 10g adtag Yap Kol Tdg icog SLa/}pé-
oelg 6 xpdvog Srarpeitol kal 16 péyeoc). Since the context is a contrast of
the Sun with the Moon in terms of their composition, the Derveni author
might compare the fine particulate structure of the lunar and solar matter
(cf. col. XX1.2): 16 & &E dv 1) oeAivn ... xaTd OV abTOV AdYov pepepiopéva
701G &€ dv 0 fiMog. If so, what he is saying is most probably that lunar mat-
ter is divided to the same extent as solar matter, i.e. that their particles are
of the same size. Perhaps he implies that the particles of solar and lunar
matter are equally minute because they are mostly found in the outer
reaches of the present universe, whereas all other kinds of matter that
are divided up in larger particles are found mostly around the center; cf.
the peripheral position of fine atoms in Leucippus’ cosmogony (DK 67
A 1) and the aromist conception of fire as composed of the most minute
atoms (see above on col. XVIL9). Alternatively, the Derveni author might
refer to the lunar and solar matter on the large scale, in which case his
point is not that the particles of lunar matter are of the same size as those
of solar matter but that the masses of the Sun and Moon are equal, as one
might perhaps infer from the equal apparent sizes of these celestial bodies:
the masses of solar and lunar matter have been divided, i.e. from the rest of
the universe, according to the same ratio, which means that they are each
the same portion of all matter. Cf. Betegh (2004) 245.

3 #om 8¢ xal dAAa vov: Burkert (1997) 169-170 proposes that the Derveni
author has the Milky Way in mind but, as Betegh (2004) 301-302 correctly
points out, the evidence in support of this suggestion is extremely weak. It
is evidently the stars that the Derveni author has in mind here.
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3-4 év w1 dép xag | aAriMav alilopoduev’: the floating of the stars within
air/Mind might be nothing but their scintillation, conceived of as a rapid
oscillatory motion within very confined limits (for the use of aiwpeicdor
in the sense ‘to oscillate’ cf. Pl. Phd. 112b3). This conception of scintilla-
tion is alluded to by Aristotle in Cael. 290218-24, where he argues that
scintillation is the trembling or wavering not of a star itself but rather of
our sight, as it extends from the eye to the very distant star. Since in 7-
9 the Derveni author assumes that the stars are prevented from aggregat-
ing, perhaps he thinks that they scintillate, i.e. oscillate rapidly, because
they constantly strive to come together and, being almost immediately pre-
vented from moving in one direction, tend vainly to move in another.

7 aiepeltal 8 avtdv Exacta &v avayxnu: as Betegh (2004) 268-269 plausibly
suggests, necessity might be identified with air/Mind, in which the stars
float, or its agency.

7-8 dc Gv p ouvim | mpog dAAmAa: pieces of the same kind of matter have the
tendency to come together (see 8-9 and cf. col. XXI.1-5). Responsible for
keeping the stars scattered is evidently the agency or air/Mind, in which
they float.

8 €i yap un: sc. Mwpelto avdv £koota €v avayknt, or &v Tl aépt.

8-9 cuvérlor (Gv) dréa Sca v adTy | Sovapy Exel, ££ dv 6 fhog cuvecTadn:
had the stars not been prevented from clumping, pieces of matter with the
same power as the constituents of the Sun would have drawn together; the
stars“are thus masses of fire. The adjective éAéo. recalls Empedocles’ implic-
it reference to the Sun as an agglomeration of fire (DK 31 B 41): éAL' 6
pev dAcOeig péyav odpavov dupinorever (cf. the comment on this fragment
in Macr. Sa¢. 1.17.46 and see also D.L. 8.77). &0vauig is perhaps the bright-
ness and hotness of fire. Cf. [Hp.] VM 15: éon ydp xai dAAa moAla Bepud
kol dAlag moAhdg duvapiag vrevavtiag Ewvtoiowy Exovro.

9-10 7a v é6vta | 6 Bedg el pf) fBeAeV £lvar, oV Gv émdnoev fidiov: the coun-
terfactual is evidently intended as the first step in a rather elliptical expla-
nation of why the stars must be kept scattered, so that pieces of matter with
the same power as the constituents of the Sun cannot come together. For
the second step see next note.
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10-11 ¢noinoe ¢ | wiobtov kol to]ooTrov yivépevov: sc. v fidov. God, ie.
air/Mind (see Intro. VI § 16}, made the Sun of a particular sort and size.
1010010V X0l T060Ttov are to be supplied in the apodosis of the preceding
counterfactual. Air/Mind must keep the stars scattered, in order for pieces
of matter with the same power as the constituents of the Sun not to come
together, for it would not have made the Sun of a particular sort and size if
it had not wanted the cosmos (td vdv £6vta) to exist. The Detrveni author
argues that, were the stars to clump, and so pieces of matter with the same
power as the constituents of the Sun to glom together, the Sun would cease
to be of its present sort and size; but Mind made the Sun of this particular
sort and size because it wanted the cosmos to exist; that the Sun would fail
to be of the present sort and size is thus impossible, for in that case the
cosmos would cease to exist.

According to Burkert (1997) 170, what the Derveni author is saying is
that the stars (or the Milky Way, as Burkert takes it) would coalesce to
form a second Sun of a rival cosmos, which could threaten ours. Accord-
ing to Betegh (2004) 302-303, the Derveni author envisages a cosmic ca-
tastrophe, in case the scattered firz of the stars came together, because this
fire would accrete to the Sun, whose inflation would make the cosmic or-
der collapse. The formation of another Sun also could be assumed to en-
tail the destruction of the cosmic order. Cf. Alexander’s answer to Darius’
proposals before the battle at Arbela in D.S. 17.54.5.2-6.1:

kaBoAov 8 kol GAAOIG peyahouvyol Adyolg ypnoduevog kol Tovg pév Adyoug T@v
Mepodv anodokpdong, mpotiuncag 8¢ v evdofiov t@v npotewvopévov dwpedv Tolg
pév npécPeoiy andxproty £3wkev @3 000’ O kOcpog duelv TAlwv Gviwv tpfical Sovont
dv v idlav Siakdounciv 1€ kol td&v ci0 1) oikovpévn §vo Paciiémv Exdviwy Ty fye-
poviav drapdyeg xai dotacidartog Siapévey dv dvvarro.

By arguing that the Sun would cease to be as large as it is now (tocottog) if
the stars came together, the Derveni author can only presuppose that the
cosmic order would collapse, in cas= the stars ceased to be scattered, be-
cause they would accrete ta the Sun, causing it to balloon up. However,
that the Sun would also fail to be of the present sort (towodrog) can very
well mean that the Sun would ro Jonger be povoyevig (for the adjective
see Parm. DK 28 B 8.4, Pl. Tz. 3153). The Derveni author might think that,
if the stars were not kept scattered, many would accrete to the Sun, which
would inflate as a result, but many would coalesce into other massive
globes of fire, and that the cosmic order would be destroyed by the infla-
tion of the Sun, as well as by the emergence of other fireballs comparable
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in size to the Sun. Nothing in the Derveni author’s cosmology suggests
that, after air/Mind caused the Sun to form, the remaining fire in the uni-
verse would concentrate around a single point, the center of the Sun, if left
unhindered.

11-12 olog &v dpyxiit 100 Abyov | dunyelrau: cf. PL. Thz. 144¢6, olov kot o 10d-
tov Sinyfl. Here Sinyetton is passive, as in col. XV.8; see ad loc. Tsantsan-
oglou and Parassoglou (1988) 126 suggest that the Derveni author refers
back to col. IV, where he quotes Heraclitus on the stable size of the Sun;
if Heraclitus is quoted there in connection with the preservation of cosmic
order (cf. col. IV.3-4), a reference to col. IV is appropriate here in view of
the author’s point in the preceding lines. v épxfit 100 Aéyov thus means ‘at
the beginning of the treatise’, which entails that before col. IV there were
only a few columns. According to Betegh (2004) 327-329, in col. IV the
Derveni author quotes Heraclitus most probably to back up his view that
the cosmic order could not have arisen by chance, and is preserved because
air/Mind constrains the size of the Sun. Here, though, he refers back to the
Orphic couplet in col. VII.4-5 as interpreted in col. IX, not to col. IV; in
Betegh's view &v épyfit 0% Adyov means ‘at the beginning of Orpheus’
poem’, which entails that the couplet in col. VIIL.4-5 comes from the begin-
ning of the poem. As interpreted by the Derveni author, this couplet does
hint that air/Mind purposefully turned only a sufficiently large amount of
fire into the Sun, i.e. that it made the Sun of a certain size, when it initiated
the transition of the universe to its present state; what is emphasized in the
surviving part of col. IX, however, is the importance of this fact for the rest
of the cosmogony, not for the preservation of the cosmos.

12 16 & £mi tovroig éminpooBe nlo]ieltar: for the expression éninpoce(v)
noteloban 1, ‘place before one as a screen’, see LSJ s.v. éninpocOev.

13 &v 8¢ [t]&8e ompailv]elr]: it is unclear whether this formula introduces
the following quotation as evidence of what the Derveni author has just
said, or merely as another Orphic verse to be interpreted next.

14 “[adtlap [élnel 83 névlta Awlc eptv mloatlo Elpye”: fr. 18.1 Ber-
nabé, as supplemented by Tsantsanoglou. Cf. Hom. I/, 10.45 and Hes.
Th. 172. The Derveni author has reached the completion of the cosmogony
in Orpheus’ poem. Zeus has brought forth the cosmos anew from within
himself and, as is made clear in the next and final column of the papyrus,
conceives a desire to copulate with his own mother. It is unclear who Zeus’
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mother is, and which events (if any) followed his yearning to couple with
her (see Intro. IV §§ 4-5). Tsantsanoglou suggests that the discussion in
the next column presupposes the hexameter pnrpog £dc (£01") £0ehev piyoi-
pevar év grhdmm, which in the poem followed the one quoted here; the Der-
veni author must have quoted this verse in the lost final section of the pres-
ent column. West (1983) 115, line 47, proposes #i8eAe untpog £ag puyOnue-
var év ouaémn (fr. 18.2 Bernabé), and Merkelbach (1967) 31 6 & #0ekev év
onémm | unepodc €fic ¥ ¥ — wyBhuevar. The Derveni author, however, ar-
gues in col. XXVI.9-12 that, if Orpheus had wished to show Zeus conceiv-
ing a desire to copulate with his own mother, he could have said ¢oto in-
stead of €dc, which suggests that in the Orphic verse at issue £6¢ and £oto
were interchangeable. The surviving section of the next column is almost
entirely devoted to the interpretation of £dg. Which cosmological truth the
Derveni author extracts from my8fpevar év grtadémm cannot be determined.

COL. XXVI

1 “untplog” pév ém pfimp 6 NoBg éonv t@v dAhwy: for the verse presup-
posed in this column see above on col. XXV.14. After w@v éAov under-
stand £6vtwv, specifically viv ééviov, i.e. all non-fundamental contents of
the present universe on all scales, in other words the system called cosmos
that includes air/Mind as its supreme principle (see Intro. V § 2). {nap-
x6vrev will not do, although air/Mind is one of them, for the other basic
entities never came into existence, and cannot be plausibly said to have
been ‘born’ from air/Mind. See also above on col. XXJ1.8.

2 “¢a¢” 8¢ 6m Gyabig for e6¢ = dyabdg see Apollonius Dyskolus, Sys:.
213.7-8 Uhlig, on Il. 24.292 (aite1 & oiwvov éov dyyeiov): viv ydp daotv ovk
avtovoulkdc kelofor 10 £6v AL émBeTikde, onuaivov 10 dya@éy. Cf. Pron.
48.3-5 Schneider, Scholia in I/ 24.292 (Erbse vol. 5, 572.94), EM
307.33-35 and 318.1-5. ¢6¢ in the sense dya6dg should take the smooth
breathing; see, however, Hainsworth on Od. 8.325 (Heubeck, West and
Hainsworth [1988] 369). Goodness is implicitly attributed to air/Mind,
perhaps on account of the fact that air/Mind brought about the cosmos
for the best, as is clear from col. XXIV.10-12 and col. XXV. Air/Mind,
the cause of the cosmogony and the highest principle of the cosmos, is pet-
haps also conceived of as the cause of good in the cosmos. In Metaph.
984b32-985a10 Aristotle attributes to Empedocles an inchoate conception
of Love as the cause of good and argues that for Empedocles Love is in
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effect identical with the good (since the cause of good cannot but be the
good itself); this identification is extended to Anaxagoras’ Mind in Mezaph.
1075b1-8. See also above on col. IV.2-3.

2-3 St 8¢ kai &v tolode Toig Emeowy | 6m dyadiv onpaiver: here, as in 5, Snhol
is perhaps used impersonally (cf. SeSAwton in col. X1I1.2). There is no rea-
son to assume with Obbink (1997) 41 n. 4 that the Derveni author seems to
attribute Od. 8.335 and I/. 24.527-528, which he quotes next, to Orpheus,
and that in the author’s view Homer borrowed these verses from Orpheus’
poem. The subject of onpaiver is evidently the word (1o pfina) £6g.

4 “ "Epyufy MaGdog viet Suiktope 8@wp edwv”: Od. 8.335, transmitted as ‘Ep-
peto Aloe vie Suétope Sdtop &dav. The formula Mouddog vidg/vie/viov/vié
occurs in the Homeric Hymns (4.1, 73, 408, 424, 430, 439, 498, 514, 521,
567, 574), and is often expanded to Awg xai M. vi. (4.235, 301, 446, 579,
18.10, 29.7). The contracted forms ‘Eppfic/fv etc. occur in the epic, but
the vocative 'Epyd is first found in H. Howz. 18.12.

6-7 “Sotol ydp 1€ niBol xartaxfaror &v Aldg ovder
ddpwv, ola Sidovol, kaxdv, Etepog 8¢ 7 dwv”:

Il. 24.527-528, a famous distich from Achilles’ speech to Priam. xataxna-
1o is erroneously substituted for xotaxeiatar, apparently in view of per-
fects such as memothatar, kexAfato etc.; see also on col. XV.8. §idova, also
found in the scholia to Pi. P. 3.141, is probably an error for the reading
8i8wot, which is attested in all manuscripts, perhaps due to 6cot, the sub-
ject 1 the previous sentence; it is Zeus, however, who dispenses good and
evil gifts to mortals, as is clear from the next verse (24.529): ¢ pév «’ aupei-
Eag Sdn Zevg tepriképavvog. Bentley had conjectured étepoc 8¢ 7 édav in-
stead of the MSS reading &tepog 3¢ £dawv, the only evidence of an initial di-
gamma in é6¢. Richardson (1993) 331 notes that “there is no obvious rea-
son why the 1e should have been lost in all other texts, and it is more likely
to be due to a conjecture”.

8-9 ot 8¢ 16 pfina 0¥ yiviokovieg SoxoPory elvar | untpdg Eavtod’: 10 ppa is
either &dg or untpog £dg.

11-12 éfiv ordvedn ypdppone napoxdivavia | ‘wryrpde £oio’ sine[T]v: sc. @t "Op-
¢ei. For the use of nopaxiivewv in this context cf. Pl. Cra. 400b11-c2 and
410al-5.
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fragments
15 Radt: Intro. n. 66

Alexander of Aphrodisias

in Metaph.
28.1-10 Hayduck: Intro. n. 135

Mixt.
214.18-21 Bruns: col. XVIL8

Alexander Polyhistor

FGrHist
273 F 93: col. 11 4, V.6-7

Anaxagoras (DK 59)

A 1: Intro. n. 177
A 41: Intro. n. 99, 120, col. XIX.1-2

A 45: Intro.

A 46: Intro.

A 48: Intro.

A 68: Intro. n. 123

A 69: Intro. n. 123

B 1: Intro. n. 84, 115, col. XIX.1-2

B 2: Intro. n. 84

B 4: Intro. n. 84, col. XXII.14-15

B 9: col. IX.12, XVI.1-2

B 12: Intro. n. 98, 117, col. IX.7-8,
XVIIL.9-10, XIX.1-2, 7

B 14: Intro. n. 118, col. XVIIL.9-10

B 15: Intro. n. 119, col. IX.6-7

B 16: Intro. n. 119, col. IX.6-7

B 17: Intro. n. 73, col. X.11-13

. 148
. 84
. 138

P OoBbbB

Anaximander (DK 12)

All:col. IV7
A 21: col. IV.7

Anaximenes (DK 13)

B 3: col. XIIL5-6

Anthologia Palatina

9.371.1: Intro. n. 60

Antisthenes
fr. 108 A-F Caizzi: col. V.8-9

109 B Caizzi: col. V.8-9
113 Caizzi: col. V.8-9
117 Caizzi: col. V.8-9

Apollonius Dyskolus

Pron. 48.3-5 Schoeider: col. XXVIL.2
Synt. 213.7-8 Uhlig: col. XXVI.2
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Apollonius Rhodius
3.275: col. XIL13

Archelaus of Athens (DK 60)

A 12: Intro. n. 139
A 18: Intro. n, 139

Aristophanes

Av.
693-703: Intro. n. 65

Eg.
63: col. XX.3-4

Nu.
603-604: col. XI1.2
610-614: col. XXIV.7-8

Pl
367: col. XT1.12

Ra.
793: col. XI1.12

Th.
284-285: col. V1.7-8

V.
506: col. TIL.9

Aristophon (K-A)
fr. 12: col. V.89

Aristotle

APr.
66a25: col. XX1.3-4

SE
177b6: col. IV.5-6

Ph.

187a32-b1: col. XVI1.1-2

187b1-7: Intro. n. 98, col. XIX.1-2
196a20-23:; col. XIV.1-2
196a23-35: col. IV.34

198b10-32: col. IV.3-4

219b5: col. XXIV.10-12

233a3-4: col. XXV.2
233a11-12: col. XXV .2
250b23-29: Intro. n. 125
252a5-11: Intro. n. 125

Cael.

268b26-269a2: col. XI1X.1-2
270b24-25: Intro. n. 114, col. IX.7-8,
XIV.1-2
284a20-26: col. IX.7-8
2902a18-24: col. XXV.34
291b18-21: col. XXIV.1-2
295a30: col. XV.1-2
297a12-27: col. XX1.2
300b25: col. XV.1-2
103a3-16: col. XVIL9
306b29-307a3: col. XVILS
313a21-b2: col. XVIIL.9

GC

321a34-b2: Intro. n. 108, col. XIX.1-2
325a31-32: col. X.11-13
327b31-328a18: Intro. n. 121, col. XVIL.8
328a23-28: Intro. n. 108, col. XIX.1-2

330b20-21: col. IX.6-7
334al1-6: col. XIV.1-2
334a26-31: col. XVIL.8
335b24-29: col. X.11-13
336al-6: col. X.11-13
337a7-15: col. XX1.9-10

Mete.
341a35-36: col. XXV.1-2
344b20-24: col. X.11-13
354b33-355a15: col. IV.9
de An.
403b31-404a16: col. XVII.9
405a5-13: col. XVIIL.9
410b27-30: Intro. n. 184
28b3-4: col. IV.7
Insomn.
458b29: col. IV.7
460b18-19: col. IV.7
HA
515b11-12: col. XX1.3-4

GA

734a28: col. X1.8-9
738b33-34: col. XV.9-10
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Metaph.

983b27-31: col. XXTII.3
984a11-13: Intro. n. 135
984b5-8: col. IX.6-7
984b15-19: Intro. n. 118
984b32-985a10: col. XXVI.2
985a25: col. XV.1-2
985a29-b3: col. IX.6-7
1010a10-15: col. IV.9
1023226-31: Intro, n. 74
1074a38-b14: Intro. n. 217
EN

1151a35: col. X1.8-9

Pol.

1256b10-26: col. IV.2-3
Rb.

1407b13: col. IV.5-6

fragments
13 Rose: Intro. n. 217

[Arist.]

Mau.
400a6-7: col. XIV.12-13
401a28: col. XVIL6
401b5: col. XIX.10
Col.
793b21-30: col. XIX.1-2
795b25: col. XV.9-10
Pr.
868b26-28: col. XV.3
927a17-20: col. XVL.3-6
932a21-38: col. XXV.1-2
934b33-36: col. IV.9
MXG
976b22-29: Intro. n. 87

Rbh. AL
1435a37: col. VIIL6

1438a28: col. VIIL6
Asclepius

in Metaph.
25.25-28 Hayduck: Intro. n. 135

Choerilus
TrGF 12 F 3: col. XXTIIL.11

Clemens of Alexandria

Protrepticus
2.22.2: Intro. VI § 15

Cleomedes

Caelestia
11.1.7-8 Todd: col. IV.9

Damascius

Pr.
1.319 Ruelle: Intro. n. 65

Democritus (DK 68)

A 1: Intro. n. 142

A 47: Intro. n. 88

A 61: col. XVIL.9

A 62; col. XVIL9

A 64: Intro. n. 122, col. XVII.8
A 66: Intro. n. 142, 143

A 69: col. IV3-4

A 70: Intro. n. 146

A 101: col. XVIL9

A 135: Intro. n. 111, col. XIX.1-2
B 30: col. XVIL.4-6

B 164: Intro. n. 141, col. IX.6-7, XVIL.9

Demosthenes

18.37: col. XVIL.1-2
37.53: col. XX.34

Diodorus Siculus
17.54.5.2-6.1: col. XXV.10-11

Diogenes of Apollonia (DK 64)

A 1: Intro. n. 91

A 5: Intro. n, 136

A 8: col. XVIL.4-6

B 2: Intro. n. 91, col. XVIL.1-2
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B 3: Intro. n. 94, 137

B 4: Intro. n. 137

B 5: Intro. n. 91, 92, 93, col. XVII1.9-10
B 8: Intro. n. 92

Diogenes Laertius

1.6; col. VI.1

1.7: col. VI8

7.88: col. 114

8.32: col. .4, V.6-7
8.77: col. XXV.8-9
9.7: col. IV.7

9.9; col. IV.7

Empedodles (DK 31)

A 34: Intro. n, 122

A 43: Intro. n. 87, 109, 122, col. XVII.8
A 43a: Intro. n. 87

A 44: Intro. n. 87

A 45: Intro. n, 146

A 48: col. IV.3-4

A 86: Intro. n. 133

B 2.7-9: col. XV.13

B 8: col. X.11-13

B 9: col. X.11-13

B 11: Intro. n. 73

B 12: Intro. n. 73

B 17.1-18: Intro. n. 127

B 17.17: col. XV.1-2

B 17.18: Intro. n. 86

B 17.20-26: Intro. n. 125
B17.27-28: col. XXI.4-5

B 21.3; col. XXV.1-2

B 21.9: col. XIX.7

B 22.1-3: col. XIV.1-2

B 23.4: col. XXI1.11-12

B 27.2: col. XX1.11-12

B 29: Intro. n. 132, col. XXIV.1-2
B 30.1; col. XXIV.1-2

B 31: col. XXIV.1-2

B 35: Intro. n. 126

B 35.3-7: col. XVIL8

B 38: col. XVI.1-2, XX1.9-10
B 41: col. XXV.8-9

B 44: col. XIL3-5

B 48: col. X1.3-4

B 49: col. X1.3-4

B 71: col. XVI.1-2, XX1.9-10

B 71.4: col. XX1.11-12
B 73: col. XX1.9-10

B 75: col. XX1.9-10

B 96: Intro. n. 110

B 96.4: col. XX1.11-12
B 98: Intro. n. 133

B 103: Intro. n. 146

B 105: Intro. n. 133

B 107.1: col. XXI.11-12
B 133: Intro. n. 134

B 134.1-3: Intro. n. 132
B 134.4-5: Intro. n. 131

Ephorus

FGrHist 70 F 20a: col. XXIII.12

Epici

Epic. adesp. fr. 5 Powell: col. XXIIT.11

Epictetus

Diss.
1.14.12: col. IIL.4

Epigraphica

SEG xxiv.571: Intro, 1 § 4
Syll? 700.35: Intro. 1 § 28
Syll? 955.10: Intro. I § 28

Etymologicum Magaum
307.33-35: col. XXVI.2
318.1-5: col. XXVI.2

Euclid

Opt.

36.1; col. XXIV.1-2

Euripides

Al
851: col. IIL5-6

Andyr.
98: col. IIL.4
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Hel.
1367: col. XXIV.4-6

Herc.
195-197: col. IX.9-10
949: col. XX.7-8
Hipp.
443: col. XXII1.10

Ion
226-229: col. V4-5

IT
712: col. XX.3-4

Md.
175: col. X1

Or.
1119: col. XX.7-8

1376: col. XI1.13
1497b: col. VI.1

Supp.
592: col. II1.4

Eusebius

PE

3.9.2.1: col. XVIL6
14.5.13.2; col. XXTII.1

Geminus

Isag,
17.7-10 Aujac: col. XXIV.10-12

Heradlitus (DK 22)

A 16: col. IV.5-6

B 1: Intro. n. 214, col. IV.5-6, IV.7
B 2: col. IV.5-6

B 3: Intro. I § 16, col. IV.7
B 5: col. XX.7-8

B 12: col. IV.9

B 14: Intro. n. 207

B 17: col. IV.5-6, XX.7-8
B 27: Intro. n. 210

B 28: Intro. n. 215

B 31: Intro. n. 211

B 32: col. IV.5-6, 9

B 36: Intro. n. 211

B 41: col. IV.5-6, 9

B 46: col. IV.7

B 55: col. IV.7, XX.7-8

B 80: Intro. n, 213, col. IV.9
B 89: col. IV.5-6

B 94: Intro. I § 16, col. IV.8-9
B 101a: col. IV.7

B 107: col. XX.2-3

B 113: col. IV.5-6

B 114: col. IV.5-6, 9, X1X.3-4
B 125: col. XV.1-2

Herodian

3.2.4204ff. Lentz: Intro. I § 32, col.

XX11.12
3.2.420.9-10 Lentz: col. XXIL12-13

Herodotus

1.5.17: col. X216
1.73.22-23; col. XX.7-8
1.76.14: col. IX.12
1.122.10-11: col. XVIIL.9-10
1.132.3: col. VL.1
1.207.21: col. XV.8
2.2.11: col. XXIV.9-10
2.38.7:Intro. I§ 8
2.73.12; col. IX.7-8
2.98.3-4: col. XV.7-8
2.156.24-25: col. IX.1-2
2.161.9: Intro. 1 § 8
2.168.6: col. XXTL.6
3.58.1-2: col. V.6-7
3.74.16-17: col. XX.7-8
4.73.6-7: col. XVIL.1
4.184.2: col. XXIV .4-6
5.1.14-16: col. XV.7
5.56.1: col. XIIL.5-6
5.62.3: col. XV.8
5.72.17-18: col. V.4-5
5.104.9: col. XIV.1-2
6.42.10: col. XT1.12
6.134.14-15: col. XIV.1-2
7.29.3: col. XIV.1-2
7.234.8: Intro. 1 § 17
8.134.4-9: col. V4-5
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8.138.7-8: col. XXTIL.10
9.13.6: col. XVIIL.9-10
9.26.33: col. XV.8

Hesiod

Op.
192: col. IX.12
383-384: col. XXTV.10-12
477: col. XT1.13
564-569: col. XXIV.10-12
582-588: col. XXIV.10-12
618-622: col. XX1IV.10-12

Th.
4: col. VII.2
43-46: Intro. n. 48, col. VIIL.2
105-107: Intro. n. 48, col. VIIL.2
113: col. X11.2
135: col. XX11.12
172: col. XXV.14
454: col. XXI1.12
534: col. VIII.2
746-757: col. X1.3-4
886-900: col. XV.13
887: col. XV.13
892: col. XV.13

fragments :

141.11 M-W: col. VIM.
150.16 M-W: col. VIIL.2

Hesychius

6 814 Latte: Intro. n. 66
¢ 604 Schmidt: col. V.5
o 108-109 Schmidt: col. XXTII.3

[Hippocrates]

de Arte
1: col. XX.34

Morb. Sacr.
1: Intro. VI § 12

VM
15: col. XXV.8-9

Homer

A

2.350: col. VIIL.2

2.403: col. VIIL.2

2.699: col. X11.2

3.364: col. XIL.3-5
5.637: col. VIIL.2
5.748-751: col. X11.3-5
6.181: col. XXIII.1
8.236: col. VIIL.2

8.250: col. X.9-10
10.45: col. XXV.14
13.138: col. XXIT1.12-13
13.374: Intro. I § 21
14.200-201: col. XX11.3
14.244-246: col. XXII1.3
15.187: col. XXII.12
15.192: col. X11.3-5
15.193: col. XIL3-5
15.741: col. IX.12
16.410: col. XXII1.12-13
16.630: col. IX.12
18.498-499: col. VL5
19,259-260: col. I1.5-6
21.356: col. XX111.11
24.292: col. XXVI.2

24.527-528: Intro. n. 46, col. XV.13,

XXV1.2-3, 6-7
24.529: col. XXVI1.6-7

Od.

1.276: col. XXIII.9
6.41-47: col, X11.3-5
6.42-45: col. X11.3-5
6.240: col. XI1.3-5
6.243; col. XIL.3-5
8.289: col. VIIL.2

8.335: Intro. n.46, col. XV.13, XXVI.2-

3,4
8.487: Intro. § 21
9.6: col. X11.2
11.271-273: col. XIV.2-3
11.414: col. XXII1.9
13.205: col. VIIL.2
14.111-112: Intro. n. 56
15.523: col. XI1.3-5
20.222: col. VIIL.2
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Hymni Homerici
2.47: col. XX11.12
2.211: col. XXII.12
2.492: col. XX1I.12
4.1, 73, 235, 301, 408, 424, 430, 439,
446, 498, 514, 521, 567, 574, 579: col.
XXVIi4
4.543-545: col. X.9-10
15.7-8: col. XI1.2
18.10: col. XXVI1.4
18.12: col. XXVI4
29.7: col. XXVI1.4

Hyperides
fr. 83: Intro. I § 3

TIon of Chios
fr. 27.5-6 W: col. XXIL.12

Isocrates

1.44: Intro. I § 17
11.38-39: Intro. V § 1, Intro. n. 176

Leucippus (DK 67)

A 1: Intro. n. 140, col. IX.6-7, 7-8,
XIV.3-4, XXV.2

A 6: Intro. n. 88

A 7: Intro. n. 73, col. X.11-13

A 10: col. XTV. 3-4

A 15: col. XVIL9

A 22: Intro. n. 146

A 24: Intro. n. 146

A 28: col. XVIL9

B 2: Intro. n. 142, 146

Lucian

Astr.
10: col. VII.2-3

Syr. D.
26: col. VII.2-3

Lysias
6.4: col. VL1

Macrobius

Sat.
1.17.46: col. XXV .89

Marcus Aurelius

Ad se ipsum
5.27: col. 1114

Marsyas

FGrHist 136 F 6: Intro. 1§ 3

Melissus (DK 30)

A 5: Intro. n. 87

B 1: col. XXIL6

B 2: col. XVIL3

B 7: Intro. n. 123, col. XV.9-10
Nicander

Ther.
99: col. XX1.1-2

Nicomachus

Theol. arithm.
61.5 De Falco: col. XX1.3

Novum Testamentun

Ep. Cor.

2.9.8: col. XXIIL.9
13.3: col. XXTI1.9

Ep. Rom.
14.4: col. XXTIL.9

Numenius

fr. 25 des Places: col. XXTII.1

Olympiodorus
in Grg. 30.5 Westerink: col. V.9-10

Oracula Chaldaica
fr. 218.5 des Places: col. VIIL.2
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Orphici (Bernabé)

3: col. VII.9-10

4: col. VIIL.2

5: col. VII1.4-5

6: col. X.11

6.3: col. XI.1

6.4: col. X1.10

6.5: col. X11.2

7: col. XTII.1

8: col. X114

9: col. XIV.2-3
10.1: XIV.2-3

10.2: col. XIV.2-3, 6
10.3: col. XIV.2-3, XV.5-6
11: col. XV.12, 13
12: col. XVL1, 3-6
13: col. XVI.4

14.1: col. XVIL6
14.2: col. XVII.12
14.3: col. XVIIL.1
14.4: col. XIX.10
15.1: col XX1.1-2
15.2-3: col. XX1.5-7
16.2: col. XXII1.1
16.2-4: col. XXTI1.11
17.1: col. XXIV.1-2
17.2: col. XXIV 3
18.1: col. XXV.14
18.2: col. XXV.14
31.1: col. XVIL6
31.7: col. XIX.10
243.1; col. XVIL6
470: éol. XX

471: col. VI

472: col, 111

473: col. V

547: col. I1.8
549-554: col. IL.8

Orphicorum Fragmenta (Kern)

1: Intro. n. 65

21; col. XVIL.13-14
31: col. XXII.11
54: Intro. IV § 3
56: Intro. n. 60

57: Intro. n. 60

58: Intro. IV § 3
60: Intro. IV § 3

INDEX OF PASSAGES

65: Intro. IV
66: Intro. IV
70: Intro. IV
72: Intro. n

73: Intro. IV
74: Intro. IV
82: Intro. IV
85: Intro. IV
86: Intro. IV
87: Intro. IV
88: Intro. IV

91: col. XXIV.1-2
91-93: Intro. IV § 3
96: Intro. IV § 3
105: Intro. IV § 3
106: col. X.11

107: Intro. IV § 3
108: Intro. IV § 3
109: Intro. IV § 3
127: col. XX1.1-2
129: Intro. IV § 3
164-166: Intro. IV § 3
167: Intro. IV § 3
167a: col. XV1.3-6
167b4-6: col. XVL.3-6
168: Intro. IV § 3
168.9: col. XV.13
168.20: col. VIIL.2
169.4: col. XV.13
170: col. XV.13
183: col. XX1.1-2
302: col. XXI1.9-10

Papyri

BKT 5.2, 56: Intro. 1 § 11

P. Cairo Zen. 59702.26: Intro. I § 27

P. Gurob 1: col. XXII.11
P. Hib. 48.12: Intro. I § 27

P. Oxy. 221 col. IX.1 £, 14 ff: col.

XX1I.11

UPZ 180a 20.8, 41.7: Intro. n. 35

Parmenides (DK 28)

A 37: Intro. n. 83
A 46: Intro, n. 112
B 6.1: col. XVIL.2-3
B 7: col. XX.7-8
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B 7.1: col. XVII.2-3

B 8: Intro. n. 81

B 8.4: col. XXV.10-11

B 8.9-10: Intro..n. 77

B 8.31-32: col. IV.9

B 8.44: col. XXIV.1-2

B 8.53-58: Intro. n. 112

B 9: Intro. n. 112, col. XX1.4-5
B 10: Intro. n. 83, 112

B 11: col. XI1.3-5

B 12: Intro. n. 83, col. XX1.9-10
B 13: col. XX1.9-10

Pausanias

2.14.4: col. XXTII.12

2.37.2: Intro. n. 158, col. XX.1-2
9.27.2: col. XX1I.11

9.30.12: col. XXTI.11

Philochorus
FGrHist 328 F 185: col. XXT1.12

Philodemus
Piet.

pp. 63423 Gomperz: col. XXII.12
Sign.

.13 De Lacy: col. XXTIL.9
X1.7 De Lacy: col. XX111.9

Philolaus (DK 44)

A 16: col. XI1.3-5
B 2: col. XV1.1-2
B 6: col. XVI.1-2, XX1.11-12

Philoponus

in de An.
178.6-8 Hayduck: Intro. n. 110

Photius

Lexicon

a 1143 Theodoridis: col. V.8-9
s.v. oxddiov: col, IV.7

Pindar
10.34: col. X.1

2.33-34: col, XX1II.10

13.105: col. 14

3.108-109: col. 1114

3.141: col. XXVI.6-7
8.38-40: col. XJI1.5-6

fragments

52.9 S-M: col. XXIII.11
70 + *249b S-M: col. XXIIL.11

Plato
Ap.

38c2: col. IIL.9

Phd.

62b2-6: col. VIL6-7
97b8-98b6: col. IV.2-3
107d6-7: col. TI1.4

112b3: col. XVIL9, XXV.3-4

Cra.

396b3-7: col. XIV.7
396b8-c3: col. XIV.12-13
400b11-c2: col. XXVI.11
400b11-¢9: Intro. VI § 3
402b1-4: col. XX11.14-15
404c2-4: col. XXI1.15-16
406a3-5: col. XXII.1
41021-5: col. XXVI.11
410b1-2: col. XVIL3-4
410b2-5: col. XVIL34
412d1-8: col. XVIL9
413c5-7: Intro, n. 118, col. XVIIL.9-10

Tht.

144¢6: col. XXV.11-12
160b8-9; col. XXI.13-14
166¢6: col. XX1.13-14
169a4-5: col. II1.9

Sph.

242c8-d4: col. IV.2-3
244d3: col. XXIM.12
261e4-262¢l: col. XX1.5-7
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Pl

268b35: col. XX.7-8
305b5: col. IV.2

Smp.
202d8-203a4: col. V.6-7
205b5: col. XXII1.12
218b5-7: col. VIL9-10

Phdr.
277¢4-5: col. XX.7-8

Chrm.
162d3: col. X1.11

Prt.

316d4-5: col. XX.7-8
343e3: col. VIIL6
357€2: col. V.10-12

Grg.
454c7-e4: col. V.10-12
465a2-6; col, XX.7-8

493al1-c3: col. V.9-10
503b6-7: col. I11.9

Men.

81a5-6: Intro. VI § 3

81a10-b2: Intro. VI § 3, col. 11.8, X3{.
7-8

81b3-c4: Intro. VI § 3

86b1-c2: Intro. n. 160

97e6-98a8: col. V.10-12

Ion
530b5-d3: col. XX.1-2

R.

364b5-365a3: Intro. VI § 1, col. 1.8,
V15, XX.1-2
366a7-52: col. XX.1-2
461a6: col. VI.1
497d8: col. XX.7-8
498a6-51: col. IV.9
498b4: col. XX.7-8
527a1-4: col. XX.7-8
529a6-7: col. XX.7-8
616e8-517a4: col. XXV.1-2
620d8-el: col, IIT.4

Ti.
29d7-30a6: col. IV.2-3

31b3: col. XXV.10-11
37d6-7: col. XXIV.10-12
41e5: col. XI1.12

56e5 col. XVIL.8
57a7-b3: col. XVIL.8
58d1-4: col. XIV.1-2
69b3-4: col. VIIL.9-10
90a3-4: col. ITL.4

Lg.
658d7: col. XI.11
700b1-2: col. XXI1.11
705d7: col. IV.2
710b2: col. XV.7
715e7-a2: col, XVII.13-14
773d4: col. XX1.12-13
821b8-c5: col. XV.4-5
829el: col. XXII.11
834a5-6: col. XI.11
857¢8-d1: col. XX.7-8
885b8-9: col. VL1
889b1-c6: col. IV.3-4
870d4-e3: Intro. VI § 3
909a8-c4: Intro. n. 197
967al-5: col. XX.7-8

[Plato]

Amat.

135¢3: col. XV.7
Min.

317b3-4: col. IV.2
Epin.

977b1-5: col. X11.3-5
992a2: col. XX.7-8

Pliny

Hist. Nat.

2.12-13: col. XV 4-5
13.77: Intro. I § 8
13.78: Intro. n. 16

Plutarch

ady. Col.,
1114B: Intro. n. 112

de Is. e Os.
352C: col. XX.7-8
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370D3-10: Intro. I § 16, col. IV.8-9
380D9: col. XVIII.13-14

Exil.
604A9-B1: Intro. I § 16, col. IV.8-9

[Plutarch]

Apophth. Lac. 224F: Intro. n. 155; col. V.8-

9, XX.3-4

Plac.
890C10: col. IV.7

Pollux
6.84: col. IV.7

Proclus
in Tim.
ii.93.18-19 Diehl: col. XTII.14

Pythagorici (DK 58)
B ta: col. 1.4, V.6-7
C4,§ 85: col. V.89
D 8, § 204: col. V.8-9

Quintus Smyrnaeus

1.315-316: col. XIV.1-2
2.554: col. XTI1.13
6.229: col. X1I.13

Scholia

sch. Hom. Il 3364 (1, 422.28-29

Erbse): col. XI1.3-5

sch. Hom. I/ 15192 (4, 53.10-11

Erbse): col. X11.3-5

sch. Hom. I/. 15.193 (4, 53.12-54.22

Erbse): col. X1I.3-5

sch. Hom. I. 21.194-197 (4, 166.82-87

Erbse): col. XXTII.12

sch. Hom. Il 21.196-197 (5, 169.32-

170.37 Erbse): col. XXII.11

sch. Hom. Il 24.292 (5, 572.94 Erbse):

col. XXVI1.2
sch. Pi. P. 3.141: col. XXVI.6-7

sch. Pl. Lg. 715e (p. 317 Greene): col.

XVII.13-14

Servius ]
in Verg. Georg. 1.8 (3, 131.20 Thilo-Ha-
gen): col. XXTII.12

Sextus Empiricus

M

7.131.1-132.1: col. IV.5-6
7.133.6-7: col. IV.5-6
9.66-67; Intro. n. 174

PH
1.235: col. XXIII.1

Simplicius
in de An.
68.10-13 Hayduck: Intro. n. 110
in Ph.
2631-27.11 Diels: Intro. n. 99, col.

XIX.1-2
27.11-15 Diels: Intro. n. 120
1123.21-24 Diels: Intro. n. 148

Sophocles
Aj.
571: col. IL.5-6

Ant.

451: col. IIL.5-6
608-610: col. XI1.2
1312: col. 1.9

El

220: col. VIL.5-6
292: col. I1.5-6

ocC

550: col. X.1
1351: col. X.1

Tr.
1278: Intro. n. 103, col. XVIIIL.1-2, XTX.
2-3

Sophonias

in de An.
32.14-21 Hayduck: Intro. n. 110
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Stobaeus

Eclogae
1.21.9.17-18: col. XXIV.1-2
1.22.2.2-3: col. XIL.3-5

Strabo
10.3.23: col. XX.3-4

Suda
s.v. atvifw: col. IX.10

Terpander
PMG 698: col. XX1II.12

Theagenes
FGrHist 7714 F 6: Intro. 1§ 3
Theognis

639-640: col. XXTII.10
805-808: col. X.9-10

Theognostus

Can. = An. Ox. 2, 117.15: Intro n. 4

Theon of Smyrna
139.9-18 Hiller: col. XV.4-5

INDEX OF PASSAGES

Theophrastus

Char.
16.11: Intro. n. 153, col. XX.34

Sens.
67: Intro. n. 111, col. XIX.1-2

Thucydides

1.69.3.12: col. IX.12
3.39.3.17-20: col. V.7-8
3.105.108: Intro I § 1
4.74.4.1-3: col. XV.8-9
5.46.4.11-12; col. VIIL.9-10
5.71.1.15-16: col. IX.7-8
6.74.1.14: col. VIIL.9-10
8.70.1.6: col. VL1

Xenophanes (DK 21)
B 30: col. XXII.11

Xenophon

Cyr.
8.3.11: col. VL1

Oec.
20.16.3: col. XXIV.9-10
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INDEX VERBORUM*

dyafdg [XXIV.14]; XXV1.2, 3, 15

ayvevw [VIL11]

aseron[ XX.15

aénrog  [IX.11]; XXIM.2; XXV 4

‘Adng Vo6

adwcog 1.8

d@dvtog/ddutov  XI.[1*] &[&vrorlo, 2

aei [VIL8]; XVI.7, [10]; XVIIL.3; XVIII.10

afip [XIL.13]; XVIL3, 4; XVIIL2; XIX.3;
XX1.2; XXT1.3 bis; XXV.3

aBavarog XVI4*

aidoloc/atdciov  XIIL4*, [7], 9 bis; XVL[1],
3*

aiérp XIL4*

aiviype  [VIL6 bis]

aiviypatadng  [VIL5]

atvifopamr IX.10, [12];
[XVII.13]

aitia L9 -inv; XIV.3

alepéopar  XVIL9; XXV.[4], 7

dkony VILI1

axovew VIILY; XTIL[1*], 2, 3; XX.3, 8

arig XXV.8 dréa

aiey  VIL[5%], (7], 10, [12]; IX 4, [13]

a[ VL4

ang VIIL10; [IX.11]; XI1.3; XII.2, 3;
XV.10, 12; XVI3; XX.9; XXII4;
XX1V.8; XXV 4

vy XTIV .4, [7]; XV.[1], 2, 8; XX1.4,
[9], [11]; XXV 4, 8

g V.7, 9; IX.6, [10], 11; XIV.10;
XVLs*, 11; XVIL1, 3; [XIX.13];

[X.11);, XIIL6;

XXIv.12, 16; XXV.2, 3; XXVILI1; F
18+H 45.4 app.

dMog [VIL11]; XTIV 4

dpa XXIV.8

dpadia [V.10] -in; XXTI.6

apaptin  [V.8] apepr<i>ng

au.. [ F20.2

audérepog  XXI1.10; [XXVI.14]

Gv V.7; [VIL11]; [IX.9];, XIL2*, 7;
XXI14, 5; XXIV.4, 7, 10; XXV.7, [8],
10; XXVIL.12, 13

avayien  [VII.13]; XTIL6; XXV.7

avapeiyvoe  IX.5

avanto F 14.3 app.

avépidpog VL7, [8]

dvepog  [XXTV.12]

dvev X.4; XII1.8, 10; [XVIL.12]

avp [IM0.8]; XX1.7

avlpommog [IV.7*] (Her.)

avlponog  [VIL5]; [XII1.7); XVIIL3, 8, [14];
[XX 1]; XXI1.2; [(XXI.9]; XXIV.11

avipw[r F 19.3

avelpam- I 84.17

avieo [XT1.10%]

dvafe XV.4

&g XVL10, 13; XX 4

Grag  X1.10%; XIV.11; XVII.8; XIX.10*,
[14]

dneipov  XXIV.3*

anépyopar  XX.6, 10, 12

dmotin [V.10, 13]

amoww V.6

* Square brackets indicate that a word is partially or totally restored. An asterisk indicates
that the word appears in a quotation from Orpheus, unless otherwise specified: Her. and Hom.
refer to Heradlitus and Homer. “app.” refers to supplements proposed in the apparatus. The

article is not indexed.

The indices verborum et locorum have been compiled by Davide Muratore.
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ané [VIL7]; XIV.2, 9; XIX.1

anodeicvupt  XXVI10

anodidau VLS

arnodappive XV.3

Gro  IX9

dpa  XVI3*, 6%, 9*

apa IV4, V6

dpywépauvog  XIX.10%

dpyupodivng [XXTIL11*]

apibuog XXIV.11

apxéa XI5, 6; XX.9

dpudteo of. XXI.12 flpuoce; 1 15.2 app.
#ipluoonél-

‘Apuovia 337, [11]

apuootog  [11.8]

apyn  VIIL4*; [DL1]; XV.[7], 8 XVIL14;
[XDX.11]; XXV.11

dpyopan VIIL3; [XIX.15]

apyds XIX.10%, 14

aotpordyog  [IV.6]

atyy XL4

ardap  [XXV.14%]

alng XV.6*

ainég  V.4; [VILS, 10]; [VIIL10]; [X.11];
X1.1; XIvV.9, 10, [13]; XV.1; XVLé*,
[9*], [11]; XVIL7; XVIIL7, 11; XIX8,
[14]; XXII.4, 15; XXII1.4; XXIV.6, 7;
XXV.7; XXVI.11, 13
6 avtg [IV.5 (v. odwog)], [V.10]; [VL.9];
X.2, 3, 8, [10]; XI4, 5; X113, [4];
[XIV.10]; [XV.12]; [XVI.15]; XVILS;
XIX.2; XX1.7, 11; XX113, 6, 7, 11;

12,8

aoapée [XIV.8, 13]

appodiondle XXI.6, 8

‘Agposimn  XXL5, 10

‘AxeAdog XXIIL.11*, 12

Badog XI.2

Bacireia XIV.9, [13]

Bacwrelg VIIL2* Bacidfiog; XVI3*, 14%,
[15]; XIX 8, 10*, [11]

Bootievw XIV.6* Posirevoev; XV.7

Bacuinic XV.13*

BéParog IX.12

Bovropar XIX.4; [XXV.13]

pouA[ XXIII15

Tata XXII.9
yota XXIV.3*

véra VL6

yap [L5]; (IV.3); V.8, 10]; VLS; VIL2,
9, VIIL.12; X.[1], 3; [X1.3]; X012, [10};
XIv.8, 11; XV.3; XVL11; XVI2, 3;
XVILe, 7, 9, [13]; XIX3, § XX.2;
XX19, [13]; XXM.11, [12]; XXIIL9,
[14]; XXIV.7, 10; XXV.§; XXVI1.6*
(Hom.), [12]

véveog XII7

vewdo [XXI1.14]

R XIV.3; XX17, 8, 9, 10, 12*

vi [L6]; [XVIIL1]; XXIV.8

yivopor {IL4]; [VI3]; [XML9, 11];
XIV.3; XVI.2, 6* bis yeyedt, £yevro,
(8], 9* &yevto; XVIL3, 4, 10 bis, 14;
XVIIL11, [13*] [yévlew; XIX.6, 7;
[XX1.13]; [XXIL.8]; XXV.11; XXVI.12

ywaoxe [V.6, 11]; [X.2, 5]; [XIL5];
[XVIIL14]; XX.2; XX11.2; XX111.2, 5;
[XXV.13]; XXVL8

YAMbooa [XXT1.9, 16]

yaun  X1.2; XX.10; XXII1.7

ypappa XXVIL11

ypaoo H 68.3 app.

yovp XXI.8

Seipav [I1.7]; (114, 6]; V1.2, 3; VIIL[5*],
8, IX4, 13

Samdvny XX.9

8¢ [IL6, 7, 9); L5, 7; [IV.9*,10*] (Her.);
V.10; VL[2], [3], 5, 13, 14; VI4, 6,
{14]; VI3, 7, 9, [11]; IX.2, 9 bis, 10;
X2,3,5,7, 8 [11]; X1.1, 5, 6, 9, [10*];
X1, 3, 6, 7, [9], [10], 10, [12], 13;
XIOL8; XIV5, 9, 13; XV.5, 6% 11,
[11*], 12; XVL1, 3*, 6* 7, 8, 9% 9,
[12]1, [14*]; XVIL3, 4, 9, 11, 12%;
XVIIL[11, 3, 5, 10, 12, [13], 14;
XIX.[11, 4, 8, 10*, 14; XX3, 8, 12;
XX1.1, 3, 4, 10, 11 bis, 13; XXT1.6, 7 bis,
8, [9], 11, 13, 14, 16; XXT1.2, 3, 5, 7,
10, 11%, 12; XXIV.[1], 2, 6; XXV.1, 3
bis, 5, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13; XXV1.2 bis, 5, 7*
(Hom.), 8, 9, [13]

Sewdg V.6

§n  VIIL4* XII.1%; XV.6*; [XXV.14*]

mde [XXII.13]

A XXIT.12*; XXI1.13

o [XV.12];  [XVL15];
[XXVIL.13]

dmade  [VILS]; [VILL, 3]; XT.11; XTIL.2,

XXV.6;
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3; XVL[1], 9; XVI14, [9); [XVII1];
XX1.1, 14; XX11.13; XXIV.2; XXV1.2, 5

Anpfmp  XXTL9, 12*

e IL5; [IV4]; V. 7; IX7; X4
[XII.12]; XTIV 4, 5; [XVI.11]; XVIL3,
10; [XVIIL.10, 12]; XXV.6

swe[ XIX15

Sraxpive [XXI.14 bis}, 15 app.

Suaktopog XXVI4* (Hom.)

Sunve [X.12]

Sweido XVIL7

swaoxe X3, [4], [5], 5, 6, [8], [10]

s XXVI.7* (Hom.)

dupyéopan  XV.8; XXV.12

Siioqe XV.2,9

Aixn  [II15]; [IV.9*] (Her.)

dixn (an Aikn?) IV.12; F17.2

Sivy  cf. XXII1.13 talcléwalg

dixa XV.2

Sotog XXVIL6* (Hom.)

Soxéo [VII11]; IX3; XII3;
XXTII.6; XXIV.4; XXVL8

Sovapor  VL2; X 3, [8]; [XT5); [XXII.1]

Svamg [XTL11]; XXV.9

Suvatée [XXIIL9)

dove XI.3

Sdpov XXVIL7* (Hom.)

ddwwp XXVI4* (Hom.)

XX.5;

tavtod XIV.2 éavtod; XX.14; XXVI9
bis, 12; 1 47.1 app.
avrod [IX.3]; XXTIL.5, 7

eaw [IV4]; F 203

éyxatadéye [XXIML11%, 13]

éyxaw@én [XXIII.13]

€d0¢ XII.2*

el [IV.9*] (Her); V.5; [VIL5]; XIL7;
XXIV.7, 10; XXV.8, 10

€ifov v. dpdw

€idog XVILS

eixdlo [XII1.11]; XIIL9; XIX.8

fixo XXI.10, [11]

ewi HOL{7], 8; [IV.7*] (Her); [V.11];
VL[3], 8, 10, 13; VIIL4; [VIIL7];
IX\1, 2, 7, X.2, [6], 10; X1.2; X114, 6,
10, [12]; [XTI1.8]; XV. 7; XVL1, 10, 11
bis, [13], [14*1, [15]; XVIIL1, 6, [8];
XIX.7, 11, [14]; XXII.11; XXT11.2, 3,
6, [13]; XXIV.1, 2; XXV.3 bk, 4, 6,
10; XXVL1, 8, [13]

av IX.6, 8; XIII.10; XV.8; XVI2, 7;
XVIL2, 7, [13]; XVIIL11, 14, 15

édv [VIILG6); XI.12; XIIL11, [13];
[XIV.11, 14]; XV.2; XVI8, 10, 12;
XVIL.2, 6, 8, 9 bis; XVIIL.2; XIX.1; 6;
XX1.9, [10], 12; XXIV .5, [16]; XXV 5,9
fiv [XL10*]; XVIe6*; XVIL1, 2, 3;

XVIIL9, [13); XXL13; XXIL11;
XXIV.10

éo(c)opm [XVI.14*]; XVIL3, 6; XVIIL4
einep XXVIL9

elg [V.4]; XVILg; XXI.5

elg X.5; XIX.1, 11; [XX11.10]

&x (88) VL6; X6, 7; XI.1%; XIV.3; XV.6%,
7 bis, 9; XVI.2, 8; XVIIL.12*;, XVIILS;
XIX.1, 9; XX1.8, 10, 15; XXIV.1;
XXV.1,9

éxag XXV3

éxaorog  1.3; [IL7]; (14, 51; [V.7]; XIIL.6;
[XIX.1]; XX1.[3], 5, [12]; XXIL4, 9,
[16]; [XXII1.15]; XXV.7; F 18+H 45.3;

éxyivopar VIIL.2*

exdidaom  [IV.2]

éxfpgoxe XII1.4*; [XTV.1]

éxpéw [XXII.15]

éhdooav XX2

énilo [XX.11]

i [XX.12]

éumodav  [VI.2, 3]

¢v VIL[6]l, 8, [14]; VIIL[1], 3, 5%
IX.10%, X1.4; XII.7; XV.4; [XVI7,
12]; XVIL4, 9, 11 bis; XVIIL.2; [XX.1];
XX1.2; XXII.11, 13; XXII1.8; XXV.3,
7,11, 13; XXVI1.2, 5, 6* (Hom.), 10*, 14

évavtiog [XTL9]

évexev  [V.5]; [VL4, 10]

éviat@a  F 10.5 app.; I 32 app.; I 82 app.

evonviov  [V.6]

&aiperog  [IL6]

éaldoce IX.[7], 8

etauaptave [XIL4-5, 7]

&eonv [XIX.13]; XXVIL11

ttevpioko [IV.9*] (Her.); [XXIV.10]

etoang TL5 éEdreag

gowca [VIIL.12]; eixag [1V.8*] (Her.)

€6¢ [IV.9*] (Her.); VIIL[4*], 8; XIIL1%;
XXVI, 12 &ofo; de XX V1.2 édg v. comm.

énaveipopar XX.7

énsi, VIL4*, 7, XIIL1%
XX1.13; [XXV.14*]

XVIII.10;
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érmevta XV.6%, 11% [XVI.14*]; [XVIL1];
[XVIIL.13]; G 19.1 app.

éneire XVIL5, 6

énepatd [V.4]

émfpatog  XVIL5*

eni X1.6, [9]; XIV.5; XXI1.5; XXIV.3*%;
XXV.12

emxAmfe XVIIL4, 5, 6; XIX 4

énicovpog [IV.9*] (Her.)

emxporte [VIL9]; [IX.9 bis]; XIX.2, 3;
XXI.15 app.; XXV.5, 6

smxupén  XIX5

éninpoote XXV.12

émonévbo VL6

emeMéo XX, 6, 6-7, 11, [12]

émmniOnu  [11.8]; [VIL.9*]

émo¢ [VIL9]; VIIL[1], 6; [XII.1]; XIIL.6;
XV.5; [XVIL13]; XVIL11; XXIL14;
XXII1.1; XXIV.4; XXV1.2; I 47.2 app.

énpdn [VI2]

énovopia [XTV.12]

épydtopn XXIV.8

gpyov [XIV.10]; [XXV.14*]

Epwvig  [L6]; [TL3]; [TL5]; [IV.9*] (Her.)

éprotog  [VIL6]

‘Eppfig  XXVI.4* (Hom.)

épyopar [X1.8]; XXI.5; XXTL.5

‘Eotia  XXII.12*

éepoiog [XV.10]

#repog  XV.[9], 10, [11]; XXIIL.4; XXVI.7*
(Hom.)

én  [IL6]; [XVI.12]

eb[ I311?

etbnrog  XXIIL3

evkohog 131.1?

edxpivnrog  [VILI]

Etuevidec [11.7] Eduevlidy; VL9 bis

&0g XXVI4* (Hom.) édwv, 7* (Hom.)
édov; de XXVI.2 éa¢ v. comm.

edpog IV.7* (Her.), [8*] (Her.)

evpie  XIL[6], 8, 9; XXIIL6*

Ebdgpovidng XIV.6*

edxepds 131.1?

ety[ F14.2

ety [VL1]; F 105 app.; F 18+H 45.1
app.

éxdpog [VI4)

éyw [IL9]; (IV4]; VIOL7, 9, [11]; XTI.1,
[2*]; XIV.3, [12]; XXTI1.3; XXV.9

gyopevog  [VIL14]; [XIL1]; XV.5;
[XVI1.12]; XXTI1.10; I 47.2 app.
Zeog [IL6]; VIIL2*, 4* 7; XIL1%

XV.6*, [11*]; XVILS, 7, 12 bis*, [12*];
XVIIL.11, 12* [14]; XIX.[2], 5, 10
bis*; XXI.6; XXIIL3, 4; [XXV.14*];
XXV1.6* (Hom.)
Zava [VIIL9]; IX.3, 13; XXTI1.4
Zva XVIILY, 15

{oov  XXIL15

f XI.6; XVIL2; XX.6, 8 bis; XXIV.5

n8é¢  XVI4*

nsoviy  [V.9]

“Hhog XIV.3

fimog  [IV.7*] (Her.); X.[12], 13; [XIIL9,
10, 12]; XIV4; XV.3, 4; XVL1; XXV.5,
9,10

uépn XXV 4

v [V.10]; XXIV.5

‘Hpaxierog IV.5

fpepée  [XII1.12]

“Bpn XXIL17, [16]

eddyn; IX.7

tovpdle XX.2,4,5

6éawva XVI4*

6é o  VILG; [XI1.8]); XXI1.3, 5; XXV.10;
XXV1.9, 10*

e[ V.5

6gug [X1.10%]

feptdg  [VIL2]

66 IL7; [IV.1]; VL10; X1.8; XVI4*;
Xvhorio, [15]; XX17; XXV.10;
XXVI11

Gepuaive  [X.12, 13]

Gepnog [XIV.1]; XXV.3

Géopazog VIIL[4*], 11; [XTII.1*]

Gvmrég  [XTX.12]

@6pvue  XX1.3 bis, 4, 6

fpdoxn  XXL.1* 86p{vim

eopdg XXILS5

e[ IV.I1

Gopa  [VIL.9*]

eévoia [VL1, 4]

€¢be VLS, 10

worpoe  [I11.4]
ibwog [IV.6]
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iepeto XVIILI3

iepo[ F 19.1 app.

ieporoyéopar [VIL7]

tepdg  [VL6]; XX.[1], 4, [11]

iepovpyéopan [VIL.2]

ixaveg IX.7

ikerog IV.6

iva 131.1 app.

¢ XV.14% XXTI1.11%; of. XXII1.13 1alcl-
Suvalg

toouerng XXIV.2

icog XXIV.1

ioyupsg IX.[1], 14

ioyvpig IX.12

ioxyw XV.4

waddnep F 14.1 app.

vai - [IL.8]; V.9, 10 kdpal6in, 12; VL1, 6
bis, [7], 8, 12; VIL.2, [3], [5], [5] [xeli,
7, 8; VIIL[5*], 8, 14; IX.[4], 6, [13];
X1, 2, 3, 8 bis, 9; XI5, 7; X111, [3],
[4]1, [12], 14; XTV.[1], 10; XV.[1], 3, 4,
5; XVL5 bis*, [14*], 15; XVIL.2, 3, 6,
7, 10; XVIIL1 bis, 4, 10, 11; XIX.6 bis,
7, [71, 12; XX.3, 5, 10, [12]; XX1.3, 6
quater, 7, 11, [13]; XX10.6, 7 ter, 9, 11,
13, 14, 15; XXII1.1, 8, 9; XXIV.9, 12;
XXV.1,3,11; XXV1.2,5; F 103

wattor  [VIIL4]

xoio [11.8]

xaxdg XXVL7* (Hom.)

kadéo XVIL4; XVIIL7,9, 10; XIX.[1], 3;
XX1.7, [12], [16]

xardg XI1.2*; XXT.1

xare [I1.6]; O1.6; IV.5, 7* (Her.); [VL9];
[VIL11]; (VIIL13]; [XIL2*] «xdlw;
[XIO.6); XIV.10; XVII3; XIX.2;
XX1.2, 8; XXI1.9, 14, [16]; XXV.2

xawdxeywam XXVIL6* (Hom.)

xawhapféve [XL4]

xotanive XIIL4*

xataotpége [IV.6]

xdto I1.3; XVII1

xawwey XV.5

xetpar  [IV.2]); [X1.6]; XXI.7

xerevo [VIL9]; XIIL3

xepory  XVIL[12%], 13, [14]

xvéo XXI1.2

kowog IV.5

xéopog IV.4

xparte [XIX.12]; [XXT.15]
xpanotetw XXIL4

xkpfvy  XVIL5*

Kpévog XIV.2,7,9; XV.6*

kpovw XIV4, 7, [11], [14]; XV.1, 8
xuspoc  VIILS*, [8]

koxhoewdfic XXIV.2 xvxdoerdéa
koo [IX.6, 8]; [X.9]

rapBave  [IV.4]; VIIL[5*], 8, [10], [11];
[IX .4, 10*, 13]

Aopnfp XI.13

Aaumpdg  XIV.1

hopmpomg  [XXV.1]

AavBdve [VIIL6]

rMyo IV.6; VIL[2], 3,4, 6; [IX3]; X1, [1],
2,3,4,6,7bis, 8, [11]; X1.[1], 9; [X10.8];
X3, 6 XIV.s; XV.7; XVI2, [9];
XVIILS5, [12], 14; XIX.5, 6, 9 bis; XX.3;
XXI[1], 8 XXI4, [11]; [XXIIL8];
XXIV 4 éphobay, 6, 7; [XXVI.12]

Aevxdg  [XTL12]; [XXV.1)

Atav  [XXIL.13]

Myoc X4; [XTV.10];
XXV.2, 11.

Mog [VIL4]

uayog VI2, [51,9

Mawag XXVI4* (Hom.)

paxap XVI4*

naxpég  XII.[6], 6, [10]

parrov [IV.3]; XXIV.S

pevlave [V.9, 11]; VIIL14; XX 3, 8

pavietov  [V.4]

poavedopar V.5

paptopopar  [IV.5]

péyag [VIL7]; XIV.5*, 8; XXIIL5%, 9, 10

péyebog [IV.8*1 (Her.)

uedicut VL3

pennicon [VI.1]

pettlg XXTII.13 XX

wérde  [VL10]; .

pév VIL7; VIIL4*, 7; [IX.11]; X.6; XTL7,
9; XWIL1*, 5; XV.11; XVIIL5, 9, 11;
XX.5, 11, 14; XX1.13; XXT1.8; XXTIL.1;
XXV.1, 4; XXVI.1

péve  [X1.4]

pepilo XXI.2; XXV.2

ugpoy XXIV.3* peponeaot

XIX3; XX.13;
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péoog  XV.4; [XXIV.1]; péooog [XVIL12*]

perdctactg XV.9

petatibru  [IV.2], cf. comm.

petpéw XXIV.1

péxpr  VIL8; XVIL8; XXI.4 bis; [H 1.1]

un [IV.9*] (Her); [V.11]; IX8; X.1;
XVIL6; XX.2; X3OV.[1], 10; XXV.7,
8,10

undé  [V.11]

pndeic [IV.10*] (Her.); XVI.11

pfidopar  XXI.4*; [XXV.14*]

piv (subst) IV.13 ?

MAamp XXIL7, 8, 10, 12*

wimp  [XX.14]; XXVL[1*], 1, 9 bis, 12

untiera  XV.6%, [11*]

pfing XV.13*

piyvue  XX1.9; XXVI.10*

wkpog XXI.2

pioyopar IX.9; XXI.8

Moipa XVIIL[1*], 3 bis, 4, 6, 7, 9, [13];
XIX.4

pévog  XVI.6* po®-, 9* nod-, [10]

povewery [IL.8]

woomg VI8

vadg [IL.6]

vovTiAlopal

vépo [I1.7]

vixéw [V.9]

viv  IV.9* (Her.); X1.3

vieerodng  XI1.11, [12]

vipderg  XIL.2*, [10*]

voéw ,[IX.12]; 131.1 app.

vopite ([VIIL13]; X.2, 5; [X1.8]; [XTIIL.8];
XVIL5; [XVIII11, 15]; XXT11.8

vopog XXI1.8

vopoBetéw [VIL.10]

vovBetéw [I1.5]

Notg XIV.7, [12]; [XV.8]; XVL10, 12,
[13], 15; XXVI.1

viv  XV.9; XVI1.2, 8, [12], [14*]; XVIL.2,
8; XX1.9, 16; XXV .3, 9

NoE XI.1

vt X.12; X1.3; XIIL3; XXV.5

XXIV.9

Eévog [VIL4]

6 (pron.) XV.6*, [XIX.1]

86e  [IV.4); [VIIL.1, 3]; X1.8; XII1.2; XV.7
bis, [12]; [XVIL11]; (XVIIL1]; XXIV.2;
[XXV.13]; XXVI1.2, [5]

olsa XVIIL5; XX6,7, 8,11

oixtwipn [XX.5, 8]

otog II10; XXV.11; XXVL7* (Hom.)
oiév = [VI3]; X.1, 4; XI.13; XIL5;
{X1I.10]; [XVI.11]; XXZ XX1V.2

oloonep F 14.1 app.

“Oaopmog  XTL.2*, [3], [4], [9]

orag  [XXTIL 12]

dpoog XXIL3

dpoiwg [XTM.12]; [XXIL.1]

ouod XX3

évopa [VIL3]; XVIL7; XIX.9; XXI7;
XXTI.10; [XXII1.12]

ovopate [XI17]; XIV.7,9; XVIL[1], 1,5,
7; XVIIL3, 9, [12]; XXL10, 13;
XXTL.[1], 10

onore XXIV.9

émov  XI1.7, 9

onwg (conj.) [IV.10*] (Her.)

énwg (adv.) [V.11]; VIL3; XT.2; XTX.7

énwonep II1.8

opéo  [V.12]; XIIL7; XX.1, 8

opbag XVIILS5; XXII1.2

opite [XIV.12]

opviderov [I17]; [VL11]

'Opoevg [VIL5]; XVIIL.2, 6

6, fi, 6 [IV.3]; VL10; VILS; [VIIL2*];
XI.6; XIII4*, XIV.5*, 6* XVIILS;
XXIV.3* XXV.1,9

boog VL14; IX.[7], 9; X.4; XV.7; XIX 4;
XX.3; XXIV.1; XXV.8;, F 18+H 454
app.

bonep IV.6; VI.6; XVILY;
XX1.s

bomg XVIL3; XVIIL6; XXI1.4
dooa X.[11], 13; X1.9; XVIL.6*; XVIII.4

én  VLS; IX6, 10; X.11; XI.11; XIL5;
XML5; XIV.3; XV.11; XVL1, 7, [15];
XIX.11, [15]; XX5, 9; XX1.2, 10, 12;
XXII1.2, 8, 13, 14, [16]; XXII.3, 6,
[12]; XXIV .4; XXVL1, 2, 3, 13; H41.3
app.

od(x,y) IV.4 bis, 8 (Her.); V.6, [9], [11];
VIL3, 6; VIIL9;, IX.2; X3, 6; X13;
XI.[5], 5, 7; XJIL.[9], 10; XV.9, 11;
XVI.11; XVIL3; XVIOL5, [12], [14];
XX.2, 9; XX11.2; XXIIL5; XXIV.2, 6,
7, 10; XXV.3, 10, [13); XXVL8

ov, o, ¢ XI.10%; XIX.8

ovdopd XXII.6

[XIX.12];
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ob8ag XXVL.6* (Hom.)

obdeig [X.9]; XIX.12

ovbé V.7, [10]; [X.1]; XII.13; XX.7;
XX11.3

ovdéxote [H1.6]

ovdénoe X110

otkooy XXIII.4

olv VIL7; IX.1, 5, [12]; XIV.2; XVIIL2;
[XXII.1]

otnw [XIV.11]

Ovpdviog XX1.5

Ovpavég  XIV.6%, 8, [13)

ovpavég X114, 5, 8

odpog [IV.8*] (Her.)

obg [VIL.10*]

ovre XIL2, 3; XVIIG6 bis, XXI1;
XXTV.11 bis; H 4.3

odm [VIL10]
odtog [II.9]; IV5 (v. & abwog); VI4;
VIIL{6), 12; X.12; [X1.9]; XIILS;

XIV.2, 5 bis; XVI.7, 9, [13]; XVILs, 7,
10, 11; XVIIL.2, 4, 8 [12); XIX.§;
XX .4; XX1.4; XXI1.8; XXTII.1; XXIV 4,
6,7,9; XXV.12; 1323 app.

obra(g) [VIIL9]; X.9; XXV1.12

naig IX.2; 147.1 app.

ndav  [XVIL10]

noavoudedn X.9*

napa VIIL4* ndpa, [8], [10], 11; 1X.3;
X1.12; XTM0.1* mépe; XX.3

mapayeyds [XXIII1]

ropaderypa V.8

napakiive XXVI11

ndapeyn (elp) V.4

nag (IL6]; IM7, [X.9]; XIL5, 12
XVIL3*, 5% 10, 13, [14*], [15];
[XVIL12*); XVIIL[1], 10; XIX2, 3,
[12], 12, [15]; XXT1L.[1], 2, 3, 8; 2XTV.8,
12; XXV.13, [14*]

natmp VIIL[4%], 8, [10]; IX.2, 4; XTIL.1*

navw XIX.7

NMewws XXI1.6, 10

reifo XXI.11

nepit XI5

nepuéyw XII.14

nhyvopr XV.4

nifog XXVIL.6* (Hom.)

moredw V.[8], 10, [12]

nAelotog G 16.1 app.

nheovelia XXIL6

Thén XXIV.9

avedpa  XVIIL(2], 2

nomorg  VIL3, 4; XIIL5

noweo VL[4], 7; [X1.2]; X1.9; XX4;
XXV.10, [12]
moéw IV.10* (Her.); [IX.1]; XL.9; XV.1,
[10]; XXT11.1; XXV.10

noicidog [XXTI.14]

mowny VL5

notog V.7

noradg  XIL13

modg XX.1

morududodog V17

morvg VIL10;  [XIX.11];
XXI1.14; XXTIL.2; XXTIV.3*, 7

noravov VL7

novapdég XVL5*; XXTI1.6

rovg IV.7* (Her.)

npaype V.7; XIL5

mpiv  [IX.11]; [XVIL1]; XVIOL9; XX.7,
11; XXIV.5

npoavarioxe XX.9

npofi VIO

mpoxer[ H 1.2

mpog XIVd4, 7; XV.[1], 8, [9]; XX14;
XXV.8

npdg (adv.) XX.10

npiclev XVIL2, 9; XVIIL11; [XX1.13]

npaoBAixkn XIL8

npyotfnu  XXIIL7

xpoopepfic XVIILS

xpoodépw XIX.8

apocpie XVI4*

npdepog  VL11; XVIL[1], 4, 5; XX.6

mpgmotog XIV.6*

Npwtéyovog XVI3*

npardyovog  XVIIL15

apiog  VIL7; XIIL4*; [XV.1]; XVII.12*,
[13]

mvOdvopar  X1.9

ntp IX.5; F 18+H 45.2 app.

[XX1.12];

Pea XXIL7, [12%], 14, 15
pétem XIV.5* 8

Pein  [XXT.15]

péo  XXTIL6*, 10

pfine  VIL8; XXTI1.8; XXVI1.8

ceafivn  XXIV.10; XXV.1
ongaive [I1.9]; [XV.12]; XV1.7; [XVIL.11];
XXIM.7; [XXV.13]; XXVIL3
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onuetov [F 10.4]; F 18+H 45.3

obévog XXIIL5*

oivouon IV.3

oxénropon  X1.6

opkpémg  [XXV.6]

owydv IL5

cwpéo XX.12

otépopon  XX.10

ouyly XXVI.14

ovprfyvom  IX.8

coveyn (elm) XXV.7

cuvépyopar XXV.8

owiomu IX.6; [X.13]; XVIL2, 8, [15];
XX1.3; XXV.9

oo XXI.5

cvoraog [XVIL14]

opelg XVIIL4; XX.2, 9

taxtog [IV.13)

kg [IVA4]

wopdocw IX.6

e [IIL9]; [V.8]; [VIL3]; VIL5* IX 4, 7;
X.1,2,4; [XI.13]; XI1.5, [12]; [XIIL10];
XIvV.1; XV.9; XVL5* [11], [14*],
XVII10; XIX.7; XX.2; XXIV.2, §;
XXVL6* (Hom.), 7* (Hom.)

weievtatog [VILS]

witeo XIX.12, [13]

whgo [XVIL12*]

#ywmn XX4

mpéw [I11.6)

nénu  [XXTIL.12]

apy  IL6; [XV.13%]

nude II4

tig, . V.6; XX.8 ttav

ng, n IL7; [VIL4]; XI1.7; XV.7; XXIV 4

Toiviv X6

towofrog  XIIL.10; [XVIL.10]; XXV.11

tooottog  XIX 4; [XXV.11]

e XVIé*

wpoddg [X.11*]

wyyave XXILS5

wyn IV.3

oyug  [VIL2]
#8wp [VI6]; [XXIIL12]; F 18+H 45.2
v XXVI4* (Hom.), [131
duvog  [IL8); [VII.2]
“Yuvor XXII.11
ondpyw XVI2, [7], 8
uneppaire IV.8* (Her); XXIV.5, 6

imepPotog  [IV.10*] (Her.); VIILG
tmepueviig  [VIIL2*); [Umeppev]éog
drnpémg  IIL7

omé  V.8; XXIL.6 bis; [XXV.5]
unorapPdve F 17.1 app.

torotogy XVIL6G*

¢aivopon  V.14; [IX.11]; XVIIL7; [XTX.9];
XXIV.5

¢aivo XXIV.3*, 6,7

¢ang XVIIL3; XX1.9

tépe [XVIIL1]

onui  [IV.6); [VIL10]; IX.13; XILIO;
XIv3, 8, [13]; XVIL1, [13]; XVILé;
XVIL1, [4]); XIX.11, [14]; XXTI.10;
XXT.7

¢uhdémg XXVI.10*

¢opov[ VLI5S

ophy  [XXV.14*]

¢péwmer;  XVIIL[7], 10, [13]; XIX.5

tvewcég F 14.1 app.

¢vamg IV.7* (Her.); XIV.12; XXT1.2

oo XXIL15

tovéo X [1],2,7,8

o0 XI3

yelp  VIIL5*; [IX.10%]

réo [I.5]

oy [IL5]; VL7

xpdopon  XTIL.8

xpéw XL1%, 5,7, 8, 10*

xenl[ 1182

yori [IL 6]; X1.6; XIX.7; XXIV.9
xonomprale [V.2, 3]

wpovog  XIL[3], 6, [11]

yopile [X.7]; XIV.2; XV.2, [3]

yoxdq  VL[1], [4], [8], 10
yuxpog [XM.12); XX1.[1], 1
yigo [X.12]

®8e VIIL7; XII.1; XIIL.3; XIX.9

‘Qeeavég XXTL.3*%, 6

dpa XXIV.10, 11 dpéwev

o [VIL8) XI.2*; XIV.12; [XVII.15);
XX.8; XXI1.1; XXV.7

domep [[X.11]; X1.3; XX.7; XXII.10

donepet  VL5; [IX2, 14]); [XVL11]
XVIL5

dore XXI.15
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Heraclitus fr.10.1: XIV. 5
fr.B3 + B 94 DK: IV. 7-10 fr.102: XIV. 6
fr.10.3: XV. 6, 11
Homerus fr.11: XV, 13-15
Il, 24, 527-528: XXVI. 6-7 fr. 12: XVL. 3-6, 9
Od. 8. 335: XXVL 4 fr. 13: XVL 14
fr. 14.1: XVIIL 12-13 + XVIL 6
Orpheus (ed. Bemabé) fr. 14.2: XVII. 12
fr. 3: VIL 9-10 f.14.4: XIX. 10
fr. 4: VIL 2 fr.15.1: XX1. 1
fr.5: VIIL 45 f. 162: XXIIL 3, 4, 5, 6
% 62:X.9,11
s X1 . 163: XXIIL 11
F. 65: XI1. 2 fr.18.1: XXV. 14
f. 7 X0 1 fr.182: XXVI. 1, 2,9, 10
Fr. 8: XIIL 4 £ 398: XXII. 12
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Unplaced fragments in glasses F and G.
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