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CHAPTER 6

Misleading and Unclear to the Many: Allegory in the Derveni Papyrus and the

Orphic Theogony of Hieronymus

Radcliffe G. Edmonds 111

1 Introduction

This verse has been made misleading and it is un-
clear to the many, but to those who understand
correctly it is clear that Oceanus is the air and air is
Zeus.!

This rather surprising claim is only one of the many al-
legorical interpretations made by the unknown author
of the Derveni Papyrus in his explanation of a poem of
Orpheus. The discovery and publication of the Derveni
Papyrus has, among other things, fuelled a new interest
in the history of allegorical interpretation in the Greek
philosophical and religious traditions. When the papy-
rus was first uncovered, scholars often sneered at the
peculiar interpretations provided by the Derveni Author
(henceforth DA), but recent studies have taken the DA
more seriously as a thinker, trying to understand the con-
text in which these interpretations could be offered. The
problem of context is, of course, endemic to the study of
the Orphica, since the fragments of poetry attributed to
Orpheus are inevitably out of context. Such absence of
context is particularly the case for the references in the
Neoplatonic philosophers, such as Damascius’ referenc-
es to earlier Orphic theogonies, the Rhapsodies and the
ones in the accounts of Eudemus and Hieronymus, which
provide only tantalising hints at several removes from the
actual poems. It is even true, however, for the most com-
plete Orphic text that survives, the remains of the papyrus
burned on a funeral pyre of an aristocratic warrior near
Derveni in Thessaly sometime in the late fourth century.
The archaeological context provides only a rough date for
the tombj; it remains unclear when the text of the papyrus
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was composed, by whom, for whom, or even why it was
included on the pyre.?

Scholars have, for the most part, focused upon the
content of the treatise in the Derveni Papyrus, trying to
reconstruct the underlying cosmology of the DA, who
shows no sign of Platonic influence but a great deal of in-
fluence from Anaxagoras, Heraclitus, and other so-called
pre-Socratic philosophers.? Some of the ideas and exeget-
ical techniques have, however, recently prompted some
scholars to consider a Stoic context for the treatise. I sug-
gest that an examination of the use of allegory in the Der-
veni Papyrus can help fill in the missing context for the
treatise, showing that the DA is a ritual practitioner in the
age of Euripides, rather than a scholar of the Stoic school.
By contrast, an examination of the presence of allegory
in the Orphic theogony associated with Hieronymus and
Hellanicus can contextualise the source of that account,
showing it to be a product of Peripatetic systematising of
sophistic allegoresis, rather than a much later account de-
riving from a Stoic allegorical reworking of an earlier Or-
phic poem. Attention to the ways in which allegory is used
in these two texts illuminates the two differing contexts,
neither Stoic, that give rise to these accounts. The scholas-
tic way in which allegory is treated in the Peripatetic ac-
counts highlights, through the contrast, the agonistic way
in which the DA employs his allegories, and a better un-
derstanding of these two contexts sophistic contestation
and Peripatetic systematisation—provides a better grasp
of the ways allegory was used before the Stoics, as well as a
clearer understanding of the way in which Orphic poems
were received in the Classical period.

2 Cf. the overview of the archaeological context in Kouremenos’ in-
troduction of the KPT edition, 1-19.

3 Starting with Burkert 1967, many scholars have tackled the issue;
note especially Burkert 1970 and 1997, Bernabé 2002, 2004, 2008, and
most importantly, Betegh 2004.
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2 Why Use Allegory?

Scholars have explained the DA’s striking use of allegory in
radically different ways, providing widely varying pictures
of the DA and his religious and philosophical background.
At one extreme are those who argue that the DA’s expla-
nations of the traditional gods in terms of physical theo-
ries mark him as what the ancients labelled an “atheist,”
someone who attacks the traditional religious beliefs. Ac-
cording to Janko, the DA is a product of post-Anaxagorean
rationalism, using allegory to polemicise against the irra-
tionality of traditional beliefs.* The DA’s allegoresis strips
away the obfuscating trappings of myth to show that the
hidden meaning of the poem is the movements of parti-
cles amidst the air and fire, since “he is whole-heartedly
committed to what can be called a ‘protoscientific’ / nat-
uralistic worldview and has no use for mystery cults with
their obscurantist conception of the world.”

Other scholars see the DA'’s allegorising as a defense of
traditional religion, rather than an attack upon it. Jour-
dan suggests that the DA is responding to the attack by
suggesting that the rationalists’ literal reading of the texts
misses the profound meaning hidden within it.6 This “de-
fensive” allegory draws upon the rationalist philosophers
to correct the problems that the traditional myths present
with their unclear and even scandalous stories, but with
the aim of restoring faith in the tradition, rather than de-
stroying it. As Laks suggests, “The overall intellectual ho-
rizon that is at work in the Derveni Papyrus could well be
that of a rational Enlightenment turned against the two
main forms of religious obscurantism: ethics is to ritual
what physics is to myth.””

4 For his contemporaries, “the ultimate outrage would have been the
allegory itself—the interpretation of the holy poem as a coded ver-
sion of the latest physics, and the equation of God with the most
basic element, Air.” Janko 2002—3:13. Cf. Janko 2001: 2: “It is my con-
tention that he sets out to criticize most of his contemporaries on
the ground that they believed too literally in the rites and holy texts
of traditional religion.”

5 Kouremenos in KPT: 52.

6 Jourdan 2003: xiv: “L'auteur reproche a ses contemporains une com-
prehension trop littérale des rites et textes sacrés. Cette incapac-
tié a pénétrer leur sens profond les conduits inéluctablement a un
défaut de croyance. Pour pallier ce danger, il en propose une ex-
égese.” Cf. Brisson 2010: 29: “Les hommes qui sont incapables d'une
véritable exégese ne peuvent comprendre le message que transmet
le poeme orphique et doncy croire. Cela les amene a ne pas prendre
en compte les chatiments qui les attendent dans 'Hades; et ils se
privent ainsi de toute possibilité de salut.”

7 Laks 1997: 126. Cf. Laks 1997: 138: “He is, in the first place, an up to
date believer in divine providence and omnipotence, and an in-
teresting representative of a trend that could be dubbed religious
secularization.”
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While some scholars thus see the DA as defending the
authority of the traditional texts through allegoresis, oth-
ers suggest that he is borrowing the authority of Orpheus’
poem to support his own ideas, since he could never en-
gage in such outrageous interpretations if Orpheus’ ideas
were his primary concern.® West imagines the DA as a
speculative theologian providing avant-garde theology
for a group of Orphic faithful, while Most and Casadio
suggest that his views are so divergent from those gen-
erally associated with Orphism by modern scholars that
he must be some sort of heretical Orphic, preaching his
own doctrine.® Allegory becomes the tool for this thinker
to introduce his own innovative ideas while retaining the
sanction of the traditional authorities.

Such a tactic of appropriating through allegoresis the
authority of traditional myths for the development of new
philosophical ideas prompts other scholars to link the DA
with the Stoics, who are notorious from Cicero’s critique
for precisely such activities. Plato and Aristotle certainly
introduce their own philosophical and cosmological no-
tions, but they both explicitly reject allegoresis as a legiti-
mate means of contesting their predecessors.!® The Stoics,

8 Contra Laks 1997: 134-5: “We can probably forget about ‘legit-
imation’: it would seem somewhat perverse to picture the au-
thor of the Derveni papyrus as a natural philosopher looking for
warrants in an Orphic theogony, because one would expect such
warrants to be universally recognized texts (as Homer is), not
marginal productions such as an Orphic theogonical poem. But
‘defence,’ although it is more relevant to what the allegorist is
doing, is not quite enough, if we assume, as there is every reason
to believe, that the author of the Derveni papyrus was commit-
ted to the Orphic tradition in a way that one can hardly claim of
Homer—unless Homer is the Neoplatonic Theologian. Does not
reading Presocratic physics into an Orphic text destroy its Or-
phic character, which is precisely what it is supposed to defend?
It would seem that we are in a quandary” However, cf. Struck
2004: 12—4 on the problems with the dichotomy of ‘defensive’
and ‘positive’ allegory.

9 West 1997: 84: “The initiates he mentions are those of an
Orphic-Bacchic cult society; the theogony is their holy book,
perhaps recited in conjunction with their sacrifices. He is their
learned exegete ... these cults will always have had a place for
the speculative theologican who was ready to explain to the
participants that their rites held mystic meanings which only
the instructed could grasp (and they only for a fee).” Contrast
Most 1997: 121: “He is, or would like to be, the leader of a par-
ticular grouping or sect within Orphism which considers itself
Orphic and stands in opposition to non-Orphics, but at the
same time distinguishes itself by its doctrine from other Orphic
groups.” Casadio 1986: 299 comments: “ma un iniziato orfico ben
strano e un interprete inetto o eretico doveva essere il nostro
commentatore.”

10  AsBrisson 2010: 23 notes of the DA’s allegoresis: “Il ne peut avoir
subi ni l'influence platonicienne, car Platon est hostile a l'allé-
gorie, ni I'influence aristotélicienne, puisque l'allégorie était peu
pratiquée dans cette Ecole. Il reste alors le stoicisme.”
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by contrast, seem to have embraced allegoresis as a way of
introducing ideas about the nature of the cosmos, some of
which, such as the central role of fire and the providence
of a single, supreme deity, resemble those put forward by
the DA.

All of these scholars start with the assumption that
the primary purpose of the allegoresis is to propound a
religious doctrine that corresponds with a physical theory
of the cosmos, even if the reconstruction of that physical
theory depends on the assumptions about the religious
doctrine (and vice versa).!! I argue to the contrary that,
while the DA certainly has both religious and physical
ideas, the exposition of a systematic doctrine is not the
aim of the DA in the text of the papyrus. Rather, the DA
is a religious practitioner trying to win clientele, and his
practice of allegorical interpretation is a tactic to estab-
lish his expertise within the competitive marketplace of
his times.

3 The DA as Ritual Practitioner

Since the revelation of the ritual focus in the first few col-
umns of the Derveni Papyrus, the identity of the DA as a
ritual practitioner has seemed to many scholars to be of
paramount importance in explaining his use of allegori-
cal interpretations, but most have still assumed that his
physical ideas must somehow systematically provide the
support for his religious practices. Obbink sees the cos-
mogony in the Orphic poem as part of an initiatory ritual
re-establishment of cosmic order, while the DA’s allegori-
cal interpretations become an explanation of that cosmic
order that provides the initiates with understanding of
their ritual transformation and renewal.!? Betegh, on the
other hand, sees the very process of exegesis as crucial to
the salvation offered by the DA in his expertise.

If we find the right way to make the connection
between the text and the cosmos, then the two will
mirror and interpret each other. The text will help
us in understanding the constitution of the world,

11 AsLaks1997: 127 argues, “Obviously, trying to make out how the
Derveni allegory can perform a religious function presupposes
that we reconstruct the physics of the Derveni author.”

12 Obbink 1997: 40: “I am concerned first to show how the Derveni
author might have seen his elucidation of cosmology as pos-
sible instruction for mystic initiates, in which an eschatological
myth associated with the mysteries is combined with a domi-
nant concern about relations between elements.” I have argued
elsewhere (Edmonds 2013: 105-11) about the problems with this
pernicious Eliadean model of cosmogony undergirding initiato-
ry ritual misapplied to elements of Greek religion.

9789004384842_Santamaria_text_proof-01.indb 79

while our knowledge of the world will further our
understanding of Orpheus’ text.!3

On this view, the DA is concerned to explain the nature of
the cosmos to his clients, for only in this way can they live
appropriately, but, as Detienne argues, it is the very act of
hermeneutical engagement with the text of Orpheus that
provides the way to salvation.!#

I argue that the DA’s allegoresis is not a recherché mode
of hermeneutical salvation that depends upon a system-
atic correspondence between his physical system and his
sacred text, but rather a technique that he shows off in his
treatise to demonstrate his expertise in his craft as a ritual
expert; it is his ability to give a logos, rather than the con-
tent of that account, that is his primary focus in the text.
Like the wise priests Socrates mentions in the Meno, the
DA provides many complex explanations of both myths
and rituals in his treatise.’> When he expresses his scorn
and pity for those who go to other practitioners who fail to
explain the rites, he emphasizes the distinction between
those who do not provide an explanation and his own
practices.

But all those who (hope to acquire knowledge?) from
someone who makes a craft of the holy rites deserve
to be wondered at and pitied. Wondered at because,
thinking that they will know before they perform the
rites, they go away after having performed them be-
fore they have attained knowledge.!6

13 Betegh 2004: 365; in p. 355 he stresses the DA’s systematic ap-
proach, like that of the Hippocratic doctors: “The Derveni text
can be seen as an attempt to implement for the orpheotelestes’
craft a certain type of professional attitude, methodology and
argumentative strategy which we can see most notably in the
sphere of the medical art.”

14  Detienne 2003: 135: “The papyrus found at Derveni is a text of
philosophical hermeneutics, which refers to the system of Anax-
agoras and its ideas of separation and differentiation. Its spirited
exegesis sets out to show that what Orpheus thinks and says is
always correct and that the meaning of words that Orpheus de-
liberately uses to express the world has existed ever since the
time when things were separated out, giving birth to the world
and all its parts. The song of Orpheus generates interpretations,
gives rise to exegetic constructions that become or are an inte-
gral part of the Orphic discourse.”

15 Pl Men. 81a10-b 2: “The speakers were certain priests and priest-
esses who have made it a practice to be able to give an account
of the things they have in hand.” ol uév Aéyovtés eiot T@v lepéwv Te
xatl TOV lepetdv Eootg pepéde mepl Gv petoyetpilovtat Aéyov olotg
T elvau SidévarL.
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The DA is not here condemning all ritual practices,
merely denigrating the inferior practices of his rivals.
Understanding the DA’s use of allegory, I argue, requires
placing him within the proper context of this competition
for authority, the marketplace in which different thinkers
advertise their expertise, not so much by a systematic ex-
position of their theological and philosophical doctrines
as by an epideixis of their professional abilities as inter-
preters of rituals and texts. The Derveni Papyrus, with its
demonstration of complex allegorical interpretations, is
an epideictic advertisement within this competitive mar-
ketplace, like the showpieces of Gorgias on Helen or some
of the early Hippocratic treatises, rather than the scholas-
tic arguments of the Stoics and Peripatetics that catalogue
earlier interpretations in their systematic exposition of
alternative theses.

4 The Contest Context

Begging priests and prophets frequent the doors
of the rich and persuade them that they possess a
god-given power founded on sacrifices and incan-
tations .... And they present a hubbub of books
by Musaeus and Orpheus, offspring as they say of
Selene and the Muses, in accordance with which
they perform their rituals. And they persuade not
only individuals but whole cities that the unjust
deeds can be absolved or purified through ritual
sacrifices and pleasant games, whether for them still
living or when they have died. These initiations, as
they call them, free people from punishment here-
after, while a terrible fate awaits those who have not
performed the rituals.!”

Plato’s famous lines in the Republic provide the best il-
lustration of this marketplace, and the DA is doubtless
one of those specialists unfairly characterised as immoral
charlatans, who try to persuade their clients of their ex-
pertise in relations with the gods. The hubbub of books by
Orpheus and Musaeus described by Plato is importantly

17 PL R 364b—365a: dyldptar ¢ xal pdvtelg €ml mAovaiwv G0pag
iévteg meibovawv Gg Eott mapd opiol dvvaug éx Bedv moptlopéwy
Buaiong e xai emwidals ... BiBAwv 8¢ Suadov mapéyovrar Movaaiov
xal "Oppéng, Xehvng te xat Mova@v éxydvwy, &g gaat, xab’ ag
Bunmododaty, meibovteg ob udvov iStwtag GG xal TS, ws dpa
Aoetg Te xal xofappol dduudtwy did Buatdv xal matdidg Ndoviv
elot pev €1t Lhow, elot O xal Tehevtioaow, 8 31 TeheTdas xahoday,
ol TV exel xondv dmoAbovaty NS, ui) Booavtag 3¢ Sewvd TEpIpEVEL.
Portions of the following argument are adapted from Edmonds
2013: 124—35. They are used with permission of Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.
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an essentially agonistic discourse; the books are deployed
in struggles for discursive authority, in contests where the
prize is the reputation for wisdom and all of the influence
that comes with it. Plato himself, in his attacks on the
sophists, provides the most vivid pictures of such clam-
our, the disputes back and forth between rival experts pro-
fessing special knowledge. Aristophanes’ contest between
the weaker and stronger argument in the Clouds takes
such contests to an absurd extreme, but it is worth noting
that the function of the contest is to convince the onlook-
ers that Socrates has wisdom worth acquiring. These so-
phistic contests are the direct descendants of the wisdom
contests that provide the performance contexts for most
of the poetry and prose in the Greek tradition, a compet-
itive tradition that continues in the poetic competitions
(of tragedy, comedy, and other forms) of the religious
festivals.!® Thus, Plato’s Ion boasts that he can outdo his ri-
vals—Metrodorus of Lampsacus, Stesimbrotus of Thasos,
or Glaucon—in his skill at the exegesis of Homer.!

An early Hippocratic treatise describes this agonistic
milieu, in which various pretenders to medical knowl-
edge dispute with one another over the superiority of
their ideas. He draws a vivid picture of the public arena, in
which such disputations, like wrestling matches, might be
won by whoever knocked down his opponent three times
in a row:

One could understand this best, if he were present
when they were debating. For when the same speak-
ers dispute with one another in front of the same au-
dience, the same man never wins in the discussion
three times in a row, but sometimes this one wins,
sometimes that one, and sometimes whoever hap-
pens to have the most fluent tongue in addressing
the mob.20

18  Gagarin 2002: 18—22. For this tradition of contest, see Griffith
1990. This impulse to competition is fundamental to Greek cul-
ture, as Hesiod notes in Op. 20-6: @Bovéet xal do1d6g dotdat.

19 Pl Jon 530cd: “And I consider I speak about Homer better than
anybody, for neither Metrodorus of Lampsacus, nor Stesimbro-
tus of Thasos, nor Glaucon, nor any one that the world has ever
seen, had so many and such fine comments to offer on Homer
as | have.” xai ol xdMato dvbpmmwy Aéyew mepl ‘Ounipov, wg
olite Myjtpdduwpog 6 Aapaxnvég olite ZyaiuBpotos 6 Odatog olite
Thadxwv olite dANog 003elg TGV TWTOTE Yevouévwy Eayev elmely oltw
TOMAS xatl xaAdg Stavoiag Tept “Opnpou Soag Eye.

20  Hp. Nat. Hom. 1.15—20: ['voin &' &v Tig T63€ pudMota Toparyevoprevog
adTEOLTWV AVTIAEYOUTIY- TTPOS YA GAMNACUS GVTIAEYOVTES ol adTol
vdpeg AV adTéwy Evavtiov dxpoatéwy ovdénote Tpis Epekiic 6 adtdg
meptytvetat v TAL Adywl, dM& ToTe pév obtog émucpartéel, moté 3¢
obrog, moté 8¢ Mt &v ThNL udAloTa 1) YAQoow Emippueion mpdg TOV
dxAov. Jouanna 1975: 55—60 attributes this text to Polybus, the
son-in-law of Hippocrates, and conjectures that it was written
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Many of the Hippocratic treatises begin with such po-
lemical sections, rhetorically denouncing rival practition-
ers and explaining why the speaker’s own method is the
best.2! For every type of expertise, then, there was a whole
spectrum of experts seeking authority and public recogni-
tion of their wisdom, from the marginal lunatic fringe to
the civically respected and authorised specialists.

An Athenian decree regulating the offering of first
fruits at Eleusis provides a case in which a panel of ex-
perts, including the famous mantis Lampon, were select-
ed to provide recommendations on how the city should
act.2? Lampon was notorious for his political involvement,
but others must have been constantly vying for influence
in the Assembly on the basis of their religious expertise.
Hierocles, who appears as the prominent expert in anoth-
er decree, was at some point, like Lampon, granted the
great civic privilege of dining in the Prytaneum for his ser-
vices to Athens.?® The Platonic Euthyphro, however, com-
plains that he is often mocked when he speaks in the As-
sembly, urging various causes on the basis of his expertise
in religious matters. We need not imagine Euthyphro a far-
cical crank, however, who was just a joke in the Assembly;
he was influential enough to become a target of Plato’s
critiques in two dialogues, even if his assertions of spe-
cial wisdom were not always accepted in public debates.2*
Even the successful were not immune from mockery. Lam-
pon and Hierocles, for example, despite the official recog-
nition by the Assembly of their expertise, are portrayed
as money-grubbing charlatans in Aristophanes.?> Just as

sometime in the last decade of the fifth century. Cf. Thomas
2003:176—80 on the context of such displays.

21 Hp. Art. 1, e.g, consists largely of such polemics. Cf. Jouanna
1999: 80—5. See Gagarin 2002: 18—22 for the context of contest
among the early medical authors and other sophists.

22 IG I3 78 = ML 73: mepi 8¢ 16 éAaio anapyés yovyypde|oas Adumov
emidetyadto Tél BoAEL eml Tég evdrteg mputaveiag: | he 0¢ Pole ég Tov
d€pov éyaevevréto émdvayxes. Ct. Oliver 1950: 8: “During the fifth
century boards of experts were customarily set up to study spe-
cial problems for which special knowledge was required and to
make recommendations in the form of xyngraphai” Lampon is
undoubtedly the Thuriomantis to whom Aristophanes refers in
Nu. 332, and he was a prominent figure in Athens at the time, an
associate of Pericles (cf. Plu. Per. 6.2) who was one of the found-
ers of the colony of Thurii (D. S. 12.10.3—4, cf. Sch. Ar. Nu. 332). Cf.
Dillery 2005: 196—7.

23 IG i2 39 (IG i3 40) lines 65-69 mentions Hierocles as an expert;
in Ar. Pax 1084, Trygaeus threatens Hierocles with the loss of his
privilege of dining in the Prytaneum.

24  Euthphr. 3c. In addition to the Euthyphro, much of the Cratylus
concerns Euthphyro’s expertise. Cf. Kahn 1997 for the suggestion
that the DA was Euthyphro or someone much like him.

25  E.g, Nu. 332, Av. 987-8, and Pax 1043—7. The fact that Hierocles,
who seems to have been consulted as an exegetes and perhaps
even acted as a mantis, could be called a chresmologos and
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tendentiously, Plato lumps together the beggar-priests
(dydptat) and diviners who not only come to the doors of
the rich, but convince whole cities of their special power
and expertise. For every type of expertise, there was a
whole spectrum of experts seeking authority and public
recognition of their wisdom, and to collapse the distinc-
tions between the widely respected and the lunatic fringe
is in itself a polemical move, rejecting all rival claims to
wisdom. The DA makes a similar move, dismissing the
value of the ritual experience both in the city festivals and
in the rituals of other private practitioners and claiming
that only his own reasoned discourse provides something
worthwhile.

Those men who, while performing the rites in the cit-
ies, have seen the holy things, I wonder less that they
do not have knowledge. For it is not possible to hear
and at the same time to understand what is being
said. But all those who (hope to acquire knowledge?)
from someone who makes craft of the holy rites de-
serve to be wondered at and pitied.26

The DA indeed engages in many of the same strategies
found in other polemical texts designed to showcase the
expertise of the author, denigrating the understanding
of the non-specialists and disparaging potential rivals.
Not only do the two Arguments in Aristophanes’ Clouds
never cease to abuse each other, but the Hippocrat-
ic author sneers at his rivals in the treatise On the Sa-
cred Disease, calling them mountebanks and charlatans
who puff themselves up with ridiculous claims to spe-
cial knowledge (unlike the author, who, of course, really
has special knowledge).2” The DA frequently draws the

alazon, shows that the terminology was not precise, but depend-
ed, as so often, on the speaker’s point of view or axe to grind.
Exegetes was a term implying public acceptance, whereas man-
tis and chresmologos could have less positive connotations. Cf.
Dillery 2005: 194-7.

26 Col. XX 1-5: dvbpwnw([v &v] moAeaty émireléoavtes [td {]epd €ldov, |
Ehaoaby apag Boupdlew W) yvhoxetv- od yap olév te | dxodoal pod
xat uadetv o Aeydpevar oot 3¢ Topd TOV | TEXVV TIOLOVUEVOL TO:
lepd, obtot &Etot Bowpdleadat | xal olxte[{]peaBar I take Tov in mopd:
Tov not as the article, but as the genitive of the indefinite pro-
noun (.

27 Hp. Morb. Sacr. 1.22—28: “They who first referred this malady
to the gods appear to me to have been just such persons as the
conjurors, purificators, mountebanks, and charlatans now are,
who give themselves out for being excessively religious, and
as knowing more than other people. Such persons, then, using
the divinity as a pretext and screen of their own inability to af-
ford any assistance, have given out that the disease is sacred.”
"Eptot 3¢ doxéovatv of mp@tol To0To T Vo U dplepticavTeS TolodToL
ebvat dvBpwot oot xal viv elot pdyor te xal xabdprat xal dyvprat
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distinction between the many, who do not understand (o
ywwoxovtes), and those who understand correctly, specif-
ically himself.

This verse has been made misleading and it is un-
clear to the many, but to those who understand
correctly it is clear that Oceanus is the air and air is
Zeus.... But those who do not understand think that
Oceanus is a river.28

The reason for this widespread ignorance is that Orpheus
did not want just anyone to understand; he uses allego-
ry intentionally to cloak his meanings, although he also
carefully and systematically chooses his words so that
someone as wise as the DA can uncover the important
meanings hidden in the poem.2® The DA proves his own
understanding and expertise through the epideixis of his
exegesis, by explaining confusing passages and revealing
the hidden meanings, just as Ion shows off his own prow-
ess through exegesis, or the sophists display their exper-
tise in their handling of the poets.

Indeed, the competition described in Plato’s Protagoras
over the interpretation of a poem by Simonides provides
the most detailed account of such a wisdom contest in 5th
century Athens, showing how the exegesis of an author-
itative text could provide the opportunity for someone
claiming extra-ordinary wisdom to demonstrate the valid-
ity of his claim, and his superiority over his rivals. Plato’s
scene is set with an all-star cast of sophists, the better to

xatl dAagbveg, dxdaol &) mpoomotéovtal opbéSpa HeocePées elvat xal
mAgov Tt eldévat. OBtol Tolvuy mapapme Spevol ol mpofarldpevol o
Belov Tijg apmyaving Tod uy toyew 8 Tt TpoTeEVEYKAVTES WPEATOVTLY,
w¢ W) xorddnAot Ewaty 00dEV EmaTApEVOL, (EpdY vépioay TobTo TO
mafog elva.

28  Col. xx111 1-3, 5-6: 10070 T6 €M0§ QY[ Pot | ywydv TeménTan xal To[ 5]
uév | ToAols ddnAGY éatiy, Tolg 8¢ 6pbids yvwaxovaw | ebdnAov 8Tt
“Queavés” EaTv 6 anp, dnp 0& Zelg. | ... ol &' ob YWWIXOVTES TOV |
"Queavdv motapdy doxodaw eivat. Cf. references to ob ywooxovtes
in cols. v, IX, XII, XVIII (o0x €id4teg) and xxvI. The ignorant also
fail to notice (Aav@dvet) that Orpheus uses hyperbaton, col. viir
6: [t]adta ta Emy OepParta €6[v]Ta AavBdy[et].

29  Col. xxv 12—3: “Those (words) which come after these he puts
before (as a screen) not wishing all men to understand.” ta §’ ént
Tovtolg éninpoabe mo]tettan | [ov Blov[Ad]pevo[s] mavtag yw[w]
oxg[]y; col. vII 4—7: “His poetry is something strange and rid-
dling for people. But Orpheus did not intend to tell them cap-
tious riddles, but momentous things in riddles.” &t 3¢ £[éw)
Tig M| monaig | [x]al avbpd[moig] aivi[yu]atwdys, [xe]i [[Opged]
¢ avt[0]s | [¢]ploT aiv[typa]ta olx 1i0ehe Aéyew, [év aiv]iyuag[i]
v 8¢ [uey]dAg; col. XXI1 1-2: “So he named all things in the same
way as finely as he could, knowing the nature of men.” may[t
0d]v duolw[s w]vépacey w¢ xdMota N[SV]varo, | ywmorwy Tév
avBpwnwy v pvow. Cf. Rangos 2007 for another interpretation
of the role of obfuscation.
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display the prowess of his champion, Socrates. Not only
does Protagoras, the man famous for introducing the
teaching of disputation for profit in Athens, take the role
as Socrates’ chief adversary, but many of the other leading
intellectuals of the day (especially Hippias and Prodicus)
just happen to be present to pitch in and be defeated in
their turn.3? Of course, in his typical fashion, Plato has
Socrates eventually change the rules of the game and in-
vent his own kind of contest, more suited to Platonic phil-
osophical inquiry, but, before the Socratic shift, he makes
it clear that Socrates can compete in the traditional kind
of wisdom contest, and win against the greatest possible
opponents.3!

Protagoras sets up the contest by claiming that “The
most important part of education is being clever con-
cerning poetry (mepl énév dewov); that is, to understand
what is said by the poets, both rightly and not, and to be
able to tell the difference and to give an account when
challenged.”32 Like the contests of oracle explanations or
the DA’s interpretations, the Simonides contest involves
the exegesis of an existing text, rather than the creation of
anew one, as in the case of the sophistic long speeches or
the medical treatises.33 At stake in each contest is the rep-
utation of the participants as wise men in the face of the
audience that observes them, a reputation that not only
determines who and how many will choose to employ
their services (as healers, teachers, or advisors), but also
how those who take their wisdom seriously will choose to
live. Plato’s Socrates may belittle the whole contest as the
sort of thing that boorish folk do at the symposium when
they have drunk too much, but the choice of a Protagore-
an or Socratic view of the world could have a substantial
impact on an Athenian’s way of life, just as the choice

30  AsFord 2014: 19, puts it: “If Plato were writing the Protagoras for
our time, he might set it in the 1970’s, with young Hippocrates
thinking about graduate study at the School of Criticism & The-
ory at Irvine, where Derrida, de Man and Jameson all happened
to be passing through.”

31 Cf. the analysis of Ledbetter 2003: 99-118, for some indications
of the way Plato uses the debate over the ode to set up his more
complex points later in the dialogue. Socrates or Protagoras or
a Hippocratic doctor any other wise man may have a coherent
view of the cosmos that underlies their ideas, but the contest
itself does not involve the systematic exposition of that view but
a demonstration of their wisdom and expertise.

32 PL Prt 339a:ViyoDua, €pn, & Tdxpores, &yo qvdpl maudelog péyiotov
uépog elvan mepl Emadv devdv elva Eattv 8¢ todto T& H1d TAY MOMTAY
Aeydueva olév T elvar quviévan & Te dpBdg memolnTa xol 8 ), xal
éniotaoot Stehelv Te xal Epwtwpevoy Adyov Sodvat.

33  Hippias' offer (347b) to perform a long speech on the same
subject shows, however, that these two modes were seen as com-
parable games, even if Plato’s Socrates repeatedly rejects the le-
gitimacy of the long speech as a mode of philosophical activity.
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between following the medical regime of a Hippocratic
doctor or some other, not to mention the choice between
Themistocles’ (or Cleon’s) interpretation of an oracle or
someone else’s.34 Neither Socrates’ nor the sophists’ inter-
pretations nor even the chresmologues’ oracle readings
should be taken as a meaningless joke, since each inter-
preter sees an important meaning in the text he is explain-
ing, however bizarre the twists of reasoning may seem to
other observers.

Indeed, the similarity of his interpretive strategies to
those of the oracle-mongers mocked by Aristophanes or
of the sophists criticised by Plato have led some modern
scholars to doubt either the intelligence or the sincerity of
the DA. “Our preposterous commentator,” as West refers
to him, seems to go out of his way to avoid the obvious
meaning of the text, with the result that “his interpreta-
tions are uniformly false. Not once does he come near
to giving a correct explanation of anything in his text.”3>
However, giving an explanation finely and correctly
(xaAdg Te xai 6p8a) is the aim in the Simonides contest
too, and we should assess the DA’s expertise in the con-
text of this sort of contest, rather than by the standards
of nineteenth and twentieth century philology. The DA,
like the contestants in the Protagoras, seeks to make an
explanation that demonstrates his own sophia, his acui-
ty and cleverness in explicating the details as well as his
understanding of the significance of the text as a whole.

The DA insists, in one of the most controversial pas-
sages, that every word of Orpheus must treated carefully.
“Since in his whole work he speaks about matters enig-
matically, one has to speak about each word in turn.”3¢ In
this case, the DA is speaking about the word aidoiov, and
he takes the word not as an epithet meaning ‘venerable),
but rather as a substantive meaning ‘phallus’ Uranos the
venerable first-born god, he explains, must be understood
as the sun, since both the phallus and the sun are genera-
tive of new life.37 The DA shows how an event within the

34  Cf. the contests for authority in the interpretations of oracles
in Herodotus such as that of Lasus and Onomacritus (7.6.3) or
Themistocles and the other interpreters in the Athenian Assem-
bly (7.141-3). Such contests are parodied in Aristophanes, cf. Av.
971—-90 and Eq. 960-1099.

35  West1983: 82 and 79. Cf. his assessment in p. 88: “the commen-
tator, who is in general the least trustworthy of guides.” Rusten
1985: 125, likewise speaks of “the unscrupulous commentator.”

36  Col. X111 6-7: 8Tt pén TAgap U ToNaY TEPL TV TTPAYMATWY |
abvietan x[a]r Emog Exaotov dvdyxn Aéyew. Betegh's translation
modified. (The papyrus reads x[a]®" £mog, which must be an
error of anticipation of the aspiration in éxactov; see Santamaria
2012: 63 n. 41).

37  Col. x111 8-11. The interpretation of this line has caused much
controversy. Betegh 2004 and others argue that the Orphic poem
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Orphic poem enigmatically signifies the role of the sun
and its fire in the generation of life in the cosmos, and he
calls attention to his own act of exegesis, displaying his
own skill at revealing the obscure significance of a line in
a provocatively scandalous way.

Some of his techniques are fairly sophisticated, display-
ing his ability to situate the Orphic poem within a wider
poetic context. Following his policy of word by word exe-
gesis, he tackles the potentially problematic line in which
Zeus desires to sleep with his own mother (pntpog €dg).
‘Mother’ he explains as Mind, but he makes a more com-
plex argument about édg. Just as Socrates makes a point
about the Lesbian dialect of Simonides’ address to Pitta-
cus, so too the DA points out that in epic language the
word €dg can mean ‘good, rather than ‘his own.38 He
cites two other verses in which édwv is used in the sense
of ‘good things’ and argues that Orpheus could have used
¢olo had he wanted to convey the sense of éavt00.3° Such
an argument may seem ludicrous to a modern philolo-
gist, but, within the context of these wisdom contests, it
should be taken seriously as a display of the DA’s facility
with his hermeneutic tools and of his ability to make sat-
isfactory sense out of a troublesome text.

Even more strikingly, the DA, like Socrates in the Pro-
tagoras, uses the concept of hyperbaton to provide an
explanation of verses, the two earliest uses extant of this
word as a technical term. Socrates claims that the adverb
‘truly’ is transposed from modifying the whole concept
of it being difficult to become good to the word ‘good.°

had «idolov as phallos, but Santamaria 2016 has convincingly
shown that the DA construes the adjective aidoiov, which in the
text describes Protogonos as worthy of veneration, as the geni-
tal organ because both Protogonos and the genitals are, like the
sun, generative of life.

38  PL Prt. 346e 1: “¢naivyu—and there he has used a Mytilenaean
word, since he is speaking to Pittacus.” ématvypui—ual Tt puwvijt
évtadBa xéxpnrat Th TV MutiAnvaiwy, wg mpog ITittondy Aéywy.

39  Col. xxvI 8-13. The lines he cites to bolster his argument are
equivalent to Od. 8.335 and Il 24.527-8, but it is not clear wheth-
er the DA cites them as lines of Orpheus or of Homer. KPT: 272
(ad loc.) take dnhol as impersonal and reject the idea that the
DA might have considered the lines Orphic. Noting the sugges-
tion of Obbink 1997: 41 n. 4, however, Betegh 2004: 100 points out
that all the other uses of dnAol in the text are personal, and sug-
gests that the question must be left open. The question makes
little difference to the strategy of the DA, however, especially if
these lines are considered part of a common stock of hexame-
ters utilised by epic poets, Orphic as well as Homeric, in their
compositions.

40  PL Prt. 343c—344a: “Now let us all combine in considering wheth-
er my account is really true. The opening of the ode must at once
appear crazy if, while intending to say that it is hard for a man
to become good, he inserted “indeed.” There is no sort of sense,
Iimagine, in this insertion, unless we suppose that Simonides is
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The DA argues that Orpheus uses hyperbaton in verses
describing Zeus taking over the rulership of the cosmos.

“And when Zeus took from his father the prophesied
rule / and the strength in his hands and the glori-
ous daimon.” They fail to notice that these words
are transposed (0mepPatd). They are to be taken as
follows: “Zeus when he took the strength from his
father and the glorious daimon.”#!

In both cases, the interpreter is arguing that one must look
beyond the obvious ordering of the words in the verse
to see the true meaning of the poet’s lines, and this true
meaning discovered by the interpreter is substantially dif-
ferent from the obvious one. Not only is the new meaning
preferable to the old one because of its correspondence
with the ideas and values of the interpreter, but the very
act of uncovering this meaning shows the interpreter’s
wisdom and hermeneutical expertise.

Many of the allegorical interpretations explicate things
in the poem according to the cosmological vision of the

addressing himself to the saying of Pittacus as a disputant: Pitta-
cus says—It is hard to be good; and the poet controverts this by
observing—No, but to become good, indeed, is hard for a man,
Pittacus, truly—not truly good; he does not mention truth in
this connexion, or imply that some things are truly good, while
others are good but not truly so: this would seem silly and unlike
Simonides. We must rather take the “truly” as a poetical transpo-
sition (hyperbaton), and first quote the saying of Pittacus in some
such way as this: let us suppose Pittacus himself to be speak-
ing and Simonides replying, as thus—Good people, he says, it
is hard to be good; and the poet answers—Pittacus, what you
say is not true, for it is not being but becoming good, indeed—
in hands and feet and mind foursquare, fashioned without re-
proach—that is truly hard.” émoxepopeda 3% adtod xowijt dravtes,
el dpa €y GANBR Aéyw. 0OVG ydp T TPGTOV TOD ALTUATOS HaVIXOY
v powvel, el BouAduevog Aéyew 8Tt dvdpa dyabov yevéabot yahemov,
énerta evéBode TO pév. TodTo Ydp 00dE TPog Evar Adyov paivetat
EupePATada, €av ) Tig UToAdBNL Tpdg TO Tod ITitTanod pripa domep
épilovta Aéyew Tov Tipwvidyy: Aéyovtog tod Irrtoncod dtt “yokemov
gabov Eupeval,” dugoBnrodvta eimety 81t olx, dAAG “yevéabat uév
YoAeTdy” &vdpar dryadév dottv, & Irrtoncé, g dAndds—olx dAndeio
dryaBdv, odx el TovTwL Aéyel T dAnBelay, wg dpa SvTwy TIVAY TAV
uév wg aAndig dyabdv, Tév 3¢ dyaliv uév, ob pévtol dAndis—
ebnfeg yap T00T6 Ye paveln av xal ob Tipwvidov—aM\ dmepfartdv
el Betva ev T diopatt 0 dAadéwg, obTtwal mwg VTEITOVTAL TO
o0 IMirtaxod, domep dv el Oeluey adtov Aéyovta tov ITirtaxdy xal
Lipwvidny dmoxpwduevov eimdvtor & &vbpwmotl, “yokemdy €OV
Eupeva,” v 8¢ dmoxpwduevov 81t @ Mirtaxé, o dAnd7 Aéyelg ob
Yép elvat GG yevéobar pév Eatwv Bvdpa “dyaddv yepat Te xal moat
X0l VowL TETPAYwVOV, dVey Poyou TETUYHEVOY, XUAETOV dAadEwS.”

41 Col. viIT 4-8: “Zebg pév énet O ma[tpos £0]0 mdpa B¢[o]patov
apxny | [y T &y xelpeoat E[A]af[ey x]al Saipov[a] xudpdv.” |
[To] Otor Ték Emy) OeepPortd E6[v] T hawvBd[ver], | [Eo]Tiv BE OF Exovtar
“Zebg ey Emel T[Ny ANy | [ma]pd matpos €0d Eafey xat Saipova
[xvdp]év.”
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DA, such as the equation of Moira (Fate) with mvedpa
‘breath’ and ¢pdéwois ‘understanding’ or the connection
between Oceanus, air, and Zeus. Again, it is notable how
the DA calls attention to his own expertise: “This verse has
been made misleading and it is unclear to the many, but to
those who understand correctly it is clear that Oceanus is
the air and air is Zeus.”*? Orpheus has composed enigmas
that only someone as skilled as the DA can explain, and
the interpreter backs up his exegesis not only with refer-
ence to his general cosmological framework, but also with
specific reference to details of the text, in this case the
epithets ‘broad-flowing’ applied to Oceanus.*3 At another
point, he makes an even more subtle argument with epi-
thets, arguing that ‘Olympus’ must mean ‘time, since Or-
pheus never uses the epithet ‘broad’ of Olympus, whereas
he does use that term of ‘heaven’ (Uranus).

Olympus and time are the same. Those who think
that Olympus and the heaven are the same are en-
tirely mistaken, for they do not know that the heav-
en cannot be longer rather than wider; but if some-
one were to call time long, he would not be wrong at
all. And whenever he (sc. Orpheus) wanted to speak
about heaven, he added the epithet ‘wide,” whereas
whenever (he wanted to talk) about Olympus, on
the contrary, he never (added the epithet) ‘wide, but
‘long’44

Here the DA shows not only that he has an understanding
of the lines superior to those who think that Olympus, the
celestial home of the gods, is the same as the heaven, the
celestial realm in which the gods make their home, but
also that he has such a broad knowledge of the poetry of
Orpheus that he can claim that Orpheus never used that

42 Col. xx111 1-3: 19970 6 EMO TQY[ Pot | YewYOp TETENTOU KXl TO[ TG ] €V |
oMW1 &3MASY EaTt, Tolg 3¢ SpBAS Yvhaxrouat | eldnAov 8t ' Qxeavdg
€aTW 6 anp.

43 Col.XXIII 5-10: 01 & 00 YWowovTeg TOV | Qxeavdy motausy Soxodat
ebvaut 8L edpd péovtar | Tpoaebnxev. 6 8¢ anpaivel Ty adtod yvapny
| év Tolg Aeyopév[o]ig xai voulopévorg ppaat. | xai yop t@v dv[6]
powmwy Todg peéya duvat[ob]vtag (KPT, Bernabé: duvaa|Bé]vtag
Janko, ap. Kotwick 2017: 98) | peydiovs gaat pufjvar But those
who do not understand think that Oceanus is a river because
he (sc. Orpheus) added the epithet ‘broadly flowing’ But he in-
dicates his meaning in current and customary expressions. For
they say that the very powerful among men ‘flowed great’

44  Col. x11 3-10: "OAvpm[og xat x]|pdvog T adTéV. of d¢ Joxodvreg |
"Ohvpr[oy xoi] ovpavév [t]adtd elvar EEapap-|tdv[ova]iv od Y]
woaxovteg 8Tt oVpavdy ody ofév Te | pa[péltepov 1) edpvte[polv
ebvau, xpdvov 8¢ popdv | et tig [dvop]ddo[t] odx &[v &&a]uaptdvor 6
3¢ 8mov uév | odpavdv BE[ Aot Aéyew, ] mpoabixev ebpbv | motglto,
8oy [8¢ "OAvumov, To]vaytiov, DpOu pev | obEmote, pa[xpov ).
Brisson 1997 provides the most detailed study of this passage.
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epithet for that noun in any of his work. The DA’s inter-
pretations put the emphasis on exhibiting his own wis-
dom in understanding the hidden cosmological ideas and
his own skill at uncovering them in the enigmatic poem
of Orpheus. The text is not set out as a systematic treatise
expounding a systematic cosmology to his audience that
explains his doctrine to his (potential) converts; rather,
whatever systematic ideas the DA may have remain im-
plicit, much as Socrates’ philosophical ideas remain im-
plicit in his contest with Protagoras, while the focus re-
mains on his ability to out-perform his rivals in exegesis.

His expertise is not merely in textual matters, but also
in ritual. The DA’s concern with ritual practice has been
evident ever since the first columns of the Derveni Papy-
rus were published, revealing that the text was not mere-
ly a commentary on the poem. The DA discusses making
several kinds of offering to divine powers: libations in cols.
11 and v1, sacrifices of many-knobbed cakes and (possibly)
of birds in col. v1.

The powers to whom these offerings are directed may
be the Erinyes or Eumenides or the souls of the dead, but
the DA is providing not so much instructions for what
sort of offerings are made, as explanations for why such
offerings are appropriate: “They sacrifice innumerable
and many-knobbed cakes, because the souls, too, are
innumerable.”5 Again, the author is providing, not doctri-
nal or ritual instructions, but exegesis, demonstrating his
understanding of the procedures rather than telling his
readers what to do or to believe.

The DA is not just expert in sacrificial procedures, but
also refers to his mantic expertise. In col. v, he refers to
clients who want to consult an oracle, wondering if a cer-
tain thing (unfortunately lost in a lacuna) is right (8¢pug)
or not: a standard oracular question. “For them we go into
the oracular shrine to inquire for oracular answers.”*6 In

45  Col. vi 7-8: dvdpibua [xa]l moAvéugoda t& mémave | Bbovaty, ot
xat ol Puya[i av]dptbuof elat. Col. VI 10-1: ToV uéMovt]a Beois Bvety
| 9[p]vi6[€]tov mpdtepov suggests that birds are a kind of prelimi-
nary sacrifice, while col. 11 7 has dpvifetév 11, which also suggests
bird offerings. The new readings b}:l]anko 2016 and Kotwick 2017,
if accepted, would eliminate all the birds; Janko, ap. Kotwick
2017: 70, proposes 8p[xot] in col. 111 7, while in col. v1 10-1 6%ew |
[ p]vi6[]tov becomes Bvew ¢[o]ptiov (Kotwick 2017: 74).

46 Col. 1v 3-5: ypno[t]nptddovtat] ... | avtols mdptpey [elg T pa]
ytelov énep[w]|moovres,] | T@V navrevopévey. (Although mdpipev
is future, the word often has a present sense of regular actions,
as in orators who regularly come forward to speak, e.g. Aeschin.
3.71, And. 2.1, D. 13.14, etc.) Because the following lines contain
[ta] év “Aidov Sewd after the lacuna, Janko attempts to make the
whole consultation an inquiry of whether it is right not to be-
lieve in the terrors of Hades, and compares the later argument of
Sextus Empiricus (M. 9.56) about the implausibility of the gods
based on the implausibility of the terrors of Hades. Janko 1997:

9789004384842_Santamaria_text_proof-01.indb 85

addition to oracular shrines, the DA also mentions orac-
ular dreams, complaining that some people fail to under-
stand the significance of dreams and, indeed, of other
kinds of omens as well (T&v dAwv mpaypdtwy), all of which
can serve as mapadeiypuata—as warning signs of the will of
the gods.#” In the same way that Plato condemns those
who fail to heed the correct path of philosophy, the DA
passes a moral judgement on those who disregard such
omens; they are overcome by error and by pleasures, and
so they fail to learn and to understand.*® The DA, then, is
not only expert at bringing back a meaningful response
from an oracular shrine for a client with a question; per-
haps like Antiphon, he could also provide interpretations
of dreams and other omens.*9

Perhaps the closest parallel to the DA’s hermeneutics is
the sort of explanation provided by Tiresias in Euripides’
Bacchae, a character who is neither a simple parody nor
the object of a rival’s critique, but, as diviners always are
in tragedy, someone with special access to the truth.5? As

68 (and now also Janko 2016: 19), imagines that Protagoras’ trea-
tise “on the terrors in Hades” (mentioned in D. L. 9.55) must have
had a similar argument, and served as a source for the DA. Piano
meaning to the more plausible scenario of asking whether one
should expect terrible things in Hades as retributions for unex-
piated crimes (crimes that might then be ritually expiated if the
client should avail himself of the services of the DA).

47  Col. v 6-8: 0o ywag[xovres €]vhmvia (00 ywag[x]ovres '[¢]
p®[vteg]” évimvia Janko, ap. Kotwick 2017: 72) | 003¢ v dMwv
mpaypdtwy Exaat|ov], did moiwv ({ma} molov Janko, ap. Kotwick
2017: 72) | &v Tapaderypdtwy T[t]oteboev. Rangos 2007: 37-8,
rightly points out that o0 yryvwoxovtes évbmvia must mean “not
understanding what kind of things dreams are,” rather than sim-
ply not understanding the (meaning of the) dream.

48  Col. v 8-10: Omé [te yap] duapt(ing | wai [t]g dNAng dov[#j]s
vevueuéy[ot, 00| pavg[dpolva | [003E] TioTebovat. dr[t]otin 3¢
%G [0in 0 adté.] In PL Prt. 357d, for example, Socrates reaches
the conclusion that “being overcome by pleasure is ignorance in
the highest degree.” 0 #8ovig Hrtew elvar dpadia ) peyiom.

49  As Tsantsanoglou 1997: 98—9, rightly argues, although he mis-
takes the general purpose of the treatise as being “to divulge his
professional secrets to the faithful” Cic. Div. 51.16: hic magna
quaedam exoritur neque ea naturalis, sed artificiosa somniorum
Antiphonis interpretatio eodemque modo et oraclorum et vatici-
nationum. sunt enim explanatores, ut grammatici poetarum.

50  E.Ba. 272—97: “For two things, young man, are first among men:
the goddess Demeter—she is the earth, but call her whatever
name you wish; she nourishes mortals with dry food; but he who
came afterwards, the offspring of Semele, discovered a match to
it, the liquid drink of the grape, and introduced it to mortals. It
releases wretched mortals from grief, whenever they are filled
with the stream of the vine, and gives them sleep, a means of
forgetting their daily troubles, nor is there another cure for hard-
ships. He who is a god is poured out in offerings to the gods, so
that by his means men may have good things. And do youlaugh at
him, because he was sewn up in Zeus’ thigh? I will teach you that
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Roth has pointed out, Tiresias’ identification of the gods
Dionysus and Demeter with the elements of wet and dry
resembles Empedokles’ penchant for connecting the tra-
ditional gods with his elemental theory, while his praise
of them as benefactors of mankind through their gifts of
wine and grain resembles Prodicus.5! Tiresias calls Dem-
eter the Earth, just as the DA does, and his syncretistic
praises of Dionysus, with the functions of Ares, Apollo, and
Aphrodite, recall the ways in which the DA seems to elide
the differences between gods. Like the DA, Tiresias uses
etymologies and word plays to draw out hidden meanings,
such as the connection between pavtie and Dionysiac
pavia (299), or the elaborate retelling of Dionysus’ birth
story with the plays on pfjpog, Sunpog, and pépog (286-97).
Roth argues that Euripides’ Tiresias is similar, not only to
figures like Plato’s Euthyphro, with his interest in etymol-
ogy and extraordinary versions of traditional myths, but
also to other diviners such as Lampon, Dion’s seer Miltas,
or even Antiphon in his work as a dream-interpreter.5?

this is well: when Zeus snatched him out of the lighting-flame,
and led the child as a god to Olympus, Hera wished to banish
him from the sky, but Zeus, as a god, had a counter-contrivance.
Having broken a part of the air which surrounds the earth, he
gave this to Hera as a pledge <protecting the real> Dionysus
from her hostility. But in time, mortals say that he was nour-
ished in the thigh of Zeus, changing the word, because a god he
had served as a hostage for the goddess Hera, and composing
the story.” %o ydp, @ veavio, | T& TPAT &v dvbpwmotal Ayuityp
fed— | y7) &’ €artiv, Gvopa 3" dmbTepov BodAnt xdAer [ ality pev év
Enpolow &xtpépet Bpotols: [ 8¢ &’ NAB’ émeit’, dvtimoov 6 Tepédng
yévog | Bétpuog Uypov Tl nlpe xelovvéyxato | Bwyrols, & modet
ToUg ToAaTTWPOug Ppotods / ATy, tav mANgbdaty dumédov pofg,
| Umtvov e ANy Tév %’ Nuépav xaxdv | Sidwaty, o0’ €ot’ dMo
Pdipuaxov évwy. | obtog Beolal amévdetan Beds yeyas, | Gate did
Tobtov éyd8’ dvBpimoug Exew. [ xai xataryeAds Vv, g Eveppdipy
Atdg | pnpdt; 3iddkw o dg xahds Eyet Téde. | émel viv Hpmag’ &x
VPG xepavviou [ Zebg, & 87 "Oluumov Ppépog dviyoryev Oedv, /
“Hpo viv 0N éxPokety &’ odpavod: [ Zedg 8 dvtepyavioad’ ola
8 Oeds. | prEag pépog Tt ToD Y88V’ Eynurhoupévou | aibépog, Ebnxe
6V’ Bunpov éxdidotls, / ¥ * * | Awbvuaov "Hpag veucéwv: ypévwt 3¢
viv [ Bpotol pagivai paaty év unpdt Aidg, [ Svopa peTaTTHTAVTES, 8T
fed1 Oedg [ "Hpat o8 wunpevoe, auvbévteg Adyov.

51 Roth 1984: 61. Cf. Scodel 2011: 86—9, Santamaria 2012, and Ferrari
2013.

52 Most interestingly, he compares the way the atthidographer
Philochorus, who acted as an exegetes and a mantis, makes use
of similar hermeneutic tools, etymologies and syncretistic iden-
tifications, to provide a superior account of the significance of
the traditional stories about the gods. Such similarities are re-
inforced if indeed, as Obbink has argued, Philochorus actually
quotes the DA in his identification of Gaia, Demeter, and Hestia.
Obbink 1994 compares col. xx 12 with Philochorus (FGrH 328
F 185) in Phld. Piet. 248 1 pp. 63 + 23 Gomperz. Betegh 2004: 99
n. 20, however, suggests that it is more likely that Philochorus
and the DA used a common source, or even (I might suggest)
drew similar conclusions from the same Orphic poem. Any of
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Lampon, Euthyphro, and the DA, then, may all be seen
as the same type, religious thinkers who make use of so-
phisticated hermeneutic tools, not to destroy religion or
respect for the gods (whatever a conservative satirist like
Aristophanes might say), but to improve it. Although alle-
goresis, etymology, and other such devices have long had
a bad reputation among historians of religion as markers
of inauthenticity or insincerity, recent scholarship has
shown the role that such interpretive traditions played in
the continuing life of the Greek religious tradition. Alle-
goresis “saved myth,” as Brisson has argued, and Henrichs
has pointed out that many of the sophistic ideas of Prodi-
cus and others that were condemned by Aristophanes and
his contemporaries as irreligious nevertheless show up in
Hellenistic religion as part of authentic religious worship;
the sincerely expressed ideas of worshippers honouring
their gods.>® It is worth noting that the spread of such
ideas coincided, not with the disappearance of mystery
cults and the demand for religious specialists, but rather
with their spread and expansion in the Hellenistic period.
The DA’s hermeneutics, as peculiar as they might seem to
us, were actually appropriate to winning the confidence of
his clientele in his religious expertise.

5 Stoic Allegory in the Derveni Papyrus?

The DA’s assertion of his own exegetical expertise, both
ritual and textual, along with his denigration of common
misunderstanding, and disparagement of his rivals, thus
serve to bolster his claims to authority in a competitive
context like that described by Plato or the Hippocrat-
ic authors. His allegorical techniques, which illustrate
his claims, resemble most the kinds used by Euripides’
Tiresias or mocked in Plato’s Cratylus.5* These features

these possibilities, however, still indicate the similarities be-
tween the DA and a figure like Philochorus.

53  Brisson 2004, English title: How philosophers saved myths: alle-
gorical interpretation and classical mythology. Cf. Henrichs 1984,
who traces some of the ideas of Prodicus in the Isis aretalogies.
Burkert 1987: 78-88, discusses the use of allegory in various mys-
tery cults.

54  Rusten 2011: g notes three basic types: word-equivalences; deity
equivalences, and word redefinitions. “When we put together a
catalogue of all the licenses he takes in reading, it is somewhat
surprising to discover that instead of a repertory of ingenious
and sometimes outrageous misinterpretations, there is a dreary
sameness and predictability to most of them.” The argument of
Burkert 1970 that the DA shows no sign of response to the Pla-
tonic critique of such etymologisations is valid, but cf. Baxter
1992: 138—9, who argues that the DA, while not escaping Plato’s
critique of etymologising as unsystematic, nevertheless “is a
better thinker than he is usually given credit for ... the Derveni
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of the text, however, have prompted some scholars to
link the DA’s methods to the Stoics, since the Stoics
have been infamous ever since Cicero for their allegori-
cal interpretations.>® The critique of Stoic allegoresis in
his treatise On the Nature of the Gods has cemented the
association of allegoresis and Stoicism in modern schol-
arship, but, as recent scholarship has shown, the Stoics
were merely continuing the practices developed by earlier
thinkers.56

Casadesus, however, argues that the similarities
between the DA and the Stoics go beyond merely using
etymologies and allegories, suggesting that the choice of
examining poetic texts for cosmological allegories and
even some of the specific allegories point to a closer re-
lationship. While the Stoics certainly did break with Ar-
istotle in lumping together the poets and the physikoi as
sources for wisdom about the nature of the cosmos, Ar-
istotle’s predecessors, including Plato, likewise examined
the poets for physical ideas, and Aristotle’s distinction
is more important in modern scholarship than it was in
antiquity.5” When the Stoics drew cosmological ideas
from the poets, they were following in a long tradition of
such activity, one of the most important sources for which
appears to be the “sophist” Hippias. Hippias, as Clement
tells us, boasts that he has compiled the important ideas
from the greatest of poets:

commentator remains a prime candidate as a target of the Cra-
tylus. Further more, even if the Derveni commentary itself was
not in Plato’s mind, its existence points to a tradition of such
speculation.”

55  Casadesus 2010: 237-8: “Comentarios coincidentes de las mis-
mas escenas mitoldgicas que en ambos casos, ademas, se com-
plementan con numerosas explicaciones etimoldgicas de los
nombres de los dioses y diosas. Finalmente, el anénimo autor
del papiro coincide con los fildsofos estoicos en su dedicacién a
diversas précticas de adivinacion, las invocaciones a los démo-
nesy las practicas rituales de las que se consideraban especialis-
tas, lo que los legitimaba para criticar la ignorancia, la falta de
fe y el error en el que estan sumidos la mayoria de los hombres.
Posicion de superioridad que también comparten el comenta-
rista del papiro y los primeros filésofos estoicos.”

56  Baxter 1992 discusses all the possible targets of Plato’s critique,
showing that he is targeting a long established tradition of such
allegoresis and etymology, while Struck 2004 explores the histo-
ry of allegoresis. Long 1992 argues specifically against the asso-
ciation of Stoics with allegoresis, showing not only that others
practiced it, but that even the Stoics made less use of it than has
been imagined.

57  Mansfeld 1986 (1990): 126—7: “Aristotle’s all-important distinc-
tion between theology, or myth, and natural philosophy, argued
at the beginning of Metaphysics and already taken for granted
by Theophrastus, did not win over all the people in the field. Its
impact upon the historiography of philosophy in modern times
is probably greater than upon the same discipline (or its corol-
laries) as practised in antiquity.”
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Of these things some perchance are said by Or-
pheus, some briefly by Musaeus; some in one place,
others in other places; some by Hesiod, some by
Homer, some by the rest of the poets; and some in
prose compositions, some by Greeks, some by Bar-
barians. And I from all these, placing together the
things of most importance and of kindred character,
will make the present discourse new and varied.>8

As recent scholars have pointed out, Hippias’ catalogue
lies in the background of doxographical accounts in Plato,
Aristotle, and Peripatetics such as Eudemus.® Betegh ar-
gues that the Stoics too are making use of Hippias’ classi-
fication of poetic accounts of gods understood as physical
elements.5% Hippias, it can be inferred from Plato, includ-
ed Heraclitus, so the DA’s quotations of this obscure phi-
losopher—and, no doubt, the Heraclitean interest in fire
as a fundamental element—stand in this Hippian tradi-
tion, rather than being another proto-Stoic trait.5!

While a concentration on certain scandalous episodes,
such as the castration of Uranus or Zeus' incestuous

58  Hippias FGrHis 6 F 4 = fr. 6 DK (ap. Clem. Al Strom. 6.15.2) (= OF
1146): TovTwv Towg elpytat td pev Opgel, & 8¢ Movaoaiwt xatd Bpoyd
Gt Aoy oD, T 8¢ ‘Haté3wt, td 8¢ “Opnpwt, o 3¢ Tolg dAotg Tév
TOWTAY, T& O¢ €v quyypagals, & wev "ENwnat, ta 3¢ BapPdpols- éym
3¢ &x TAVTWY TOUTWY Ta MéYLTTA xal OudQUAL guvlels ToDTOY Xavov
xat ToAVELT) TOV Adyov o gopal.

59  Betegh 2007: 140: “In the wake of Bruno Snell’s original paper,
Joachim Classen, Andreas Patzer and Jaap Mansfeld have shown
that Hippias in this work presented fairly extensive doxograph-
ical material, together with an interpretation that identified
the different gods of the poets with different elements. On the
basis of this exegesis, he then claimed that groups of authors
professed the same doctrine. Hippias’ doxographical material,
together with the interpretation he offered of the poetical and
prose texts, became the starting-point for the allegorizing the-
ological and philosophical interpretation of these authors. Hip-
pias’ material pops up in Plato’s Cratylus and Theaetetus and Ar-
istotle’s doxographical surveys.” Cf. esp. Snell 1966 and Mansfeld
1983 (1990); see also Betegh 2002.

60  Betegh 2007:141: “It seems to me that there is nothing in Philode-
mus’ text to indicate that Chrysippus in his On the Gods present-
ed an original exegesis of the early poets. It seems to me rather
that Chrysippus did what Philodemus himself did in the rele-
vant doxographical section of the De Pietate: he used the materi-
al available in Eudemus’ survey of early ‘theologians’ going back
to Hippias.”

61  Mansfeld 1983 (1990): 53: “Hippias, not Plato, is our earliest
source for statements about and quotations of Heraclitus. The
date of our earliest evidence concerning Heraclitus has to be
pushed up ca. 70 years, for we are no longer dealing with what
Plato wrote in the mid-fourth cent., but with what Hippias com-
piled and said in the late fifth.” Contra Casadesus 2010: 237, who
cites “el papel césmico que desempeiia el fuego y la querencia de
su autor de citar a Heraclito como testimonio” as a proto-Stoic
trait.
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relations, is hardly surprising, given that these tales are the
ones most in need of alternative explanations, some of the
specific allegories in the Derveni Papyrus have prompted
scholars to try to link them with the Stoics.52 In his collec-
tion of Stoic traits of the Derveni Papyrus, Casadests has
claimed as Stoic the DA’s tendency to explain various gods
and elements such as air all as ways of referring to Zeus.3
Such an identification appears far earlier, however, in the
tragedians Aeschylus and Euripides, for example. Aeschy-
lus sings “Zeus is Aither, Zeus is earth, and Zeus is heav-
en; Zeus is all, and all above,” while Euripides proclaims,
“Do you see this lofty, boundless Aither, which holds the
earth around in moist embraces? This reckon Zeus, and
this consider God.”54 Even if they are rejected by Aristotle,
many in the Classical period looked to the tragedians for
theological, cosmological, and ethical ideas, and the DA’s
ideas about Zeus, air, and even mvedpa do not need Stoic
sources for their formulation.%>

Some of the DA’s allegories reveal his similarities to
other thinkers of the Classical period, in contrast to later
thinkers. Casadesus has recently argued that the way that
the DA explains the castration of Uranus resembles the
explanation through physical etymology attributed to the
Stoics in Cicero, but the passage actually shows the dif-
ferences between the Stoic cosmology supported by the
Stoic allegoresis and that of the DA.56 For Cicero’s Stoics,
the separation of Uranus from his phallos signifies that
the highest power needs no other partner to generate all
things. “For they wish the highest element of celestial aith-
er (that is, the fiery), which by itself generates all things, to

62  In PL R. 377e—378d, Socrates argues that stories such as what
Cronus did to Uranus are not appropriate for children being ed-
ucated (or anyone else, for that matter), whether they have an
allegorical meaning or not, thus indicating a tradition of alle-
gorical interpretations of these stories. Such critiques appear at
least as early as Xenophanes.

63  Casadesus 2010: 237 lists “la equiparacion del destino con el
mvedpa y la inteligencia de Zeus; la teoria de la évwaotg y la vision
panteista; la coincidencia en la identificacion del aire con Zeus;
la tendencia a unificar las divinidades en una sola, incluyendo la
equiparacion de divinidades femeninas muy semejantes.”

64  A.Heliades fr. 70 Radt: Zelg éotwv aibp, Zevg 8¢ y1, Zebg & odpavog:
| Zebs ot T mdvtar xéT Tvde [tot] bméptepov. E. fr. 935 Kannie-
t-hL(ap. Clem. Al Strom. 5.14.114.): “Opdug tov 0od VS’ dmelpov
alfépa, | xai YAy méplE Exovd bypals év dyxdaug; | Todtov véule
Zivat, Tvd' jyod Bedv.

65  Betegh 2007:146—9 argues that the identification of Moira, Zeus,
mvedpua, and @pévyaig in columns 18 and 19 of the Derveni Papy-
rus owes nothing to the technical definition of mvedua as devel-
oped by Chrysippus, but is more closely linked to the ideas in
Anaximenes fr. 2 DK and Diogenes of Apollonia fr. 5 DK.

66  Casadesus 2011: 380-1.
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be devoid of that bodily part which requires union with
another for the work of procreation.”s?

For the DA, by contrast, the act of castration signifies
the limitation of the fiery action of Uranus, which keeps
all things in motion and separated from one another. The
phallos is identified with the sun, which sits at a proper
distance from the earth and thus keeps things in motion,
sufficient for new generation but not too much.%8 The et-
ymology of Cronus’ name from xpodew, to strike, indicates
that he is the one responsible for striking off the phallos
of Uranus, but also for allowing the particles of matter to
strike against one another.5® Rather than signifying the
omnipotence of the highest power in the Stoic cosmos,
the castration marks the shift of power from one gener-
ation in the cosmogony to another, as well as a change in
the order of the cosmos; a transition more akin to the pat-
terns of the so-called pre-Socratic cosmologies.”

Brisson (2011) has recently argued that the DA’s identi-
fication of Oceanus with air does require a Stoic or at least
post-Aristotelian interpreter, adducing Aristotle’s discus-
sion of the cycle of evaporation in his Meteorology as a
stream of water flowing vertically from earth to heaven
and back around.

When the sun is near, the stream of vapour flows
upwards; when it recedes, the stream of water flows
down: and the order of sequence, at all events, in
this process always remains the same. So if the earli-
er writers allegorized ‘Oceanus, they could perhaps
have meant this river that flows in a circle about the
earth.”!

67  Cic. ND 2.24.63 (= SVF 11 1067): caelestem enim altissimam aeth-
eriamque naturam, id est igneam, quae per sese omnia gigneret,
vacare voluerunt ea parte corporis, quae coniunctione alterius
egeret ad procreandum.

68  Col. 1x 5-10: “Now, knowing that fire, [in as much as] it is mixed
with the others, agitates the things that are and hinders them
from getting set together because of fomenting, he removed it to
an adequate distance, so that once it is removed, it does not hin-
der the things that are from coagulating. For whatever is kindled
is dominated (sc. by fire), and when dominated, it mixes with the
other things.” ywdox[w]y odv 0 dp dvaeuerypévov Tols | dAhotg
61t Tapdogol xal x[wA]vol t& Svta guvicTaclat | did v OdAPY
¢Ead\do[oet 8o ]ov e eavdy dottv | EEadhayBev i) xwhd[ew té] Svta
aopmaryfvat. | Goo & &[v] dpbit emucpatelta, émix]patnOév(ta) o¢
ployetat | Toig dA[A]ol.

69 Cf. Brisson 2003: 25: “The sun dispenses heat, which sets the par-
ticles in motion and makes them collide with one another; yet
to enable the constitution of things, this motion must not be too
violent. Thus, the source of heat must be situated at an appropri-
ate distance, in the middle of the sky.”

70  Betegh 2004 provides the most complete analysis.

71 Arist. Mete. 1.9 347a 6-8: mAnaiov uév ydp dvtog tod NAiov 6 Tiig
atpidog dvw pel motapds, dglotapévov 3¢ 6 Tod Udatog xdTw. xal
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Brisson takes the imperfect in the protasis of the condi-
tional clause to indicate that earlier writers did ot in fact
make such an allegory, but, as he notes, the optative in the
apodosis makes the sentence very difficult to translate.”
However, even if Aristotle is not citing some specific, sig-
nificant predecessor, he indicates that such an allegory
is plausible to expect from his predecessors. As Brisson
notes, Aristotle’s discussion of the movement of the sun
in this context cites Heraclitus, and the DA is just such a
thinker who might combine an interpretation of Heracli-
tus with an allegorisation of the primal source of water,
Oceanus, to show off his cleverness. Of course, the DA’s
identification of Oceanus and air seems to derive from
other methods, but, as Brisson admits, the closest paral-
lels in Stoic thought do not make the same allegorisation,
either.”® As the DA claims, the identity of Oceanus and air
is made confusing and unclear to the many, and the loss of
portions of his exegesis unfortunately ensures that mod-
ern scholars remain among the confused many.

6 Contextualising the DA

Previous explanations of the DA’s methods have been un-
satisfactory because they have seen as his principal aim
the exposition of some doctrine, whether it be Orphic
eschatology, pre-Socratic cosmology, or even the corre-
spondence between the two. If the purpose of the text is
rather to demonstrate the author’s skill at his craft, the

00T €vdeheyes €BéAel yiyveabou xatd ye Ty TtdEwv- ot elmep
Nwittovto TOV wxeavdv ol mpdtepoy, Tdy’ v TodTOV TOV TTOTOUOY
AEYoLEV TOV XOXAWL pEovTa TTEPL TNV YHjv.

72 Brisson 2011: 388, with n. 5: “Mais Aristote est tres clair la-dessus:
ses prédécesseurs n'ont pas développé cette interprétation
allégorique; il est donc le premier a le suggérer, sans que 'on pu-
isse savoir s'il s'est inspiré de I'un de ses contemporains.” Such
mixed conditions are attested, however, where the optative in
the apodosis renders the protasis not a contrary to fact condi-
tion. Cf,, e.g.,, X. Mem. 1.2.28: el pév adtog émolet Tt padAov, eixdtwg
Qv &36xel mownpds ebvar el 8’ altdg owepovdy Sletédel, TR Qv
Sueaiwg ThG 0vx dvodang adtdt xaxiag aitiav éxot; The first of two
conditions has the imperfect protasis followed by the imperfect
apodosis in a contrary to fact condition (Socrates did not in fact
live a base life), but the second has an imperfect protasis that
Xenophon considers true (Socrates did live wisely), followed by
an apodosis with an optative verb (cf. also Thuc. 6.92, And. 2.12,
etc.).

73 Brisson 201 391: “Qui plus est, méme si, dans les passages
relatifs au Stoicisme que nous avons cités, on ne retrouve pas
explicitement l'interprétation allégorique, évoquées par Aris-
tote et présentant Okéanos comme un fleuve d’air humide ou
d’eau vaporisée, il est évident que c'est ainsi que les Stoiciens se
représentaient le processus d’évaporation et de condensation de
leau.”
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peculiar exegeses become more comprehensible. He is
not incompetently expounding a system; he is selecting
examples to display his expertise.” The DA is advertising
his skill at his craft, that of a religious specialist; the type
parodied by Aristophanes, denounced as charlatans by
the Hippocratics, and scorned by Plato.” Like Antiphon’s
Tetralogies or Gorgias’ Defense of Helen, the treatise in the
Derveni Papyrus illustrates the cleverness of the author; it
is a textual example of the kind of sophistic debate por-
trayed in the Hippocratic treatise and Plato’s Protagoras.”®
It is worth noting that Plato mentions Hippias among
the contenders in that scene, although he never gets the
chance for the long-winded speech he keeps trying to give.
Hippias prides himself on his understanding of the under-
lying ideas embedded within the texts of the ancient wise
men, but his exposition is too lengthy and systematic for
the market-place contests.”” The DA’s treatise takes the
Orphic poem line by line, but he never seems to make a
systematic exposition of either his cosmological theories
or his religious ideas.

The DA’s boasts of superior knowledge, along with his
demonstrations of exegetical cleverness, show that his
treatise is aimed at winning clients in the public market-
place, not at showing a select group of sectarians the se-
cret of salvation. The references to the secrets known only
to a few are thus best understood as a rhetorical device
that enhances the value of the speaker’s expertise, not an
atheist’s public revelation of the sacred mysteries, or even

74  As Betegh 2004: 182 notes, the text is not organised to set out

the underlying system: “Apart from the lacunose nature of the
papyrus, what makes the reconstruction so difficult is that the
DA does not explain his theory in a linear way, but distributes
the elements of it in his exegetical remarks. In other words, the
exposition is not governed by the internal logic of the theory”
This is not, however, to deny that the theory has some sort of in-
ternal logic or that the DA had coherent ideas about the cosmos,
but rather to claim that this text is not set up to display it.

75 All the same, the evidence for public honours and success-
ful careers for such figures should not be forgotten—Lampon,
Hierocles, and Diopeithes in the fifth century, as well as later fig-
ures like Philochoros or Kleidemos, who seem to have served as
exegetai as well as have written treatises on the ancient religious
customs of Attica.

76 Some of the earliest prose treatises attested seem to have been
exhibitions of their authors’ particular crafts. The Tetralogies of
Antiphon, like Gorgias’ Helen and Palamedes, were surely meant
to demonstrate their composers’ skill with words. Antiphon is
also credited with a book on dream interpretation, in which he
likewise displays his ability to provide interpretations that sur-
pass those of other experts, and his Truth may have been, like
Gorgias’ On Not-Being, a demonstration that he could win an
argument on any point, regardless of its truth.

77  Cf. Thomas 2003 on the prose epideixis and its serious purposes
for the sophists.
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an indication of the limited circle of initiates who might
understand his sermons.”® The Derveni Papyrus is thus
part of Plato’s hubbub of books, competing for clientele
in the marketplace of the 5th century amid the swirling
controversies of the sophists of all types, rather than the
work of a systematic Hellenistic scholar, whether Stoic or
otherwise.”

7 Allegory and the Theogony of Hieronymus

This agonistic context of sophistic competition appears
all the more clearly when the use of allegory in the Der-
veni Papyrus is contrasted with the treatment of allego-
ry in another Orphic poem, the account we have of the
Orphic Theogony associated with Hieronymus. This text,
by contrast, does come from a scholastic, rather than ag-
onistic, context, and the way the allegories are incorpo-
rated into the account shows the systematising practices
of Peripatetic philosophers rather than the agonistic strat-
agems of a sophistic ritualist. The account of an Orphic
theogonic poem, which the 5th century Ab Neoplatonist
Damascius attributes to Hieronymus or Hellanicus, seems
to involve allegorical interpretations of several elements
within the story, including the first principles of water
and mud, personified Time identified as Heracles, and a
syncretised supreme Zeus. While scholars have also tried
to argue that these allegories must be Stoic, a careful ex-
amination shows that, just like the allegories in the Der-
veni Papyrus, these allegories could all arise from the ear-
lier philosophical debates of the Classical period, even if
Damascius’ report derives from a systematising account
by the pupils of Aristotle.

Damascius provides the evidence for the existence of
several different Orphic theogonies, but the question re-
mains of how long before Damascius’ own time each of
these accounts was composed. The account of Aristotle’s
pupil Eudemus must date to the early Hellenistic period,
while the story he derives from the Orphic Rhapsodies,

78  Contra Brisson 2010: 24-5: “Le secret souhaité par Orphée est
néanmoins préservé. Si le commentaire offre 'acces au texte a
un public plus large, ses destinataires sont cependant les seuls
lecteurs susceptibles de comprendre I'exégese. La désignation
constante de la foule ignorante est le repoussoir qui fait d'eux un
cercle restreint et choisi.”

79  Contra Calame 1997: 76, who compares Crates of Athens, Philo-
chorus, and Melanthius: “This distanced voice of the scholar
who collects and describes his city’s cultic customs is much like
the Derveni exegete’s voice.”
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which he describes as the ‘usual’ version familiar to his
contemporaries, was probably composed much later.8°

The account of Hieronymus or Hellanicus is hardest to
date, since the identities of these figures remains disput-
ed, and Damascius’ uncertainty as to whether they are ‘the
same’ further confuses the issue—especially because it
remains unclear whether Damascius thinks that Hierony-
mus and Hellanicus might be the same person or whether
he thinks their accounts are of the same tale.

But the theology delivered by Hieronymus and Hel-
lanicus (if indeed he is not even the same)8! is as fol-
lows:—He says that water was from the beginning,
and Matter, from which the Earth was produced, so
that he supposes that the two first principles were
Water and Earth; the latter of which is of a nature
liable to separation, but the former a substance serv-
ing to conglutinate and connect it: but he passes
over as ineffable the one principle prior to these two,
for its recondite nature is evinced, in that there is no
manifestation appertaining to it. The third principle
after these two, which is generated from them, that
is from the Water and Earth, is a Dragon having the
heads of a Bull and Lion naturally produced, and in
the middle, between these, is the countenance of
the God: he has, moreover, wings upon his shoul-
ders, and is denominated incorruptible Chronos

80  Dam. Pr. 319.7-13: “But the cosmogony which is delivered by the
Peripatetic Eudemus as being the theology of Orpheus, passes
the whole Intelligible order in silence, as altogether ineffable
and unknown, and incapable of discussion or explanation. He
commences from Night, which Homer also constitutes as his
first principle, if we would render his genealogy consistent.
Therefore, we must not put confidence in the assertion of Eude-
mus, that Homer makes it commence from Oceanus and Tethys;
for it is manifest that he regards Night as the greatest divinity.”
‘H 3¢ mapd 1@l mepimatytiedt EOdMpuwtL dvoryeypauuévy wg tod
"Opgéwg odoa Beodoylor TaV T6 VoTov ETTNTEY, (S TAVTATOTW
dippnTév Te xal dyvwortoy Tpdmwt xotd S1éEodbv Te wal dmaryyehioy-
dmd 8¢ i Nuxtdg émonjoato Ty dpyy, 8¢’ g xol 6 “Ounpos, &l xai
un cuvexd memoiytat ™y yeveaAoylav, fotnaw- od yap dmodextéov
EddMpov Aéyovtog 8Tt dmd "Qxeovod xatl Tnlbog dpyetat gaivetat
Yaip eidwg xat v Noxta peyiomy obtw 6edv. Dam. Pr. 316.18, 317.13.
In the Rhapsodies which pass under the name of Orphic, the the-
ology ... such is the common Orphic theology. 'Ev pév toivuv taig
pepopévarg Tadtatg popwdiotg dpgueals 1) feokoyia ... ToldTn UéV
1 ouw)Bng dpuxy) Beoroyia. I have argued elsewhere (Edmonds
2013: 148-59) that the Rhapsodies were a collection of varied Or-
phic poetry compiled probably in the second to third century AD
as Hellenic philosophers sought to systematise the authoritative
poetry of their tradition in the face of the challenges from Chris-
tianity and other cults, but the date does not directly affect my
argument here.

81 Dam. Pr. 317.14: 'H 3¢ xota ov Tepdovupiov pepopévy) xat ENdvicov,
elmep ) xal 6 adTég E0TY, OVTWS EYEL
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(Time) and Heracles. Fate also, which is the same as
Nature, is connected with him, and Adrastia, which
is incorporeally co-extensive with the universe, and
connects its boundaries in harmony. I am of opin-
ion that this third principle is regarded as subsisting
according to essence, inasmuch as it is supposed to
exist in the nature of male and female, as a type of
the generating principle of all things.82

The similarities with the Orphic theogony related by the
second century AD Christian apologist Athenagoras sug-
gest that it must in any case predate that era. Athenagoras
claims that the pagan authorities all agree that the gods
were not eternal but came into existence, quoting the
Oceanus passage from Homer and comparing it with a
cosmogony by Orpheus.

The gods, as they affirm, were not from the begin-
ning, but every one of them has come into exist-
ence just like ourselves. And in this opinion they
all agree. Homer speaks of “Old Oceanus, the sire
of gods, and Tethys;” and Orpheus (who, moreover,
was the first to invent their names, and recounted
their births, and narrated the exploits of each, and
is believed by them to treat with greater truth than
others of divine things, whom Homer himself fol-
lows in most matters, especially in reference to the
gods)—he, too, has fixed their first origin to be from
water:—“Oceanus, the origin of all.” For, according
to him, water was the beginning of all things, and
from water mud was formed, and from both was pro-
duced an animal, a dragon with the head of a lion
growing to it, and between the two heads there was
the face of a god, named Heracles and Chronos. This
Heracles generated an egg of enormous size, which,
on becoming full, was, by the powerful friction of its

82  Dam. Pr. 317.14-318.6: ‘H 3¢ xatd tov Tepwvupov pepouévn xal
‘ENdvixov, elrep i) xai 6 adtég Eotw, obtwg Exel “Yswp v, gnaty,
& dpyfic, xad B, €€ g &mdeym 1) v, Vo Tadtog dpxds DoTiBépevog
TPATOV, Bdwp xal Yy, TadTV MéV WS pUTEL oxedaaThy, Exelvo 3¢
@G TOOTNG KoM TNV TE xal TUVEXTCSY, THY 3¢ uiav mpd TAV duelv
dppnTov dginatv- adTo ydp TO UNdE @dvar mepl aldTig évdeinvuTat
abdtiis ™y andppntov @law- v d& Tpityy dpxnv netd Tag dbo
yevwndijvar pév éx toltwy, Bdatds ent xal yhs, Spdxovra 8¢ elvau
XEQOAAS EXOVTA TTPOTTIEQUX{AG TADPOV Xal AéovTog, &v uéowt 3¢ feod
TpbowTo, Exew OE xal ml TGV Muwv TTepd, wvopdadat o Xpbvov
dynpaov xal ‘Hpoxdjo Tov adtév- guvelvar 3¢ adtdt v Avdyxny,
VoW odoav TV abmy xal AdpdaTeiay dowpaToV diwpyviwpEwy &V
Tl T ®6TpwWL, TOV TEPdTwY adTod epantopévyv. Tadtyy <d&>
olpon AéyeoBot Ty Tpitny dpxiv xatd iy odolay Eotdoay, TAY 8t
Bpaevébrnivy ad Ty Orteathoato TTpdS EVIELEWY THS TAVTWY YEWNTIXHS
attiag.
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generator, burst into two, the part at the top receiv-
ing the form of heaven, and the lower part that of
earth. The goddess Gaia, moreover, came forth with
a body; and Uranus, by his union with Gaia, begat
females, Clotho, Lachesis, and Atropos; and males,
the hundred-handed Cottys, Gyges, Briareus, and the
Cyclopes Brontes, and Steropes, and Argos, whom
also he bound and hurled down to Tartarus, having
learnt that he was to be ejected from his government
by his children; whereupon Gaia, being enraged,
brought forth the Titans. “The godlike Gaia bore to
Uranus Sons who are by the name of Titans known,
because they vengeance took on Uranus, Majestic,
glitt'ring with his starry crown.”s3

Most scholars have accepted the arguments of West and
Brisson that Stoic elements within this cosmogony indi-
cate that it must have been composed by an Orphicist
working after the advent of Stoicism, but I argue that none
of these elements require a Stoic background. Rather than
identifying Hieronymus and Hellanicus with obscure late
figures, I propose to take up the suggestion of Lobeck
identifying these figures with the Peripatetic Hieronymus
of Rhodes, and the even earlier Hellanicus of Lesbos.3* As

83  Athenag. Leg. 18: odx £ dpxiic, & paaty, fioav ol Beol, dAN olitwg
Yéyovey adT@V Exaatog (g Yryvoueda Nuels: xal Todto mdaw adTolg
Eoppuveltal, ‘Ounpov uév [yap] Aéyovros “Qxeovév Te, Bedv yéveaw,
xal puntépa TnBby,” "Opgéwg 3¢, 8¢ xal Té dvdpara adtdv TPATOS
&EnDpev xal g yevéoeis SieEfAbev xal 8o Exdiaolg Témpotal elmey
el memioTevTan o’ adtols dAPEaTepov Beodoyely, Mt xal “Opmpog

o TToMG ol Tept Bedv pdAioTa Emetar, xal adTod THY TpwW TNV Yéveawy

avthv €€ B8atog cuviatdvtog “Qxeavds, Somep Yéveals mavteoal

@,

Téruxtar” Ay yop B8wp dpxl) xat adtdv Tols 8hotg, dmd 8¢ tod Bdartog
AOG xatéaTy), €x 3¢ Exatépwy EyevwiiBy) {@iov Spdxwv mpoamepuxioy
Exwv XeQaANV Aéovtog, Sid péaov 3¢ adT@v Beod mpdawmov, Svopa
‘Hpouaijs xed Xpévog. odtog 6 ‘Hpouehijs yévimaey dmepuéyedes diov,
8 gupumAnpolpevo U6 Biag Tod yeyevwnxdTog €x mapatpRis eig dvo
Eppdrym. T pév 0DV xatd xopuny adtod Ovpavds elvat Eteléaty, To
3¢ wdtw eveyBev I'f)- mpofiAfe 3¢ xal Beds T yv) Stowpartog. Odpovdg 8¢
' piyBeis yewwar Oneiog puév Khwbw, Adyeaw, "Atpomov, dvdpag 8¢
‘Exatdyyetpag Kétrov, [oyny, Bptdpewv xal KoxAwmag, Bpévtyy xat
Trepdmny xatl Apyny- olg xal dnoag xaTeTapTdpwaey, éxneaeiodat
adToV U6 TRV Taldwv TS dpxTis madwv. 816 xal dpytadeioa ¥ I'F Tovg
Tiravag €yévwnaey- “Kobpoug & Odpaviwvag éyeivarto métvia Tuda, /
obg &1 xat Titivag emixdnow xakéovaty, | obvexa Tiodadyy péyov
Obpavov datepdevta.”

84  The identities of both Hieronymus and Hellanicus have been
much discussed. West dismisses Lobeck’s identification of Hi-
eronymus with the Peripatetic Hieronymus of Rhodes on the
grounds that such a discussion of cosmogonic schemata does
not fit well with what we know of Hieronymus’ works. Cf. West
1983: 177: “What we know of it [Hieronymus’ work], however,
indicates that it was concerned with literary history and anec-
dotal biography, and it would be extremely surprising if it con-
tained such details of an Orphic poem as Damascius has.” Contra
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the analysis of the context of the DA has shown, the kind
of allegorical interpretations embedded in the account
could easily have been produced by an Orphicist working
in the time of Euripides. However, they might also have
been built into the account through the systematisation
of the Peripatetic philosopher, Hieronymus, who, like his
colleague Eudemus, collected and analysed accounts of
the beginnings of the cosmos. Just as examining the use
of allegory in the Derveni Papyrus illuminates the agonis-
tic and sophistic context in which it was composed, an
analysis of the allegories in Hieronymus’ account of the
theogony shows that it could be a product of Peripatet-
ic systematising in the 3rd century BC rather than of late
Stoic theology.

8 Stoic Allegory in the Hieronyman Theogony?

Both Damascius and Athenagoras tell us that this Orphic
cosmogony begins with water and a muddy substance
(fAdg or UA). Many scholars have assumed that the pres-
ence of mud and water in the first generation of this cos-
mogony comes from Stoic allegorisation, citing a scholiast
on Apollonius who relates that the founder of Stoicism,
Zeno of Citium, understood Hesiod’s Chaos as water,
since the production of Earth from Chaos resembles the
settling of mud out of water.85 Zeno, however, may well
have derived this image from earlier cosmologists such as
Thales or Pherekydes, who were reworking Hesiod’s cos-
mogony for their own purposes.8¢ Nothing in the image is

Lobeck 1829: 340. West 1983: 176-8 suggests Sandon, son of Hel-
lanicus, mentioned by the Suda as having written on Orpheus,
whose Cilician name might be rendered as Hieronymus, but
ultimately prefers to identify Hieronymus with Hieronymus the
Egyptian mentioned by Josephus, about whom “we know next
to nothing.”

85  Sch. A. R. 1.496-8b (= SVF 1 104). Zeno also says that Hesiod’s
Chaos is water, from the settlement of which mud comes into
being, and when that solidifies, the earth is established. xal
Zivwv 3¢ 16 mop’ ‘Haddwt ydog B8wp elval gnaw, o cuwildvovrog
Y ylveoBat, g Tpyvupéws 1) YA otepepviodtar. As West 1983: 183
notes: ‘It is odd that physical elements should exist before Un-
aging Time, and odder still that they should appear at all in a
poetic theogony which goes on to talk about winged serpents
and a cosmic egg” Algra 2004: 567—9 provides more context for
Zeno's treatment of Hesiod here.

86  Cf. Ach. Tat. Astron. Isagoga excerpta 3.28-31 (Maass): OuAfjg
3¢ 6 Mi\atog xat Pepexiddys 6 Xvplog dpxnv Tév SAwv 1o B3wp
bplotavtar, 6 1 xai Xdog xoel 6 Pepexidng wg eixdg Todto
&xekdpevos mapd 00 ‘Hoédov oltw Aéyovrog “Yrot pév mpdtioTta
Xdiog yéveto.” (Th. 116). Baxter 1992: 121 and n. 54 suggests that
Pherekydes’ etymologisation of ‘P7] (his own name for ‘Péa) from
éxpelv indicates that he is deliberately reworking the epic tradi-
tions in this way: “While the exact details of Pherecydes’ account
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dependent on Stoic ideas, so Zeno's use can only be taken
as a terminus ante quem for this idea.

In this theogony, according to Damascius, Ananke, also
called Adrasteia, appears spread incorporeally throughout
the whole cosmos, an image similar to that attributed to
Pythagoras.8” West claims that the identification of Anan-
ke with Adrasteia must be “a Hellenistic embellishment,”
but he himself notes that Adrasteia appears in Plato in a
similar role as a principle of determinative fate.8% Ananke
is paired with Chronos, Time personified, whom, as both
Damascius and Athenagoras relate, is generated from the
primordial mud and water.

The role of Chronos in this theogony leads many schol-
ars to assign it a late date, either after the allegorising of
the Stoics or even after the influence of Persian cosmol-
ogies came into Greek religion through the influence of
Mithraism.8% While these later Stoic and Mithraic tradi-
tions undoubtedly elaborated on the concept, a personi-
fied Chronos appears in the late Archaic and Classical po-
etic tradition, and an Orphicist in these periods, compos-
ing a poem with theogonic themes though bricolage with
ideas from these poets might well have added Chronos to
his composition. Pherekydes would be the most apt source,
if indeed we could be certain that his 6th century cosmol-
ogy actually had Chronos, rather than Cronus, among its
first principles. Unfortunately, as Brisson has pointed out,
the four testimonies are evenly divided in the spelling,
chi or kappa, and, although I think it plausible, given the
other parallels, to imagine that Pherekydes did start with
chi Chronos, we cannot rest much weight of argument
upon it.%0

cannot be recovered, what we can assert is that he supported
his reworking of tradition by means of allegory and etymology,
arriving at a rather watery and fluxy cosmogony.”

87  Aét. Placit. 1.25 321.4—5: TTuBarydpag dvayxn ey mepuceiofot tét
xOTUL.

88  West 1983: 195. Adrasteia’s role in Pl. Phdr. 248¢c resembles the
later Chrysipp. SVF 11 292.15, but this similarity would again in-
dicate that the later Stoic took the idea from earlier thinkers. Cf.
also [Arist.] Mu. 401b 13.

89  Brisson 1985 (1995): 51: “Mais en Gréce ancienne, tandis quen
philosophie le probleme est clairement posé, sinon dans le
Timée du moins dans les commentaires de ce dialogue, les
mythes ne font pratiquement aucune allusion a Chronos (= le
Temps). 1l faudra attendre les débuts de I'ere chrétienne pour
que Chronos soit enfin évoqué, dans le cadre d'un Orphisme
trés influencé par le Mithriacisme, nouvelle religion a mysteres
trouvant son origine en Iran.” West 1983: 226, by contrast, dates
it earlier, between the second half of the third century Bc and
100 BC.

9o  Brisson1997:159-61, cf. Schibliiggo: 17 n. 9. D. L. 1.119 (fr. 14 Schib-
li=7 A1, B1DK): “There is also preserved of the man from Syros a
book he wrote, the beginning of which states: « Zas and Chronos
always were and Chthonie; and Chthonie became named Gaia
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Other sources, however, provide ample evidence that
early Greek poetic thinkers were personifying Chronos as
a fundamental power in the cosmos. References in Solon,
Simonides, and Sophocles should not be dismissed as
mere metaphor; even if the personification of Time is not
involved in cosmogonic activities, he is still a god who af-
fects the lives of mortals.9!

Pindar, of course, is noted for his personifications of
Time as the ‘father of all’ and even the ‘best saviour of just
men, and one of his Olympian odes shows that the word
play on the names of Chronos and Cronus, which Plutarch
claims is common among the Greeks, goes back to Pin-
dar’s time.?? Brisson quite rightly points out that these
personifications have a role within their poems that does
not need to be explained by reference to an Orphic cos-
mology or even ‘Orphic influence’ creeping in upon Pin-
dar, but his works nevertheless show that Chronos was an

when Zas gave her the earth as a gift of honour».” gdZeton 8¢ tod
Svplov 16 e Pifiov 8 cuvéypapev 00 ¥) dpxh): Zdg pév xal Xpévog
oo del xai XOovin- XBovint 8¢ Svopa yéveto I'f, émedn adtit Zag
Yiv Yépag ddol. Dam. Pr. 124b (I 321 R. = Eudem. fr. 150 Wehrli =
Pherecyd. Syr. fr. 60 Schibli = 7 A 8 DK): “Pherecydes of Syros
says that Zas always existed and Chronos and Chthonie, the first
three principles.” ®epextdng 8¢ 6 Tdprog Zdvro uév elvon del ol
Xpévov xai XOoviav T Tpels mpwtag dpxds. Prob. ad. Verg. Buc. 6.31
(Pherecyd. Syr. fr. 65 Schibli = 7 A 9 DK). “Pherecydes also agrees
but cites different elements: Zen, he says, and Chthon and Cro-
nus, signifying fire and earth and time, and that it is the aether
which rules, the earth which is ruled, and time in which the re-
gions taken together are governed.” consentit et Pherecydes, sed
diversa affert elementa: Zfjva inquit xal X9dva xai Kpdvov, ignem
ac terram et tempus significans, et esse aethera qui regat, terram
quae regatur, tempus in quo universa pars moderetur. Herm. Irris.
12 (Dox. Graec. 654.7-10, fr. 66 Schibli = 7 A g DK): “Pherecydes
says the principles are Zen and Chthonie and Cronus; Zen is
the aether, Chthonie, the earth, and Cronus is time; the aether
is that which acts, the aether is that which is acted upon, time
is that in which events come to pass.” ®epexddng uév dpxds etva
Aéywv Ziva xatl XOoviny xal Kpdvov- Zijva pev tov aibépa, Xboviny
3¢ v Y1, Kpdvov 3 tov ypbvov, 6 uév aibyp o motodv, 1 3¢ y#) 10
mhayov, 6 O¢ xpdvog &v Gl T& yvépevaL

91 Sol. 36.3 West: €v 3ixnt Xpévov; Simon. 531.5 PMG: 6 TavdopdTtwp...
Xpbvog; S. Aj. 646—7: dmavd’ 6 ponpds xdvapibuntog xpdvos / piet T’
&dmAa xal avévta xpimTeTal; S. EL 179: xpbvos yap edpapys Oeds.

92 Pi. 0. 2.19: Xpévog 6 mavtwy matp; fr. 159 Maehl. (ap. D. H. Orat.
Vett. 2.1.4): avdpdv dxaiwv Xpévog awtp dptatog; cf. fr. 33 Maehl.
(ap. Plu. Plat. Quaest. 8.4.3 1007B): dva<xta> TOV TAVTWY
brepPdMovta xpévov noxdpwv. In O. 10.50-55, Pindar derives the
name of the hill of Cronus at Olympia from the role of Chronos
in the first-born rite: xai mdyov / Kpdvov mpooeqbéyoto- mpdode
Yép [ vavopvos, & Olvépaos dpxe, Ppéxeto moMAL [ vigpddt. Tadtat
¥ &v mpwrtoydvwt TeAeTAl | mopéatay pev dpa Molpat oxedév [ 6 T
gEehéyywy pévog | dAddetay éttupoy | Xpdvog. Plu. De Is et. Os.
363D claims that the Greeks allegorise Cronus as Chronos, and
Schibli 1990: 27 suggests it may in fact derive from Pherekydes,
which would explain the attestation of both forms in the
evidence.
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active deity in the Archaic period whom poets could work
into their accounts.

Chronos in a cosmological role appears clearly in a frag-
ment of the tragic Peirithoos, attributed to Euripides (and
to Critias): “Unwearying Time circles full around in ever-
flowing flux, itself begetting itself. And the twin Bears with
the swift-wandering motions of their wings, keep watch
upon the Atlantean pole.”® This image of Time as the cos-
mos rotating around the celestial pole recalls the descrip-
tion of Time attributed to Pythagoras, against which Aris-
totle seems to be arguing in his Physics.%* Chronos as an
originary, cosmological principle was thus part of poetic
discourse before the time of Aristotle, even if the multiple
monstrous heads of the Orphic poem’s Chronos are ab-
sent from the evidence, and the wings that sprout from his
shoulders are given by Euripides to the Bear constellations
who circle around the celestial pole.

By the time of Aristotle’s pupil, Eudemus, of course,
cosmogonic Chronos was familiar from a number of
sources, as Damascius’ summary of Eudemus’ catalogue of
cosmogonies shows. The magoi, as Eudemus relates, posit
Chronos as the predecessor of the fundamental powers of
good and evil in the cosmos, Oromasdes and Arimanios,
while the Sidonians have Chronos, along with Love and
Cloudy Darkness (Omichles), as the primordial trio.%

West argues, however, that the identification of the
cosmic Chronos with Heracles in the theogony reported

93  E. Pirithous fr. 594 Nauck? = Critias, Pirithous fr. 3 Snell = fr. 18
DK, quoted (as from Euripides’ Peirithoos) in Clem. Al. Strom.
5.6.36 and Sch. Ar. Av. 179: dxdpag e xpdvog mepl T devdwt /
pedpaTL TAPYS ottt TixTwy [ adTdg EquTdy, didupol T dpxctot / Talg
QXVTIAGVOLS TITEPDYWY pLmals / Tov ATAdvTeiov Tpodat TéAov.

94  Aét. Placit. 1.21 318.4—5: Tlept ypévov. ITuBarydpag ™y geaipav Tod
meptéyovtog. As Brisson 1997: 156 points out, this definition of
time is very similar to that Aristotle dismisses as silly in Physics
4.0, 218a 31-b 8.

95  Eudem. fr. 150 Wehrli (ap. Dam. Pr. 322.7-323.2): “But of the
Magoi and all the Areion race, according to the relation of Eude-
mus, some denominate the Intelligible Universe and the United,
Place, while others call it Time (Chronos): from whom sepa-
rately proceed a Good Divinity and an Evil Daemon; or, as some
assert, prior to these, Light and Darkness. Both the one, there-
fore, and the other, after an undivided nature, hold the twofold
co-ordination of the superior natures as separated and distinct,
over one of which they place Oromasdes as the ruler, and over
the other Arimanius. The Sidonians, according to the same writ-
er, before all things place Chronos, and Pothos, and Omichles
(Cloudy Darkness).” Mdyot 3¢ xat m@v 6 dpetov yévog, &g xal To0to
Yedget 6 EBdnpiog, ot pév Tomov, ot 3¢ Xpdvov xahodat T6 vontov dmay
xatl T8 Mvewpévoy, €€ ol StancpiBfivar 7} Bedv dryabév xai dalpovar xoncdv,
1) e&¢ xal oxbrog mpd TobTwy, WS Evious Aéyewv. Odtor 8¢ odv xal
abtol neTd v &dtdxpttov Qg Staxptvopévyy motobat Ty Sttty
auatotyla T@Y xpeltTédvwy, THS Hev Nyelodat Tov 'Qpoudady, Tis &
OV Apelpdviov. Zidwviol O& xaTd TOV AVTOV TUYYPAQEN TTPO TAVTWY
Xpbvov. vmotiBevrat xat IT60ov xal 'OpiyAny.
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by Hieronymus could only result from a Stoic allegorical
interpretation that identifies Heracles’ twelve labors with
the cycles of the Great Year, and his death upon a pyre
with the cosmic ecpyrosis.?® Yet, as Lobeck points out,
the identification of Heracles with the temporal cycle de-
rives from his connection with the sun, only part of which
stems from the identification of his twelve labors with the
signs of the zodiac through which the sun moves. Porphy-
ry preserves an allegorisation that links the sun, as the
power that wards off evils on the earth, with Heracles’ cult
title of Alexikakos, the ‘averter of evils.97 The solar Hera-
cles, and even his journey through the year as the passage
of time, are thus independent of any Stoic allegorisation,
although Stoic thinkers clearly picked up the identifica-
tion and adapted it to their ideas of a cosmic ecpyrosis,
fitting the mythic end of of Heracles' life neatly into their
image of the end of a cosmic cycle. The serpent form of
this Heracles links him again with the circle of the sun,
as well as ‘unaging Chronos’ symbolised by the snake that
sheds its skin to renew itself.

In the theogony, this serpentine deity produces and
splits open an egg, which divides into the heaven and the
earth, giving birth to a god known as Protogonos, the first
born. The final factor adduced by West and others who
argue for a post-Stoic date for the theogony is the identi-
fication of Protogonos with Zeus and Pan. The etymolog-
ical game that identifies Pan with the god of all “is surely
Hellenistic,” claims West, although he himself notes that
this etymology appears in Plato’s Cratylus, where Plato is,
as Baxter has shown, critiquing the allegorical practices

96 Cf. Sen. Ben. 4.8.1: “he is Hercules, because his might is uncon-
quered, and when it is wearied after completing its labours, will
retire into fire;” Herculem, quia vis eius invicta sit quandoque
lassata fuerit operibus editis, in ignem recessura. West 1983: 194
still cannot point to any actual Stoic identification of Heracles
with Time: “This peculiar Stoic exegesis of the Heracles myth,
while not actually identifying Heracles and Time, provides a suf-
ficient basis for doing so. It is hard to see how the Orphic poet
could have arrived at the identification except under the influ-
ence of that exegesis.”

97  Lobeck1829: 485. Porph. Peri agalmata fr. 8 (ap. Eus. PE 3.11.25):
“But inasmuch as the sun wards off the evils of the earth, they
called him Heracles (from his clashing against the air) in pass-
ing from east to west. And they invented fables of his perform-
ing twelve labours, as the symbol of the division of the signs of
the zodiac in heaven; and they arrayed him with a club and a
lion’s skin, the one as an indication of his uneven motion, and
the other representative of his strength in “Leo” the sign of the
zodiac.” Kafd 8¢ dmaheEinoncds éatt @v Emtyeiwy 6 ilog, Hpowkéa
adTov mpogeimov €x Tod xAdafat TPog TOV Gépa, AT AVATOATS €lg
Svaw idvta. Awdexa & dbAoug éxpoxdelv uvboddynoay, Thg xotd
oV odpavdy tatpéoews TGV {widlwy 6 cluBodov émignuicavTe.
‘Pomokov 8¢ adTdl xal Agovtiv meptébeaay, TO uev THS dvewpaAiog
pnvope, T O TS xortd T {itdiov EugaviaTuedy ioyos.
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of the generations previous to him.%® The syncretism of
Zeus with all of the other deities is, to be sure, an idea that
the Stoics developed fully, but, as noted above, it appears
already in the tragedians and other classical thinkers.99
Clement also quotes from Euripides’ Peirithoos an image
of this supreme god, whirling around the celestial sphere
like the unaging, primordial Chronos of the Hieronyman
Theogony: “You, self-generated, who on Aither’s wheel
twirls the nature of all things, around whom light and
shadowy spangled Night, and the innumerable host of
stars dance ceaselessly.”1%° Again, this image of the cosmic
deity resembles most the figure from tragedy, rather than
a later Stoic creation.

West argues that the collapse of Protogonos and Zeus
into the same figure must, however, be a late stage of devel-
opment, after the Stoic theory of Zeus’ cyclical absorption
and regeneration of the world.1?! But Zeus’ swallowing of
Protogonos and the entire cosmos is designed to make
the last born god, Zeus, the first born of the new creation;
the identification of these two divine figures is the point
of the swallowing myth.192 The Stoic theory of cosmic cy-
cles elaborates upon this idea of connecting the first prin-
ciple with the last, but the story itself is not dependent
upon the theory.

9 Contextualising the Hieronyman Theogony

None of the elements, then, that scholars have argued
must be Stoic are without precedent in the time of

98  West1983: 204; cf. Pl Cra. 408bc. Baxter 1992 discusses the possi-
ble targets of Plato’s satirical critique.

99  Cf. A. Heliades fr. 70 Radt: “Zeus is Aither, Zeus is earth, and Zeus
is heaven; / Zeus is all, and all above,” Zeti éotwv aibijp, Zedg 3¢ 1),
Zevg & obpaveg- | Zevg Tol T mdvta Xt T@VOE [Tot] bméptepov. E.
fr. 941 Kannicht (ap. Clem. Al. Strom. 5.14.114.): “Do you see this
lofty, boundless Aither, / which holds the earth around in moist
embraces? / This reckon Zeus, and this consider God.” ‘Opéig tov
oD Tévd’ dmetpov aibépa, [ xol YRy mEpLE Exove’ bypais &v dyxdhag;
/ Todov véuile Zijvar, T8’ fyod Bedv. See n. 3¢ above.

100 E. Pirithous fr. 593 Nauck? = Critias Pirithous fr. 4 Snell = fr. 19 DK
(ap. Clem. Al Strom. 5.14.114): &v te tét eipibwt Spdpatt 6 adTog
xat tdde Tparywi3el o€ Tov adTogui, ToV &v albepiwt / popPwt mdvTwy
QUoty EumAgav®’, [ By mépt pév @as, mépt & Sppvaia [ vOE aloAdypws,
dixprrég Te] datpwv [ EAog EVBEAEXDS AupLYOPEVEL

101 West1983: 204: “His equation with Zeus cannot, I think, be early.
Zeus had a separate and quite dissimilar birth, generations later,
and his greatest achievement was to swallow Protogonos and his
universe. To swallow a universe was a heroic feat, but to swal-
low himself would surely have taxed even Zeus’ resource beyond
the limit. Protogonos was not Zeus, therefore, in the mind of the
poet who constructed that narrative.”

102 Cf. the discussions in Betegh 2004: 172—9, Rangos 2007: 52-8, and
Bernabé 2008: 145 and 124—6, among others.
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Euripides, and indeed the poetic images from the tragedi-
ans and the allegorical interpretations practised by their
contemporaries (whom Plato attacks in the Cratylus)
provide the closest parallels to the theogony Damascius
records from the account of Hieronymus and Hellanicus.
Damascius also relates that Eudemus, a Peripatetic con-
temporary with Hieronymus of Rhodes, catalogued a va-
riety of theogonic accounts, so it is worth considering if
Hieronymus might have done likewise.l%3 Of Eudemus’
catalogue we know little beyond the evidence of Dama-
scius, but Betegh has recently argued that Eudemus, like
Plato and Aristotle, draws upon Hippias’ previous system-
atising of accounts of poets and physikoi. As the Platonic
references show, Hippias grouped together the accounts
he interpreted as signifying the same idea, so Heraclitus
and Thales were linked with Homer and Orpheus, since
they all traced the beginning of the cosmos back to some
sort of flux.194 In an account of one of the poems with the-
ogonic material attributed to Orpheus circulating at that
time, Hieronymus might likewise have made use of Hip-
pias, or he could have drawn an account with allegorical
explanations from other such thinkers of Hippias’ gener-
ation. Epigenes, for example, seems to have written on
the poems of Orpheus, and he may even have interpreted
Orphica allegorically, explaining that the parts of a loom
represent the process of ploughing and sowing seeds.!05

103 The suggestion is made by Matelli 2010: 445: “La piu approfon-
dita conoscenza critica dei testi di Ieronimo in base alla nuova
edizione dei frammenti, il nuovo quadro della religiosita di Rodi
nel 111 sec. a. C,, la considerazione che all'interno della scuola di
Aristotele ci fu interesse per l'orfismo, possono a mio giudizio
portare a rivedere la questione. Lattribuzione della paternita
della Teogonia a un doppio nome “Ieronimo o Ellanico (a meno
che siano la stessa persona)” da parte di Damascio (Pr. 123) po-
trebbe far pensare che Ieronimo avesse riportato una Teogo-
nia citando I'autorita dello storico del v sec. a. C., Ellanico, sua
fonte.”

104 Betegh 2002. See the arguments in Snell 1966, Mansfeld 1983, and
Betegh 2007.

105 Epigenes seems to have discussed various features of Orphic
poetry. Clem. Al Strom. 5.8.49: “Does not Epigenes, in his book
on the Poetry of Orpheus, in exhibiting the peculiarities found in
Orpheus, say that by the curved rods (xepxiot) is meant ploughs;
and by the warp (ompoat), the furrows; and the woof (pitog) is
a figurative expression for the seed; and that the tears of Zeus
signify a shower; and that the parts (uoipat) are, again, the phas-
es of the moon, the thirtieth day, and the fifteenth, and the new
moon, and that Orpheus accordingly calls them white-robed, as
being parts of the light? Again, that the Spring is called flow-
ery, from its nature; and Night still, on account of rest; and the
Moon Gorgonian, on account of the face in it; and that the time
in which it is necessary to sow is called Aphrodite by the Theo-
logian.” One could speculate that the explication of the weaving
comes from an interpretation of the abduction of Kore while
weaving, perhaps in the Peplos, in terms of natural phenomena.
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Hieronymus might also have drawn from the work of
Hellanicus of Lesbos, which could explain Damascius’
confusion of their accounts. Although Hellanicus is bet-
ter known as the inventor of chronographic history in his
account of the priestesses of Argive Hera, the fragments
of his work attest to his interest in mythological tales and
his use of allegorical etymologies.1%6 The fragmentary re-
mains of both Hellanicus and Hieronymus make it difficult
to ascertain in what work, out of those whose names have
survived, an account such as Damascius’ might appear,
but the nature of the allegorical material in the theogo-
ny makes the attribution plausible, even if certainty can
never be achieved on the basis of the surviving evidence.

Such a Peripatetic systematisation of allegorical ac-
counts that appeared in earlier texts, whether mediated
by a late sophistic author such as Hellanicus or not, could
produce the kind of account found in Damascius, while
Athenagoras could then be drawing his account of the
Orphic theogony from Orphic texts that circulated in the
Classical period—or from later reworkings of such texts,
since the pseudepigraphic tradition of Orphic poems
often operated by reworking older material rather than
composing entirely anew.

10 Ramifications of Peripatetic Work on the
Orphica

The conclusion that the account of the Orphic theogony
that Damascius draws upon could have been produced in
a Peripatetic context could prompt a re-examination of
other works that have been placed in Stoic contexts on
the basis of the use of allegory. The treatise, On the World,

Epigenes’ treatise provides the first evidence for specific titles of
Orphic works—Katabasis, Hieros Logos, Peplos, and Physika—
as well as, like Herodotus, attributing to Pythagoreans (Cercops
and Brontinos) works that circulated under the name of Or-
pheus. Linforth 1941: 114—9 identifies Epigenes as the follower of
Socrates mentioned by Plato (Ap. 33e, Phd. 59b) and Xenophon
(Mem. 3.12). Ion of Chios, a fifth century tragedian and sophist,
seems also to have discussed Orphica in his Triagmoi, claiming
that Pythagoras himself put the name of Orpheus on his own
poems. Herodoros also wrote a treatise on the poetry of Musae-
us and Orpheus, in which he resorted to the hypothesis of two
different men named Orpheus to reconcile the chronology of
the Argonaut with the appearance of various Orphic poems. Cf.
Herodor. FGrHist 31 F 42 (ap. Sch. A. R. 1.23—-25a) (= OF 1010 11
and 1129 11); Herodor. FGrHist 31 F 12 (ap. Olymp. ap. Phot. Bibl.
86 Migne 103 272¢, Codex 80 Bekker 61a.33) (= OF 1129 1).

106 Cf. Hellanic. FGrHist 4 F m (ap. D. H. Ant. Rom. 1.35), in which
Hellanicus derives the name of Italy from Heracles’ lost vitulus,
or F 89 (ap. Sch. A. R. 1.1129), where the Idaean Dactyls get their
name from touching the fingers of Rhea.
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attributed to Aristotle, has been dated to the first centu-
ries AD because of the similarities with Stoic ideas, espe-
cially of Posidonius, but the realisation that Peripatetics
such as Eudemus and Hieronymus were dealing with the
Orphica in their systematic accounts of cosmologies sug-
gests that a Peripatetic context for this work might after
all be plausible.19?

Again, certain kinds of allegory have prompted scholars
to push the date of the On the World to the time of the Sto-
ics, despite the Peripatetic elements in the text. In particu-
lar, the section on the names of the supreme god, which
includes a variety of etymological allegories, has seemed
out of keeping with the Aristotelian rejection of allegory,
while the quotation from an Orphic “Hymn to Zeus” has
been read as a later Stoic expansion of the section in the
Derveni Papyrus.

God being one yet has many names, being called
after all the various conditions which he himself in-
augurates. We call him Zen and Zeus, using the two
names in the same sense, as though we should say
‘him through whom we live. He is called the son of
Cronus and of Time, for he endures from eternal age
to age. He is God of Lightning and Thunder, God of
the Clear Sky and of Ether, God of the Thunderbolt
and of Rain, so called after the rain and the thun-
derbolts and other physical phenomena. Moreover,
after the fruits he is called the Fruitful God, after
cities the City-God; he is God of Birth, God of the
House-court, God of Kindred and God of our Fathers
from his participation in such things. He is God of
Comradeship and Friendship and Hospitality, God
of Armies and of Trophies, God of Purification and
of Vengeance and of Supplication and of Propitia-
tion, as the poets name him, and in very truth the
Saviour and God of Freedom, and to complete the
tale of his titles, God of Heaven and of the World
Below, deriving his names from all natural phenom-
ena and conditions, inasmuch as he is himself the
cause of all things. Wherefore it is not badly said in
the Orphica,

107 Maguire 1939: 116 critiques earlier attempts to link the trea-
tise with Posidonius, preferring to see it as drawing upon
neo-Pythagorean sources, but he also points out that many ideas
are very commonplace: “I wish to insist on the utter triteness of
all the ideas.” Cf. Reale — Bos 1995, who argue for a Peripatetic
origin. Bos 1991: 312 notes that, although few are willing to accept
that the treatise is actually by Aristotle, more have accepted that
it may come from a Peripatetic context and that Stoics may have
drawn on the ideas in it, rather than vice versa.
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Zeus of the flashing bolt was the first to be born
and the latest;

Zeus is the head and the middle; of Zeus were all
things created;

Zeus is the stay of the earth and the stay of the
star-spangled heaven;

Zeus is male and female of sex, the bride
everlasting;

Zeus is the breath of all and the rush of unweary-
ing fire;

Zeus is the root of the sea, and the sun and the
moon in the heavens;

Zeus of the flashing bolt is the king and the ruler
of all men,

Hiding them all away, and again to the glad light
of heaven

Bringing them back at his will, performing terri-
ble marvels.108

While such a study is beyond the scope of this essay, in
light of the Peripatetic interest in cataloguing Orphica,
in Eudemus and perhaps in Hieronymus, as well as the
evidence that the wide-spread use of allegory in the age
of Euripides helped to shape those catalogues, it is worth
reconsidering the dating of this treatise and questioning
which of its ideas may indeed have been discussed among
the pupils of Aristotle.

108 [Arist.] Mu. 7 (401a 12—401b 7): Elg 8¢ &v molvmvupds ot
xatovopaldpevos Tols mdbeat mdotv dmep adtdg veoypol. Kokobuev
yap adTov xal Ziva kol Ala, TapaAAiAwg xpwpevol Tolg Gvopaaty,
¢ %Av el Aéyotpev Ot dv {dpev. Kpdvou O mals xal xpbvouv Aéyetat,
Sewv & aldvog dtéppovog elg Etepov aldvar dotpamoids Te xal
Bpovratiog xat aifptog xat aiféptog xepaivids Te xal VéTiog dmd TGV
VETAV ol xepauv@V xal @V EMwv xaAeltat. Kal piv émudpmiog
MEV ATd TRV xopT@V, TOMEDS Ot dmd TAV moAewv Svopdletal,
yevébhids Te wal Epxelog xal oudyviog xal matpdiog dmd THS TEOg
todtor xowavlag, Etanpelds Te wal pikog xal Eéviog xal otpdTiog xal
Tpomatolyog xaddpaids Te xal mohapuvalog xal ixéatog xal UELAXLog,
Gamep ol mowtal Aéyouat, owtp Te xal EAeudéptog EThpw, W &
T0 @V eimely, 00pAvISs T xal XB6VIog, TTAaNG EMWVVIOG PUTEWS BV
xal TS, dTe TavTwY abTdg altiog tv. A xal év Toils 'Opepixois ov
xox@g Aéyetat “Zebg mpdTog YéveTo, Zebg Uatatog dpyépavvog: [
Zedg xeQaA, Zebg péaaa, Atog &' éx mdvta TéTuxtal: [ Zebg Tubuny
yaing e xal ovpavod dotepdevtog [ Zedg dpanv yéveto, Zebg
duBpotog EMAETo VO [ ZeLG TTvouy) TTavTwv, Zebg dxapudtov Tupds
dpuny- | Zedg mévtou pile, Zedg Hlog Hde oevn- | Zeds Baotiels,
Zebg dpydg dmdvTev dpyeépauvog: | TavTag Yop xpiag adbig pdog
&¢ mohuym9es | ex xafopiis xpadivg dvevéyxaro, uépuepa pwv.”
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1 Conclusion

The examination of the use of allegory in the Derveni Pa-
pyrus and in the Orphic theogony that Damascius asso-
ciates with Hieronymus reveals the contrasting contexts
of the two works. The DA uses allegory to show off his
expertise in the exegesis of sacred rites and authoritative
texts. The very complexity and apparent scandal of the
text serves to emphasise the cleverness of the interpreter
who expounds its hidden meanings to his audience, and
the treatise thus serves as an advertisement for his expert
services in the marketplace, where, in Plato’s memorable
image, a hubbub of books compete. Embroiled in this
agonistic context and deploying his rhetoric to extoll his
own expertise, the DA is no scholastic theologian, setting
out his cosmology in a systematic treatise like the Stoic or
later Peripatetic or Platonist philosophers, but an active
ritual practitioner using his allegorical interpretations to
show potential clients how clever he can be at unravelling
the riddles of life. By contrast, the theogony associated
with Hieronymus and Hellanicus seems to derive from a
systematic exposition of a poetic cosmogony, possibly a
part of a series, like that of Eudemus, and perhaps even
deriving from the first systematising efforts of fifth cen-
tury thinkers like Hippias and Hellanicus that built alle-
gories into their interpretations. The allegories of the DA
prompt us to look beyond the rejection of allegory in Plato
and Aristotle to the background of allegorical hermeneu-
tics against which these two great philosophers were
arguing. All the allegories found in the Derveni Papyrus
and the Hieronyman Theogony find their closest parallels
not in Stoic allegoresis, but in the allegories of thinkers in
the age of Euripides. As an increasing number of recent
studies have shown, allegoresis was hardly the exclusive
province of the Stoics or even a marker of the decay of
the Hellenic religious spirit, as it was once considered, but
rather it was a product of the sophistic revolution that an-
imated theological and philosophical thinking for centu-
ries. Orphic poetry, so often characterised by obscure or
scandalous tales, provided generations of thinkers, from
the DA through to Damascius, the opportunity to explain
through allegorical exegesis all of those things which seem
misleading and unclear to the many.
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