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Andrei Lebedev

THE DERVENI PAPYRUS AND PRODICUS OF CEOS'
To the memory of Martin West.

A. B. Jlebenes. lepBenuniickuii nanupyc u Illpoaux u3 Keoca.

CraTbs mOCBsIILIEHA aBTOPCTBY, )KaHPOBOMY OIpeieeHuto, punocode-
KOW MHTEpNpeTaluu, JaTUPOBKE U KYJIbTYPHO-UCTOPUUYECKOMY KOHTEKCTY
[Manupyca u3z Hepsenu (I1), punocodcekoro tekcra ¢ uuratamu u3z Opdu-
YECKOW TEOrOHWM, HAlJIEHHOMY B MOTHWJIE€ BTOPOM MoJ. 4 B. JI0 H. 3. B Jie-
peBHe [lepBenu y Canonuk B 1962 r. B paznene (1) ykasbiBatoTcs mpu-
YUHBI OLIMOOYHBIX TOJIKOBAHUM U HEBEPHBIX aTpUOYLIMIA: JTOKHOE OIpee-

' This is a preliminary (abridged) presentation of the main results of our
investigation of the Derveni papyrus the complete text of which will appear
in the volume «Presocratics and Papyrological Tradition» (2019) edited by
Christian Vassallo. The original version of this paper under the title «The
Derveni Treatise as a Document of Sophistic Atheism» was presented at
the International conference on the Derveni papyrus at Princeton
University on April 25™, 1993 during my Perkins fellowship granted by the
Council of Humanities of Princeton University (cf. Sider 1997: 129, n. 2). 1
have benefited from several discussions of my hypothesis. During my
fellowship in All Souls College, Oxford (1995-1996) I was invited by
Professor Richard Janko to present my «atheistic» interpretation of PDerv
at his seminar in the Institute of Classical Studies, London on June 7%,
1996. Additional recent research was stimulated by the invitation to give a
lecture «The Derveni papyrus and Greek Enlightenment» at the Depart-
ment of Classics of New York University on November 3™, 2016 (thanks
are due to David Sider, Mirjam Kotwick and other colleagues who took
part in the discussion) and by the participation at the International Collo-
quium «Presocratics and Papyrological Tradition», University of Trier, 21—
24 September 2016 organised by Christian Vassallo and Wolfgang
Woehrle. Thanks are due to Valeria Piano for discussing with me on this
occasion the possibility of some readings in PDerv. col. IV, line 6 (all
remaining faults are mine) and to Christian Vassallo for sharing with me
the complete text of his extremely important paper on Anaxagoras and
atheism in doxography (Vassallo 2019). The documentary basis of this
investigation relies on innumerable 7LG searches. Special thanks are due to
Maria Pantelia, the director of TLG-project, who year after year provided
me with immediate assistance whenever [ experienced problems with
access to 7LG on-line. I also wish to thank Nikolai Kazansky for his advice
in matters of Greek dialectology and both him and Eugenia Kriuchkova for

the restoration of the illegible Greek in the original version of this paper
(1993).
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JeHUe nanupyca Kak «op(uueckoro», a ero aBTopa — Kak oppuka wid
op(deoTenecta NpoUCTEKaIOT, B YACTHOCTH, U3 UTHOPUPOBAHHUS CYIIECTBO-
BaHUs JIByX TUIOB MaHTEU3Ma B paHHETPEUECKOU MBICIH: ITUKO-PETUTHO3-
HOTO U HATypaJUCTHUUECKOro. ABTOp manupyca ObLI MpeICTABUTENIEM BTO-
poro TUMa, HECOBMECTUMOTO C YY€HHEM O 0€CCMEpPTHH AYIIHU U 3arPOOHOM
BO3/IasiHUH, XapakKTepHbIM i mudaropeicTByromero opdusma. Pazmen
(2) maeT uHTENIEKTYaJbHBIM MOPTPET aBTOpa: UOHUHCKUM coducT 5 Beka
710 H. 3. mocjenoBaTelb AHakcaropa u Apxenas B KOCMOJOTHMU U (pusuke,
Npeajaraloiiil  «aTeuCTUYECKY0» TEOPUI0 TPOUCXOXKIEHHUS PEIUruu
«uzuka» Opdest u mpoUcxoxieHne MUPOIOTHUECKUX 00pa3oB OOroB Kak
«00JIe3Hb fA3bIKa» WM «OCTbIIIKA» HeBeXA. CTOPOHHUK COPUCTHYECKOM
«ophodnun» U anaenT (QyHKIMOHATU3MA B CEMaHTHUKE M TEOPUU HOMMHA-
MU (MMSI COOTBETCTBYET <«Jely», &£PYOv, HOCHUTEINA), BOCXOIALIEH K
['epakiuty, co3ian TEKCT B )KaHPE COPUCTUYECKON UCTOPUU MPOUCXOXKIE-
HUS KYyJIbTYpHI, sI3bIka W penuruu tuma [lepi thg €v apyijl KaTaoTdoems
[Iporaropa. COBpEMEHHUKM MOTJIA NPUUYUCIATH B3rsabl aBTopa Il k
«areuctuueckum». B paznene (3) o6ocHoBbiBaeTcs arpudyuus I1 [Tpoau-
ky u3 Keoca u npuBogstcsa 19 testimonia: gocioBHbie uutatsl w3 JIl y
JPEBHUX aBTOPOB C MPSIMbIM ynioMuHaHueMm umeHu [lpoauka, a Taxxke cre-
uupuyeckue 0COOEHHOCTH (MPEXKAE BCEro YTUIUTAPU3M U «3eMIlelIebye-
ckas» Teopusi mpoucxoxaeHus penuruu [lpoguka (ctind. XXIV), deptbl
a3bika U ctuns. B pazgene (4) npeanaraeTcs HOBasi pEKOHCTPYKLUS U UH-
Tepnperauus ctondua IV ¢ uuraroit I'epaknura o connue. Conepxaieecs
B HEM pasindyeHue «0OIUX U 0COOCHHBIX» UMeEH (Kowvd Kai 101o dvopata)
SBJIIETCSI OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOLIMM J1JIsl TOHUMaHUsI TePMEHEBTUUECKOTO METO-
na astopa [1/] u ero Teopun MMeH U BO3HUKHOBEHHUs MUdosoruu. B pas-
nene (5) aHanu3upyeTcss He OTMEUYEHHBIN npexkae pedueke Teopuu [Ipoau-
Ka O MPOUCXOXKACHUU PEJIUTUU U3 000KECTBJICHUS «IOJE3HOTO IS HKHU3-
HU» B Memopabunusax Kcenodonra (2.2). Paznen (6) nocBsilieH 1aTUPOBKE
U Ha3BaHMIO TpakTata. [lpemyaraercsi OTOXKAECTBIEHHE C COYMHEHUEM
[Ipoauka «Bpemena rofa» uan «dnoxu» (‘Qpat), NOCBALIEHHBIM ITPOUC-
XOXKJIEHUIO YeJIOBEYECKOro poja v uuBuiuianuu. Haubonee BeposiTHOe
Bpems Hanucanus — 20-pie TT. 5 B. 10 H. 3. Terminus post quem — ncedus-
ma Jluomuda (432 r.) m mpomecc uaum cMepTb AmnHakcaropa (428 T1.).
Terminus ante quem — «Iltuup» Apucrodana (414 r.), ¢c mapoaueit Ha an-
aeropuyeckyto uHTeprnperaunto Opduueckoit Teoronuu Ilpoaukom, a He
Ha camy Opduueckyro TeoroHuto. BwmecTo «mone3Hbx (PaKTOpOB»
[Ipoauka (cBeTwia, dAEMEHTHI, NMUILA U Jp.) ApucTodaH B CBOEM aroHe ¢
[TpoaMkoM mNpeAcTaBisSeT NTUL KaK MPUHOCSIIUX YEIOBEYECKOMY pOAY
OoJpllie MONB3bI, ITUM OOOCHOBBIBaeTca uX modena Haa [Ipomukom B
KauecTBe KaHAuAaTa Ha posib HOBbIX O0roB. BepositHo JII1 Ol «O0TBETOMY
Ha ncepuszmy uonuda, HanpaBleHHYIO MPOTUB AHaKcaropa v 3amnpernias-
IIyI0 MpenojaBaTh HOBYI0 acTpoHoMHuI0 B Adunax. Jlemas Opdes apes-
HUM aHakcaroposiem, [Ipoauk cMesiiica Haa duonudom U peaTuruo3HbIMU
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KOHCEBATOpPaMH, HO OJIHOBPEMEHHO MpPenoXpaHsiyi ce0sd oT OOBUHEHHMs B
«Heuectum» (ypan aocePeiag): OoH Kak Obl MPOCHABISUT  JAPEBHIOIO
myapocTb Opdesi, yupeauTesss peIurui U TAaMHCTB, HO TOJBKO Mpeaaral
ee «HcIpaBiIeHHOE» ToHUMaHue (0pOaS yivdokew). Pazaen (7) pa3bsicHser
3HAUEHHUE TTEPLTPOTY| KAK MOJEMHUUECKOro preMa B rpedeckoit ¢punocopuu
u npemnaraet nounumars Il xkak nmepuTpomy peamMruo3HOro Tekcra ¢
MOJIEMUYECKOU U MAPOJAUNHON LEIbIO.

Knwouessie crnosa: Ilanupyc u3 epenu, [poauk, Coductsi, Opdpusm,
Amnakcarop, Apxenaii, ['epakiiuT, T€OroHUs, UCTOPHUS LIUBUIU3ALMH, TIPO-
UCXOXJEHUE PpEIUTruH, MPOUCXOXKJIEHUE MUDOIOTUH, MPOUCXOXKICHUE
A3bIKa, anjeropus, ncepusma Juonuda, ateusm aHTUUYHBIN, [pedeckoe
npocaelenue, punocodus a3vika, JpeBuue AuHsbl.

(1) Preliminary remarks. Why the Derveni papyrus has often
been misread and misapprehended. Two types of pantheism in
early Greek thought.

The failure of several unfortunate attempts to establish the
authorship of the Dereveni papyrus has led the editors to a position
of docta ignorantia, the denial of the very possibility of attribution”.
We find such scepticism excessive and counterproductive. Any
attribution of an anonymous text to be taken seriously should be
based on precise and unambiguous evidence, first of all on verbatim
quotations from the anonymous text in ancient authors with a direct
mention of author’s name. Apart from the verbatim quotations,
references to particular ideas, tenets, theories etc. attested in the
anonymous text and attributed by an external source to a certain
writer (as well as his interests, specific subjects, literary habits,
style, methodology etc.) will also count as evidence with the proviso
that they are not too common and widespread, but rather peculiar
(and best of all unique) to the supposed author. The attribution of
PDerv to Prodicus proposed in this article meets these requirements:
it is based on verbal coincidences of peculiar phrases and terms in
PDerv and Prodicus’ fragments; Prodicus’ peculiar theory of the
origin of the names of gods and religion from agriculture and other
tekhnai «useful» for human race is directly attested in PDerv; there
is also a combined direct evidence of Aristophanes and Themistius
that Prodicus wrote an allegorical interpretation of the Orphic
theogony.

* Kouremenos in KPT 2006: 58-59. The sceptical attitude is shared by
Betegh 2004: 349 and Kotwick 2017: 22 among others. The edition of
Kouremenos, Parassoglou and Tsantsanoglou (2006) is henceforward
quoted as KPT.
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The demonstration of our thesis is presented below in six
thematic sections.

Section (2) deals with the literary genre, the general purpose and
the hermeneutical method of the Derveni treatise, and draws a
preliminary intellectual portrait of its author describing his peculiar
features, a kind of a «composite image». In the section (3) we argue
for Prodicus as the author of PDerv and present 18 testimonia on
which this attribution is based. These include both the verbatim
quotations with Prodicus’ name that find an exact correspondence in
the text of PDerv and the common peculiar features of the language
and style. The 19th testimonium is presented separately in section 5
since it contributes to the commentary in the preceding section. In
the section (4) we propose a reconstruction and interpretation of the
text of the col. IV that contains a quotation from Heraclitus. This
column is of primary importance for the understanding of the aims
and allegorical method of the author in general as well as for his
theory of names. Section (5) detects a neglected (polemical)
peritrope of Prodicus’ benefaction theory of the origin of religion in
Xenophon’s Memorabillia 4.4. In the section (6) the problems of the
original title and date of the Derveni treatise are addressed, as well
as its relation to the Psephisma of Diopeithes (432 BC) and the trial
and death of Anaxagoras. The last section (7) clarifies our use of the
term peritrope and explains the Derveni treatise as a polemical
naturalistic peritrope of a religious text (Orphic theogony).

The Derveni papyrus has been often misread and misappre-
hended for the following main reasons. (1) First, because a wrong
label «Orphic» was attached to the papyrus in the very first report
(Kapsomenos 1964). (2) Second, because another misleading label
«Presocratic» was soon after that attached to its author (Burkert
1968). (3) Third, because the rhetorical/grammatical terms of the
Derveni author ta Kowa kai ta 1w (scil. ovopata or pripota) that
provide a clue for the understanding of his theory of language and of
the origin of religion, have been misunderstood as alleged «echoes»
of Heraclitus’ own terminology (this mistake is dealt with in section
4). (4) Fourth, because of the failure to distinguish between two
types of pantheism in early Greek thought, the naturalistic and the
ethico-religious pantheism. (5) Fifth, because of the failure to
distinguish two types of allegoresis of myth: a constructive (friendly
and apologetical in purpose) and a deconstructive (polemical or
atheistic) which is the case of PDerv. (6) And, last but not least, the
widespread (after Tsantsanoglou 1997) misinterpretation of mwdpyev
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in col. V. as an alleged indication of the author’s religious
profession (dealt with in section 2 below, with notes 26-29).

We have on different occasions since 1989 criticised the term
«Presocratic/Presocratics» both for its chronological incongruities
(if Presocratics were philosophers of the 6th and 5th centuries B.C.,
then was Socrates «Presocratic»?) and for its physicalist bias that
has led to the serious misunderstanding of the Western Greek
idealist metaphysics (Pythagoreans and Eleatics) and to the no less
serious distortion of the general picture of what happened in early
Greek thought before 400 B.C. (Lebedev 1989)°. The Derveni pa-
pyrus is a remarkable case at point: it provides a clear example of
how this artificial and misleading modern term can bewilder
scholars because of its surreptitious «interference» with authentic
ancient terms. Sophists knew that they were cogiotai, the Pytha-
goreans knew that they were [TuBayopetor, but Presocratics did not
know that they were «Presocratics» (and fortunately so). Ancient
sophists like Protagoras and Prodicus were contemporaries of the so
called «Presocratics» like Anaxagoras or Archelaus and held very
similar doctrines about the nature and the cosmos. But although
included in Diels’ edition of Vorsokratiker, the sophists are usually
not referred to by this term: since «Presocratics» are thought to be
cosmologists and physikoi, and sophists are not, the latter are
commonly treated as a special group of «Sophists». That is why
scholars, misguided by the label «Presocraticy, turned away from
the most obvious and promising group of candidates for the
authorship of PDerv, the lonian Sophists.

> A summary of my views in «Getting rid of the Presocratics» (Lebedev
2009). A defence of the ancient (and modern ante-Burnet) idealist inter-
pretation of the metaphysics of Parmenides and the Pythagoreans in
Lebedev 2017, and Lebedev 20175 respectively. The validity of the term
«Presocratics» has been with good reasons question by Salomo Luria
(C. 4. Jlypse) starting from the 1920-ies (1970: 5 {f.) and by Tony Long in
his preface to the «Cambridge Companion to Early Greek philosophy».
Late Martin West, after reading with approval my (2009) paper «Getting
rid of the «Presocratics» replied: «What you say about the Presocratics
corresponds to what I have always thought. Forty-six years ago I wrote
(CQ 17,1967, 1 n. 2): «The term ‘Presocratics’ has so established itself that
we should greatly inconvenience ourselves by abandoning it now. But it
has two grave disadvantages: it exaggerates the effect of Socrates; and it
lumps together an assortment of people, priests, doctors, Vagabond poets,
experimental physicists, whose methods and intentions were very various,
and implies that they were somehow united in a common search» (letter to
Andrei Lebedev from March 2, 2013).
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In our opinion, it is necessary to distinguish two types of
pantheism in early Greek thought. Both rely on the equation deus =
natura, but interpret it in a different way: the naturalistic pantheism
reduces god to nature, the ethico-religious pantheism reduces nature
to god. The ethico-religious pantheism is ethically relevant, the
omnipresence and omniscience of god is intended in it as a moral
command, as a reminder of «timor Domini» and a warning «I am
watching you!» The naturalistic pantheism is akin to the deism and
may have been perceived by the ordinary Greeks as asebeia and
atheism. When Aristotle (Phys. 203b13) ascribes to «Anaximander
and the most of the physiologi» the doctrine of the infinite matter as
10 O¢iov, the naturalistic pantheism is meant. Anaximander may
have described his «boundless nature» (@¥Oo1g dnelpog) by «divine»
epithets like «eternal and non-ageing» (did1og kai dynpwc) in order
to emphasise that it is eternal and indestructible, but he hardly
prayed to it or to the cosmogonical vortex it produced®. The
pantheistic thesis «all is full of gods» (névta mAnpn Bedv) ascribed
by Aristotle to Thales (De an. 411a7), is related with his
pampsychism (yoynv peutybor €v tdt mavti). Thales probably
proved this thesis by adducing empirical evidence (tekmeria, D.L.
1.24), such as the attractive force of magnet and amber. Even if
Thales regarded these forces as «divine» it is doubtful that he ever
prayed to them or feared their wrath. This is naturalistic pantheism.
A classical example of the ethically relevant religious pantheism 1is
precisely the Orphic «hymn to Zeus» that followed the kataposis
scene and the absorbtion of the Protogonos by Zeus in the Orphic
theogony. The naturalistic pantheism is of Milesian origin, the
ethico-religious pantheism derives from Xenophanes (with
Pythagorean antecedents?) and Heraclitus (followed by the Stoics).
In Xenophanes’ monotheistic poem god «sees as a whole, perceives
as whole, hears as whole» (21 B 24), according to another fragment
quoted by Philoponus nothing escapes his notice, nor even a hidden
thought in the heart of a man’. The Derveni author perfectly
understood the difference between these two types of pantheism. He
definitely does not believe that the «air» we inhale monitors our
thoughts and will punish our sins in Hades. In a brilliant polemical

* Against the authenticity of the term 10 dnepov: Lebedev 1978; mechanis-
tic physics: Lebedev 1988;: 57-58, vortex in cosmogony: Lebedev 2016:
597-598.

> Joann. Philopon., De aet. mundi 582, 24 mévta 0god mAnpn, Tavrnt & of
glol axovoi / kol 010 meTpdmv kol ava xBova, kol te dt'ovtod / dtTl
kékevbev évi otbecot vomua. Attribution to Xenophanes: Lebedev 1985.
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peritrope he substitutes the Ionian naturalistic panthelsm for the
Western Greek «Orphic» ethico-religious pantheism®.

We distinguish the terms «Derveni papyrus» (PDerv) and
«Derveni treatise» (DervT). The Derveni papyrus is a document
which we quote by the column and line of the official edition
(KPT)’. By the «Derveni treatise» we mean the original Sophistic
text of the 5th century which can be reconstructed on the basis both
of the extant columns of PDerv and other testimonia discussed in
section (3) which partly supplement our knowledge of the lost
integral text. The Derveni treatise is a kind of a reconstructed
«archetype» of which the extant PDerv is the best and most
important preserved «manuscript».

(2) The purpose, literary genre and the hermeneutical method
of the Derveni treatise. A philosophical portrait (composite image)
of the Derveni Author.

It has been thought that the Derveni author is quoting Orphic
verses because he is interested in the Orphic religious doctrine, was
an Orphic initiate or even an Orphic priest (Orpheotelestes), a
diviner or a religious specialist himself. To reconcile this with some
strange remarks of the author about mysteries, it has been suggested
that he is an enlightened Orphic writing for a local Orphic
community and trying to achieve a synthesis of the Ionian philo-
sophy and Orphic faith. However, from the Greek point of view, the
Derveni author quotes not «Orphic poetry», but a iepdg AOYoG.
Classical authors avoid to quote verbatim Orpheus’ verses, that is
why the bulk of the extant fragments comes from late antiquity
when the Neoplatonists made the Orphic theogony a Hellenic Bible
in their fight against the Christian apologists. It is impossible to
explain away col. XX as a criticism of superstition only, by com-
paring it, say, with Hippocratic De morbo sacro, 2. The Hippocratic
doctor does not attack the public cult. The Derveni author does. In
col. XX he makes derogatory and blasphemous remarks about the
mystery cults expressed with mockery and sarcasm. The téyvnv
molovpevol ta iepd are first of all the Orpheotelests who charged
fees for the rites of initiation. How could an «Orphicy» priest or an
initiate ridicule his own profession and faith?

6 On the meaning of peritrope as polemical device see section (7) below.
7 We cite Janko’s new text (2017) from Kotwick 2017.
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It has been rightly pointed out that his interest in Orphic poetry
is neither grammatical, nor philological®. He does not seem to be
interested in the text of the Orphic theogony as such. He is not an
allegorist in the usual sense of the word, either. The mainstream
philosophical allegorism from Theagenes on has been usually
apologetic in purpose. The purpose of an allegorical interpretation is
to construct a coherent referential subtext, that will exist side by side
with the «surface» text without destroying it, and even «saving» it
(Brisson 2004). The Derveni author does exactly the reverse: he
systematically destroys myths; he does this not because he is an
unskilled or bad interpreter, but because this is the purpose of his
work. He therefore 1s not an awkward allegorist, but an intelligent
and skilful irreligious rationalist. His allegorical interpretation of the
Orpheus’ theology, similar with the naturalistic «meteoroleschia» in
Aristophanes’ Clouds and the physical gods-elements of the philo-
sophers mocked by Epicharmus (Lebedev 2017,), belongs to the
deconstructive type. An example of the deconstructive naturalistic
allegoresis of the Orphic theogony is provided by the sixth Homilia
of the Pseudo-Clementina (see test. 19 in the section (3) below). The
Christian apologists who reduced the Hellenic gods to the elements
and natural phenomena, did not intend «to save» them; their purpose
was to exterminate them, to expose them as nugatory or to proclaim
them evil daimones®. Sometimes deconstructive allegoresis and
scientific explanation are hard to distinguish, as in Xenophanes B 32
Qv T "Ipwv kaAéovot, vEpog kai Todto TEPuke «And the one they call
Iris is (Just) a cloud, too...». This verse comes from a series of
demythologised pseudo-gods of the poets. Heraclitus’ use of the
etymological allegory and of functionalist semantics may have been
deconstructive with regard of the anthropomorphic polytheism of
the poets, but by no means atheistic, since it was only a prelude to
the new ethico-religious monotheism. The same holds true for the
Stoics, although they may have been less iconoclastic than
Heraclitus in their attitude towards the poetic myth. Some sophists
(Protagoras and Prodicus) may have mistaken Heraclitus’ criticism
of popular religion for a kind of atheism.

The Derveni author is interested not so much in the Orphic
poetry, as in Orpheus himself. It is the figure of Orpheus in the

® According to Martin West (1983) 190 the author’s interest in the Orphic
text «is wholly philosophical, not philological».

? For a more positive attitude towards Greek myth of the Byzantines see
Brisson (2004), ch.7.
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DervT that reveals the personality of the author and gives a key to
the understanding of the purpose of his book.

Orpheus in the DervT is first of all a co@og avnp of the times
immemorial, a prehistoric sage who invented religion and estab-
lished the sacred rites (feletai)'’. Secondly he is the Onomatothetes
who first established the divine names. Thirdly, he is an d&pyaiog
@LG1oA0Y0oc who knew v @bOcwv 1@v mpayudtmv. The text of the
Orphic Theogony is used in the DervT only as a historical evidence
for the reconstruction of Orpheus’ work and philosophy as well as of
the original religion of the primitive people. Like poetry, rituals also
preserve the original wisdom of Orpheus. The third class of evi-
dence used by the Derveni author are proverbial expressions, @dtelg
taken as «remnants of ancient wisdom»''. This image of a pre-
historic rationalist philosopher who replaces traditional Greek
culture heroes and divine tp®totl gvpetai is unmistakably sophistic.
«Orpheusy» of the DervT may be compared with the copog avnp of
the play «Sisyphos» (probably by Critias) who invented religion'*;
with Cheiron the Centaurus in Euripides’ Melanippe the Wise, a pre-
historic astronomer and Anaxagorean philosopher'’; with Heracles

' Kritias B 25 DK = Sext.Math. 9.54.

"'The idea that the proverbs are «survivals» of the ancient wisdom cf.
Arist. fr. 13 ap. Synesius, Calvit. encom. 22 Apiototéing onoiv Ot
TaAodg €ict erAoco@iag év Taig peyiotalg avOpodmmv eBopaic AmolopEVNG
é;/l(awksiuuaw neplomBévta 010 cuvtopiav Kai deEloTnTa.

1288 B 25 DK.

B Clem. Alex. Strom. 1.73.2-3 6 8¢ Bnpotiog “Eppunnoc Xelpova tov
Kévtavpov copov karel kth. Clement’s passage can be summarised as
follows: just as according to Herodorus of Heraclea (fr. 13 Fowler),
Heracles was a seer and a physical scientist (névtig and guoikdg) who took
over from Atlas (another scientist and astronomer) the knowledge of the
heavenly bodies allegorically interpreted as pillars of the cosmos (kioveg
0D KOGuoV), so according to Hermippus of Berytus (FHG IIT 35, adn.)
Cheiron was also an ancient astronomer and philosopher. From Cheiron the
physical science (puoikt Oewpia) passed to his dauther Hippo who, in turn,
taught it to Aeolus, a meteorologist «mastering» the winds by the power of
his knowledge. Two poets are citedas poptopia of this remarkable
construction: Titanomachia fr. 11 Bern. and Euripides, Melanippe the Wise
fr. 11. Hippo-Hippe is the mother of Melanippe who expounds an Anaxa-
gorean cosmogony in Eur. fr. 484 = Anaxagor. A 62 DK. It is therefore
conceivable that Cheiron the physiologos derives from a 5th century
Anaxagorizing interpretation known to Euripides. The phraseology of
Melanippe’s logos is strikingly similar to PDerv col. XV, 2 yopioBévta
dwotiivar oy aAnAlov ta €6vta. We discuss the subject with more detail
in: Lebedev 1998: 3—10.
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the ancient pévrig kol uoikdg in Herodoros of Heraclea'* and, last
but not least, with Orpheus as an ancient philosopher and onomato-
thetes in Plato’s Cratylus who runs a philosophical school of his
own (oi mepi Oppéa). The attention to hyperbaton in the exegesis of
poets is a technique that Plato associates with Protagoras (Protagor.
339a sq.). The Derveni author takes for granted the sophistic anti-
thesis of nomos and physis and he is apparently a specialist in the
linguistic science of 6pBdtng TV ovoudtmwv. Even his physical
doctrine 1s Sophistic: Anaxagorean physics as modified by
Archelaus (and possibly Democritus) who may be considered the
father of the Kulturgeschichte: in his Peri physeos the lonian
cosmogony for the first time was continued by an archaeologla
which discussed the origin of nomoi and of the human language

The theory of names of the Derveni author is of primary
importance for the understanding of his hermeneutical method and
of his theory of the origin of religion. It is based on the distinction
between ta 1010 and ta kowvd Ovopato or prjpato (see section 4
below). Orpheus who clearly saw the philosophical truth, for some
reason decided not to reveal it to the polloi and therefore expressed
it in enigmatic poetry (aiviypataoong col. VII, 5 et aiviCeton passim.)
Presumably, he did the same when he established the sacred rites.
Instead of using plain words of the common language — the xowa
ovopata — Orpheus covered his message in «idiomatic» or
«peculiar» words, ta 1dw. The «peculiar» words were partly
invented by Orpheus himself — these are the divine personal names.
In some cases, however, Orpheus used existing words of the current
language of his tlrne16 but gave them unusual meaning — these
correspond to what we call metaphors. Metagopd in rhetorical sense
1s not attested before Isocrates and Aristotle, both the Derveni author
and Epigenes (who wrote on ta id1dlovta map’ Opoed, i. e. on meta-
phorical or allegorlcal expressions) use a more archaic 5™ century
terminology. '’ The author of the Derveni Treatise pretends to know

'* See the quotation from Clement in note 13. Herodorus wrote Tiv
Opoéwg kai Movcaiov iotopiav (fr. 12 Fowler) and distinguished two
Orpheuses and seven Heracleses. According to this history Orpheus was
recommended to Jason by Cheiron (fr. 43 F.), whereas Heracles did not sail
with the Argonauts at all (fr. 41 F.). Herodorus knew Anaxagoras’ theory
of the moon as a «celestial earth» and used it in his sci-fi fiction about
Selenites (fr. 21 F.). Can he be the author of Cheiron the astronomer story
as well?
260 A 15 A2;A4.6DK.

col XIX 9 ék TV AeyouéEvmV OVOUATOV.

7 Clem. Strom. V 49 = Orph.Fr. 407 + 1128 B. 'Emyévng év 1t [lepi tig
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the secret code for the correct reading of this prototext of the human

civilisation created by Orpheus, what he calls 0pBidg yivioxew col.

XXIII, 2 opp. 00 yivdokovteg td Agyoueva col. IX, 2). His task is to

retranslate back the «peculiar expessions into commony, ta idta into

ta Kowd: this philological technique serves the historical recon-

struction of the religious beliefs of the «ancients» and their

subsequent transformations. We will call this method a «linguistic

archeology». Here is the list of correspondences with «translations»

from the Prehistoric Mythopoetic Greek into plain prose, a kind of

glossary of the divine names and metaphorical expressions in the

theogony of Orpheus:

IATA ONOMATA to KOINA (AETOMENA) ONOMATA (PHMATA)

1. anp from aiwpeicObo col. XVII, 3—4.9

2. ddvtov Nuktoc = fabog Nvktdg, col. X1, 2-3

3. aidoiov = fjArog col. XIII, 9; X VI, 1

4. d&Axnv xai daipovo = Oepudv, col. IX, 4-5; Oahy IX, 7

5. apyov 6t mavto dpyeton 610 tovTov col. XIX, 14—15

6. Appoditn Ovpavia = Zedg = appodicidley = 06pvucOar = [lelbd =
Appovia col. XXI, 5-7

7. appodicraley = yovaiki pioyeoOa, col. XVIIL,7-10 (katd @ativ)

8. Axehdlog = Howp col. XXIII, 12

9. Baotievg = dpyn col. XIX, 11-12

10. I'fy vopmt col. XXII, 8

11. daipwv from daim ‘to burn’, hence wdp (= fAog) col. IX, 4-5.13

12. Anpnnp =I'i Mmp XXII, 10

13. Ao 611 € d1]On v tij pei&er col. XXII, 13

14. Ala = 16 XIX, 15

15. Aia = divn

15. Epwieg = yoyoal tipwpot = mowai col. VI, 4-5

16. Evpevidec = yoyai (= anp?) col. VI,9—-10

17. e0pb péovia = péyo dvvatobvta because of peydiovg pofjvar col.
XXIII, 6-10

18. Zevg = vodg col. XVI,1 0

19. Zebvg = anp col. XVIL4-5, XXIII, 3

20. xepoAn = apyn, Lécoa = katm eepopeva KtA. col. XVII, 13-14;

21. Kpdvog = kpovwv vodg col. X1V, 7

22. MnAtp 611 €k tavtng mavta yiveron XXII, 8

23. Mntp = Nobdg ( = Zebdg = anp)

24. untpog £dg = Nodg dyabdc col. XX VI, 2—12

25. Moipa Ato¢ = vedua col. XVIIL2; anp XIX, 3

Opopémg momoemc ta id1dlovta mop’ ‘Opeel EkTIOEUEVOC KTA.
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26. Moipa = ppovnoic Beod (Awog) col. XVIII, 7 sq.

27. Moipav EmkA®dcotl = ppovnov éntkvpdcat col. XIX, 4-5

28. "Ohvpumog = xpovog col. XII, 3

29. Ovpavog = opilav (ympilmv) = vodg (?) col. XIV, 12

30. mavoueevovcav = mavia O0ackovcay because Qvelv = Afyewv =
dwaokew col. X, 9—10

31. matp = ioyvpdtatov (scil. mp vel Bepudv) col. IX, 1-2. Hence mapa
natpoc €ob = ‘from the strongest part of his own’, cf. de €éovtod
X1V, 2

32. [Te@o from glkewv T €6vTa aArnioig col. XXI, 10-11

33. Péa &1L moAAd... L Epu [€kpevoavta] €€ avtiig col. XXII, 14-15

34. ypijoor = apkécar col. XI, 5

35. Qkeavog = anp = Zevg col. XXIII, 3

Equations of divine names

[Tpwtoyovog = Ovpavog = Kpdvog = Zevg is assumed in col. VIII-IX,
XIII-XVI

'l = Mntp = Péa = "Hpn col. XXII, 7

The restricted use of etymology confirms our impression that the
author is not an allegorist in the usual sense. He uses etymologies
and some of them are important for his argument, but more often he
looks not for a phonetic correspondence of the explanatory kotvév
with the idwov, but for a functional equivalence. Thus, aidoiov is
equated with the Sun because their function is the same: a generative
principle. He states explicitly his functionalist thesis as a general
principle of nomination in the following two passages.

Col. XIV. 9-10 Kpévov 8¢ dvopacey amd tod &[p]yov koi tdila
Katd T[OV avTtov A]Joyov. ‘He named Kronos after his function, and
all other things (or gods) by the same principle’ (i.e. ‘after the
function of each thing’).

Col. XX,1 mav[t'o0]v opoim[c &]vépacey oc KdAMoTA
n[dv]varo... ‘And so, he named all things (or rather «gave all divine
namesy) in the same way as best as he could’.

In the second passage oupoimg exactly corresponds to katd TOV
avTov Aoyov in col. XX, i. e. refers to the general principle of the
functionalist semantics (as we will call it) and the theory of
nomination «after function» (&zd tod &pyov)'®.

'8 Therefore the ingenious new reading mdv[t’ d&]vopoio[c and interpreta-
tion proposed by Kotwick (2017) 94. 302 cannot be correct. Kotwick takes
avopoimg in the sense ‘by different names’. According to Kotwick’s inter-
pretation Orpheus gave many different names to the same god «air»,
knowing that human nature and desire are never the same etc. In such case
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The allegorical method based on the functionalist semantics
rather than on the lexical affinity and phonetic assonance of a name
with its «original» efymon (paronomasia) can be with equal success
used in physical allegoresis, but it should be distinguished from the
«classical» etymological allegoresis of the Stoic type. The Stoic
allegoresis of mythical names is based on etymology, i.e. on the
phonetic similarity between the traditional name and the «real»
etymon for which it stands, e.g. ydog from yeicOa, Zevg from Cijv
and o4, “Hpn from dnp etc. But out of the 35 explanations of
«peculiar» expressions in PDerv (see the «glossary» above) only 10
are based on etymology'’. This means that more than two thirds are
based not on etymology, but on the functionalist semantics
(nomination and tod &pyov) and /or on the «linguistic mistake»
theory (e.g. hoi polloi misunderstood the phrase poipav EmkA®dcon).
How these two methods relate to the two schools of thought in the
philosophy of language known from Plato’s Cratylus, 1.e.
naturalism and conventionalism? Prima facie one is tempted to
correlate the etymological method with naturalism and the
functionalist semantics with conventionalism. But let us be cautious:
out of 35 names only one (yf}) is said to be «by convention» (vopmt).
The Derveni author does not claim to be a conventionalist and he
probably isn’t. He seems to believe that when something is named
amo tod €pyov, its name accords with nature or reality, i. e. 1S KoTd
evow. As we shall see, in col. XX he contrasts Orpheus’ «always
the same» rule of giving names to things with the human incon-
stancy and wishfulness in their desires and speeches, and this
already looks like like a critique of the conventionalism (for details
see Lebedev 2019). The «correct» method of naming is exemplified

Orpheus’ attitude towards this variability and instabilty of human beha-
viour and speech must be positive since he named everything dpiota. But
the following lines 3—6 flatly contradict this: ovdapd tadtd cannot be an
example of dpiota, this lack of stability and consistency is perceived in
negative terms and even attributed to the human mieovelio and dpobia.
The Derveni author contrasts the human inconstancy and capricious wish-
fulness with Orpheus’ methodic exactness in giving the names to things
and gods always in accordance with the same «best» principle, i. e. «after
function». This principle is exemplified in the lines 7—16 that follow after
the moralistic tirade: Meter was named from «giving birth» to all, Deo
from «being ravaged» in congress, Rhea from ékpéw etc. In addition, to
judge by the plate 22 in KPT three letters after mav fill the gap better than
two.

P#1,5,11,12,13, 14, 21, 29, 33 in the list above.
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in the same col. XX by the names of the gods derived from their
«function» or their deeds.

The distinction of the name and the function of a thing it denotes
(dvopo kai &pyov) plays important role in Heraclitus’ theory of
naming, but unlike the Derveni author Heraclitus emphasises that
ordinary names (i. €. koina, legomena in PDerveni) contradict their
function.?® Functionalism and utilitarianism are related schools of
thought. The functionalism in semantics points to a thinker with a
general utilitarian outlook: the value of something is determined
only by its use, and hence by its usefulness (10 ®@E{Mpov).

By translating ypficat as dpxéoar the author eliminates mantics
and oracles (ypnopot) as nonsense; the humorous interpretation of
the oracular cave of the Night as a nighttime (i. e. as non-entity) in
col. VII follows the same anti-mantic lines. By explaining the
mythical Obpavdg as the Sun, and Olympos as time (another non-
entity)’' he intentionally deconstructs the divine world. The Hymn
to Zeus is a godsend for this purpose. Since Zeus is everything, and
his name «for those who understand correctly» — 10ig O0pOdg
ywookovol — means ‘air’, all gods of the Greek religion are literally
dissolved in the air. Air is the common referential substrate of all
conventional divine names (cf. Heraclit. 43L/B 67). Hence the
equations of the divine names in DervT are to be taken not as
examples of mystical syncretism or sophisticated philosophical
theology, but as intentional deconstruction of divine personalities.
The Succession myth, according to the Derveni author, is nonsense
since all its participants — Protogonos, Night, Ouranos, Kronos, Zeus
are different names of the air, or of its constituents (hot particles), or
of the processes such as the separation of the sun. The translation of
Olympos as ‘time’ is connected with the reduction of gods to
processes: the ‘gods’ exist not on Olympus, but ‘in time’; they are
fluctuations of the air. The conceptual frame of such etymologies is
Heraclitus’ theory of the Universal flux and change of all things that
Plato associates with the tandem Protagoras-Heraclitus.

It follows that not only the mysteries, but also Greek religion as
a whole 1s a result of misunderstanding, a kind of a linguistic

% Heraclit. 28L/B 48 &vopa Piog, &pyov 8¢ Odvaroc. 118L/B 23 Aixng
dvopa opp. tadta (scil. dvopa Epya). In 148L/B 15 the ergon of Dionysos
symbol (aidoiov) is generation and life, but its name is death (Aides). Note
that unlike the Derveni author Heraclitus regarded separate names of
ordinary language as «syllables» of original natural names, i.e. of inte-
%rated pairs of opposite like life-death, for details see Lebedev 2017,.

Cf. Antiphon B 9 DK vonua; Democrit. A 72 gdvtacpa.
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mistake similar to a «disease of language». The worship of the
traditional gods is a result of a misreading of the Proto-text by the
ignorant polloi. The referential meaning of the divine names is
different from the meaning intended by the polloi. When they hear
the name of Zeus they imagine the wellknown anthropomorphic
figure, but kata @vowv this name refers to the air. Thus all ordinary
Greeks are fools: they do not realize that in fact they worship
different forms of air, 1. e. natural phenomena. A theory of the origi-
nal linguistic mistake of mortals that leads to even more catastrophic
consequences, 1.e. to the origin of the phenomenal world of
plurality, is attested in Parmenides (B 8.53 ) (Lebedev 2017,: 510—
513). The Derveni author borrowed it from another source that he
cites in col. IV. The theory of the linguistic mistake of mortals was
apparently suggested to the Derveni author by Heraclitus together
with Heraclitus’ theory of the ambiguity of the cosmic logos
(Lebedev 2014: 61-69).

Was Orpheus’ ambiguity according to the Derveni author
intentional? The answer must be «yesy, for this is explicitly stated in
col. VII. It follows that Orpheus deceived the crowd. Why? We do
not find an explicit answer to this question in the extant parts of the
text. But given the sophistic character of the Derveni treatise, it is
natural to suppose that Orpheus, according to our author, did it for
the very same reason as the co@og avnp in the Critias’ Sisyphus, fr.
B 25 who «covered the truth by a false logos» — yevdel kKaAvyag v
aAnBeiav Aoywt 1.26) , so that the crowd would obey the laws by fear
of the omniscient gods. The natural phenomena that were mistaken
for anthropomorphic gods according to Sisyphus — the Revolution of
the Heavens (The Vortex of Air), the thunder and lightning, the
starry Sky, the duppot are very similar to those in the DervT. This
means that, according to the Derveni author, Orpheus intended the
«surface» meaning of his poetry for the ignorant polloi, and the
hidden meaning for a few, 1. e. for philosophers (who were called
Sophists in 5th century Athens) and their disciples. Religion and
science were both invented and transmitted to posterity by Orpheus
in his poetry.

From the Derveni author’s point of view the «common
names» (Kowa ovoupata) existed already at the time of Orpheus, but
the «peculiar names» (id1a) were invented by Orpheus. In other
words there was a time (fv mote ypdvoc motif) when there were no
gods. It follows that the «ancient men» (dpyaiot dvBpwmol) were
natural atheists who worshipped only the Sun, the Moon and the
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elements. They lived «in agreement with nature» (katd @vowv) and
their language was natural i. e. conforming to reality (xatd @Oow).
In his exegesis the Derveni author therefore follows «the ancientsy.
The distinction of the «first» and «secondary» names plays
important role in Plato’s Cratylus®. Plato’s theory is significantly
different from that of PDerv since in it the «first» mimetic names
are rather structural elementary units from which secondary names
are built and they are not identical with the common names of the
current usage (ta kowvd). Still there are some points of convergence,
too. In Plato the first names imitate the essence of things®, and in
PDerv the common names refer to real things (mepi 1®v nmpayudtov
XIIL7). All or most divine names in the Cratylus must be secondary,
too, and all of them, as in PDerv, require a special decoding.
Although it is not stated explicitly that the extant divine names are
corrupted or distorted, this is implied by the reconstruction of their
original «integral» forms that have been forgotten by the polioi.
Etymologising is a kind of recollection (anamnesis). The Derveni
author’s explanation of the traditional Greek mythology displays a
striking similarity with Max Miiller’s view of all ancient mythology
as a «disease of language»: «Mythology, Lebedev 2014

which was the bane of the ancient world, is in truth a disease of
language. A mythe means a word, but a word which, from being a
name or an attribute, has been allowed to assume a more substantial
existence. Most of the Greek, the Roman, the Indian and other
heathen gods are nothing but poetical names, which were gradually
allowed to assume a divine personality never contemplated by their
original inventors» (Miiller 1885: 11).

There are reasons to suspect that the DervT is not only a
sophistic Kulturgeschichte with an atheistic message addressed to
the ignorant polloi, but also a polemical work, a pamphlet, addressed
to certain philosophical opponents. In Plato’s Cratylus «Orpheusy is
quoted now as a witness to the Pythagorean soma/sema doctrine,
now as supporting the Heracliteans, 1. e. from Plato’s perspective the
Ionian naturalists, the supporters of the doctrine of Universal Flux
(ol péovteg). Most probably Plato parodies two conflicting inter-
pretations of Orpheus at the time of Socrates. The «Pythagorean»
and the «lonian» versions of «Orpheus» reflect the ideological

22 See the lists in Rijlaarsdam 1978: 163—164.136 ff.,257 ff., 271 ft., 295 ff.
¥ On this see Baxter 1992: 62 ff., 76 ff., 167 ff; Barney 2001: 83-98;
Ademollo 2011: 278-280.



The Derveni papyrus and Prodicus of Ceos 729

conflict between the Sophistic Enlightenment and the religious
conservatives: the dispute between Anaxagoras and Lampon, the
psephisma of Diopeithes against the natural philosophers are well-
known and typical examples. In the Dissoi logoi the «Anaxagoreans
and Pythagoreans» (Ava&ayopetor kal ITuBayopetol) seem to repre-
sent two main schools on the philosophical scene circa 400 B.C.
with conflicting views>*. The «Pythagoreans» claimed that their reli-
gious philosophy i is sanctioned by the authority of the most ancient
theologos Orpheus®. The s1mplest way to refute their claims was to
prove that the Orphic Theogony is a fake and that the poet Orpheus
never existed, as was done by Aristotle (Aristotle fr. 2627 Gigon),
presumably in his polemics against the Old Academy. The Derveni
author chose another method which again testifies to his
inventivness and wit: he accepts (or pretends to accept) the histori-
city of Orpheus and the authenticity of the Orphic Theogony, and
then proves that Orpheus in fact was an Anaxagorean himself, and
that, consequently, the naturalistic Ionian science is a mdtplog AOYOG.
The Derveni author is neither «Orphic» nor a religious
specialist. After Tsantsanoglou (1997) it has often been inferred
from the line 4 of col. V wépiuev €ig 10 poavteiov EnepmtoavTeg
‘we enter an oracle in order to ask a question’ that the writer was a
mantis or a rehglous specialist himself*’, but this is contradicted by
the verb émepwtnioavtec: the diviners do not ask questions, they
answer them. We could not find a single instance of &veka in the
sense of ‘for the sake of others’ by various whole-corpus proximity
TLG searches for &vexa with various verbs meaning ‘to ask an
oracle’ and nouns meaning ‘oracular response’. In all found
instances &veka (or its synonym ydptv) in similar contexts refers to
the purpose of consulting an oracle (syn. mepi @v), but never means
‘for the sake of smb.””’. The words t®v pavtevopévov Eveka

** Dialexeis 6.8; DK 11,414,13. This was seen by S. Luria (Luria 1928: 225;
1970 386).

Orpheus naptopet in Philolaus B 14.

%% Contra — Johnston 2014: 89 ff. The parallels to mapeivor sic pHovteiov
quoted by Kouremenos, ad loc. do not support this inference, either, since
both in Herodotus and Euripides the phrase is applied not to Pythia, but to
ordlnary consultants.

7'Schol. Pind. Pyth. IV, 10 Hspl )G ToD BdtTtov €ig 10 pavteiov dopi&ewc...
ol pév yap évekev Tilg Qovijg poaocwv avtov €AOelv. Nikolaus hist. fr. 15
(Laios and Epikaste had no children) Tovt@v évekev i Achpovg ypnoco-
puevog Tt pavieior agpikero. Euripid. lon 301 motepov Beatng, §| ydpuv
pavrevpdrov; Parthen. Narrat. erot. 3,1 (Od0coevg) eig "Hrepov ELOV
rpnoTnpiov Tivédv éveka. Schol. Soph. OR114 Bewpovg pact Tovg €ig Td
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therefore mean ‘for the sake of prophe<:1es and not ‘for the sake of
inquirers’*®. The «we» in the pluralis mépiuev refers not to a certain
group or a corporation, but to general human habits. Greek philo-
sophers, especially moralists, use we when they speak about com-
mon habits, practices or experience of men in general. Heraclitus fr.
77L/B21 0d4vatdc éotiv Oxo0co €yepBéviec opéopev ‘death is what
we see while being awake’. Aristotle EN 1104 b9 dud pev yop v
NOOVIV TA UDAC TPATTOUEV, 010 O TNV AVTNV TAOV KAA®Y Ameyo-
ueba. Examples can be multiplied. In the last case the speaker pro-
bably does not even include himself into «we». It would be pre-
posterous to infer from this text that Aristotle indulged in pleasures
and abstained from the noble behaviour. The sentence under
discussion in. col. V may well be a rhetorical interrogation (with
expected negative answer) in a series of rhetorical questions e.g.

apé] mé0mt [mepli omrmg Tapluey €ig to uowrswv ansp(otn—
covteg i Bepi[g Tpoo]dokdv év Awdov dewd; Ti dmiotodor” ‘Do we
by regret [or «disquietude»] about ourselves ever consult an oracle
for the sake of prophecies, in order to ask whether it is righteous to
expect the horrors in Hades? Why they do not believe?’

From the moralistic condemnation of their aupaptio kol GAAN
noovn one may rather infer that he disapproved of their habit to
consult oracles. The Hippocratic author of De Diaeta admits (pro-
bably influenced by Heraclitus) that the dreams may have a pro-
gnostic value, but discourages his reader to go to the interpreters of
dreams because they often commit a mistake (apaptia). Instead, he
advises the reader to interpret himself the signs of health and disease
in their dreams following his naturalistic guidelines (Hippocr. De
Diaeta, 1, 87-88).

On the ground of these observations we can draw the following
portrait of the Derveni author: a Pre-Platonic Sophist and polymath,
a specialist in the field of the «correctness of names» (0p06TNG TV
ovoudtov) and an adept of functionalist semantics in his theory of
naming (which is theoretically connected with his general utilitaria-
nism), versed in rhetorics and physical science in which he follows
Archelaus’ version of Anaxagorean physics, with a profound interest
in the Kulturgeschichte and the origin of religion and language; a
supporter of the naturalistic pantheism that may well have been

Eowrewc amiovtag Tod pelsiv Eveka nepi GOV adToig £0Tt {RNoIC.

Correctly Janko and Kotwick (2017) 132, contra KPT.
e apa] et [mep]i avtoig ego, mOHwL Janko el Béw[¢ mpog]dokdv (Piano
2016: 13).
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perceived by ordinary Greeks of his time as atheism (doéfeia),
heavily influenced by Heraclitus, especially by Heraclitus’ alle-
goresis of mythical names and criticism of popular religion; a
rationalist of the utilitarian stamp; he wrote his work with a pole-
mical purpose against the Orpheotelestai, manteis and religious
conservatives as well as against the uneducated polloi who support
them. It is obvious that we are dealing with a thinker of great
originality, amazing learning and inexhaustible inventiveness. He
speaks with authority as a recognised Master of Truth. It is very
unlikely that he was a marginal figure and left no trace in Greek
philosophy and intellectual life’’; it is also unlikely that his name
has not been preserved in the tradition. On the contrary, we have
good reasons to suppose that he is one of the intellectual celebrities
of the Greek Sophistic Enlightenment; moreover, the work we call
the Derveni treatise may have been scandalously famous.

(3) Attribution of the Derveni treatise to Prodicus of Ceos.
Testimonia.

No palpable connections with Gorgias and Hippias. Critias’
theory of the origin of religion as invention of a sophos aner of
ancient times displays a typological similarity with PDerv, but the
smart impostor in this case is Sisyphus, not Orpheus. The divul-
gation of Eleusinian mysteries is insufficient for an ascription to
Diagoras of Melos; and besides, our author is a professional Sophist,
whereas Diagoras was a dithyrambic poet about whose «atheisticy»
doctrines nothing whatsoever is known’'. Protagoras’ works ITepi
Oe®dv and Ilepi thic év apyijt Kataotdoewg certainly come into con-
sideration and fit the subject of the Derveni treatise, but the scarcity
of references to Protagoras in the supposed reflexes of DervT in later
authors can hardly be accidental®. Of all Greek Sophists it is Pro-
dicus of Ceos who fits the composite image of the author immedi-
ately and exactly. Prodicus was the leading expert in the 60pBotng

3% This possibility is rightly rejected by W. Burkert, o.c. Contra Koureme-
nos in KPT 2006: 59.

3! Contra Janko 1997; 2001, etc. Persuasively criticised by Betegh 2004:
373-380 and Winiarczyk 2016: 117-126. We add something on this
subject in Lebedev 2019, sec. VII and we refute ibidem the unfortunate
hzypothesis of Luc Brisson on the Stoic origin of PDerv.

7 Protagoras is cited nominatim together with «Orpheus» and Heraclitus in
Theaet.152¢; the title Tlepi 1@V 00K 0pOBDG TOIC AVOPOTOIC TPAGTOUEVOV
(DL 9. 55) resembles the criticism of the absurd practices and beliefs of 4oi
polloi in PDerv.
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TV ovoudtmv, he Wrote on physics®, his connections with Anaxa-
goras are well attested™, and his reputation of an atheist was second
to none’’: «ThlS man has been corrupted either by a book or by
Prodicus»®®. After the trial of Anaxagoras and the psephisma of
D1ope1thes (432 BC) any Anaxagorezos in Athens may have looked
susplclous to the conservative public’’. His name is regularly inclu-
ded in the lists of atheists and it seems that he was a genuine philo-
sophical atheist of the Protagorean («humanist») extraction, but
hardly as scandalous and iconoclastic as Diagoras in the anecdotal
tradition. In Plato’s Protagoras 315bc the description of Prodicus in
Callias’ house starts with a humorous quotation from Homer’s
Nekyia kai pev omn kol Tavtalov ye eioegidov... ‘And, among others, |
have noticed there Tantalos as well...” In a very important and
underestimated article Willink has persuasively refuted the old inter-
pretation (the sobriquet allegedly means «suffering gr1evous painsy
and alludes to the poor condition of Prodicus’ health)’® and ex-
plained it as a mythical paradigm of a «hubristic audacity» of a
«cosmological blasphemer» (Willink 1983: 31 ff.) like that of the

3 T 61-66 Mayhew. Note that Prodicus’ «physics» pays attention to ety-
mology and the «correctness of names». Galen (T 64—66 M.) rebukes
Prodicus for his deviation from the common usage and «innovations» in
the use of names (év 10i¢ Ovopact ... kawvotopiav). Cf. Section (3),
testimonium (T14) below. According to Aulus Gellius, XV,20,4 Euripides
was a pupil of Anaxagoras and Prodicus.

3% Aeschines Socr. ap Athen.V. 62.220 a-b = Prodic. T30 M = 80 A 4b.
Aeschines in his «Callias» mocks Prodicus and Anaxagoras as «sophists»
and immoral teachers corrupting the young. It seems that Aeschines read-
resses to Prodicus and Anaxagoras the accusations of atheism and
corruptlon of the young raised against Socrates.

> See first of all: Henrichs 1975: 94123, on Prodicus 107 ff (reedition of
Philodem. PHerc 1428); Henrichs 1976: 15-21; also very important is
Willink 1983: 25-27; Scholten (2003) 132 {f; Mayhew 2013: XVII, 91;
Burkert 1985: 313-315. See also Roubekas 2016: 39—42. Reservations
about Prodicus’ «atheism» have been expressed by Winiarczyk 2016: 66
and Sedley 2013: 141, but they ignore the «Tantalos» paradigm and the
important work of Willink (1983). Prodicus did not start to be regarded as
atheist by the time of Cicero, he was nicknamed Tantalos (= godless
héybristes) already by his contemporaries.

Arlstophanes Tnyowwwt fr. 506 K.-A. = Prodic. T 5 M. Todtov 1OV
(xvﬁp(x i PPAlov 01€pBope 1} T1pdducoc.

7 For doxographical festimonia on Anaxagoras’ «atheism» from papyri see
the important publication of Christian Vassallo in this volume (2018/2019).

¥ e.g. Guthrie 1969: 274. As Willink (p. 30) retorts: «there is no evidence
at all to suggest that Prodikos — an itinerant, politically active, long-lived
and loud-voiced sophist — was (already in his thirties) a chronic invalid».



The Derveni papyrus and Prodicus of Ceos 733

meteorosophistai satirised in Aristophanes’ Clouds with Prodicus as
their prince and arch-sophist.

The texts of Themistius and Aristophanes cited below leave no
doubt that he discussed in his works «the rituals of Orpheus»
(Opopémg teletal) and proposed a «meteorosophisticy» interpretation
of the Orphic Theogony. Prodicus is the common source of the
passages from Themistius, Aristophanes (Clouds and Birds), Plato’s
Cratylus, Euripides’ Bacchae and other testimonia discussed below.

Testimonia (1) — (19) supporting the attribution of PDerv to
Prodicus of Ceos

(T1). Plato. Prodicus has been ri 9ghtly recognised as an important
Sophistic source of Plato’ Cratylus®. His ﬁfty drachmas lecture «on
the correctness of names» (énideillg mepl dvopdtwv 0pBOTNTOG) 1S
explicitly cited as a classic of the genre (the only one!) in the
beginning of the dialogue®. The words &idévar v aAiBelav ‘to
know the truth’ (Crat. 384b5) alluding to Prodicus may be com-
pared with the phrase 0pOd¢ ywvmokew in DervT. Orpheus as a
Heraclitean and Anaxagorean philosopher and onomatothetes ap-
pears in Crat. 402b: Péa and Kpdvog as pevpdtov ovouara, cf. pon
402a9*'. We may compare this passage with PDerv col. XXII, 13—
15 onlowoet 8¢ [..Jav katd ta €nn yev[...]. Péa & Ot nokka Kol
mo[t]x[tAa] Cdwa Epu [Expevoavta] €€ avthic. The theory of dutholg
AOoyoc aAnOnc te kol yevong is attested in the etymology of Pan in
Cratyl. 408c. The yeboog part of it belongs to moALoti and consists of
poetic fiction (tpaywcdv), udbor te kai wevdn 408c*. In Cratyl.

* See Rijlaarsdam 1978: 35 ff.; 117 ff.; 194 ff. The thesis odx &omt
aviinéyewy Cratyl. 429DE 611 wevdn] Aéyetv 10 mapdmav ovk €oTl is
explicitly ascribed to Prodicus by Didymus the Blind, see Prodicus fr. 60
Mayhew (with comm. pp.153-159); Binder, Llesenborghs 1976: 453—-462.

Crat 384b = Prodic. T42 M.

" Mansfeld’s (1983) identification of Plato’s source as Hippias cannot be
correct since: Hippias is the least philosophical of all Sophists; the relativist
theory of flux and sophisticated epistemology are a priori unlikely for him;
in the parallel passages Theaet. 152e; 160d Protagoras, and not Hippias is
mentioned. Protagoras was never associated with Hippias, but often with
his disciple Prodicus. Mansfeld, however, rightly postulates a Sophictic
source for the Heraclitizing passages in Cratylus and Theaetetus. This
source is most probably Prodicus and/or Protagoras himself who quoted
Herachtus with approval of his criticism of popular religion.

*In our edition of Heraclitus (Lebedev 2014: 22) we identify the source of
Plato with Heraclitus and include the passage 408c2 oicOa &1t Adyog
onuaivel T wav ktA. in «Probabilia» fr. 3. The fanciful etymology of Pan
may be Plato’s own, but the identification of logos with the Universe is
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40929 the etymological derivation of the name XeAnvn from céhag
«light» «seems to reveal the more ancient wisdom» similar to the
«recent» theory of Anaxagoras that the moon reflects the light of the
sun: &otkev 811?»01)\/ TL TOAOLOTEPOV O éKaivog (scil. Anaxagoras)
vemoti Eheyev”. The ancient onomatothetes in this passage is likely
to be Orpheus, and so exactly as in DervT the Anaxagorean
physiologia i1s presented as an ancient wisdom that was known to
Orpheus and can be dlscovered in the divine names when they are
«correctly understood»**. Plato’s source must be Prodicus in whose
history of culture and rehglon the case of Selene as a deified «useful
thing» must have played important role: on PDerv. col. XXIV, 7-12
see testimonium T3 below. Plato’s «accusation» of Anaxagoras in
plagiarism from ancient theologians is of course a joke; the playful
and ironical tone of this remark is best explained as a parody of
Prodicus’ extravagant claims about Orpheus’ Anaxagorean physics
rather than a parody of Anaxagoras himself who never made such
claims™®

(T2) Euripides. Prodicus T 74 M. (= B 5 DK) is an obvious and
recognized by several scholars source of Euripides’ Bacchae 274 ff
where Demeter is explained as earth (yf]) and Dionysus as wine*®
According to the Derveni Author, religion and mythology arose
from the misreading and misinterpretation of an ancient text of a
wise man (Orpheus) by ignorant polloi. A remarkable parallel to this
theory is found in Bacchae 286-297. The myth of Dionysus being
sewn into and born from Zeus’ thigh (unpog) is explained away as a
misunderstanding of dunpog «hostage» or pépog tod aifépog «part
of aither», cf. ol &’GvOpw[mol o0 yvdokovtleg TG Aeydueva in
PDerv.col. XVIIIL, 14. The multiple etymologies of the same name
that seemed absurd to Euripidean scholars, are typical for the
Derveni author and they are typical for Plato’s Cratylus as well.

typically Heracltean. It is based on Heraclitus’ metaphor of common logos
or liber naturae in fr. 2L/B1 and fr. 1L/B50 on which see Lebedev 2017,.

Cf on this passage Lebedev 1990: 81, n.12.

For different names of ovouaro@awt in Crat. see Rijlaarsdam, o.c.149.

* Crat. 409a 7 Todto 8¢ 10 Svopa eaivetorl 1OV Avolaydpav mélewv «this
name seems to press hardly upon Anaxagoras». The term méCw here has a
connotation «expose» as in legal contexts in which it is associated with
ENéyyw, Plut. Alcib.4.3; Philod. D 3.8 vmo t@v EAéyyov mélecbat. «Under
the pressure of evidence» Anaxagoras’ plagiarism of ancient wisdom
becomes exposed.

% Roux (1972) 347; Dodds (1960) 104; Mayhew (2011) 242-244. As early
as 1968 Henrichs (ZPE) compared this passage of Euripides with PDerv
col. XVIII, Demeter = Ge meter. See also Santamaria (2010).
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Euripides Bach. 296 dvouo. petactioovtec may be compared with
PDerv col. 1V,2 0 «eip[eva] petab[épevog] scil. ovopata, IV, 5
‘Hpdxiertog pe[tabépevoc] ta kowd (scil. ovouata). A similar
terminology is attested in Plato’s Cratylus®’. Prodicus is the most
plausible common source of Plato and Euripides. The cosmic aifnp
(= air) in Euripides is always a reminiscence of Anaxagoras’
cosmology; Zeus and Hera in this passage are apparently allegorised
as Air and Earth. In PDerv Zeus is air, and Hera is earth (col.
XVII, 4; XXII, 7).

Now we pass to the neglected (as far as we know) evidence of
Themistius which is of primary importance for the ascription of the
DervT to Prodicus of Ceos.

(T3) Themistius, Orationes 30 Ei yewpyntéov; vol. II, p.183,1
sq. Downey-Norman (cf. Prodicus, T77 M. = B 5 DK) &l 8¢ xai
Aldvocov KaAoTuey Kal VOUQOG Kol ANUNTPog KOpnv VETIOV 18 Alal
kol [Toocgddva gutdiov, TAnctdlopey fON TAlC TEAETAIC Kol TNV
[Tpodikov copiav t0ig AdOYolg €ykatauilopey, 0¢ iepovpyiav macav
AvOpOTOV Kol HUoTAPLO Kol TavyOPELS Kol TELETAC TV YE®PYIOG
KaA®V €Eamtel, vouilmv kal Bemv &vvolav €vtebBev gig avBpdmovg
ENOETY Kol TAGOV EVGERELOV EYYVDOUEVOC.

oV v 000¢& 'Opeémc TeEreTdS TE KOl OpyLo YEOPYIOS EKTOG
oupPéPnkev sivar, ahhi koi 6 pi@og TobTO wiviTTETAL, WAVTW
KNAgly € Kol OEhyey 10V ‘Op@éa Aéymv, YTO TOV KAPTAOV TOV
NRépOV OV Yempyia mapéyst macav quepdoar eOcy kai Onpiov
olartav, Kol To &v Taig Yoyois Onprdoes KKyl Kol NpeEPAGar.
Kol To Onpia yop TOL pérer KnAelv KTA.

‘Let the gods who oversee agriculture be summoned to help me
with my oration... For it is from the fruits of agriculture that they
receive yearly recompense — drink-offerings, sacrifices, banquets
and all the Hours cause to spring up from the earth — and they
receive this recompense not only for helping mankind on oratory,
but from everything that human beings have from the high. If we
should also summon Dionysus, the nymphs, Demeter’s daughter
[Persephone], the rain-bringing Zeus and nourishing Poseidon, than
we shall be within short range of the rites (feletai) and add a dose of
Prodicus’ wisdom to our eloquence. Prodicus makes all of
mankind’s religious ceremonies (hierourgia), mysteries, festivals,
and rites (teletai) dependent on the blessings of agriculture. He
thinks that even the idea (ennoia) of gods came to human beings

*7 Rijlaarsdam, o.c. 147.
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from agriculture and he makes agriculture the guarantee of all piety
(eusebeia). Not even the rites (teletai) and mystic ceremonies
(orgia) of Orpheus are unconnected with agriculture but the
myth about Orpheus also hints to this in enigmatic form, namely
that it was through cultivated [fquépov] fruits provided by
agriculture that Orpheus tamed [pep®door] the whole nature
and the diaita |[= way of life and nutrition] of wild beasts and
eradicated and tamed the bestial element in the souls. Indeed, he
was believed to enchant wild beasts by his music [melos]
conducting all sacrifices and rites in honor of the gods using the
fruits of agriculture’*®. After this Themistius presents Orpheus as
the greatest culture hero who taught the art of agriculture to all
nations of oikumene, this triggered the transition to sedentary life,
the rise of civilisation, the emergence of laws and justice etc. Diels-
Kranz print under Prodicus B 5 from Themistius only the words
nincidlopev ... gyyvopevog, Mayhew (fr. 77) justly expands the
preceding context, but he also cuts the quotation at &yyvdpevoc.
This is based on the assumption that at this point Themistius stops
quoting «Prodicus’ wisdomy, 1. e. his agricultural theory of the
origin of religion, and adduces a new evidence, the myth of Orpheus
the musician, unrelated with Prodicus. But in the preceding text
«Prodicus’ wisdom» is connected with teAetai, so in the text set in
bold he rather states that what Prodicus explicitly said in his theory
of the origin of religion, is also in enigmatic form «hinted by» the
traditional myth (kxoi 6 udBog). Which means that Prodicus himself
referred to or discussed Orpheus’ teletai and Orphic mysteries as
providing evidence in support of his theory of religion®. The identi-
fication of Dionysus with wine, of Demeter with bread, of Poseidon
with water are attested for Prodicus by the consensus of Sextus and

4% Transl Penella (2000) 185—186 with slight alterations.

Mayhew s scepticism about the authenticity of Themistius’ reference to
mysteries, orgia, festivals, feletai in Prodicus’ work is unjustified. The
uniqueness of evidence may call for suspicion in a legal context, but not in
the evaluation of historical or literary sources. Themistius’ reference is
precise and concrete and it is paralleled by a plausible reflex in Plutarch’s
De daedalibus, see below. Incidentally, Greek agrarian festivals (like those
of Dionysos) or mysteries of Demeter provided more abundant and per-
suasive evidence on the connection between reigion and agriculture than,
say, the Orphic Theogony or the poetic myth of Orpheus the Singer. Even
on a priori grounds, Prodicus could not miss such opportunity. And this
explains why it is Demeter and Dionysus that have a prominent place in
Prodicus’ theory of religion as cases at point.
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Philodemus (B 5)>. The mention of Dionysus and Demeter in
combination with mystery cults (pvotipia) and initiations (tehetadi)
is sufficient to conclude that Prodicus discussed in his work on the
origin of religion the Eleusinian and Orphic (i. e. Bacchic) mys-
teries. If we accept Henrich’s reinterpretation of Philodemus, accor-
ding to which Prodicus added to «things beneficial for human life»
(T dperodvta TOV Biov) deified benefactors (mpdtol evpetai) of the
human race, the characterisation of Orpheus as the first agricultura-
list in Themistius may also derive from Prodicus'.

Prodicus’ theory of the origin of religion from agriculture (and
other «useful» fekhnai) is directly attested in Pap.Derv. col. XXIV
which comments on the Orphic verse about the moon

1 TOALOIG Qaivel LepOTESS’ €M Ameipova yoiav...

XXIV, 7-12 &€ yop tobto &leye, OUK OV «TTOAAOIY E@n @aivewv
otV (6AAG miot duo) 2, Toig Te Tijv YRV épyalopévorg kai Toig
VOOTIMOPEVOIG OTdTE YPT TAETV, TOVTOIC THV dpav. &l yop pr nv
ceMvn, oK Gv €Envpiokov ol dvOpmmor TOv dpBudov obvte TV
OPEWV 0VTE TAV AVEL®V... Kol T0 GALQ TAVTA...

‘...he would not say «to many» (but to «all together»), i.e. to
those who cultivate the land and those who are engaged in
navigation, [signalling] them the hour when the navigation starts.
For if there were no moon, humans would not have discovered
neither the number of the seasons nor the number of the winds...nor
all the rest... .

The Derveni author starts col. XXIV with an interpretation of
the epithet of the Moon icopeinc (hapax) that must have occurred in
the verse from the Orphic theogony quoted in the lost lower part of
the preceding column and he takes it in the sense of «circular» on
the ground that only circular objects when «measured from the
center» (distance to the periphery is meant) have «equal limbs» on
all sides. Martin West’s suggestion that the lost verse was similar to
Parmenides’ B 8.44 (uéccobev icomaréc) and read «uéccobev
ioopeAng remains attractive, although cannot be proved. In any case
the reference to the circular shape of the full moon is plausible. An

Note the «agriculturaly epikleseis of Zeus the Rain-giver (Hyetios) and
Poseidon the Nourishing (Phytalmios).

> Nestle 1936: 439 compares Minucius Felix, Octav. 2,21 errando (on
«wandering» benefactors) and concludes that Orpheus was included in
Prodicus’ list of deified inventors.

2 We follow the subtle suggestion of Kotwick 2016: 3. The distinction
between «many» and «all» refers to tekhnitai, on the one hand, and all
humanity indiscriminately, on the other.
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objection against this interpretation that adjectives ending with -
ueanc in Greek always refer to «stretched» limbs is not sustainable
since in the poetic language péin (pl.) can be used as a pluralis
poeticus for the whole body rather than for some «stretched» parts
of the body: e.g. in Parmenides B 16.1 «xpdoic peréwv
TOAVTAQYKT®OV «the mixture (1. e. composition) of much-wandering
(1. e. constantly changing) limbs (i. e. body)» refers to the condition
of the body, not of some limbs, and the Homeric epithet of Eros
Aoueng «relaxing limbs» refers to the relaxation of the whole
body regardless of its shape.

In a second move the commentator doubts the (rather obvious)
meaning of the verse about the moon that «shinesy, 1. e. is the source
of light, «for many» on the ground that in this case one would
expect «shines to all» rather than «to many». Instead he interprets
eoive as allegedly elliptical for @aivewv v ®pav «to show (= to
indicate) the appropriate hour» for starting various activities, i. e. he
tries to connect it with the phases of the moon and the
timereckoning. The word «many» is explained as a reference not to
all mortals, but to specific groups, namely to «those who cultivate
the land» and «those who are engaged in seafaring». To the latter the
moon «shows» the time when navigation starts. The author does not
specify what exactly the moon «shows» to agriculturalists because it
is self-evident: the agricultural cycle of «works and days» (like
sowing, harvesting etc.) based on the calendar year and the seasons
are meant. Without the moon there would be no timereckoning and
calendar, and without these agriculture and seafaring would be
impossible. Since the production of food (agriculture) and sea trade
are essential for sustaining human bios mortals deified the Moon
and the Sun as «that which benefits human life.» This is exactly
what we find in the reports on Prodicus’ rather peculiar «agri-
culturaly theory of the origin of the belief in gods>. The words ®dpa
and dpéwv in col. XXIV echo the title of Prodicus’ work Qpau. It is
reasonable to infer from this passage that in the lost parts of the text
of the DervT the Derveni author made similar connections between
the Sun and the practical needs of humans, e.g. explaining Helios as
a deified «heat» (thermon) useful for agriculture: the connection
between the Sun and the Seasons imposes itself. Cf. Helios and
Selene as aBdvartotl yewpyoi in Max. Tyr. Or. 23¢c. Ve. (Nestle 1936:
439). Other examples illustrating the importance of explanatory time

> Prodic. T 66—78 Mayhew.
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concepts in PDerv are "'Olvumnoc = ypdvog (col. XII) and @dvtov =
BaBog thig vuktog (col. XI, 2-3).

(T4) Aristophanes Clouds: Atvoc Bactiedet!
The text of PDerv. col. XVIII, 1-3

Kol To KAT® [(pspo]usva [tnVv O¢ «Mmpa]v» (pocusvog [OnAoi]
Vv 6[wnv] Kol TOAA now[ Ja elvar év td1 Gépt [mve]dua €0v.
rom ovv 10 Tvedpa Opeedc mvopacey Moipav.

.. and the things that move down. By saying «Moira» he means the
Vortex and all the rest in the air which is wind. It is this wind that
Orpheus called «Moira»’.

The supplement t[fjvoe ynv] in col. XVIII, 1 proposed by Tsan-
tsanoglou and Parassoglou, and accepted by Bernabé, is unlikely.
First, because teste TLG all instances of this phrase in classical
authors come from the tragedy, there is not a single instance of 1joe
v, TG 0¢ yfic or tvde yiv in prose, either in classical or in late
pose®®. A possible phrase for «this earth» in Greek prose would be
mv yiiv ™mMvoe (tfig yfig thode) (Herod. 6.107) or tvoe v yiv
(Demosth. Epitaph. 8), never 1nvoe yilv which is an exclusively
tragic idiom. And second, in most cases 1 Y1 j0€ means ‘this land’
rather than ‘this earth’ and refers to the polis or region in which the
speaker is located in drama, like Athens or Corinth, but such
meaning does not fit the context DervT at all. It is conceivable that
in an astronomical and cosmological contexts ‘this earth” might refer
to «our» planet earth as distinguished from another similar planet,
but there is no indication in the text of the papyrus that the Derveni
author shared either the eccentric cosmology of Philolaus with two
earths™ or the Ionian theory of the innumerable worlds in the in-
finite Universe, each with its own earth, the Sun, the Moon etc.>®

>* For tvde vijv TLG gives 10 classical instances, 7 from Euripides, 2 from
Sophocles, one from Aeschylus.There are many more (50) instances of the
genitive thode yfic, 28 in Euripides, 13 in Sophocles, 9 in Aeschylus, none
from prose.

> Aristotle, fr. 204 = Simplicius in De Caelo 511.25 peta 6¢ thjv
avux@wva 1 yi} 10€ eepopévn Kai avtr) mepi 1O PEGOV.

Theoretlcally the Derveni author could share the latter theory since it is
attested in Anaxagoras B 4 that describes extraterrestrials in a cosmos
different from ours, apparently in a distant part of the infinite Universe. But
the cosmogonical context in col. XVIII in any case has nothing to do with
the innumerable worlds. In late prose (Dionysius Halicrnassensis, Cassius
Dio, Joseph Flavius et al.) the phrase «this earthy» is used as a synonym of
oikumene, without antithesis to «another earth», but these contexts are
historical, geographical and ethnographical and cannot be compared with
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The most plausible reading that perfectly fits the context is r[ﬁv
dtvnv], the cosmogomcal vortex of the Anaxagorean (and Ionian in
general) physics®’. Vortex is a form of wind, and wind is motion of
air, hence the mention of wind (mvedpa) and air in the next line 2°°.

According to the Ionian mechanics of the vortex heavy bodies move
to the center of the vortex, and the light ones to the perifery, this
perfectly agrees with the mention of kai Ta k4t eepopeva in line 1.
The conjunction xai presupposes the mention in the preceding lines
of 10 dve @epdueva. In the preceding col. XVII the author
interpreted the «Hymn to Zeus» in terms of Anaxagorean
cosmogony. In Anaxagoras’ cosmogony the operation of the Nous
(identified by the Derveni author with Zeus) produces a vortex.

We take mvedpa as ‘wind’, not as ‘breath’ or ‘air’ in general.
[Tvedua év Tt dépt is a translation into kowvd of the «idiomaticy
expression poipa Awdc. The link between Moipav émukidoat and the
air-cosmogony is transparent: both KA®6w and 61véw mean ‘to spin’;
the author most probably interprets ‘the spinning of Moira’ as
‘whirling of wind’. Moira and ananke pertain to the same semantic
field and are often associated, cf. PDerv XXV, 7 The identification
of 6ivn and umpa may be compared with Democritus ap. D.L.
IX, 45 v Stvnv aitiav odoav tfig yevécemg mdviov v dvdyrnv
Aéyer”. The idea of Nous-Vortex determining the past, present and

Derveni papyrus col. XVIII.
>’ 1 have proposed this supplement in my 1993 Princeton conference paper,
and I am glad that Professor Burkert and Professor Janko (ap. KPT, 227)
arrived independently at the same conclusion. In Janko 2001: 27 the
reading is that of KPT. I am also glad that Valeria Piano 2016: 9 confirmed
bBy autopsy the supplement kdc]pov which I proposed in Lebedev 1989: 39.
Betegh’s objection (p. 378) that a vortex cannot be «in the air» is futile:
see, e.g. Plut. Mor. 373D avyu@dv §’€v Gept Kai TVeLHATOV GToT®™V, av01g
te mpnotpwv... (Seth is the cause) of droughts in the air, as well as
enormous winds and hurricans» or «tornados». Antiphon fr. 29 Pendrick (B
29 DK): étav... yévovior v Tt aépt duPpot te kol mvedpata AAANLOLC,
TOTE CLOTPEPETAL TO VOMP... KOl GLVESTPAQEN VIO TOD TVELUATOC €IA0V-
uevov... Exactly as in PDerv mvebua in such contexts means ‘wind’, not
‘breath’. Antiphon explains the formation of hail (cf. Pendrick, ad loc.), but
a similar language is used by the Hlppocratlc author of De aere 8 in the
explanatlon of the rain-formation 6xdtav a6powsBijL kol cvoTpagijt & 0
avtOd VIO avépmv ktA. With equal success it could be used in the
description of the formation of world-masses. In his comment on Antiphon
fr. 29 P. Galen overstates his thesis that gihovpevov means ‘is condensed’
and nothing else. The word ocvotpépecbor makes it clear that the
connotation of ‘rolling’ and ‘winding’ is also present, on GvLGTPOYPT
‘whirlwind’ see LSJ, s.v. II, 3.
* DK 11,84,18-19. AvowKn 1s a catchword and a fundamental concept in
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future etc. derives from Anaxagoras B 12. It is obvious that divn is
intended as an efymon of Aia. Taking into account the uniqueness of
this etymology, we can identify Aristophanes Nubes 380 and 828 as
quotations from the DervT.

PDerv col. XVII also contains a remarkable parallel to the
«linguistic mistake» theory of the origin of religion in Tiresias’
logos. According to the Derveni author, when Orpheus said Zgvg
gyéveto «zeus happened» he meant that a cosmogonical vortex
started in the air; people misunderstood his words (00 ywvdokovteg
t0. Aeydueva 1.14) and decided that someone called «Zeus» was
«born». As a result of this misunderstanding an anthropomorphic
pseudo-god Zeus is still worshipped by the Greeks. In fact they
worship a cosmogonical vortex in the air (which is identical with the
cosmic mind, epdvnoig) and when they say poipav €muci®dco (col.
XVIL4) they erroneously think of a mythical Moira the spinner; the
original — and the correct — meaning (= whirlwind in the air) in-
tended by Orpheus has been forgotten, so they use the correct words
without understanding their meaning: Aéyovieg pev opOdc, ovk
€100teg 0¢ (1.5).

(T5) More parallels between PDerv and Aristophanes’ Clouds.

col. XIX,14-15 d&pyov 8¢ [amdvimv Epn stvar a]dtov [8T1 mdvia
d]pyeton du [todtov ktA. This is one of the earliest attestations of
what has become later the standard philosophical etymology of the
name of Zeus Aioa = o1é: Zeus is a universal causa activa that
determines everything.

The cosmogonical motif of the «vortex» reappears twice in

col. XXIII, 11 ivag & &ykatéret’ Axeloiov dpyvpodivew. / Téin
voatt OA[wg TiBnJor Ayxeddov dvopa. Ott 8¢ / tafg] olvalg
gykatar]éEat €0t ...]0€ Eykatdoar /

The commentator takes Achelous as a general term for the water
element and reinterprets £ykatal]éEar (West 1983: 115) ‘built in’ as
gykotdoor ‘threw down’, i.e. Zeus-Air «pushed down water by
vortex». This 1s a plausible source of Aristoph. Nub. 376-381:

otav aumAncd®c’ Bo0Tog ToALoD KavaykacO®dotl épesbat (scil. Nepéhat)
KATOKPUYVALEVOL TANPELS SUPpov Ot dvdyknv

1. 6 & dvaykdlmv éoti Tig avTtdg — 0Oy 0 Zevg; — Mote épecat;

Y. fiklot dAL aiféplog divoc.

1. Atvog; Touti 1 élelndet

0 Z&vg 00K BV, AAL AvT avTod Aivog vuvi factiedmv.

Democritus’ cosmogony and mechanics: see the texts 22-30 collected by
Luria under the heading «Necessitas naturalis» (Luria 1970: 33-35).
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There can be little doubt that Dinos-Zeus derives from the same
sophistic source as auétpnrog anp (v. 264) and the whole «atheis-
ticy meteoroleschia of the Clouds. This source is almost certainly
Prodicus of Ceos who is mentioned by name in v. 361 as a king of
meteorosophistai second only to Socrates (Ambrose 1982: 138 on
Dinos). Nephelai would not believe to any other meteorosophistes
except Prodicus because he surpasses all other sophists in wisdom
and judgement, Nub. 360:
0V YOp AV BAL®L Y VTOUKOVGALUEY TOV VOV HETEMPOCOPIGTMDV
v 1 [Ipodikmt Td1 pe&v copiog Kol yvoung obveka, 6ol 6& KTA.

It has been thought by some that the cryptic allusions to
mysteries and initiation in the text of the comedy are connected with
Eleusinian mysteries (Byl 1995; 2013, etc.). However we should
rule out a [limine the possibility that Aristophanes is mocking
Eleusinian mysteries. The language of mysteries and initiation in
Arstophanes is a metaphorical code that exclusively belongs to the
iconic, and not to the referential level of text®. On the referential
level we have the target of this allusions: Socrates and Prodicus who
represent all sophists and the new education perceived as a danger to
the traditional religion and morality. The @povtiotipilov is assimi-
lated to the Eleusinian teleotiplov by an allusive homoioteleuton.
Socrates is assimilated to a hierophant (ieped, v. 359)°', his teaching
to the initiation, natural phenomena, deified according to Prodicus’
theory of religion, are assimilated to the new gods: «Oh my Lord,
the Infinite Air», Vortex-Zeus, The Clouds as sources of all kinds of
useful knowledge providing to the sophists money and means of
living (& dpehotvta tov Biov)®. The hyponoia — for those who un-
derstand correctly — of this allusions was that Socrates «introduces
new divinities not recognised by the polis». By 423 the psephisma
of Diopeithes had been already enacted, so Aristophanes’ allusions
look like a cryptic message addressed to Socrates and Prodicus, an
accusation of asebeia and a threat at once. Mayhew has pointed out
to additional possible allusions to Prodicus’ Horai in Aristophanes’
lost comedy ‘Qpat. In this comedy were mentioned both Chaere-
phon, Socrates’ associate, and Prodicus’ associate Callias whose

% Incidentally, the «initiatory» metaphors and analogies were seriously
used by philosophical schools themselves, especially in the Pythagorean
and Platonic tradition. See Riedweg 1987.

°' A unique metaphor in Aristophanes, cf. Taillardat 1962: 287, Ne 507.

62 Nub. 331 ff. This is an exact parallel to the birds, the new gods in Aves,
who claim to be the source of beneficial things for humans.
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house was a famous club of sophists and intellectuals in Athens®.
Xenophon the Socratic admired Prodicus. Prodicus’ art of the
precise distinction of near-synonyms and Socrates’ quest for the
exact definition of moral concepts display certain similarity and
have been compared (on this see Reesor 1983).

Dover’s perception of the image of «Socratesy» in the Clouds as a
composite portrait of a contemporary sophist is essentially correct
(Dover 1968: XLIX ff.). All attempts to take the meteoroleschia of
Socrates at face value and to ascrlbe it to some «early stage» of his
philosophical career are ill founded®. Such attempts would make us
to believe that if we place on the scale the combined powerful con-
sensus of Plato, Aristotle, Xenophon and other Socratics that histo-
rical Socrates was predominantly or exclusively moral philosopher
who dismissed as worthless the lonian «natural history» (including
Anaxagoras), on one side, and an isolated grotesque and malicious
cartoon in a politically motivated comedy, on the other side, the
latter will have more weight. However, Dover somewhat under-
estimated the «proportion» of Prodicus’ features in this composite
portrait®. In what Dover (Dover 1968: 1v) describes as a «grotesque
anticlimax» (v. 359-363) the Clouds assure Socrates that they would
not listen to any other «meteorosophist» except Prodicus and
Socrates, the first because of his wisdom and judgment, and the
second because of his meaningless wanderings barefoot on the
streets and enduring all kinds of discomfort. Prima facie this
anticlimax looks like a comical absurdity, but behind it lurks
Aristophanes’ excuse for ascribing to Socrates the cosmological
«wisdom» of Prodicus. It is Prodicus who has knowledge of this
science and is the leading «meteorosophist», Socrates is just an
uneducated and wretched vagabond. The image of an doteyog
vagabond enduring evils (kaxd) is an allusion to the popular
Socratic motif of kaptepia, 1. e. to Socrates’ ethics, and not to a
physical doctrine he never held, whereas the alleged «ignorance» of

% Aristoph, fr. 583-84 K.-A.; Mayhew 2013: 247-248. We discuss the
subject in detail and propose a new reconstruction of the plot and an attri-
bution of a neglected fragment from this comedy with a scene in the house
of Callias (and probably Prodicus himself speaking) in the forthcoming
Lebedev 2019.

%4 Contra Janko 2001: 13, who tries to revive the implausible hypothesis of
Wlnspear Silverberg 1960: 11 ff.

> This was corrected by Willink 1983: 26: «...the arch-sophistic «Socra-
tes» satirised in the play is in several features (e g. fee-taking, philological
quibbling, heretical cosmology) specifically modelled on what we may take
as to have been the popular view of arch-sophist Prodikos».
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Socrates may be Aristophanes’ mocking parody of Socrates’
sceptical thesis €v 0ida 611 00OV 01d0.

(T6) The quasi-Orphic ornithogony in Aristophanes’ Birds, 709
ff. is introduced by a direct reference to Prodicus (Av.692). The
choir of birds sings:

v’ dkovoavtec mavta Top UGV OpOMDC TEP TOV HETEDP®V,
QUGV 0lmVAV Yévesiv e Oe®dv motaudv T 'EpéPovg 16 Xdovg te
€100tec OpOMC, [Tpodikwt map™ Enod KAdew einmnte TO Aowmodv.

‘..you (= humans) will hear from us everything in the correct
way about celestial things, the nature of birds, the origin of gods, as
well as of rivers, of the Chaos and Erebos, and once you know all
this correctly, you may tell Prodicus to weep for the rest of his life’.

The birds’ cosmogony is with good reason included in the
editions of Orphica as an early evidence on the Attic version of the
Orphic theogony with the primeval Nyx (rather than Chronos as in
Rhapsodies) who produces the world-egg from which the first-born
god (Eros) comes out. But it would be preposterous to take this text
as parody of «Orpheus’ theogony» itself. First, because to mock a
hieros logos in Athens after the psephisma of Diopeithes was a risky
enterprise, and second, because the emphatic mention of Prodicus
from the start is left unaccounted and unintelligible. Since we know
now that Prodicus wrote an allegorical naturalistic interpretation of
Orphic theogony, we must admit that the target of Aristophanes’
agonistic mockery is Prodicus’ allegorical interpretation of the
Orphic theogony rather than the Orphic theogony itself*®. It is hard
to imagine that the rather traditional in his system of values poet
could mock a hieros logos. And it is only natural that he ridicules an
«atheisticy interpretation of a hieros logos.

The birds’ version of the origin of the world and their
«ornithological» explanation of the origin of gods (agonistically
counterposed to the «meteorosophistic» one of Prodicus) and of the
meaning of the Orphic cosmic «egg» will surpass Prodicus in the
alleged «correct understanding» (0pB&d¢ €idévar), so from now on
one may forget about Prodicus’ history of the human race and his
theory of the origin of religion allegedly supported by the
«evidence» of the «ancient poetry» of Orpheus. The word 0pOdg
«correctly» is emphatically repeated twice; it alludes to Prodicus’
terminology and his claims of «correctness» 0p06tng, the phrase

% Fora survey of modern opinions see Bernabé PEG /1, 73 ad fr. Orph. 64.
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€100tec 0pBdG in Av. 692 looks like a quotation of dpbdc yvmo-
kovteg in PDerv XXIII, 2. The chances are Aristophanes knew and
perfectly understood that Prodicus’ playful interpretation of the
Orphic theogony as an alleged proof of the antiquity of Anaxagoras’
physiologia was a hoax and a mockery of religious conservatives
like Diopeithes. In this case the purpose of his mock cosmogony
was to surpass Prodicus in mockery and to ridicule the sophistic
Kulturgeschichte thus defending the traditional values of an ordinary
Athenian. Mayhew with a very good reason criticises Diels-Kranz
for their underestimating of the importance of the Parabasis of
chorus in «Birds» as evidence on Prodicus’ doctrines and prints
under Text 69 verses 685—725 which expand the cosmogony in
narrow sense by preceding v.585-589 (the original miserable
condition of humanity) and following after the mention of Prodicus
verses 693—722 which apart from theogony contain a parody of
Prodicus’ «utilitarian» theory of religion.

We understand these verses as follows: after you hear our Theo-
gony, you may say good-bye to the one of Prodicus. Prodicus’
Horai are parodied in the context Av. 708:

[Tavta d€ Byntoic €otiv A MUAY TV 0pvibBmVv Td péyioTa.
[pdta pev dpag eaivopey MUEc NPoc, YEWBVOC, OTOPIC:
oneipev pev, dtav yépavog kpdlovg &g v APonv petaympiit:
Kol TOGAMOV TOTE VOUKANp®L PPALEL KPELAGAVTL KAOEVIEV KTA.

‘And the greatest things for mortals are from us, the birds. First, we
make known the seasons: spring, winter, and summer; when migrating
to Libya the crane cries «Sow your seeds» — and tells the shipowner
«Time to hang up your rudder and sleep»’. (tr. Mayhew).

The «greatest things» (ta péyiota) in this context are
synonymous with the «most useful thingsy.

According to Prodicus’ theory of the origin of religion humans
first deified t0 ®@eAobvra, things beneficial for the human race, the
elements, the sun and the moon, indispensable for agriculture.
PDerv. col. XXIV describes the usefulness of the moon for the time-
reckoning and the recognition of the seasons: without the moon
agriculture and navigation would be impossible. The choir of the
birds after announcing a competition with Prodicus, claims that
humans have been taught to distinguish the seasons by the «signalsy»
sent to them by birds; without birds there would be no agriculture
and navigation. Exactly the same crafts are mentioned in exactly the
same order in PDerv. XXIV, 8-9. The hyponoia of this in Aves is:
the utility of birds for the human race far surpasses that of the
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traditional gods and of Prodicus’ «useful things», therefore the birds
win the agon with Prodicus, they should be deified for their utility
and proclaimed new gods. A number of other useful crafts managed
by birds’ signals is adduced in the following lines: the crane signals
when to weave (Vaivewv) a winter-cloak, «the kite appears after this
to make known the change of season (£tépav dpav), when it’s the
season to shear (mextelv) ship’s wool, in spring; then the swallow
appears when it’s necessary to sell (nmkew) the winter cloak and
buy (mpiccOor) some summer clothes»® . The birds are equally
indispensable for trade (mpog swtopww) for %ettlng means of living
(tpo¢ Protod ktijowv) and for man’s marrlag . None of these crafts
(except agriculture and navigation) is attested nominatim either for
Prodicus or in PDerv., but this may be due to the chance and the
fragmentary state of our sources. Themistius’ encomium of agri-
culture ascribes to Prodicus the theory that agriculture is the cradle
of religion, civilisation and all human crafts. It is hardly accidental
that in birds’ competition with Prodicus different crafts are
correlated with different «Seasons» (‘Qpa).

The protogonos Eros «similar to the windy whirlwinds» (gikag
avepmkeot dtvaig) in v. 697 alludes to the cosmogonical vortex and
connects the Ornithogony of the Birds with the cosmology of the
Clouds.

(T7) The very i1dea to «surpass» Prodicus’ allegorical cosmogo-
ny in the comical agon in Aves by substituting for the natural ele-
ments the image of «birds», the new gods of the dream-city of
eternal happiness, more powerful and more «beneficial» for the
human race than Zeus and the Olympians, seems to have been
suggested to Aristophanes by another passage of DervT (Prodicus),
1. €. column IT in which we propose one new reading:

col. IT, v.6-8 ...&11 0" €Eoupé]toug Tipag [x]pn
k[ai Tiit Mnt]ol velu[ot, daipoot 8] Ekdoto[t]g 0pvibeldv Tu
k[aiew. kai] EnéOnke[v Buvoug app]ooto[V]¢ Tht povs[ikft,
[TovTOV 0¢] Td onuai[voueva Ehabe Tov]c...
‘And besides that [scil. besides honouring Erinyes], one should
offer exceptional honours to Metis and burn something avian. And he

67 Aves 712715, tr. Mayhew with shght alterations.

Aves 718 mpodc T éumopiav, Kol mpog ProTov KTholy, Kol TPOG YALOV
avSpog
% The supplements «[od tijit MAT]dt in v. 7 and £habe Tod]c in v.9 are ours,
the rest by KPT.
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[= Orpheus] added hymns [or poems] that suit the music, but their
meaning escapes... [scil. those who lack understanding]’.

The reading t[fjt Evpev]idt in the beginning of v.7 proposed in
KPT is unlikely for two reasons. First, such «collective singular»
(Kouremenos, 144) is unlikely as such and is not attested. Second,
the honouring of Erinyes has already been mentioned in the
preceding lines, this makes &1t «and besides that» pointless. In the
lines 67 the author adds to the honouring of Erinyes the honouring
of yet another (&t1 ... xai) daimon and the requirement of avian
offerings to all daimones (i. e. not only Erinyes-Eumenides). It is
hard to find a more plausible name of a daimon ending on —dt in
dative than Metis attested in col. XV:

v. 13 Mijuw xén[mev 15& Aaplev’’ Pactinida Ty
‘[Zeus] swallowed Wisdom (Metis) and received the royal honor’.

The author of the Derveni theogony (Onomacritus, according to
Aristotle) borrowed from Hesiod, apart from the large part of the
succession myth, the epithet of Zeus untietra which is attested in
PDerv. col. XV,6.11. It is hard to see why he could not borrow the
kataposis of Metis in Hesiod, Th.886—900 as well. The phrase
Bacunida iy quotes Hesiod Th.892.”' He adapts it to the Orphic
narrative: Zeus follows the prophecy of Night and Kronos rather
than that of Ouranos and Gaia, Metis is not a just a personification
of Wisdom and not Zeus’ «first wife» (Rhea-Demeter in col.
XXVI), but one of the names of the daimon Protogonos.

It is tempting to take Opvifeidv Tt with a reference to the egg.”
The Derveni author must have discussed the cosmogonical egg from
which Protogonos «sprouted first» in the lost parts of the papyrus. It
has been preserved in Aristophanes’ ornithogony, ~ the Derveni
author may have allegorically interpreted it as an anaxagorean

" wammev — Kotwick 2017: 324, kénmvev — Santamaria 2012: 71; noe
MGPev or 10 éhaPev temptavi.

" Contra KPT 213 who are on this point vague and indecisive.

72 Janko (2016) 19 questions the reading dpvifewov in col. VI,11 (KPT) and
proposes @optiov ... deipel. This does not fit the context: the connection
with prothysia is lost, &vekev becomes pointless, what is meant by the
«labouring souls» remains unclear. On the contrary, the reading 6pvifeiov
(KPT) or épvibiov (Ferrari, followed by Piano) provides an immediate link
with the air-cosmogony and with prothysia: first offerings are due to the
air, the most ancient «god». On the phrase opvifelov kpéag see also Ferrari
§2007) 204.

3 So rightly Brisson (1990) 287677, contra Betegh (2006) 148.
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mixture of various «seeds» of all things, cf. a similar naturahstlc
interpretation of the Orphic egg in the Pseudo-Clementina.”

Avian offerings are for the second time mentioned in col. VI,8—
11: «Mystai perform preliminary sacrifice (mpoBvovot) to
Eumenides in the same way as magoi, for Eumenides are souls
(psychai). For this reason (or «therefore», Gvrep £vekev) one who is
going to sacrifice to gods [would] first offer something avian
(6pviBelov)...». Why the identity of Eumenides/Einyes with the
souls is presented as a necessary reason to sacrifice first «<something
avian»? This prima facie strange inference can be explained only on
the ground of the allegorical interpretation of Eumenides-souls as
«air». In Greek popular «folk-zoology» and in Empedocles the three
elements (world-masses) of earth, sea and air (sky) were correlated
with three kinds of animals: terrestrial animals, fishes and birds. The
Derveni author i1s not a priest and he does not give in these lines
ritual prescriptions, he «decodes» in the feletai established by
Orpheus the same «ancient wisdom» as in his poetry. The
commentator assumes that first offerings are due to the first gods.
Both magoi and mystai converge in that they first make offerings to
the souls that, like birds, reside in the air and (according to
commentator) are nothing but air.”” It follows that the ancient
religion accords with the modern science: both in Orpheus and in the
Anaxagorean physics «air» is the original source of everything.”
Once we admit that PDerv is a work of Prodicus parodied by
Aristophanes, it is reasonable to conclude that the choice of «birds»
as «new gods», more «ancient» than Olympians, in 4ves was also
suggested to Aristophanes by the same work on the origin of
religion and was intended as a mocking parody of it.

™ [Clem.Rom.] Recogn. 6.5.2 &dv ... otoyeia Kol XpOUATE TAVTOSOmd
EKTEKETV OLVALLEVOV.
7 A similar logic underlies the discussion of the etymology of Hestia in
Plato’s Cratylus, 401cl — d7: Hestia genealogical priority can be deduced
from the fact the she comes first in the order of sacrifices. On the topic see
Sedley (2003) 99 ft.

® Some modern commentators of PDerv do not seem to realize that in
Anaxagorean physics there is no contradition between the conception of
matter as a mixture of various «seeds» (spermata) and «air». Both in
Anxagoras and in Democritus the traditional four «elements» are not
«chemical» elements (immutable simple substances, as in Empedocles), but
phenomenal aggregate states of matter: gaseous, liquid, solid. In
Anaxagoras’ cosmogony the original (precosmic) universal mixture
appears in a gaseous state, i. e. is described as danp kai aifnp.
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(T8) A metaphorical scene of prothysia appears in another
comedy that targeted Prodicus’ air-cosmogony and exposed its
«atheistic» 1mplications. In Nubes 606—8 Strepsiades experiences
sacred awe as he enters the Phrontisterion, the entrance of which is
compared with a ritual katabasis to the oracular cave of Trophonius;
he asks Socrates to give him first (mpotepov) a sacrificial honey-
cake (peMrtodtav). So, before the initiation (telern)) into the
mysteria of the sophistic wisdom inside the phrontisterion the old
man wishes to perform the «preliminary offering» (nmpobvcia) of
honey-cakes to placate the «wise souls» that inhabit the school of
Socrates (cf. Nub.94 yoy®dv coedv 1001 0Tl @povictiplov). All
this looks like a parody of PDerv VI.

(T9) Plutarch’s fragmentary work Ilept t@dv €v IThatouoig
Aaddrmv seems to draw on several sources one of which looks like
a summary exposition of something very similar to the Derveni
treaise’’:

Plutarch, fr. 157 Sandbach ap. Eusebius, Praep. Ev., Proem. 3, 1,1:

AaPav owocyvoaet 00 Xapwveémg Hkomocpxou TOG TESpl rovg
HoOovg (pcovocg, &V OlC GEUVOLOYDV naparpanm TOoV¢ pobovg €@’ (xg
onowv etvar pwcrnpm)éag Gsokoywcg ag O EKKOALTTOV TOV UEV
Aldvoucov rnv ua@nv gtval onoiv... v 06¢ "Hpoav v yauniov
avdpog kol yuvakdg cvpPimotyv: €10°, domep dmheAnopévos Thig
(’171060’0803@, ETépaV é&ﬁg émm)vdwag icsropiow n‘]v "Hpow OVKETL G
T0 nporspov GALGL rnv I'fjv ovoudclet, Xn@nv O¢ Kol voKTo TNV Ant(o
Kol mwéAv mv VTNV rm Anrol Pnow givor tfiv “Hpov- €10’ émi
TOUTOIS  €lodyetol  ovT®dL  Zevg  €ig v ouOsplov vaauw
OLMnyopouusvog kol Tl pe Ol TadTa npokau[}owsw avToD napov
dkodoor Tod Avipdc M3E Mg &v olc Eméypoyev Hspt TV €V
Hkaratmg Aoddrmv ta AovOdvovta Tovg TOALOVS THG dmopprTov
nepl Oedv (pvmokoywcg EKQaivovtog;

‘Ot pev ovv n moloud @uvololoyia kol moap’ “EAAnct xoai
BapPapoic AdYog MV QLGIKOG €ykeKAAAVLUEVOS HOBO1S, TG TOAAQ
Ot aiviypdtomv Kol VTovoldy EmikpuEog, Kol Huoetnploons, Beoloyio
TA T€ MUAOVUEVO TOV GLYOUEVOV ACAUPESTEPO TOIC TOALOIS Eyovoa
Kol T0 Cly®OUEV TOV AAAOVUEVOV DTOTTOTEPO, KATAONAOV £GTLV TOTG
‘Opoikoic Eneot kai Toig Atyvntiokoic kai ®@pvyiolg Adyolg paiieto
&’ ol mepi TOC TEAETAC OPYLOGHOL KOl TA dPDOUEVO CLUPOMKDS &V TG
lepovpylaic TNV TOV ToAUdV EUEAiVEL d1dvolay.

77 Parts of this text in: Orph. fr. 671 Bern. = Diagoras Melius fr. 94 Win. =
FGrHist 800 T9.
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‘Take up Plutarch of Chaeronea and read his statements about
our subject, statements in which he majestically converts the myths
into what he says are «mystic theologies»; purporting to reveal
these, he says that Dionysus is intoxication ... and Hera the married
life of husband and wife. Then, as if he has forgotten this interpreta-
tion, he tacks on directly afterwards a different account: contrary to
his previous view he now calls Hera the earth, and Leto forgetful-
ness and night. Then again he says that Hera and Leto are identical;
next on top of this Zeus is introduced, allegorised into the power of
aether. Why should I anticipate all this, when we can listen to the
fellow himself? In the work he entitles On the Festival of Images at
Plataea he discloses what most men are unaware of in the secret
natural science that attaches to the gods, and does so as follows.

1. Ancient natural science, among both Greek and foreign
nations, took the form of a scientific account hidden in mythology,
veiled for the most part in riddles and hints, or of a theology as is
found in mystery-ceremonies: in it what is spoken is less clear to the
masses that what is unsaid, and what is unsaid gives more
speculation than what is said. This is evident from the Orphic
poems and the Egyptian and Phrygian doctrines [/ogoi]. But nothing
does more to reveal what was in the mind of the ancients than the
rites of initiation and the ritual acts that are performed in religious
services with symbolical intent’. (tr. F. H. Sandbach with slight
alterations).

Note the following similarities of Plutarch’s source with the
Derveni treatise. The enigmatic Orphic poetry and mysteries are
taken as survivals of the ancient physiologia, alternative rationalistic
interpretations confuse the reader, equations of gods Ge = Hera =
Leto, Zeus is airy substance, Hera is also dvdpOg kail yuvaikog
younilog cupPiooig Leto is night and a shadow of earth that causes
eclipses of sun. The identification Hera = Ge i1s found in PDerv col.
XXII,7. Dionysos = wine is attested for Prodicus in T 71,74,76 M.
and in the passage of Themistius quoted above (T 77). Anto® = Anon
is found in Plato’s Cratylus 406 a8. The etymology of the name of
Apollo in Plutarch’s passage Andéliowv 6’ ¢ ‘amaildttov’ Koi
‘amoAVV’ T®V TEPL COUA VOS|HOTIKOYV Tafdv 1OV dvBpommov is
paralleled in Plato’s Cratylus 405b9 kotd pév Toivov T0C ATOAVCELG
1€ Kol AmoAoVGES, OG 10TPOC OV TOV TOOVTOV, «ATOAOLMOV» OV
0p0dc woroito. The common source must be Prodicus/Derveni
author.

( T10 ) Plut. De Pyth orac.25 p.407b Ovoudkpirotl & €Keivol kol
[Ipddikor (Botzon: mpoddton cod.) woi Kwvaibwveg (Botzon:
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Kwvéomveg cod.). Bernabé identifies the Plutarchean Prodicus with
Prodicus ®wkaevg, the alleged author of the Minyas (test.3; PEG 1
137). However Plutarch gives a list not of epic poets qua poets, but
of ypnopordyot and (from his point of view) pretentious charlatans
who discredited oracles by their theatrical grandeur (tpaywidio koi
dyxog) which he contrasts with the simple style of the genuine
oracles of Pythia. The Rhapsodic Theogony was not a literary
«poemy composed by ordinary poet: Tepol Adyor means that it was
conceived and presented as divine word, as a kind of ypnouoc
inspired by Apollo, Orpheus being his prophet. It is possible
therefore that Ovopdxprror xai I1pdoucor in Plutarch is a kind of
hendiadyoin that refers both to the bombastic Theogony of pseudo-
Orpheus falsified by Onomacritus and its disregutable and
scandalous (in Plutarch’s opinion) interpreter Prodicus.

(T11) Apart from the sun and the moon Epiphanius includes in
the list of the deified «beneficial» things of Prodicus theory of
religion also the 4 elements: [1pddikog t0 T€cGepa oTOLXETDL BEOVG
KOAET, eita TOV AoV kol GeEAVNV: €k Yap TOVTOV TTHoL 1O {mTIKOV
E\eyev dmdpyew. " «Prodicus calls «gods» the four elements, and
then the sun and the moon, for it is from them, in his opinion, that
all men get their means of living». All six are attested in the
allegoresis of PDerv as «real» referential meanings of the mythical
names: according to the Derveni author, air (and mind) was deified
as «Zeusy, fire and sun as Protogonos, water element as Acheloos,
earth (Ge) as Demeter, the moon as Selene. A very similar
naturalistic interpretation of the Greek mythology was parodied as
«atheistic» already by Epicharmus®.

(T12) Syncellus, Chron. 1, 140 C 1, p. 282,19-21 épunvevovot
d¢ ol Ava&aydpelot Tovg Hubmdelg Beovg vodv pgv tov Ala, v O€
Anvav téxvny, 60ev Kol 10 «yxelp®dV OALUEVOV EPPEL TOAOUNTIC
Avn». ‘The followers of Anaxagoras interpret the mythical gods
as follows: Zeus is mind (nous), and Athena is technical skill
(tekhne), whence the verse «once the hands have perished, the
skilful Athena is gone»’.

® Clement Alex. attributes Orpheus’ «Descent to Hades» to a certain
Prodicus of Samos: Strom. 1, 131, 3 (vol. II, p. 81, 9 St.) = OF 707 B. v
1€ €ic Adov kotdfoctv Hp06u<01) (v. L. ToD Eautov (sc. elvar Aéyovot).
Suda s.v. Opoeevg = OF 709 B. has ‘Hpodikov tod IleprvBiov.
Defa’e 9, 25; p. 507 Holl = Prodic. T78 M. (not in DK). Cf. Cole 1990: 156.
%0 Fr. 199 K.-A. For a detailed comparison with PDerv. see Lebedev 2017,:
19-22.
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Orion gramm., Etymologicon, letter X, p. 169 yeipeg and Thic
YPNOEWS, MOCAVEL YPNOLES... 0VOEMa Yap TELVN TPoKOTTEL diyo
YEPQV, KaBMG Kol 0 momtng enoiv: yepdv ... AdMvn. ‘The word
kheires «hands» comes from khresis «use» for no skill (tekhne)
advances without hands; as the poet says: «once the hands...»’ etc.

This is a rare evidence that directly links the Anaxagorean alle-
gores1s of the Greek mythogoly specifically with the Orphic
poems®’ Dlels-Kranz identify these «Anaxagoreans» with Metro-
dorus of Lampsacus®. But there is no evidence that Metrodorus
worked on Orphic poems, the attested title of his allegorical work is
«On Homer», and all cited examples of his allegorical interpreta-
tions concern Homeric gods and heroes. The interpretation of Zeus
as mind (nous) is attested in PDerv, but not for Metrodorus.
According to Tatianus Metrodorus interpreted Athena not as tekhne,
but as a physical element or an arrangement of elements. 53
Prodicus’ theory of religion originating from agriculture and other
tekhnai that were useful for human race seems to be a more
plausible source. The battle of 1deas between the Ionian naturalists
(adepts of the naturalistic monism)** and religiously minded dualists
in the second half of the 5th century BC in Athens was perceived by
the contemporaries as a conflict between Anaxagoreioi and
Pythagoreioi (cf. note 24 above). Most sophists joined the former
camp, so they were no less Anaxagoreioi than Metrodorus, possibly
even more.

The verse is quoted by three Byzantine authors and by a 5"
century grammarian Orion. Only Orion attributes the verse to
Orpheus. Orion followed by Meletius (9" ¢.) quotes the verse on
Athena as tekhne to support the etymology yeipec — ypnoeig.
Syncellus (8" ¢.) and Cedrenus (11" c.) quote it as supporting the
rationalistic interpretation of the myth about the creation of man by
Prometheus. Both Kern and Bernabé are right when they print in
their editions of Orphic fragments molvepyog, a very rare epithet
unlike molduntic, the standard epithet of Odysseus in Homer.* But

81 ., Orph. Fr. 856 Bernab.

Dlels —Kranz, VS. 61, 6. cf. Sider 1997: 138.

Metrod 60,3 DK = Tatian. Adv. Graecos, c. 3.

% On our use of the terms «monism» and «dualism» see explanatory notice
1n section (7) below.

% Kern explained it as a poetic equivalent of the epiklesis Epyown It does
not mean «hard-working» as in Nicander, Ther. 4 moAvepyoc dpotpevc, but
rather «master of many worksy, i. e. presiding over different crafts (t€yvon).
[ToAvteyvog is the epithet of Athena in Solon fr. 13, 49.
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moAountic 1s not a corruption due to chance: authors who connect
the verse with «hands» prefer «one of many works», whereas the
authors who cite it in support of the allegorical interpretation of
another famous mythical trickster Prometheus, prefer «one of great
prudencey. It is striking that both the etymology of y&ipec and the
allegorical interpretation of the name Prometheus seem to be related
with Prodicus’ «utilitarian» theory of the origin of religion: ypfioic,
ypnowov is a synonym of oeélpov «useful», and both Athena and
Prometheus perfectly fit into the category of mp®dtot gvupetai that
played important role in Prodicus’ second stage. Since the
interpretation of Zeus as «mind» is attested in PDerv, the chances
are that Athena and Prometheus were mentioned in the lost parts of
the papyrus.

The myth about Prometheus moulding (rAdttev) man from clay
is explained in Syncellus’ source as an allegory of forming man by
knowledge and reshaping him from apaideusia state to the state of
paideia. Both Syncellus and a scholiast on Aeschylus PV 120d add
to this allegory a quotation from the Zogiotai of Plato comicus (fr.
145 K.-A.) mpounbia yap €otv avOpmmolg 6 vodg. It has been
thought by some that the title «Sophists» refers to tragic poets and
musicians only, but the evidence for this is weak®. The group of
Sophistai mocked in the comedy may well have included both poets
and sophists in the familiar sense, like Prodicus.

One puzzle remains unsolved: The verse about Athena as a
‘master of many works’, 1. e. tekhnai, 1s very different from the
verses of Orphic theogony quoted in PDerv.: it looks as a gnome or
a verse from elegy rather than a fragment of epic mythical narrative.
It 1s hard to imagine what might be its original context in a theo-
gony. And even more puzzling is the fact that the author of this
verse seems to share Prodicus’ somewhat unholy explanation of
traditional gods as personifications of «useful» fekhnai. Can it be a
playful fabrication of Prodicus’ himself?

Philochorus has been plausibly identified as the source of these
quotations (Hussey 1999: 315). Dirk Obbink on independent
grounds has plausibly argued that the Derveni papyrus was quoted

% The scholiast on Ar. Nub. 331a (= Plato com. fr. 149) commenting on
coplotad tells that the word is applied not only to those who study celestial
phenomena, but — improperly (xatoypnotikdg) — also to specialists in all
kinds of knowledge, even to a flute-player Bacchylides in Plato’s
«Sophistai». He does not tell that all Sophistai in this play were musicians
like Bacchylides, on the contrary: he quotes Bacchylides as an extra-
ordinary case.
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by Philochorus®’. Objections to Obbink’s thesis (Philochorus and the
Derveni author may quote the same source independently) (Betegh
2006: 98-99, n. 20; Bremmer 2014: 65, n. 60) do not take into
account Philochorus’ general predilection for the rationalistic and
«euhemeristicy interpretations of myth that can be best explained by
the influence exerted on him by Prodicus’ work on religion and
Orphic theogony Philochorus wrote Ilepi pvomnpiov and Ilepi
novtikiic in which he mentioned Orpheus and quoted two Orphic
verses on prophecies®. Therefore he may well have consulted the
influential work of Prodicus on the same subject Besides that
neither 1 omrn (scil. otiv) in PDerv. XXII, 7 nor tv adtiv €ivat in
Philodemus is a part of the verse, i. e. of the supposed «common
source». Unlike the names of the gods, it is in both cases a part of
the commentary or a paraphrase and therefore reflects the linguistic
preference of the commentator (which is the same). It is hard to
imagine that the identity of the three goddesses was stated in a hymn
in such plain prosaic language. Expressions like fjv 1¢ xoi ['fjv
KaAéovot are conceivable or, alternatively, the same goddess was
called by three different names in the invocation.

A striking sample of «linguistic archeology» reminiscent of
PDerv 1s provided by Philochorus’ rationalistic and naturalistic
explanation of the names Tritopatores and Apollo: fr. 182 (verbatim
quotation in Harpokration): @. ¢ tovg Tprrondtopog mavtwv yeyo-
véval Tpatovg: «tnv pev yap I'Myv xai tov “Hlov (enoiv), ov xai
Andrhova tote’ Kakelv, yovelg avtdv fricTavo oi tote dvOpwmot,
TOVG 0 €Kk TOVLT®V Tpitovg matépacy. The prehistoric men spoke the
original natural language not yet corrupted by mlsunderstandmg and
correctly applied the name «Apollo» to the sun’

(T13) According to Philodemus Epicurus exposed the atheistic
views of Prodicus, Diagoras and Critias and accused them of
«madnessy; their method was that of «changing letters in the names
of gods»: De pietate, pars I, col. 19, 1l. 519-541 Obbink: ...mapa-

7 Obbink 1994: 110-135. FGrHist 328 F 185 compared with Philodem.
PHerc 1428 col. vi 16-26 (= SVF 11 1078).

* The chances are that the collection of hymns quoted by Prodicus was no
longer extant or available some 150 years later to Philochorus.

? FGrHist 328F 77 = OF 810 B. The fragment is odd: Orpheus speaks in
the first person and boasts that his prophecies are infallible. A proem to a
collection of ypnopoi?

For no good reason Jacoby deletes tdrte.

' On Orphic Physica and Tritopatores see Gagné 2007: 1-24; Bremmer
2014: 62 ft.
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ypappil[ovol] to t[¢]v Bewv [ovo]uata. Pace Winiarczyk, mopa-
ypopupiCety means ‘to change, to alter letters’ (with a connotation ‘to
distort’, ‘to falsify’, by analogy with mapayapdrtewv), not ‘to rear-
range’””. The reference is apparently to the rationalistic etymologies
based on the assonance between the divine name and its supposed
etymon. Examples of this technique are found in PDerv. XXII,10
Anuimp by change of letter & to y becomes I'ff Mnmp, XIV, 7
Kpovog = kpodwv vodg etc. The Derveni author (Prodicus) himself
uses a similar expression in XXVI, 11 ypdupoto mapaxiivovia to
describe the possible change of puntpog &dg to untpog €oio. The
phrase pwpov mapaxiive ‘alter slightly’ exactly with the same
meaning occurs in Plato’s Crat. 400c (the change of only one letter
in Orphic etymology o®pa / ofjue) and 410a (the Phrygian
pronunciation of the word =ndp that «slightly deviates» from
Greek)”. Most of the etymologies of the divine names in Plato’s
Cratylus are based on the assonance between the name of a god and
its etymon.

(T14) Galenus on several occasions (in four different treatises!)
angrily rebukes Prodicus for using the term for phlegm (@Aéyua) not
in its commonly accepted sense of a cold and dense liquid in the
body, but in the unusual sense of something «burnt» on the ground
of its etymological derivation from @Aéyw ‘to burn’. (Prodic. fr. 63—
65 M).

De nat fac. 2,130 K. I1Ipdoikog 6’ €v 1® mepi pHGE®MS AVOPDOTO
YPAULOTL TO GUYKEKOWUEVOV KoL 010V VTEPORTNUEVOV &V TOIC YVUOIC
ovoudlmv eAéyuo mapd TO TEPAEYOAL ... AALL TODTO Ye TO TTPOG
anavtov avopoOTOv Ovopalopevov eAEYLO TO AEVKOV TNV XpOav, O
BAEVvav ovoudlet ITpodtkog, O youypog kol VYPOC YVUOS EGTLV KTA.

The unusual periphrastic expression «as it is called by all men»
for «common name» according to the whole corpus TLG search
does not occur elsewhere, except in another single passage of
Galenus (v. 8, 74 K.), but it strikingly resembles the distinction
between the «peculiar» expressions of Orpheus and the «spoken
names», «which have been called by all men», & navteg dvOpwmot

2 LSD, s.v. mapaypappileo interpret the mopaypoppilovst dvépota Oedv in
Philodemus passage as ‘makes the gods nugatory’ and mark this use as
metaphorical. In our view the verb mapaypappilo (variant maporypopipLo-
tiw) has literal meaning ‘to change or to distort letters’, it is the result of
such change that makes the gods nugatory and reduces them to trivial non-
sacred things like food and drink, elements etc.

% Another similar phrase in Cratylus is mopdyew ypaupa: 407¢c mapayaydv
« Avéavy ...ékdlecav. 400c9 00dEV deTV Tapayely 00" EV YpApLLLL.
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ovopacav in PDerv, XVIII,8-9.

(T15) Another common feature of Prodicus and the Derveni
author is the attention to synonyms and a similar phraseology in the
semantic analysis. It might seeem prima facie that they follow
different or even opposite procedures: Prodicus was renowned for
his subtle distinctions of words (akribologia) with similar meaning,
the Derveni author, on the contrary, lays emphasis on «the same
meaning», tavtov ovvatol. But there can be little doubt that
Prodicus mastered the art of his teacher Protagoras to argue «both
ways»: IIpodikog dupeito tac MNOOvVaC €iC yapav Kal TEPYV Kol
gvppocvvnv: tadta yap mavta Tod avtod, Thg Mooviig, ovouatd
gotwv. «Prodicus divided pleasures into joy, merriment and delight:
accordmg to him all these are names of the same thing, i.e. of
pleasure Compare this triad of names with the triad Aéyew,
QOVELY, 616(101(81\/ in PDerv. col. X,1-3. and ywdokewy, paviaverv,
motevewy in V, 9-12. Although the author asserts ad hoc the
semantical identity of the three words (tavtov dOvatar), this passage
betrays a professional knowledge of synonyms. The two different
procedures are best explained by the two different tasks: in his
teaching of the general rhetoric Prodicus’ aim was to teach students
orthoepeia, the correct use of names based on the subtle semantical
distinctions between synonyms. In the allegorical interpretation of
the divine names his aim was exactly the reverse: the emphasis on
«the same meaning» was imposed by the naturalistic monism and
one-element theory of matter («everything is air»). Prodicus’
terminology of the semantical analysis (Owaipeoic) imitated in
Plato’s Protagoras 340a (= Prod. 50 M.) is very similar to the one
we find in PDerv: 16 1¢ Boukscs@ou Ko smﬁvusw Swupag ®G 0V
TOOTOV V... TAVTOV 601 SOKET €tvat TO YevésBat Kai TO givat | GALO;

(T16) "YmepBatov occurs in PDerv twice: in col. IV,10 in the
authorial comments on Heraclitus’ quotation, and in VIIL6 applied
to the verses of Orpheus (¢nn vmepPatd €6via AavBavel). In both
cases it is a rhetorical and grammatical term for the irregular word-
order, see for details section (4) below with notes 112—113. In both
cases it is used to indicate the cause of the ambiguity of the next and
the cause of misreadings A third mention of hyperbaton is probably
found in VII,3—4 kai ginelv ovy oidv 1[€ TNV TOV 0]voudtmv [Oa]cw
«and it is impossible to determine the position of names.»’ By

o Arlst Top. 112b 22 ff. = Prodicus T47 M.
% Qéotv Janko, Bernabé; Ao KPT. Pace KPT Avowv cannot mean here
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«position» here is meant the syntactical position, 1. e. T®G KelTon TO
ovopa, 1. e. whether it should be taken with what precedes or with
what follows, as in the case with the word aidoiov. Hyperbaton is an
exegetical tool that Protagoras, the teacher and friend of Prodicus,
used in his interpretation of the poetic texts (Plato, Prot. 343
omepPatov Ol Beivan v T diopott O aAaBémg). This word is a
hapax in Plato and since Plato puts it into the mouth of Protagoras, it
may well be an authentic term of the sophistic hermeneutics. Plato
probably looked with suspicion at this technique since it could easily
be used for «sophistry»: the substitution of a «penis» for a
«venerable god» in PDerv VIII,6 by admitting a hyperbaton is a
case at point.

(T17) In the Ionian dialect of Ceos (group of the Central Ionian
Atticisms are attested in the last quarter of the fifth century B.C *°.
This perfectly agrees with the dialect of the Derveni papyrus which
Tsantsanoglou describes as «an lonic text liberally sprinkled with
Atic features», Willi defines it as «a curious mixture of Attic and
Tonic»’’.

(T18) We do not exclude that one of the sources of the physical
allegoresis of Orphic theogony in [Clem.Rom.] Recogn. 6 may be
PDerv., especially in view of the reduction of Olympian gods to
different forms of air in 6.8-6.9: Zeus is Oepuodtatog and Kabapo-
tatoc aifnp, Hera is the sublunar énp which is not so clean, her
ability to beget refers to the gukpoacia aépwv, Athena is a very hot
air (dkpwg Oepudv) which is unable to generate something , hence
the myth that she is a virgin; Artemis is the lowest part air which is
extremely cold, hence the similar myth of virginity. The name of
Dionysos refers to the exhalations upwards and downwards (a
heraclitising tenet, cf. D.L. 9.9). ‘Appoditnv &ig pHikv xoi yéveov
6.9.5. Orpheus is one of T@®v whlot AvopdV coemdtator who con-
cealed the true knowledge of the divine from the unworthy in the
form of myth: Kronos has never castrated Ouranos, Zeus has never
seized royal power from Kronos, has never swallowed Metis and has
never given birth to Athena from his head and Dionysos from his

‘solution’ in the sense of interpretation. As a grammatical term Abo1g can
only mean ‘looseness’, i. €. asyndeton, LSJ II, 4,f but this does not fit the
context because asyndeton is always obvious. Demetrius, following Aris-
totle, explained the obscurity of Heraclitus by /ysis: Demetr. De eloc.191
womep 10 Hpaxheitov: kai yop tadTo GKOTEWVA TOLET TO TAEIGTOV 1] AVCIG.
% See the burial law 5398.27 Collitz-Bechtel tadtoic.

’TKPT (2006) 11—14; Similarly West (1983) 77 and note 11; Willi (2010)
114. On the dialect see also Bremmer (2014) 64.
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thigh etc. (6.2.). All mythology is a result of a misreading of
Orpheus’ text.

(T19) = section (5) below.

(4) The text and interpretation of PDerv col. IV *®

In establishing the text of col. IV and in their commentary KPT
(p. 148 ff.) move in the right direction when they supply ta&wv in
line 4 and understand d1d tovde as 610 TOv vodv. The cosmic order
results from the action of the cosmic mind (=Zeus). But almost all
other supplements in col. IV are call for serious doubts since they
are based on the wrong assumption that kowd kai {0l «echo» epis-
temological terms of Heraclitus as well as on the outdated
physicalist interpretation of the so called «cosmic measures» in
Heraclitus. Kouremenos (KPT, p.55) explains: «If ta kowd and ta
1010 in the Derveni text echo Heraclitus’ use of uvov and {diov, it
can be plausibly assumed that ta xowd are the truths revealed by
Heraclitus’ everlastingly true account ... whereas ta 1010 are the
false beliefs held by uncomprehending people». The following
objections can be raised against this assumption and interpretation.
1) The opposition of «private and common» and the collocation of
words ko1vog/idlog in extant Greek literature of all possible genres
are very common, as are other most common and non-specific
oppositions like «good and bady», «big and small» etc. To postulate
«echoes» of one text in another on the ground of «coincidence» of
such common and non-specific words 1is methodologically
questionable. A 7LG proximity search for kow(d6¢) and io1(og)
within 5 lines for the period from the beginning to the end of 2nd
century A.D. (Pre-Patristic and Pre-Neoplatonic) yields 1077 instan-
ces. Only one of this is found in a doxographicum related with
Heraclitus (Sext. Emp. 9. 133), in the overwhelming majority of
cases the reference is to the «common» vs. «private» or «one’s
own» vs. «commony» with no relation whatsoever to metaphysics or
epistemology. In other words, the probability that the occurence of
the opposition kowvdc/ido¢ in any text «echoes» Heraclitus’ usage is
less than one in a thousand. 2) Heraclitus never uses the forms pl.
neutrum to kowvéd and Tt idwo. Such substantivated neutra with
article are not typical for Heraclitus’ archaic and poetic prose. Even
on formal linguistic grounds such language is unlikely in Heraclitus:
he uses article only in rare cases and he regularly omits it when he

% This section supercedes the text and interpretation in Lebedev (1989,),
although the basic approach to koina/idia and to the general meaning of
Heraclitus’ fragment remain the same.
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speaks about the phenomenal opposites (Lebedev 2014: 53). 3) Such
terminology in Heraclitus is unlikely not only on linguistic, but also
on philosophical grounds: pl. @ xowd in epistemological or
ontological sense is ruled out in Heraclitus’ work since 10 uvév (fr.
133L/B 114) is one by definition and is opposed to «many». Zvvog
Adyog 1s the only one true logos and is opposed to many false logoi
of poets and other philosophers. Sound mind (10 @poveiv) is also
one and the same for all, it is «common to all» (uvov mdot) and
opposed to the plurality of imaginary worlds of dreamers and poets.
Heraclitus’ authentic word for «false beliefs» or subjective opinions
is dokéovta (fr. 138L/B28, without article!), not ta {dwa. Following
this false assumption, KPT try to supplement verbs that would
reflect Heraclitus’ rejection of «private» (koatoactpéper Ti o0,
otvetan) and approval of common (paptopopevog tad kowd), but this
results in strange and artificial Greek. Koataotpépelr to my ears
sounds modern Greek. In modern Greek this (very popular) verb can
be used in a wide variety of contexts not confined to physical
destruction (e.g. xKotacTpEéPEL TNV OROPELE, TO VvOnua etc.), but in
classical Greek it is used predominantly in military contexts and has
a literal meaning of ruining, destroying a city, of «setting upside
down». We could not find in lexica or through TLG searches a
single instance of this verb in grammatical, rhetorical context, it
simply does not convey the notion of «rejection», «avoiding» etc.
The same a fortiori can be said about the verb oivetar which is used
exclusively of physical violence, looting, plundering, damaging pro-
perty etc. Such verbs could not be used by a literary critic in a
stylistic analysis and could not be used by a commentator as
descriptions of what Heraclitus was doing either in his life or in his
philosophy. Xivetou could be appropriately used, e.g., of Herostratus
setting on fire the Artemision. The only possibility to make sense of
this opposition in col. IV is to admit that ta xowvd and ta idw
«common and peculiar namesy» are rhetorical terms of the Derveni
commentator himself with ovopatra or pruota implied: the
«common names» are plain words of the ordinary language that are
in common usage and have a transparent meaning intelligible to
everybody; they are the same as «spoken and (commonly) recog-
nized words» (Aeydueva kai voulduevo pnuata) in col. XXIII, 8.
and «names used by all men» (& ndvtec avOpwmol wvépacav) in col.
XVIII, 8-9. The «Peculiar» names are poetic metaphors and divine
names whose meaning escapes the understanding of 4oi polloi and
requires a sophistic art of interpretation. Common words existed in
the beginning before the «peculiar» ones, peculiar words seem to be
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a later invention of poets like Orpheus. This can be inferred from the
col. XVIII according to which Orpheus metaphorically applied an
already existing common name poipo «part» both to the wind (of
cosmogonical vortex, 1.2) and to the intelligence (ppovnoig) of the
god (1.7-9). The opposition of kowd/idia ovopata in col. IV corres-
ponds to the opposition GvOpwmol dvopacav/Opepevg dVOLOGEY In
col. XVIII. The distinction between earlier «common names» and
later «peculiar» names recalls the distinction between «first» and
«second» names in Plato’s Cratylus (see section 2 with note 23
above). Plato may have borrowed this distinction from Prodicus.
The time when only «common» names were in use probably corres-
ponds to the original phase of civilization discussed in Protagoras’
[Tepi g €v apyt xotactdoews. The worship of the anthropo-
morphic gods of the official Greek religion at that time could not
exist since the names of the gods had not yet been invented by poets.
Humans living in that time either were natural atheists or
worshipped the natural phenomena, «things that really exist» (ta
gdvta, ta mpdyuata), like the stars and the elements, and first of all
things that were «useful» for human life (t& ®@ehodvta TOVG
avBpmmovg), like the sun and the moon. The false mythological re-
ligion of poets was the result of the subsequent «disease of
language», of the misreading and misunderstanding of Orpheus’
poetic cosmogony by the ignorant polloi.

Both Orpheus and Heraclitus, according to the Derveni author,
use «idiomatic» cryptic language to convey to «those who
understand correctly» similar philosophical ideas (in this case on
cosmic mind producing cosmic order) and at the same time to
conceal these ideas from «the many». It becomes clear that in this
case the subject of petabéuevog is also Heraclitus (and not Zeus or
cosmic mind) and that the object of this verb is again ovouara.

The term petagopd for what we call metaphor, is not attested in
poetics and rhetorics before Isocrates, Anaximenes of Lampsacus
and Aristotle in 4™ century B.C. But words and concepts are not the
same thing, so it does not follow that 5™ century Sophists had no
idea about metaphorical language. We have good reasons to suppose
that iSt1ov Svopo or ta id1élovta was one of the early (5™ cent. B.C.)
terms for metaphor’. The 5™ century usage was still followed by
Epigenes in his allegorical interpretations of «Orpheus’ poetry»:

% This usage is semantically related with the grammatical term iSimpa
(peculiarities of style, idiomatic expressions, LSJ, s.v.I[) and common
grammatical phrase idlwg AéyecOar, 1diwg Aeyduevo (opp. KOWDC
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Epigenes ap. Clem. Alex. Strom. V, 49 o¥yi kai Emtyévng €v tédt
[Tepi thic Opoémg momoemc ta i01dlovta map Opeel ekTifEUEVOS
eNOoL... Uitov 0 TO omépua aAlnyopeicOor koi dakpva Aldg TOV
duppov dnrodv, Moipac te ad to pépn Thg ceEMvNC, Tplokdda Koi
TEVIEKAOEKATIV Kol vovunvioy, 010 Kol AEVKOGTOAOVG OTAG KOAETV
tOov Opoéa @10 ovoa uépn ktA. Ta idwlovra «peculiar
expressions» as a term for poetic metaphors is not a part of
Clement’s own lexicon, it occurs only once in a quotation from
Epigenes and therefore most probably belongs to Epigenes. The
Derveni author also conveys the concept of metaphorical language
by the participles of the verb &ikd{w: Orpheus assimilated time to
the snow (XII, 11), the sun to the phallos (aidoimt gikdooc fjAov,
XIII, 9) and Zeus to a king (Bacthel ...eikaler XIX, 8). A common
name becomes metaphorical («peculiar») be re-attaching it
(mpocpépewv) to a different object. The term mpoc-@épev will be in
the 4™ century changed to peta-@épetv.

Scholars who attempted to restore the text of the Heraclitus
quotation have often been misguided by the long ago antiquated
physicalist approach to Heraclitus’s philosophy in the tradition of
Kirk-Marcovich that derives from Burnet (1892) and Karl Reinhardt
(1916). Scholars of this trend dogmatically denied the authenticity
of the world-conflagration (ekpyrosis) in Heraclitus regarding it as a
Stoic distortion of the alleged theory of «cosmic measures» which,
as we are told, emphasised stability rather than change: the dynamic
cosmic cycle of Heraclitus’ unanimously recognised by all ancient
readers of his book, has been replaced by a trivial «meteorological»
regular changes (like day and night) in a stable eternal cosmos.
Since the cyclical cosmogony is firmly linked with the notions of
Time and Fate, they rejected the Universal Flux as Plato’s invention
(another imaginary «projection») and interpreted the image of the
cosmogonical god of Time (Aion) as a trivial saying on human
fortune. The authentic verbatim fragment of Heraclitus on Fate has
been wrongly relegated to Spuria already by Diels.'” The days

AéyecOar), but should be distinguished from idwo dvoparta «specific, i..e.
appropriate» words in Plato (R. 580e) and Aristotle (Rhet.1407a31), as
well as from the logical term 10 id1ov for specific or essential feature in
Aristotle and the Stoics, on which see Reesor (1983). Exact parallel to
PDerv usage is found in Antiphanes com., fr. 209 I[ToAV y’éo1i TOvVTOV TOV
ToMTAV d1aPopog / 6 DAOEEVOC. TPOTIoTA UEV YOp OvOuactly / idiotot Kol
KOWVOTG1 YPHTal TOVTOYOD.

1922 B'137 DK = fr. 53 Lebedev. We defend its authenticity in the
commentary to our edition, pp. 362-364 and restore the text as follows:
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when such approach to Heraclitus was dominant have passed.
Charles Kahn was right when he remarked that «Stoics are the true
Heracliteans of antiquity» and when in his criticism of Burnet he
emphasised that if there was any theory of cosmic «measures» in
Heraclitus, it was a theory of «measure or equality preserved over
time» in a diachronically structured pattern.’' We have on many
occasions criticised and refuted the physicalist interpretation of
Heraclitus. Both the theory of the universal change and of periodic
ekpyrosis, as well as the idea of Fate and dynamic cosmogony rather
than static cosmology are genuine doctrines of Heraclitus attested
both by his ipsissima verba and by impressive consensus of inde-
pendent ancient readers (first of all by Aristotle and the Stoics) (see
Lebedev 1985; 2014; 2017). The precise analysis of Heraclitus’
metaphorical language leaves no doubt that in fr. 42L/B 90 he
speaks of the dynamic process of the alternation and interchange
(dvropeiperon, and not a static dvrtapoln is the reading of all
manucripts of Plutarch) of «all things» and «fire». Burnet’s
interpretation of the «cosmic measures» in Heraclitus as a kind of
quanta of matter or stable «aggregate bulk of every form of matter»
(Burnet 1920 : 150) was based on a shaky foundation from the start;
the text of PDerv. col. IV provides an additional refutation of this
19™ century invention typical for the epoch of hypercriticism and
“suspicious scholarship” (Parker).

Formal papyrological considerations and restrictions imposed by
them are no doubt very important in our case as in any other
restoration of a papyrus text. However, although necessary, they are
not sufficient. Any attempt of the restoration of the original text of
Heraclitus quotation in col. IV that ignores the general purpose of
Heraclitus’ book and pays no attention to the original context of the
Sun fragment is doomed to failure. All supplements and interpre-
tations proposed hitherto that focus on the size of the sun and
understand the «limits» with reference to the size of solar disk are

g€otTL yap sipopuéva <mavto> mhvtmg ‘all things (or events) are in all ways
determined by fate’. Stobaeus is an excellent and trustworthy source;
ypaoet indicates a verbatim quotation. Diels dismissed it with a surprising
dogmatic verdict: «Zitate Heraklits gibt es in Placita nicht». The Derveni
papyrus has demonstrated how wishful and wrong was Diels: the doxa on
the size of the sun is a verbatim quotation with a transposition of only one
word. Eipapuéva is found already in Theognis 1033 and need not be a
«Oprojection» of Stoic ipappévn.

"%l Kahn 1981: 5; and the important «Excursus I: On the traditional
interpretations of the cosmic cycle» in Kahn 1981: 147-153.
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misguided by Burnet-Kirk-Marcovich physicalist approach to
Heraclitus. Heraclitus was not a scientist, nay he attacked the
Milesian mechanistic vortex cosmogony as absurdity refuted by the
beautiful harmony of the cosmos (fr. 38L/B 124). The cosmic order
and harmony point to the existence of a providential cosmic Mind
(Gnome) that «steers» the whole Universe (fr. 140L/B 41). Of the
three logoi (chapters) of his book (Ilepi 10D mavtog, Aodyog
noMtikdg and Adyoc mepi Be®dv) only in the second half of the First
logos cosmos and natural phenomena were discussed: this amounts
to about 1/6 or so of the total text. But even this «cosmological»
section had little in common with the contents of a standard lonian
Peri physeos. There is not a single authentic (quoted verbatim in
Ionian dialect) fragment of Heraclitus that contains an etiological
explanation of natural phenomena typical for the lonian physikoi.
Theophrastus could not find in Heraclitus work a consistent physical
theory and attributed the contradictions to his melancholia. Instead
of a unified scientific physical theory (like that of Anaximenes or
Anaxagoras) we find in the extant fra%ments a plurality of poetical
metaphorical models of the cosmos'**: cosmos as liber naturae
(MOyog 60€), cosmos as templum naturae (from which the sacral
metaphor of mhp deilwiov derives), cosmos as a stadion with comic
race (évavtiodpopia) of opposite forces, cosmos as a battlefield in
which the 4 world masses (Pyr, Prester = Wind/Air, Sea and Earth)
are engaged (fr. 44—45L/B 31), winning an losing in turn at the
predestinated by fate «measured» periods of time, cosmic cycle as a
pesseia game conducted by the divine child 4ion (fr. 33L/B 52) etc.
Most of these metaphorical models present a diachronically, and not
spatially (geometrically) structured pattern of the «road up and
down» (000¢ dve kdtm) by which all things travel. All cosmic
phenomena, including the elements and stars, incessantly move from
a minimum to a maximum («way up») and backwards («way
downy) in a kind of a sway of pendulum. It is from this section of
Heraclitus’ book, from a series of empirical «proofs» (tekmeria) of
the universal «divine law» of regular «reversals» (tropai, amoibai)
of opposite forces that the Derveni fragment of Heraclitus about the
sun derives. Fr. 55L/B120 which in our edition immediately
precedes the Derveni quotation from Heraclitus (fr. 56L), speaks
about the «turning posts» (tépuata) of the Morning and Evening
and identifies one of this points with obpoc aifpiov A1dc, «the limit
of (the period) of clear Zeus (= Sky)», i.e. with the autumnal

1027 argue for this in extenso in Lebedev 2014: 59-90.
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equinox» (Lebedev 1985; 2014: 368-373). And the Oxyrrhynchus
fragment on the moon (60L) that follows soon after the Derveni
fragment speaks about the number of days (fourteen), 1. e. again
about the time, not about size. The Hippocratic author of De diaeta I
summarizes Heraclitus’ theory of the cosmic change with more
precision and accuracy than Plato in his «universal flux» passages in
Theaetetus and Cratylus'®. Tt is to these temporal limits and «tur-
ning points» of the «way up and down» (increase and diminution),
and not to the size of stars and material masses that Heraclitus
applies in extant authentic fragments the term Opot synonymous
with tépuata ‘turning posts’, tpomai (‘turns’ like those of a wheel),
apoPai avaykaiot ‘fated changes’ and ‘turning back’ (maAivtpo-
nog). Therefore in the quotation in col. IV &povg refers to the ‘fixed
terms’ of the year-cycle, 1. e. to the Summer and Winter Solstices
(tpomai MAiov) that the sun will «never exceed». The mention of the
«fixed month» (unvi taxkt®l) in IV,13 makes this interpretation
certain (see our commentary on this line below). The regular change
(increase and diminution) of all cosmic phenomena is not due to
chance, the temporal «limits» are set by a divine Supervisor and
Umpire (émotdng xoi okomog PpaPeverv, {r.57/B100, on the text
see Lebedev 1985), the supreme ruler of the Universe represented in
the current cosmological phase by the Sun, the remnant of the
original pyr aeizoon. In Heraclitus’ mythopoetical Universe the sun
is not a «celestial body» like an «ignited lump» of iron in
Anaxagoras, it is a living god imbued with a mind and probably
identified with Apollo (fr. Probabilia 12—13 Leb.). «Being the size
of a human foot» is a rhetorical phrase that emphasises the modesty
of an ideal monarch: the sun is «tiny» in size when compared with
the huge cosmic masses of the Air (Prester), the Sea and the Earth,
and yet he rules over all of them because he is the mind of the
Universe. The supreme cosmic god is the size of man’s foot: this is a
political and theological rhetoric, and not a physical science'”*. The

1% However, contra Reinhardt, Kirk, Marcovich and their modern fol-
lowers, the theory of the universal change was a genuine doctrine of
Heraclitus. It was not invented by Plato since it is attested in earlier inde-
pendent sources, such as De diaeta 1 and in ancient Sophists. Why would
Plato ascribe to Heraclitus, Protagoras and poets a theory which he
invented himself? The Derveni papyrus has proved that ancient Sophists
indeed studied and quoted Heraclitus. There can be no doubt that
Protagoras did so before his disciple Prodicus.

* The doxographers, hunting for rare doxai, wishfully torn out the phrase
about the sun from the theological-political context and placed it in the
chapter Ilepi peyébovg niiov (Placit.Il,21,4). See further our commentary
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rule of «one the best» (glc &pioTog) over many kakoi is «according
to nature» (xatd @Oowv). He is the mopddetypo of the best ruler,
because he strictly obeys the 6gioc vopoc of fr. 131/B 114.
According to Diodotus, Heraclitus’ book was not mepi pvoewg, but
mePL MOATELOG, TO 08 TePl PUoEMG &v Tapadelypatog €idel keiohat
(D.L.9.15). Heraclitus points to the «paradigmaticy form of
government in the polis of Zeus (monarchy of the Sun) in order to
demonstrate that the popular rule (the rule of «many») is unnatural.
And the law-abiding monarch is at the same time counterposed to
the tyrant'®. The clause on Erinyes in Heraclitus’ fragment is a
rhetorical circumlocution (imitating the style of Loxias’ oracles) for
«because the Sun is bound by the unbreakable horkos» where
«horkos» is an archaic metaphor for the law of the cosmos aka the
«divine law» of the Universe in fr. 131L/B 114. The peculiar
function of Erinyes was to punish those who commit perjury
(émoprovg). Therefore oaths may have been «sealed» by a conditio-
nal curse: «if I break the oath, let the Erinyes, ministers of Justice,
find me out and seize me!». Cf. the «decree of Ananke sealed by
wide oaths (Opxoiwg)», 1.e. the divine law of transmigration in
Empedocles B 115. As in Heraclitus, cosmic «oaths» determine the
fixed periods of time. Additional confirmation of this interpretation
seems to be provided by the §9 of Janko’s text where dpkot peydiot
are associated with Be®v vmnpétan d[ikng]. The words &mikovpot
‘ministers’ and vVmpéTon ‘servants’ are synonymous.

Having in mind these considerations we propose the following
reconstruction of the text of col. I'V:

Papyrus Derveni, col. IV, 5-10. 12-13:
[.}ov &.[ B]edV[
0 xeip[eva] petab[éuevog ]..ouvar
HaAA[ov Tletvetar [Tpdg TOV vobv ...]-Ttd ThG TOYMGS Yo [p] 3
ovK &i[n Aa]ppavewv. ap’od té[taxtat Sit T6]vde KOGLOG; 4
katd [Opeé]a Hpaxh[e]itog pe[tabépevoc] 5
T Kowad Kat[aypd]eet ta 1d[1]o-domep Tkeda [iepo]Adymt AEymv-[voog 6
fiMog [k6c]pov katd eveLy, avOpor[niov eVpog T0dd¢ [EdV, 7
10 p[éTpro]v ovy vepPdirov: €l ya[p T 00]povg £[oikoTag] 8
v]n[epPaie]i, Eprvioeg viv EEgvprioovot, Alkng émikovpot. 9
[oUTm d¢ Epn Tva dep]Batou mof k[ai doagt) TOV Adyov]. 10

on line 8 below.

1% Heraclitus attacks the popular rule in fr. 130L/B 104 and the hybris of
the tyrany in 135L/B 43. Praise for the monarchy and the rule of the one:
fr. 128L/B 49 and 132L/B 33 et passim.
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Ja dtkmg[ 12
] unvi tax[td e.g. Tpomac motel 0 A0 13

3 t]eiveton [Tpog TOV vodv supplevi 5 [Opoeé]a et pe[tabéuevoc] supplevi ||

6 xataypdoel Jourdan : [iepo]Aoywt Sider véog supplevi || 7 [k6c]uov et [Eav
Lebedev 1989 : 39 || 8 olpov]g et é[owota]c Tsantsanoglou || 9 V]n[epPfalre]l
Tsantsanoglou || 10 [oVt® 6& &pn iva et k[oi doaeti TOv Adyov] Lebedev ||

13 Tpomag motel temptavi [names?] of gods...

‘... he [scil. Orpheus] changes the established names ...

[the name of Zeus] rather alludes to the mind since

it would be impossible to understand [the origin of cosmos] as
something due to chance. Isn’t the cosmos set in order by the mind?
In accord with Orpheus Heraclitus [also] changes the common
names and uses in his writings peculiar expressions. Speaking
similarly to the author of hieros logos, he says: «the Sun is the mind
of the cosmos by nature, being one man’s foot in width and not
exceeding the set limits. For if he does exceed the appropriate limits,
Erinyes, the ministers of Justice will find him out.» He said so in
order to make his speech obscure and based on inverse word-order
(hyperbaton)...justice... the sun makes reversals (= solstices) in a
fixed month’.

1.2 6 keip[eva] petab[€éuevoc The subject of petabépevoc (or any
other verb with similar semantics) is Heraclitus, not a mysterious
«one of the gods» (pace KPT, 129) or Nous (in the commentary).
Keipeva (something already «set» and «established») cannot refer to
the primordial mixture of chaotic matter, and petabéuevog vel sim.
is unparalleled as a cosmogonical operation of god/mind. Both
words are grammatical terms: keipeva refers to ovopota, whether
mentioned in the preceding context or implied; petatiBecOar dvopa
is a well-attested phrase: tobvopa Arist. fr. 519; ovéuara, to change
the use of words in Epicur., Usener, Gigante, Schmid 1977: 435;
gnovopiag Herod. 5,68; 1t woBoapvion tadta petatifépevoc
ovopata (scil. @wMa kol o@uiofevia), transferring the names
«friendship and hospitality» to the wage-earning, Demosth. 18,284.
In the Demosthenes passage the phrase refers to the use of words not
in their proper, commonly accepted sense.

Of special interest for us is the use of petatiBévar dvoua in
Plato’s Cratylus in close proximity with the mention of Prodicus’
50-drachmas lecture on the «correctness of names» (384b). In 384d
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Hermogenes, who advocates the conventional character of all names
and denies that there is «any other correctness» except «convention
and agreement» (cuvOnkn koi Opoloyia) contends that if someone
sets a name for a thing (Gv 6fjton dvopa) , it will be correct, and if he
re-sets (netadfitatl) another name, it will be equally correct, as is the
case when we rename (petatiféuedao) our servants.

1.3 paAr[ov tletveron [mpog tOV vodv ...]-ta Thg TOYMS Y[ p]

LSJ s.v. telvo A, 1, 4 ‘aim at, direct upon a point’, explained as a
metaphor from toxotic art: originally ‘to stretch, 1. e. to point a bow
at someone’. Adyov €ic twva Plato, Phaedr. 63a. Also used in
commentaries and scholia (not in LSJ): Eustath. Comm. in Il. v.4,
955, 22 10 8¢ «ovd avTOVY MG TPOS TOV Extopa teivetat. Aristoph.
Plut. v. 379 otop’ émPovcag: @pacag... teivetar 0& TPOG TOLG
prropag. .

1.4 ovxk €i[n Aa]upavev. ap’ov t€[Taxtal S Td]vde KOGUOG;

We agree with KPT, 153 that €in is an impersonal optative
potential without dév as in col. XXV, &, but the verb has nothing to
do with the cosmogonical processes. Like keipevo petabépevog,
teiveton it 1s a grammatical term, it means ‘to take in certain sense’,
‘to interpret’ (LSJ s.v. AapBdvo, 1,9, b-c, cf. ékhappavem, V).

The perfective verb tétaxton (with allusion to cosmogony) goes
better with 610 TOvde than the present tense ta&wv Eyet.

Demosth. Philipp.1,36 ndvta vopmt tétaktot. A striking parallel
from Aristotle’s Metaphysics A chapter 10 in a heraclitising context:
in the Universe (1] 10D 6Aov @Vo1g) the good (t0 dyabdv) exists both
as something separate (like a general of the army) and as something
immanent (the order, td&ic in the army): 1075a 16 ndvta d¢ cuvté-
TOKTOL TOG ... TPOS PEV Yap €V Amavto GLVTETOKTOL, QAL DoTep €V
oixion T0ig AevBEpolc fikiota EEeoTiv O T ETLYE TOLETY, AAAG TAVTOL
N t0 mAglota tétaxtal kTA. It is emphasised that the order in the
army exists because of the general, but not vice versa: al5 ov yap
ovtog S TV TaEv, AN’ dkeivy Sl ToDTéV £oTiv, this imposed
order, as in col. IV under discussion, does not allow to act by chance
(8tvuye). The analogy between strategos/army on the iconic level and
god/Universe on the referential level looks Heraclitean: in
Heraclitus Polemos (= Zeus) is the supreme commander in the
cosmic war of elements, and god is conceived as vodg (= ['voun in
the Ionian dialect of Heraclitus).

1.5 xota [Opeéla ‘HpdxA[e]itog pe[tabéuevog]

. 67 10 Kowa Kat[aypd]eet ta 10[1]a- domep Tkela [iepo]AOymt
Ayav: [vooc?

fiMog [k66]pov katd gvoty, avlpor[n]iov evpog T0dog [¢0v,
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The reading [dotpo]hdymt proposed in KPT is unlikely. Actpo-
Adyog in early usage could only mean ‘astronomer’, but astronomers
do not speak about Erinyes, mythical language is appropriate for a
hierologos. According to the Derveni author, Heraclitus, like
Orpheus, uses mythical names to describe cosmic processes and
cosmic order, not in the sense intended by /hoi polloi: in Heraclitus
Erinyes are not terrible mythical creatures, but physical forces that
sustain the cosmic order. These are «peculiar» words (1610 dvopata)
the meaning of which is accessible only to ‘those who understand
correctly’ ol OpOdC yivdvorovTes.

What we expect at the end of line 6 is either a verb meaning ‘to
rule’, ‘set in order’ on which the genitive kdcpov depends (e.g.
dpyel k6Gpov) or a noun meaning something like ‘mind’ (voog or
opnv) or ‘ruler’ (e.g. dva&, if apyog and Paciiedg are too long). If
these supplements are too long, we should postulate a lacuna bet-
ween line 6 and 7, since fjAilog cannot stand on its own without a
verb or a nominal predicate. A nominal clause Noog jAl0¢ KOGLOV
with asyndeton and hyperbaton instead of the ordinary HA10¢ €otiv
voog tod kOcpov is both possible and quite likely in Heraclitus: the
omission of articles and nominal clauses with asyndefon are well
attested in the verbatim fragments of Heraclitus: 60 0edg Muépn
evppdvn (fr. 43L/B67), nodg kai Eonépag téppota 1 Apxrog (fr.
55L/B120), dvOpwmog evepovn @dog (fr. 75L/B26), vékveg kompimv
EApANToTEpOL (fr. 143L/B96), adn yoyn copmtatm (fr. 73L/B118).

Cleanthes’ identification of the Sun with the «heart of the
cosmosy, the seat of the cosmic mind and the «ruling principle» (10
fiyepovikév) of the cosmos'®, has ancient roots and can be traced
back to Heraclitus. It is attested both in a verbatim quotation from
Heraclitus and by a remarkable convergence of several independent
testimonia in the Heraclitean tradition. In Heraclitus fr. 57L/B 100
the sun is émotdrnc kail okondg who supervises the cosmic agon of
the seasons (Homeric oxomoc is Heraclitus’ authentic word,
¢motatnc seems to be Plutarch’s gloss of it)'". De diaeta 1,10 év
To0TOL (= NAloL) Yyoyn, voos, pdvnoig kTA. ; Ps.-Heraclit. Epist. V,
323.8 Taran oida KOGHOL @UGV... pipfoopot Ogév, dC KOGHOL
apetpiog €mavicol MMmt émtdrtwv. Macrob. In somn. Scip. 1,20,3
(«sol dux, princeps et moderator reliquorum») hunc ducem et
principem quem Heraclitus fontem caelestis lucis apellat. Plat. Crat.
413 b4-5 = Heraclit. 81 (b) Marc. (etymology of dikaiov) tOV

106 See the list of instances in SVF, 1V, 67 s.v. fjAl0og = 1yepovikov.
7 On the text of fr. 57L/B 100 see Lebedev 1985; 2014: 374-375.
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fAov... Emtponevey td Ovta. Scythinus of Teos ap. Plut.Mor.402A
= Heraclit. Probab. fr. 13 Leb.

1.8-9 10 plétpro]v ody vmepParrov cf. ovy vrepPoeTon uéTpal
in Plutarch’s quotation De exil.604A, for the phrase bm.t.1. Demo-
crit. B 233 &l tig OmepPdrhot 10 pétprov, [Plat.] Def. 415el &Eic...
vrepPdriiovca 10 pétprov, Dion.Hal. Ant. Rom.6.63.3 OmepPoaiiov-
ocolc 10 pétprov evutuyionc. The reading uéyeboc (KPT) should be
ruled out for several reasons. 1) It is an Attic and koine form,
Herodotus has only puéyafoc. 2) It is pleonastic and duplicates gdpoc.
3) It is imposed by the mistaken «quantitative» interpretation of
«cosmic measures» in Heraclitus. 4) In restoring the original text of
Heraclitus’ fragments we adhere to the general rule that a vebatim
quotation in Ionian dialect should not be «emended» on the basis of
a doxographical paraphrase. But 10 péyefog is not even a part of
paraphrase. Ilepi peyéBovg miov in Ps.Plutarch’s Placita is a
heading of a chapter in a handbook of physics of imperial times (on
the origin of the doxographical tradition of «Placita philosophorum»
see Lebedev 2016).

Heraclitus was an ethico-religious and political thinker, not a
physical scientist like Anaxagoras or Democritus. The «size» of the
heavenly bodies was the last thing in which he was interested; for
him, as later for Socrates, it was a worthless molvudOeia. In his
politico-theological «cosmology» he was primarily interested in the
regularity of the cosmic cycles of alternating opposites (day — night,
summer — winter, koros and chresmosyne of the Megas eniautos),
which is directly llinked with his theory of the natural law («cosmic
justice»). To pérpilov in ethico-political discourse is often associated
with 10 péoov and 10 dixkowov: so Plato in Politicus and Leges,
Aristotle in EN, already Democritus anticipates Aristotle by
equating the best disposition of the soul (gvBvuin) with a pécov
between VmepPorn and Elhewyig (B 191). The sun-god in the polis of
Zeus sustains the perfect balance of opposite forces in the cosmos by
alternating the periods of heat gsummer) and cold (winter), cf.
Alcmaeon’s concept of isonomia'®.

The verbs vmepPdiim (in the papyrus) and vrepPaive (in two
Plutarch’s quotations from memory) are roughly synonymous, but
the former 1s more often used in the sense of «exceeding» a term
(like the dates of tpomai) or a period of time, cf. LSJ A I, 2. In a
context very similar with Heraclitus’ Oxyrrhynchus fragment about

1% In Lebedev 2017; we have argued that Heraclitus may have used the
term icovopia in his cosmological historiosophy.
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the phases of the moon (&v iuépaig teccapakaidexa)'”, the Hippo-

cratic author of De hebdomadibus, 26 writes: fjv 0& VmepPaint v
TecGapacKodekatV (scil. 1 ceAnvn) KTA.

The reading é€oikotag ovVpovg 1is strongly supported by
npoonkovtag Opovg Plut. De 1s.370D since the two words are syno-
nymous: Gorg.fr. 11a, line 178 €ikdra... tpoonkovra; Plat. R. 362¢c5
mpoonkely €k 1OV eikdtowv,; Dem.De cor.69 eikdtog «oi
TPOCNKOVIMC.

1.10 [obtw 6& &pn Tva Drep]Botopn ot k[ai Ao TOV Adyov].

When reconstructing and interpreting a defective text one should
carefully study the usage of the given author and take it into
account, as well as always respect Greek grammar and morphology.
Those who mistranslate vrepfatdv in line 10 as «transgression»
violate both of these principles at once: they neglect the evidence on
author’s usage provided by col. VIII, 6 tadta ta &nn OmepPota
gdvta AavOavet..., and they show total disrespect to elementary
Greek morphology by translating vmepBatdv as a nomen actionis.
By all standards of the Greek morphology a nomen actionis from
vrepPaiveo will be vrépPactg or vrepPooic, but not vVrepPatov!
Both in col. VIII and in col. IV dmepPatdv has nothing to do with
the physical processes and «cosmic measuresy, but is a grammatical
and rhetorical term for the transposition of words.''> An attention to

99 pOxy. 3710, col. ii, 43—47 = Heraclit, fr. 60 Lebedev.

"9 aks, Most 1997: 11; Betegh 2004: 11; Janko 2001: 19 («surpassing»).
" The original source of this mistranslation seems to be Mouraviev 1985:
131. We pointed to this already in Lebedev 1989;: 39, note 1. For dozens
and dozens of similar wild and incomprehensible mistakes in his «edition»
of Heraclitus see our review in VDI 2013, No 4, 174-186 with English
translation available at https://www.academia.edu/7797997/Review of
Mouraviev’s_edition of Heraclitus. English version. Mr. Mouraviev is an
advocate of «alternative philology» according to which we should search
for the meaning of Heraclitus’ text not in his words and philosophical
ideas, but in some «hidden patternsy», i. e. symmetrical configurations of
separate letters and alleged cryptic anagrams. After grasping these «hidden
patterns» we are advised to discern also a second set of faces in the clouds,
namely to arrange the texts of the fragments in the form of alleged carmina
figurata since according to Mr. Mouraviev Heraclitus wrote syllabo-tonic
poetry like Byron and Poushkin. There is no wonder that Mr. Mouraviev
who ignores elementary Greek grammar (e.g. he prints in his edition wévta
péovot!) mistook vmepPatoév for vmepPoacio. But it is disturbing when
serious scholars and professional Hellenists repeat this mistake of an
incompetent amateur: it shows how contagious pseudo-science can be.

2 Betegh 2004. On hyperbaton see Kiihner, Gerth 1982, 11/2: 600, § 607;
Devine, Stephens 2000.
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hyperbaton was a characteristic feature in Protagoras’ interpretation
of poetry (Plat.Prot.343e), and Protagoras was regarded as a teacher
of Prodicus. The mention of the figure Ayperbaton in a commentary
on Heraclitus’ style is to be expected since Heraclitus from early
times on was known as «Obscure» (6 Zkotewvdq); the lack of clarity
in his prose (10 dcapég) was commonly attributed by ancient critics
to the use of words in a non-proper sense (lexical means), and
asyndeton (or lysis), hyperbaton and ambiguity (amphibolia) in the
syntax and word order. The authentic fragments of Heraclitus
contain at least 9 instances of the syntactical ambiguity (amphibolia)
noticed already by Aristotle (Lebedev 2014: 48-49). Hyperbaton
and the syntactical ambiguity are related phenomena: whereas
Demetrius attributes the obscurity of Heraclitus to lysis (asyndeton),
Theon Alexandrinus explains it by the heavy abuse of syntactical
ambiguity (amphibolia) resulting from the difficulty of division of
text (diairesis, the same as diastixis in Aristotle’s passage). The
discussion of hyperbaton and the ambiguity of aidoiov in PDerv.
col. VIII + XIII that can be construed either with the preceding
ElaPev or with the subsequent katémivev looks similar to Aristotle’s
discussion of the ambiguous position of dei in Heraclitus fr. 2L/B 1.
In Heraclitus’ fragment about the Sun in PDerv col. IV there is a
clear instance of at least one Ayperbaton in line 7: avOpwn[n]iov
g0pog modd¢ with emphatic position of adjective in the first place; '
the «natural» word order is restored in the quotation of these three
words in Placita I1,21,4 edpog modo¢ avOpaneiov' .

l. 12-13 pnvi ta[ktd] is an excellent and virtually certain
supplement of KPT. The «fixed month» is a month of the solstice,
June for the Summer solstice and December for the Winter solstice.
Solstices (tpomai MAiov) were of greatest importance in Heraclitus
theory of the cosmic justice, and 6ixn is mentioned in line 12. If
vmepPatdv is a rhetorical term of the commentator, lines 11-13 are
not by Heraclitus, but a part of the commentary. In any case
something like tpomag moiel (or moteiton) after unvi ta[ktd1] seems
very likely: a TLG proximity search for this phrase yields 60
instances (tp. mo1el or moieito) in astronomical texts, it was a fixed

' Hyperbaton type Y1 according to Devine, Stephens 2000: 31, 33 ff;
Denniston 1952: 47 «emphatic word placed early in violation of natural
word order».

"% (Stob. 1,25). Heracl. fr. 56 L (b) = B 3 DK. We do not quote «Aé&tius»,
one of the many distortions of pagan names in Theodoretus. For a detailed
criticism of Diels’ mistaken attribution and of the Neo-Dielsian doxogra-
phical theory of Mansfeld and Runia see Lebedev 2016.
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phrase that was used with a dativus temporis specifying the month
of the solstice. The phrase occurs in the doxography of
Anaximander (A 27), Anaximenes (A 15), Anaxagoras (A 42); it is
hard to imagine something very different from this in the original
Preplatonic texts. Nevertheless it looks as an explanation in plain
«common words» of Heraclitus’ mythopoetic «peculiar»
expressions.

Janko’s aunvita (accepted by Cotwick) is unfortunate: it is an
archaic and poetic word (Archilochus, thrice in Aeschylus) derived
from the Homeric pfjvig, unknown in prose (with a single exception
Herod. 9.94) for more than 500 years until it resurges in Plutarch (10
instances), the lover of the antiquarian lore. The probability of its
occurrence in the 5th century sophistic prose is close to zero. And
besides, aunvitog is a feature of character (dopynoio in classical
philosophical prose) possessed by the god and the wise. A sing.n.
form 10 aunvitov is conceivable and is attested (once in Plutarch),
but the pl.n. *aunvita is hard to imagine and unattested, just as 1o
adpyntov (= dopynoia) is conceivable and attested, whereas the
plural dopynta is not found. Therefore Janko’s reading should be
ruled out with certainty, there is no alternative to unvi taxt®dt of the
KPT text.

(5) A neglected reflex of Prodicus’ benefaction theory and
PDerv col. IV & XX1V in Xenophon’s Memorabilia.

The fourth chapter of the book 4 of Memorabilia recounts the
conversation of Socrates with Euthydemus on the divine providence
and various benefactions to humanity that Xenophon happened to
attend (mapeyevounv). The purpose of Xenophon in this chapter is to
prove that, far from being an asebes and disrespectful of ta voulo-
ueva thg moéAewg, Socrates made all those with whom he conversed
more «sound-minded» (comepovéotepor) in their attitude to the
religious worship and more «pious» (evceféotepor); Socrates used
to remind them that when someone asked Apollo in Delphi how one
can please the gods, the oracle replied: by observing the custom of
the polis (vopmt mtdéhemc). All necessary and «useful» things (ndvra
td ypnowa) for the human life have been provided by the npdvoua,
gmuélern and guiavOpomia of the gods. The first example of ta
ypnowo are the day-light for work and night-darkness for rest. The
sun is both the source of light and a natural clock that makes clear
for us the hours of the day (tdg Te Gpog THC NUEPOG MUV Kol TEAL
névta capnviCer). To provide some lighting at nighttime the gods
created also the stars of the night that «show us the hours of the
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nighty (& MUiv thc vuktog Tag dpoc EueaviCer). The moon makes
clear (capnvilel) to us not only the «parts», 1. e. hours of night, but
also the parts of the month (pavepd Muiv moiel 4.4.4). This can be
compared with PDerv XXIV, 7-11 ceMvnyv... @aivew ...tv dpav.
Exactly as in this column of PDerv the time-reckoning revealed by
the moon serves the needs of agriculture and the production of food
«from earth»: the gods provided «appropriate hours», ®pog
appolovlac, 1.e. the seasons, for the agricultural &pya of men
(4.4.5), and by adjusting the ®pou to the agricultural year cycle they
provided a water supply (rains) necessary for the cultivation of
plants (4.4.6). The greatest gift of the gods i1s fire which helps
humans against cold and darkness, and «helps in work towards any
skill and everything that humans contrive for the sake of utility»
(ovvepyov mpog macav tExvNV kal mdvia oo weereiog dvBpwmot
Katackevdlovot); «without fire men cannot contrive anything worth
of mention out of things that are useful for the human life», o0dev
aidroyov dvev mopoc AvBpwmor TOV TPOg TOV Plov ypnoiuwv
Kkatackevdlovot (4.4.7). This looks like a verbatim quotation from
Prodicus. The following section (4.4.8) provides a remarkable
parallel to PDerv. col. 1V: it refers to to the winter and summer
solstices (tpomai) that save us both from being frozen and being
burnt to death: «Think again how the sun, when past the winter
solstice (émewdav &v yepdvi tpdmmran), approaches, ripening some
things and withering others, whose time is over; and having
accomplished this, approaches no nearer, but turns away, careful not
to harm us by excess of heat (pvAattopevov pn T NUAG paAiov tod
déovtog Oepuaivov PAaynt); and when once again in his retreat he
reaches the point where it is clear to ourselves, that if he goes further
away, we shall be frozen with the cold, back he turns once more
(méAv av tpémecBor) and draws near and revolves in that region on
the heavens where he can best serve usy» (tr. E.C.Marchant).
Xenophon was an admirer of both Socrates and Prodicus. He
quotes in Memorabilia book 2 his version of Prodicus’ Heracles
story' . The connection of Mem. 4.4 with Prodicus’ Horai and the
benefaction theory is palpable. Timon calls Prodicus Aafdapyvpog

"5 Mem.2.21-34 = Prodic. 83 M. Speculations about «Stoic interpolations»
in Xenohon are persuasively refuted by Parker (1992) with an important
list of 5th century parallels (pp. 87—88). Parker leaves undecided the
question about the original source of the «transformation in thought»
(p. 94), i. e. the invention of the argument from design. For us this is not a
«mystery» anymore: Heraclitus is certainly one the main sources with
Pythagoras and Pythagoreans as plausible precursors.
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@poAroyNnTNG ‘money-grasping speaker-about-the-horai’ (SH fr.792 =
Prod. T9 M.), an allusion both to his opus magum and his “charging
by hour.” But there is one significant discrepancy, even a
contradiction. The ypfioipo and o@erodvta Tov Biov are the same as
in Prodicus, but they have been reinterpreted as gifts of the gods, as
a result of which Prodicus’ «atheistic» theory of religion has been
transformed into its creationist opposite, the traditional popular
belief in divine mpdtotl gvpetai. To resolve this contradiction we
have to choose one of the following scenarios.

1) The conversation of Socrates and Euthydemus in Mem. 4.4
has been invented by Xenophon. He took Prodicus’ benefaction
theory, made a «pious» version of it and put it into Socrates mouth
as a proof of his religiosity with apologetic purpose.

2) The conversation is real, at least in substance. In this case the
«pious» version of the benefaction theory was held by historical
Socrates. And if so, it might derive from Socrates’ dispute with
Prodicus and might be his (and not Xenophon’s) dialectical
peritrope of Prodicus’ Horai inspired by Heraclitus.

The natural theology of Socrates’ speech in Mem. 4.4 has much
in common with Heraclitus: Heraclitus’ fragment on the tpomai of
the sun quoted in PDerv.col. IV was in its original context in
Heraclitus’ work exactly such teleological texunpiov of the divine
providence (I'vioun) and a refutation of the Milesian mechanistic
doctrine of vortex and avaykn (Heraclitus fr. 38L/B124). Socrates
the reader of Heraclitus (D.L. 2.22) may be something more than an
anecdote: our reconstruction of the «technological» section of
Heraclitus’ second chapter (Adyoc mohitikoc, Lebedev 2014)
indicates that the use of t€yvon analogies in the Socratic dialogues
may have been inspired by Heraclitus. In other words, the historical
Socrates may have relied on Heraclitus in his real debates with
Prodicus and other sophists.

We leave the matter undecided. The vexed question of
Xenophon’s credibility as a source on Socrates’ philosophy should
not concern us at present. In any case Xenophon’s passage brings an
additional confirmation to our ascription of PDerv to Prodicus and
should be added to the testimonia in the section (3) above.

(6) The title and date of the Derveni Treatise. Its relation to the

Psephisma of Diopeithes and the trial of Anaxagoras.
Title
Let us start with a list of candidates from extant sources.
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1) Themistius quotes Prodicus allegorical interpretation of
Orphic theogony with a remark ndcov evcéPetav... ‘all piety’ which
might imply a title [1epi evoePeioc.

2) The combination of two possible quotations of Prodicus’
etymologies of divine names in Plato, Cratylus, 409a9 malodtepov
and Plutarch fr. 157 (see above p.XXX) might suggest [Tepl malatdg
evotoroyiag or [epi apyaiag .

3) Given that the author of DervT is Prodicus of Ceos, a disciple
of Protagoras, and that by its literary genre the DervT is related with
the Sophistic Kulturgeschichte, two titles of Protagoras’ works seem
theoretically conceivable: Ilepi Oe®dv and Ilepi thg &v apyit
Kkataotdoems. The latter is imitated in Plato’s Protagoras where
Prodicus is also mentioned.

4) Plato in Cratylus discusses etymologies of the divine names
similar to those found in PDerv after emphatic (in the very
beginning) reference to Prodicus’ «fifty drachmas» lecture «On the
correctness of names» (Ilepi 0pBO6THTOC TOOV OvoudT®V) as a kind of
a classic of the genre.

5) In Aristophanes’ parody of Prodicus’ allegorical interpre-
tation of the Orphic theogony (Av. 709) the «greatest» gifts of birds
to human race is time-reckoning and indication of seasons (‘Qpau),
cf. PDerv. col. XXIV,10-11.

Of all the candidates the last one seems to be the most promising
and better documented. ‘Qpat or «Seasons» was considered already
by Prodicus’ contemporaries as his masterpiece. According to the
scholiast, it contained the famous protreptic to virtue, the story of
Heracles. In the earlier scholarship the word Horai was understood
in a narrow sense as a reference to Heracles’ maturity (Diels-Kranz,
Bd. II: 312, n. 20). According to Nestle (1936) it was much broader
in scope and consisted of three parts: (1) the praise of agriculture,
(2) the origin of religion and (3) the story about Heracles. According
to the ingenious reconstruction of Mayhew Horai consisted of two
parts: Part 1 on the early «seasons» of human race and Part 2 one the
seasons of human life (including the story of Heracles)''®. The first
part included: 1) the miserable life of the wretched primitive people
alluded to in Aristophanes’ Birds 685—87, 2) the origin of religion
stage one: humans deify the beneficial natural phenomena, 3) the
origin of religion stage two: humans deify the inventors of fekhnai
with special emphasis on agriculture and viticulture. In both stages,

® Mayhew 2011: XXII. On the early history of the philosophical fopos
«the seasons of life» see also Lebedev 2017,.
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according to Mayhew, «etymologically appropriate names are
given» to the objects of deification (loc.cit.). Our reconstruction and
reading of the Derveni treatise perfectly fits into Mayhew’s Part 1.
However, one difficulty remains. Prodicus was famous for his
exquisite style, and Heracles story (allegedly a part of Horai) was
praised by Xenophon as a literary masterpiece. The style of the
Derveni treatise is anything but Kunstprosa (with the exception of
col. V, XX and XXII on which see Lebedev 2019). To resolve this
difficulty we have to admit that the text of PDerv is a sophistic
lecture based on Horai. This hypothesis explains the sporadic
change of style from a simple to an exquisite: it was recommended
by Prodicus as a didactic device to keep his listeners awake''’. Col.
XX looks like an «insertion» (mapepfoAin) from the 50-drachma
lecture''®. Pace Nestle and Mayhew, we have some doubts about the
possibility to integrate both the Heracles’ choice and the treatise on
the origin of religion and civilization into one and the same work.
The former has nothing to do with agriculture and Kulturgeschichte,
the latter has nothing to do with practical ethics. Stylistic differences
alone make this integration unhkely119 The choice of Heracles is
quoted by many authors, but it is cited under somewhat surprising
title «Seasons» only once in a scholium to Nubes 361. It fits much
better a historical work in which agriculture was an important
subject: in Greek linguistic consciousness the word ®pot was
closely associated with agricultural year-cycle (®pot ai mévta
eépovot). The scholiast may have conflated two most famous and
influential works of Prodicus into one. Diels’s suggested that ‘Qpat
was an artificial title like ‘Hpoddtov Modoatr invented by the
Alexandrians (Diels-Kranz, Bd. II: 312, n. 20): just as the title
«Muses» of Herodotus refers to 9 books, just as the ®iloAdov
Bducyor (a sculpture group of three bacchants) refers to the three
books of his Ilepi pvcemc, so Prodicus’ «Seasons» might have been
attached by librarians to a collection of different speeches and works

| Arist. Rhet.1415b 12 = Prod. 41 M.

® But this is uncertain. The style and the sarcastic tone of col. XX
resembles that of col. V which displays affinity with Heraclitus.

? In the controversy on the authenticity of Xenophon’s exposition of
Heracles’ choice we side with Sansone 2004 and Mayhew 2011: 204
against Gray 2006. One of the disputed 15 words is kaBopeiotng. Pollux,
Onom. 6.27 condemns kaBdperog as vulgar (iduwtikdv), i. e. non-Attic,
despite one instance of kaBapeiwg in Xen. Cyn. 1, 3, 8. Plato has only
Kabapog kabapotng, never kKabApel0g/KabapeldTNG. The latter form seems
to be Ionic and therefore reflects Prodicus’ rather than Xenophon’s own
regular usage.
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in 4 books. But the Alexandrian origin is unlikely since the title
"Qpat is alluded to already in Aritstophanes (both in Birds and the
neglected fragment from the Seasons), in Xenophon Mem.4.4 (see
section 5 above) and in Timon’s sobriquet of Prodicus ®poioyntnig
(see above after note 115). In Themistius Gpou are also associated
with Prodicus’ theory of religion, but not with Heracles’ choice.
Heracles in the moral parable about virtue is a conventional literary
fiction; Heracles in Prodicus’ history of religion would have been
presented as a real deified king or benefactor of the past in the
second stage.

The Date. The relation of DervT to the psephisma of Diopeithes
and to the trial and death of Anaxagoras.

The date. The firm terminus ante quem 1is established by the
production year of Aristophanes’ Birds: 414 B.C. However, in view
of the close relation of the cosmogony of Birds with the cosmology
of Clouds (dinos-motif), and especially in view of the allusion to
teletai in both comedies and plausible quotations from DervT in
Nub. 382, 828 the terminus ante quem should be pushed up to 420-
17 (the extant version of Clouds) or even 423 (the first version),
since the image of Nephelai cannot be separated from the «air» and
the vortex cosmogony. A plausible terminus post quem 1is the
Psephisma of Diopeithes 433/432 B.C "*° or rather the trial of
Anaxagoras (c. 430) or even his death (428) since the DervT looks
like a «response» to these events. Therefore a date soon after the
trial or death of Anaxagoras, i.e. early twenties, looks especially
plausible. How do we know that the Derveni Treatise was written
after and in response to the psephisma of Diopeithes rather than
before it? Why not to suppose that it was one of the targets of
Diopeithes? The first possibility explains better the extravagant
figure of Orpheus the Anaxagorean. Before the psephisma any
Anaxagorean and the sophists could without fear express their views
on nature and the cosmos and 10 petdpoia. Now one had to be
cautious in order to avoid the charge of impiety. Orpheus the
Anaxagorean was at the same time a parody (or a polemical
peritrope, see section 7 below), a protective device against the
charge of impiety and an apology of Anaxagoras. The psephisma of
Diopeithes introduced the prosecution by eisangelia (i.e. as

120 On the trial of Pericles and psephisma of Diopeithes see Rubel, Vickers
2014: chapter 2.5-6. who argue for a date after 430. Contra Mansfeld
1980: 88 who proposes 438/7 B.C.
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offenders against the state) of those who do not recognise the
traditional religion of the polis and teach astronomical theories
(logoi) that deny the divinity of heavens'?'. The traditional views
about gods and the religious institutions were commonly referred to
as 10 mdtpw and mdatpror Adyor Just as the catchword of the
conservative political discourse was mdtplog moAteio and mdrprot
vouot, so the catchword of the lexicon of the religious conservatives
was TaTplog Adyoc or vopog 2. It is conceivable that in the original
formulation of the psephlsma briefly paraphrased by Plutarch
nhTprot Aoyol mepi Bedv or petapoiov were opposed to the conflic-
ting «new doctrines», the target being Anaxagoras and the sophists
who teach new astronomy and corrupt the young. In any case the
author of the DervT could not be formally accused of rejecting the
«ancestral doctrines»: on the contrary he expressed «admiration»
for the ancient wisdom of Orpheus, he only offered a «corrected»
interpretation of his poetry. By proving that Anaxagoras’ astronomy
1s in perfect agreement with the «ancestral wisdom» of Orpheus, the
founder of Greek religion, Prodicus was also absolving Anaxagoras
from the charge of asebeia. About the same time another disciple
and friend of Anaxagoras, Euripides, in his Hippolytus (428 B.C.)
launched an attack against «the books of Orpheus» and the puritanic
Orphic life targeting the ideology of Diopeithes & C°. Euripides
probably did this on the occasion of the Anaxagoras’ death in
Lampsakos the same year. The angry invective of the father of
Athenian demos, Theseus, against the «insane» obsession of the
egocentric Hippolytus with ritual purity contains a hyponoia with a
counter-accusation of «impiety»: the Orphic-Pythagorean vegetarian
diet (Gyvyxog Popd) contradicts the «ancestral law» of the Greek
religion, that of the animal sacrifice (Hippol. 928 {f.). The
restoration of the correct reading by Cristian Vassallo provides a
unique new evidence that Anaxagoras was tortured (pooctiyw0eic)
during the interrogation (anakrisis) at his trial'>. We take this

12 plut. Pericl. 32 yAoiopa A10n819ng sypa\ysv eloayyéhesBar Tovg Ta Ol
Hg vopiCovtog f| Adyovg mept TV HETOPGImY S18GCKOVTAG.

Aristotle begins his Ilepi ovpovod with a prudent statement that his
views on the divinity of Heavens are in perfect agreement with «ancestral
doctrines»: De caelo 397 a2 kal®d¢ ¢ S)@l cmwtelesw €AVTOV TOVG (xpxouong
Kol pdAota Tatpiovg MUV akn@ag glval koyovg o¢ &0t ABavatdv T Kai
Belov ktA. De mundo 397b12 apxmog uav ovV Tig AMdyog Kal TATpLog €0TL
nacl avOpommolg g ék Beod mhvia Kol S Og6v kTA. In Plut. Mor. 608a
natprog Aoyog is the doctrine of the immortality of soul as taught in the
m3ysteries of Dionysus.
¥ See Vassallo 2018/2019, test. (7) = Philodem. Rhet.IV, PHerc. 245, fr. 7
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evidence at its face value as a historical fact since it comes from a
series of trials of phlosophers the historicity of which cannot be
doubted. The new evidence sheds new light on the meaning of two
cryptic Tantalos passage in Euripides’ Orestes (4—10 and 982—84).
We interpret them as a cryptic commemoration of the 20th anniver-
sary of Anaxagoras’ death disguised as a parabel about the punish-
ment of the «ancient physiologos» Tantalos by Zeus for his licen-
tious tongue (dxoractoc yhwooa): the Tantalos’ «rock» hanging
over his head is conceived as Anaxagorean lump (bolos) of the sun.
The «tortures» of the mythical Tantalos allude to the real tortures of
Anaxagoras at this trial, and the «rock» that still hangs over the
heads of those who investigate the nature of the stars, is the charge
of impiety. «Zeus» that punishes audacious physiologoi alludes to
the «Servant of Zeus» Dio-peithes who punished Anaxagoras by his
psephisma. In a kind of makarismos Anaxagoras i1s praised by
Euripides as an innocent martyr of science and a victim of the
re11g1ous fanaticism'**. It is tempting to take the grotesque cidoiov
katémvey scene in PDerv col. XIIL4 (Zeus «swallowed») as an
obscene joke intended by Prodicus as a personal insult of Diopeithes
whose name etymologically means «the one who obeys Zeusy.
Prodicus was the leading expert in language and style of his time, it
is inconceivable that he so blatantly misread a perfectly clear text in
which any reader would take aidoiov as «venerable» (epithet of god)
rather than as a substantive meaning penis'>. After Anaxagoras’

exile Archelaus becomes the leading figure in the post-Anaxagorean
physiologia in Athens. It is around this time that the book of
Heraclitus becomes fashionable in the Socratic and Sophistic circles

Avagaydpog 8¢ pactryobdelg Todg pdlorag Enedeikvoe ToTg SIKAOCTIG.
12 For a detailed discussion of the Tanatlos’ paradigm in Orestes see
Lebedev 2019: section VIII, cf. Willink 1983.

> Contra Burkert 1980: 32 Kirk 1983: 32-33; Janko 2001: 24; Betegh
2004: 111 ff.; Bernabé 2007: 107 and others. The correct view (mSOLOV
masc. acc., ‘the reverend’ scil. oaipova) is that of West 1983: 84 ff., KPT
2006: 133 and Sider 2014: 231, among others. A detailed and persuasive
refutation in Santamaria 2016. Sider 2014: 241 has pointed out to the
1mp0rtant fact neglected by the supporters of the former view, that the sing.
10 aidoiov ‘penis’ is a prosaic form not attested before the late 5™ century
(Hippocr., Herod) and therefore unlikely in a 6™ century B.C. epic poem.
In early 5™ ¢. Ionian prose we still find the epic plur. aidoioiot Heraclit.fr.
148L/B 15. The masculine pronoun 8¢ in XIII, 4 alone makes it clear that
aidoiov is masc.acc. from the the epithet aiSoTog applied to acc. daipova
Kvopdv at the end of the preceding verse (VIII, 50). If aidoiov means
‘penis’, then Olympos means ‘time’, Okeanos means ‘air’, Moira of Zeus
means ‘vortex in the air’ and so on.
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in Athens. Euripides and Socrates are among the first readers
(D.L.2.22 = A4 DK); Prodicus was connected with both. Prodicus
and Euripides were friends and both of them were disciples of
Anaxagoras. After the death of Anaxagoras in 428 B.C. they
probably joined their efforts in a counter-attack against Diopeithes
and C°. in order to restore the immaculate name of Anaxagoras and
to absolve him from the false accusations of impiety. The author of
De diaeta 1 (possibly Herodicus of Selymbria) (Lebedev 2014: 28—
42) m his cosmology and physics exhibits a strikingly similar
synthesis of Anaxagoras and Heraclitus phrased in a strikingly
similar language; on independent grounds we date it to the same
decade 430420 B.C. (Lebedev 2014: 27—42). Possible influences of
Democritus (a close associate of Prodicus’ teacher Protagoras) on
PDerv during or after his visit to Athens in the twenties would also
support our date'*®. It is reasonable to suppose that Prodicus was
nicknamed Tantalos after he wrote Horai (DervTr). Willink arrives
at 420410 B.C. (between Aristophanes’ Clouds and Euripides’
Orestes) as the most plausible date of Prodicus’ sobriquet Tantalos
(Willink 1983: 33).

(7) Explanatory notice on the use of terms «peritrope» and
«monism/pluralismy.

A. Peritrope as a polemical device in Greek philosophy and the
Derveni papyrus.

In the beginning of this article we have described as a peritrope
the polemical substitution of the ethico-religious pantheism of the
Orphic theogony by the naturalistic (irreligious) pantheism of the
Derveni author. We use this term in a peculiar way that requires a
clarification. In ancient logic and dialectic mepitponr| was a term for
the self-refuting arguments (on this subject see Castiglione 2010). A
self-refuting argument differs from the ordinary refutation in that it
takes the thesis of the opponent as a premise. Sextus Empiricus
applies the term mepirponn) to Plato’s and Democritus’ refutation of
Protagoras’ homo-mensura thesis in its Platonic interpretation
«every opinion (d0&a) 1s true»: if every opinion is true, than the
opinion that not every opinion is true, is true as well. From which it
follows that not every opinion is true, 1. e. that Protagoras’ thesis
neprtpémetol «turns around» and refutes Protagoras. We use
peritrope as a modern hermeneutical term (suggested of course by

126 We argue for the possible influence of Democritus (not «Leucippus») on
DervT in Lebedev 2019: section VI.
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Greek dialecticians), in a wider sense to denote a polemical device
in Greek philosophical culture of debates: one of the theoretical
opponents borrows from the other his own characteristic term,
image, idea, theory, form of thought, even a literary genre etc. and
«turns it around» against him by «recharging it» with a
contradictory poemical content. In the debate between the
«Anaxagoreioi and Pythagoreioi» in Athens at the time of the
Peloponnesian war the «Anaxagorean» Derveni author (Prodicus)
borrowed from the opponents the figure of Orpheus, his feletai, his
«Hieros logos» and «turned around» all this against them. A
philosophical peritrope sometimes may contain elements of parody,
but unlike e.g. parodies of Timon, it is a serious polemical device,
nay it is a driving force of the dialectical development of thought.
The history of Greek philosophy is an inexhaustible source of
peritropai. Here are just a few. Heraclitus’ new teleological and
theological concept of physis identified with a providential god was
a polemical peritrope of the mechanistic concept of physis in
Anaximander. Pythagoras’ doctrine of the immortality of the soul
was a polemical peritrope of the Milesian law of the indestructibility
of matter. Parmenides borrowed the epic language and metre from
Homer and Hesiod not because he wished to continue the epic
tradition, but because his aim was to replace the epic polytheism and
anthropomorphism of the immoral Hometic gods with the new
Pythagorean god, a sphaera of the divine mind and justice described
in the Aletheia (Lebedev 2010; 2017,). Gorgias’ Ilept Tod un dvtog
was, in turn, a peritrope (and a parody) of Parmenides’ deductive
metaphysics. Plato’s geometrical atomism in the «Timaeus» was a
peritrope of the physical atomism of Democritus, an immaterialist
theory of matter etc.

Two types of peritrope should be distinguished: a deconstructive
peritrope whose aim 1s primarily to destroy the thesis of an oppo-
nent, and a constructive or synthesising peritrope which incorpo-
rates the opponent’s thesis into a new theory, subordinates it to a
new synthetic structure and makes it to serve a different purpose,
1. e. «enslaves it». Gorgias’ peritrope of Parmenides’ ontology and
the Derveni author’s (Prodicus’) peritrope of the Orphic theogony
are crystal-clear examples of the first type. Heraclitus’ theological-
teleological peritrope of the Milesian concept of physis, Aristotle’s
peritrope of the transcendental noetic Platonic forms as immanent
forms of the physical world, Plato’s subordination of Democritus’
precosmic motion of matter to the dictates of the Pythagorean divine
mind-demiourgos provide examples of the second type.
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B. Explanatory notice on the use of the terms «monismy,
«dualismy», «pluralism.

When we write above in section 3 (cf. note 84) about «the battle
of ideas between the Ionian naturalists (adepts of the naturalistic
monism) and religiously minded dualists» in 5th century Athens we
use the term «monism» in its traditional philosophical sense of the
metaphysical school of thought that recognises only one kind of
reality and is opposed to the metaphysical dualism that recognises
two kinds (corporeal and incorporeal, god and matter etc.). Meta-
physical monism can be naturalistic (only physis exists) and idealist
or mentalist (only mind exists) also known as immaterialism. Most
lonian physikoi and lonian sophists were naturalistic monists, the
Pythagoreans were dualists, Parmenides was an idealist monist or
immaterialist'*’. Some scholars apply the term «monism» to one-
element theories of matter and counterpose the adepts of such theo-
ries (dubbed «monistsy, e.g. Anaximenes) to many-elements
theories of matter held by «pluralists» (such as Empedocles and
Anaxagoras). This unphilosophical use of the terms monism/plura-
lism (that probably derives from some ancient doxographical pas-
sages of the problem of «one and many») is potentially misleading
and can result in confusion of taxonomy of metaphysical theories of
kinds of reality and taxonomy of physical theories of matter or
physical elements. Corpuscular theories of matter (such as those of
Anaxagoras and Democritus) should not be called «pluralist» and
should not be contrasted with «monistic» theories of single material
continuum. They should be called corpuscular theories and
contrasted with single-substrate or one-element theories of matter.
Corpuscular theories of matter may also be contrasted with single-
substrate theories of matter, discrete theories of matter may be
distinguished from continualist theories. What matters in
metaphysics and in history of ancient metaphysics is the perennial
conflict of the naturalistic monism and metaphysical dualism of
body and the mind, god and matter etc. Who are the metaphysical
«pluralists», we do not know and would be grateful to anyone who
would solve to us this aporia. Aristotle’s four causes should not be
cited as example since these are not fours substances, but aspects of
ousia or explanatory approaches to ouwusia. Middle Platonic
doxography of «three principles» in Plato (god, matter, idea)? But

12 The doctrine of the identity of being and mind is directly stated by
Parmenides in fr. B 3. For a detailed refutation of the grammatically im-
possible interpretation of Burnet and his followers see Lebedev 2017,.
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historical Plato was a dualist. Democritus recognised an infinite
number of atoms, but he regarded them all as one physis («as if each
was a separate particle of gold»)'*®; he was a strict naturalistic
monist who ridiculed Anaxagoras’ theory of the cosmic mind as a
concession to creationism. The Derveni author (Prodicus) seems to
follow Archelaus’ «immanent» version of the theory of the cosmic
mind and therefore looks like a naturalistic monist. Both Empe-
docles and Anaxagoras should be classed as dualists (not as
«pluralists»), though the precise nature of Anaxagoras’ nous remains
uncertain and a subject of endless debates. We believe that the
fundamental thesis of the Greek philosophical theology, the
identification of god with mind (vodg) goes back to the sixth century
and may be of Pythagorean origin. In the late sixth — early fifth
century B.C. it is attested in Epicharmus (in a parody of Pythagorean
theology), Xenophanes and Parmenides (on Epicharmus see
Lebedev 20174, Xenophanes B 24-25 and Lebedev 1985). If our
reconstruction of the text of Heraclitus’ fragment 140L is correct (as
we believe it is)'>, the theory of the divine cosmic mind existed
before Anaxagoras not only in the West, but also in the Ionian
tradition itself. It is therefore conceivable that Anaxagoras derived
his concept of the cosmic mind from Heraclitus rather than from the
Italian philosophers (however, the influence of both traditions
cannot be ruled out). Heraclitus’ teleological cosmotheism was
directed against Anaximander’s mechanistic theory of matter and
the «vortex» cosmogony (Lebedev 1988; 2016: 597-98). Anaxago-
ras tried to reconcile and to synthesize these two conflicting theories
and world-views: he took the mechanistic corpuscular theory of
matter as «mixture» from Anaximander (a nightmare for Hera-
clitus!) and the cosmic mind from Heraclitus, and made the mind
trigger the vortex mechanism of «separation» and world-formation.
The Western and the Heraclitean theories of the divine cosmic mind
are based on different types of metaphysics: in the dualist meta-

128 Democrit. ap Arist. De caelo 276al v 8¢ evoV Qacly adTOV elvar
plav domep av el gpvodg Ekactov ein keympiopévoc. The image seems to
be authentic.

12 Heraclit. fr. 140L/B 41 DK &v 10 codv éniotacdar [vounv fite oin
gxvPépvnoe mhvta o1d mhvtwv «To recognise only one wise being (=god):
that Mind which alone steers the whole Universe». 'voun is a regular word
for «mind, intelligence» in Corpus Hippocraticum (101 instances). The
word has been often mistranslated as «thought, plan» etc. because of the
wild text printed in DK. The form 6tén is not only unattested, it cannot be
even imagined. In the first edition of Herakleitos Diels correctly translated
yvoun as «Intelligenz» and so did Jacob Bernays.
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physics of Magna Graecia the god-mind was «separated» from
matter (corporeal substance) and opposed to it as a creative
(demiourgic) element to a formless and passive principle, in Heracli-
tus’ strictly monistic pantheism god and physis were identified, and
the providential cosmic intellect (I'voun) or «the Wise Being» (10
>opov) was conceived as immanent and inherent in the pyr aeizoon.
It is conceivable therefore that in his theory of the cosmic mind the
Derveni author was influenced not only by Anaxagoras and
Archelaus, but also by Heraclitus. However, it should be stressed
that Heraclitus’ cosmic god is personal, providential and relevant
both ethically and religiously; the Stoics were genuine Heracliteans
in their pantheistic theology, as in their philosophy of nature and
ethics. To our knowledge there is no indication in the sources that
Anaxagoras’ cosmic nous was conceived as a providential personal
god who cares for humans and with whom they can communicate
through prayer and worship. And it was dismissed both by Plato and
Aristotle because they sensed the artificial character of this synthesis
and the «deistic» character of Anaxagoras’ nous (never called 0edg
in the extant fragments). It remains unclear whether the Derveni
author understood the difference between Anaxagoras’ and
Heraclitus’ versions of the theory of cosmic mind, e.g. when he
quotes in col. IV the sun fragment which proves the existence of the
cosmic mind by the regularity of solstices.
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Summary. Section (1) explains why the Deveni papyrus has often been
misunderstood: among the main reasons are the wrong label «Orphic» and
the confusion of two types of pantheism in Greek thought: the ethico-
religious and the naturalistic. The Orphic hymn to Zeus is a classical
example of the first type, the Derveni commentary — of the second which is
incompatible with the immortality of the soul and afterlife. Section (2)
deals with the literary genre, the general purpose and the hermeneutical
method of the Derveni treatise, and draws a preliminary intellectual portrait
of its author describing his peculiar features, a kind of a «composite
image». In the section (3) we argue for Prodicus as the author of PDerv and
present 18 testimonia on which this attribution is based. These include both
the verbatim quotations with Prodicus’ name that find an exact
correspondence in the text of PDerv and the common peculiar features of
the language and style. In the section (4) we propose a reconstruction and
interpretation of the text of the col. IV that contains a quotation from
Heraclitus. This column is of primary importance for the understanding of
the aims and allegorical method of the author in general as well as for his
theory of names. Section (5) detects a neglected (polemical) peritrope of
Prodicus’ benefaction theory of the origin of religion in Xenophon’s
Memorabillia 4.4. In the section (6) the problems of the original title and
date of the Derveni treatise are addressed, its relation to the Psephisma of
Diopeithes (432 BC) as well as to the trial and death of Anaxagoras. The
last section (7) clarifies our use of the term peritrope and explains the
Derveni treatise as a polemical naturalistic peritrope of a religious text
(Orphic theogony).

Key-terms: Ancient philosophy, Derveni papyrus, Prodicus, Sophists,
Orphism, Orpheus, Anaxagoras, Archelaus, Heraclitus, theogony, origin of
civilisation, origin of religion, origin of language, origin of mythology,
allegory, psephisma of Diopeithes, ancient atheism, Greek Enlightenment,
philosophy of language, ancient Athens.
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