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“Riddles over Riddles”

“Mysterious” and “Symbolic” (Inter)textual Strategies

The Problem of Language in the Derveni Papyrus

Anton Bierl
University of Basel

1. Introduction

THE OFFICIAL AND AUTHORITATIVE EDITIO PRINCEPS of the Derveni
Papyrus by Kyriakos Tsantsanoglou and George M. Parassoglou, with trans-
lation, papyrological apparatus, and photographs, and the first full commentary
in English by Theokritos Kouremenos, has given our knowledge a secure textual
foundation.! Finally, with this new footing, we can go into the deeper herme-
neutical problems of a text that is still so full of riddles for us. Important prog-
ress has also been made by Alberto Bernabé’s edition, with its apparatus criti-
cus that is a thesaurus of supplementary knowledge and alternative readings.?
And Gébor Betegh’s first monograph on the papyrus, an admirably full-fledged
interpretation finished shortly before KPT,’ is a great achievement to which my
modest thoughts owe a great deal. However, even now there are still numerous
open points.

My contribution will focus on several important questions that are essen-
tial for understanding the Derveni Papyrus as a whole: (1) What are the exeget-
ical methods of the Derveni author? (2) What is the importance of the riddling
and how is it linked to the allegorical method? (3) What is the point of view of
the Derveni author—is he an anti-Orphic who applies a radical, natural scien-
tific allegoresis to a canonical Orphic text, or is he himself part of the Orphic

Kouremenos, Pardssoglou, and Tsantsanoglou 2006 (= KPT). See also the useful commentary by
Jourdan (2003). In this article I quote the KPT editio princeps.

2 Bernabé 2007a:169-269. See also the interim text with a good apparatus by Janko (2002).

3 Betegh 2004.
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movement? If the latter, in what way? (4) Further, does Presocratic thinking
about nature have anything to do with Orphic thinking? (5) Does the text
provide proof for the view of Wilhelm Nestle and many others who plead for
a clear-cut progression from ud6og to Adyog,* or does it give any evidence that
such an evolutionary process has to be modified to accommodate interpen-
etration between these discourses?® Glenn Most’s work is essential for me in
this regard.® I am also indebted to a recent article by Spyridon Rangos and the
work of others who have explored the hermeneutical strategies of the Derveni
author.” Until recently, following the revision of the evolutionist view of the
progression from po6og to Adyog, it had become almost the opinio communis that
the Derveni author was somehow linked to Orphism and at least influenced by
religious thoughts and practices.? The volume edited by André Laks and Glenn
Most had a big impact on this view,’ and Betegh encapsulates it in his first book-
length study on the Derveni Papyrus. However, there have always been voices
against such an opinion: some scholars have argued that the Derveni author was
an anti-Orphic and natural scientist radically opposed to such obscure mystic
thinking.’® With his line-by-line commentary in the authoritative edition of
KPT Kouremenos now strongly sides with the latter group and seems to tip the
scales. My contribution is meant to counterbalance such an argument and to
give a nuanced pro-Orphic interpretation.

The entire debate is also connected to the problem of how to link columns
1-6 to the allegorical reading of a theogony of Orpheus in the rest of the text.!
Formerly the text was called a Presocratic allegorical commentary on an Orphic
poem, written from a strong perspective of natural science.'? However, it seems
that this cannot be the whole story. Michael Frede has recently pointed out that
the author is not really interested in an overall scientific interpretation.’* The
entire apparatus of Presocratic science elaborated in an eclectic way is rather
underdeveloped. What might then be the intention of the author and the
context of the primary recipient? Like many critics I am convinced that it must

Nestle 1940. For the PDerv., see e.g. Burkert 1968.

Most 1997 and in general Most 1999.

Most 1997 and Most 1999. See also Laks and Most 1997.

Rangos (2007) has worked along similar lines, though I began to think about this independently

before. See also Henry 1986 and Sistakou and Calame in this volume.

8 E.g. West 1983:68-115; West 1997; and the work of Burkert, in particular Burkert 1999:59-86, esp.
78-86; Burkert 2006; Bernabé 2007b.

°  Laks and Most 1997.

10 E.g Henrichs 1984, esp. 255; Rusten 1985:140; Casadio 1987:386; Janko 1997; Janko 2001:6: “soph-

ist” (but also “at once a sophistical Orphic and an Orphic sophist” [5]); KPT 52.

See Johnston, Graf, Bernabé in this volume.

12 E.g. Burkert 1968; Janko 2001:1-6.

13 Frede 2007, esp. 9-12.

N o o &
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“Riddles over Riddles”

somehow have to do with the ritual columns. I strongly believe that the Derveni
author is a reform Orphic, as Most has put it.** The we-form of the first-person
plural mdpiuev in col. 5.4 speaks in favor of this opinion.® But does the appro-
priation of the Orphic text only function as a statement against the fear of the
“Fire next time,” in a ritual soteriological and burial context, the primary Sitz im
Leben?'® Betegh seems to be on the right path in associating the ritual passages
with the Spdueva, and the exegetical passage then with the Aeyéueva in the
sense of a iepdg Adyoq.”” And Rangos makes a very good point in underlining the
obfuscating quality of the text in order to make evident the latent nuances.*

2. The Derveni Author, a Riddling Orpheotelestes?

It goes without saying that riddling is a major feature of our text (e.g. cols.
7,9, and 13).° The hermeneutical tools of allegory and allegoresis imply that
readers presume the author of the canonical text to intend something other
than what the literal sense indicates. What is striking in the allegoresis of the
Derveni Papyrus is the fact that the target discourse, natural science, remains
rather vague, a strange, eclectic blend of Presocratic natural theory. Does this
render our author an incompetent who fails to reach his intellectual goal?® I
do not think so; he most likely aims at something other than pure allegoresis.
Like his source, the supposedly riddling Orpheus, the Derveni author himself
riddles. Thus we have two-tier riddling, or “riddles over riddles,” which makes
it so difficult to grasp the authorial register. The author does not intend to give
a nuanced logocentric view in the vein of science. Rather, nature is part of the
mystical and eschatological discourse upon which Presocratics like Heraclitus,
Parmenides, and Empedocles are based. That these early philosophers are not
completely embedded in Aéyog, but deeply rely on myth and ritual discourse,
has recently been made more and more evident.?*

Initiation and soteriology do not necessarily possess only metaphoric value
for abstract philosophy. Insight into nature and the cosmos is still intrinsically

M Most 1997:122-124.

15 rdpupey [eic 1o palvteiov éneplwlrriolovte] (“we enter the oracle in order to ask,” 5.4).

Most 1997, with “we” at 120. However, see Burkert in this volume, suggesting that ndpipev is an
infinitive.

Betegh 2004, esp. 349-359; the Derveni author designates the poem as hymnos (7.2). For hymn
as unmarked term for an epic poem in its performance, see Nagy 1990:353n77. Often there is a
cyclical logic. For hieroi logoi, see Henrichs 2003; he is skeptical about applying this term to the
PDerv.: see pp. 213-214, 232-233.

18 Rangos 2007. See also Betegh 2004:364-370.

19 See 7.5-6,9.10,10.11,13.6,17.13.

20 Rusten 1985:122; West 1983:79.

21 gee the literature cited in Bierl 2007:45n254; Gemelli Marciano 2008.
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associated with wisdom in general and with eschatology, a realm of knowledge
concerned with the afterlife of the soul.?2 Heraclitus himself, whom our author
cites (DK 22 B 3 and 94, in col. 4), uses a dark, aphoristic prose that reflects the
grounding of his thought in death.” Language and play with linguistic elements
are part of his philosophical thinking, which aims at triggering a lightning-
like intuition.?# Other authors and forms display language play as well: the
atvog, a story with a deeper meaning behind the surface,” achieves its effect
through the use of defamiliarized, strange, and riddling language (aiviyuata);
Anaximander produces a rather poetic prose full of metaphors;?¢ Parmenides
seems to be based on mystical insights.” Peter Kingsley has aptly demonstrated
the ways in which both Parmenides and Empedocles are deeply involved in the
religious discourse of mystery cults in Magna Graecia.”® Empedocles poses as a
god, pavtig, prophet, and healer who teaches with an oracular language that
involves nature and the future of the soul.” Thus his style is strange, poetic,
and dark. Like Heraclitus, he uses paretymologies; furthermore, he applies poly-
ptota, metaphors, metonymies, and kennings—he breaks loose the bond
between signifier and signified and employs new, defamiliarized forms and
vocabulary. Empedocles’ poetical and “studied ambiguity” produces an alien-
ating style that makes the recipient “stop thinking at the right moment” in
order to reach the sudden, mystical insight.*® Parmenides embeds his view on
@Uo1g and cosmogony in poetry and in a mystical journey through the elements.
Empedocles seems, as Andreas Willi, among others, points out, to resort to a
divine language, which is typical of Indo-European culture.’! For him, the prob-
lem of communication and knowledge seems to lie in naming as a means of
human designation. Human beings notoriously err in their use of language,
but by reverting to another, higher language, closer to the putative origin, the
recipient can reach higher knowledge. This is part of the initiation into mystery
cults like Orphism, where the initiands are directed by iepoi and riddling Adyor,
by ouvBruata and oopPoAa to higher cognition. Whereas the thoughts of men
are led astray by faulty naming, gods and divine authorities like Orpheus possess

22 See Seaford 1986.

2 Thurner 2001. :

2 See e.g. Schefer 2000; Bremer 1990. On Heraclitus and PDerv., see Seaford 1986 and Sider 1997.

B Nagy 1979:235-241, esp. 240; Nagy 1990:31.

2% Simplicius De physica 24.20-21: TOMNTIKWTEPOLG 0UTWG dvOHacty abtd Aéywv (DK 12 A 9; after the

famous fragment of Anaximander, DK 12 B 1).

Gemelli Marciano 2008.

% Kingsley 1995; Kingsley 1999.

2 Bierl (forthcoming). For these designations regarding the Derveni author, see Tzifopoulos in this
volume,

30 willi 2008:193-229. For the citation, see Millerd 1908:21, referred to at Willi 2008:221.

31 willi 2008:230-263, esp. 243-254.
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the true language, which is located in the realm of 8¢pug, divine order. In other
words, the denotations of men are only 001 or véuog, while the true content
is pure @vo1.%2

3. The Method of the Derveni Author:
Inclusion and Exclusion as Principles of Understanding
in Initiatory Contexts

First I would like to look at column 7:

()]oce]
.Gluvov [0y]if] kai Oep[t]ra Aéyo[vtar iepovpyei]to yap
[tiilt morioer. []ad eineiv oy 0idv t[e TV TGV O]vopdtwv
[A0]owv kait[o1] pnoévra. ot 8¢ E[évn Tig 1] NG
5 [klai dvBpw[moic] atvi[yplatdddng, [keli [Oppevlg avt[o]g
[¢lpiot aiv[fyualta ovk fi0ehe Aéyerv, [év aiv]iypacli]v 8¢
[ueyldAa. iep[oNoyleitar uév obv kai &[rd o]0 Tpdhrov
[&el] uéxpt o0 [tele]utaiov pripatog. @[g dnAoi] kai év Tdr
[e0k]pwviitw[1 #ner “0]0pag” yap “émbé[oBar” keA]evoog toilg]
10 [“woi]v” adt{ovg oti vouo]feteiv @nlowv toig] moAloig
v dxonyv [ayvevo]vtag kat[d]
leeutl..].
Jor Tl Jey.[.].[
¢v 8] tén Exou[élvwr maf
15 - lray [kl

... a hymn saying sound and lawful words. For [a sacred rite was being
performed] through the poem. And one cannot state the solution of the
[enigmatic] words though they are spoken [i.e. not secret]. This poem
is strange and riddling to people, though [Orpheus] intended to tell
not contentious riddles but rather great things in riddles. In fact he is
speaking mystically, and from the very first word all the way to the last.
As he also makes clear in the well-recognized verse: for, having ordered
them to “put doors to their ears,” he says that he is not legislating for
the many [but addressing himself to those] who are pure in hearing ...
and in the following verse ...»*

32 For Empedocles and the PDerv. author, see Betegh 2004:370-372.
33 All translations of the PDerv. are from KTP, from Betegh 2004, or from a combination of them
with slight modifications.
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Orpheus probably sings a hymn in the form of a iepog Adyog, uttering things
that are sound or even healthy and that are in accord with divine 8¢uic. He is
the healer and divine authority who composes according to divine language—at
least he thinks so. Words can have a salubrious effect. They have to do with health
because, through the recitation of poetry, a sacred rite is being performed. The
words of poetry have a special and sacred aural effect as Aeydpeva in accom-
paniment with Spcueva. Since the poem is a holy text, and in accordance with
mystery rites, it is forbidden to overtly solve its riddles. This means that there is
a choice: one must either allegorize—rendering the discourse no longer holy—
or simply utter the obscure words. It cannot be approached in both ways at the
same time. However, our author tries to establish a modus that cuts between
both options, a typically Orphic paradoxical mode that concentrates on the
mystic workings of nature >

The poem of Orpheus is strange because it defamiliarizes, deestablishes,
fixed meanings; it loosens the link between signified and the signifier and occu-
pies a zonal territory in between. To an average audience, therefore, it seems
to be a riddling, enigmatic work. Yet Orpheus does not intend to use this tech-
nique for contentious purposes, or to show off in a rhetoric &ycv. No, according
to the Derveni author Orpheus wants to say great things in riddles, that is, he
wants to help the initiated, the pdotau, to grasp the circumstances of nature
and the cosmos, the quintessential message of Orphic and/or mystery cult in
general. The Derveni author can prove this with Orpheus’ standard entrance
verse, which is characteristic of mysteries:

&elow Euvetoior OUpag & Enibeabe, BEPnAot
@OéyEopat oig Oéuig éoti B0pag &’ EmibeaBe, BEPnAo

OF1and 3

Orpheus, as well as the Derveni author, has the key. The entrance formula
reflects the standard notion of mystic exclusion and inclusion. The initiated and
“pure in hearing” are included—they, as poto, are able to hear and learn what
is divine law, 0éuG. To “put doors to the ears” means to exclude the others,
the profane or pépnAot. The door stands for the barrier between inside and
outside, and the image associates hearing with special access. Thus the sacred
space of the sanctuary is metonymically shifted to the private space of the audi-
tory canal of the Te\eotrig or pbotng. The formula mirrors the central verb pow,
which designates the act of listening to an authoritative voice of O¢uig as well
as the signal to keep the mouth and ears shut.* The initiated should open their

34 Cf. Rangos 2007, esp. 70: “He wants it both ways.” Cf. also Most 1997.
% Nagy 1990:31-32 (with the link to mythos).
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ears and eyes so that they can experience the sacred message; the masses must
be kept outside. The imperative suggests the drawing of a boundary around a
zonal space where the truth of @ioig becomes evident, but in latent and enig-
matic terms. The word épnAor comes from Paivw; the uninitiated masses have
to go, to keep away from the closed doors that shut up the inner space of their
ears, By employing the formula the author says that Orpheus is not “legislating”
(vouo]fereiv, 7.10) for the many—i.e. using the style of vouor and 8écig to
express what is merely conventional signification—but addressing his poem to
the “pure in hearing,” who have access to the special and marked space and who
are allowed to hear what is divine and, thus, the essence of @Uao1c.

With new riddles the Derveni author then tries to tease out deeper mean-
ing: the authoritative meaning of aivog is hidden and has to be made mani-
fest. However, the author does not convey this meaning in an evident sense,
but adds a second enigmatic layer. The reason Orpheus riddles, according to
the Derveni author, is to comply with the taste of the recipients, ordinary men
who like to give names. Compare the following expressions: ‘Oppevg ya'p” /
v @pdvno(i]lv Moipav ékdAecev Epaiveto ydp abtdt / T00TO TPospepésTatTov
g[ilvan €€ Gv drmavreg &vBpwmor / Gvéuacav: (“For Orpheus called thought
Moira. This seemed to him to be the most suitable of the names that all people
had given,” 18.6-9); ndv[t’ o0]v dpoiw[g w]véuacev wg kdAota A[SV]varo /
YWWoKwV T@V dvBponwv thv ooty (“So he named all things in the same way
as finely as he could, knowing the nature of men ...,” 22.1-2); and 6 8¢ onuaive
TV abTod yvwunv / &v toi¢ Aeyouév[olig kai vourlopévorg pripact (“But he indi-
cates his own opinion in current and customary expressions,” 23.7-8). Even an
initiated audience, according to Orpheus, thinks in customary ways. People are
used to mythical figures in theogonic poems. Thus, the Derveni author argues,
Orpheus clothes his ideas in such traditional figures with a putatively different
intention.

If, as Parmenides and Empedocles say, naming is the great problem of
mankind—with dvduata people might reach false conclusions—a poet needs
poetic metaphors to meet the taste of his audience. In Rhetoric 1407a32-1407b6
Aristotle criticizes Empedocles (Emp. test. 31 A 25) for his ambiguities—dpei-
Bola is a feature of oracular language—and in Meteorologica 357a24-28 he assails
him for his metaphorical style, which is apt for poets, but not suitable mpog 8¢ o
yvévati thv @ootv. Therefore, according to Aristotle, Empedocles lacks the prin-
ciple of clarity that should accompany a philosopher, something which might
also be said of Orpheus. But a goetic and mystical wonder-worker and pavrig-
poet resorts to metaphors in order to provoke thinking. Intentional ambiguity is
used to reach intuitive insights. The Derveni author is part of the Orphic system,
too—he wants to radicalize and enforce such riddling strategies.
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4. The Cognitive and Didactic Purpose and the
Derveni Author as a Figure between
Philosopher and Orphic Wisdom Practitioner

It is my contention that the Derveni text is hardly concerned with burial ritual;*
rather, it has its Sitz im Leben in a didactic context.”” The Derveni author—as
oracular priest, healer, and prophet—appropriates the canonical text of the great
guru Orpheus to convey initiatory and cognitive messages. But for him Orpheus’
theogony as afvtyua is not radical enough, even though Orpheus is known as the
founder of bizarre myths and wisdom. Still, the paradoxical blurring of opposites
that is typical for myth and ritual triggers unifying cognition for the pborot.

Orphic ideology is a bricolage comprising the canonical Hesiodic theogony
and many other variants that blend traditional Greek views with new Oriental
and other external influences.®® As S1purig par excellence Orpheus is the marked
and fictionalized sign for such knowledge based on moralistic and biotic rules.
Compared to the ordinary Olympian theology, the main principle of his lore
seems to be a grounding of life in death and a spiritual foregrounding of Night
and other chthonic elements.* The Derveni author himself behaves like a priest
and Orphic pdyog and yéng.* Through magic and special rituals, he attempts
to secure the passage of souls to death and Night (cf. cols. 1-6). And symbolic
analogy is his primary method.

The Orphic group and rival “extra-ordinary” practitioners honor the
Erinyes with yooi and something birdlike, since souls are compared to birds
(col. 6)—like goes to like—and all is fitted to music and musical performance,
poetry (col. 2). The chthonic Erinyes, as avengers, are assistants of the Olympic
gods and guarantors of the current cosmos and Zeus’ system of dikn (col.
3). Binary oppositions can be subverted; what harms can also help to main-
tain order. The author cites Heraclitus fragments 3 and 94, on the sun and its
tendency to overstep boundaries and on the role of the Erinyes, Alkng érikovpot,
who hunt down transgressors (col. 4). The word OmepBatév (4.10) is the verbal
adjective for violating the limits of the cosmic order as well as the terminus
technicus for suspending the syntactical standard order and sense (cf. 8.6)."

3% See Most 1997:131-135.

37 See Calame 1997:77-80; Betegh 2004:360-370; and also Calame and Graf in this volume.

38 For bricolage, see Edmonds 2004:4.

3 See e.g. Bremmer 1991; Burkert 1999:59-86.

40 Edmonds (2008:34-35) rightly stresses that our author has to deal with rivals and so believes him
to be a mystes, not a magos. However, I believe that it is in principle possible for him to be a magos,
too (see also Edmonds 2008:35n83; Betegh 2004:81-82); much depends on how one interprets the
magoi in column 6. The first-person plural in 5.3 might be an indication that he includes himself.
On magos, see also Bernabé, Graf, and Johnston in this volume.

41 see Rusten 1985:125n10 (with reference to scholia (A) Iliad 14.1); Jourdan 2003:47n7.
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Column 5 deals with the terrors of Hades, and with the disbelievers: “For them
we go into oracular shrines to inquire for oracular answers” (avtoig ndpiuey
[eig ©O palvreiov éneplwlriolovteg], / tdv pavtevopévwy [€viekev, 5.4-5). The
uninitiated are afraid of the horrors of the underworld because they do not have
access to the truth. Dream interpretation, however, yields a deeper knowledge
in the same way that oracular language does. Both are ambiguous and seem to
be lacking in logic, both move on metonymies and metaphors, and both provide
signs, ofjuata or mapadetypata (5.8), in a loose and ambivalent structure. In
this respect one can compare Heraclitus, who says of the Delphic oracle: ‘0
&va, ob T6 pavteidv £ott 10 év AeA@oic, oUte Aéyel oUte kpOmTel GAAG onuaivel
(fr. 93 DK).

The use of cryptic and enigmatic language in the way of an exegesis of
dreams and oracles is precisely the strategy adopted by our anonymous “extra-
ordinary” practitioner to produce deeper insight. But our author is aware of
the fact that, because of “fault” (&uaptin) or “pleasure” (dovr)) (5.8-10),
some do not apprehend dreams or care about latent signs. These undesirable
behaviors result in “disbelief” (dmotin) and “lack of understanding” (&padin)
(5.10). Moreover, moral aberration is analogous to the deviation from initiatory
wisdom. Ritual acts and enchanting songs allow udyor like him to remove the
impeding Saipoveg: “As if they pay a penalty” (womepei mowvry dmodiddvreg,
6.5), they offer a sacrifice (see column 6). Mdyor, in the same way as pdota,
communicate with the Erinyes through fluids and knobbed cakes. The perfor-
mance of ritual and speech acts can accomplish diametrical change: in such a
way, Erinyes, who harm, become Eumenides, who are emblematically benevo-
lent (see col. 6), and disbelievers can be turned into believers. Analogy and
symbolic similarity are the principal ideas behind such thinking and doing, and
they are the features of exegetical speech as well.

The Derveni author clarifies his standpoint in a sort of parenthesis in column
20: for him the performance of rites is important, but it has to be complemented
by knowledge. People performing the mystery rites in the cities have only seen
the holy things. But he wonders whether they have knowledge (yvoxetv): “For
it is not possible to hear and at the same time to understand what is being said”
(00 yap 016V te / dxoloon Opod kol puabeiv ta Aeydpevar, 20.2-3). Mere listening
does not automatically lead to understanding, which is why he tries to deepen
the discourse with new riddling that leads to learning and sudden insight. Seeing
the holy things is one thing, and true knowledge of such signs another. Therefore,
the Derveni author is against other rival priests and ritual wonder-workers as
well, and he pities those who follow them. Only he has access to the necessary
wisdom, and only he can teach it.
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5. Learning about Physis through Fragmentation and
Playing with the Orphic Text

In answer to the question “How does the Derveni author approach his goal?,
I contend that he applies linguistic and exegetical strategies based on his reli-
gious intentions and desire to enlighten. Thus he invents new cOupfoAa and
ouvOrjuata that are similar to the many strange cuvOrjuata dispersed in the
gold tablet Thurii 2 (Graf 4, OF 492), which has already been connected with our
text by Betegh.*2 He achieves this by unfastening (AVo1) and splitting the great
canonical theogony of Orpheus into many symbolic, mysterious, and oracular
parts. In other words, he fragments the continuous epic hexameters of Orphic
narration. Furthermore, he loosens its syntagmatic and syntactic structure,
and, not least, its sense.

By defamiliarizing habitual meaning, by splitting and rendering the sig-
nifier ambiguous, the Derveni author tries to activate thought in order to
establish a new harmonized sense. This activation is accomplished through a
performative speech act, such as teaching or the reading aloud of a new text by
a priest or recipient. In other words, a textual onapaypdg is applied to Orpheus,
the emblematically dipurig poet. And when Orpheus, symbol of free inven-
tion by bricolage, meets new bricolage, the enchantment and strange diction
that produce a dissolution of sense can yield new intuitive understanding.
Therefore, our text is not a commentary, a logocentric exegesis of a poem
whose meaning, having become questionable, must be legitimized. Instead, the
author’s method creates unity in plurality, reinforcing an Orphic principle. All
in all, the Derveni text is not just an accommodationist’s transformation to a
new sense.*3 Nor is it poetry explained by science, since the Presocratic system
of targeting is imprecise and unclear. Rather, source and target meet and
overlap in a syncretistic association, and both maintain a bricolage of common
physical ideas based on nature and the cosmos. Cosmogony, cosmology, and the
knowledge of @Uo1c and its evolution form this common ground, which means
that both texts are intrinsically Orphic. .

According to the Derveni author, Orpheus’ poem reflects the taste of the
masses: they demand the existence of mythological figures who stand for
traditionally associated knowledge. By splitting, defamiliarizing, and reassem-
bling the text in unusual lemma-like catchwords the author can produce new
meaning from these associations. The source is a holy text to which he applies
the poetical and hermeneutical tools of paretymology and allegoresis. His

42 Betegh 2004:333-337. See also Rangos 2007:65 on “new syntheses of telestic Orphic myths with
cosmogonical and cosmological processes” and 65-67 for sOufoAa.
3 Most 1997:124.
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intention is to break up, disrupt, and shift the meaning. Therefore, the Derveni
author must be seen as an Orphic making use of new linguistic techniques. He
draws on philosophers who base their writings in myth and religious concepts,
in order to convey the same message as theirs by using Orpheus: everything is
nature, and understanding nature—the cosmos, sun, moon, and stars—provides
the pdotng with eschatological knowledge. The putative Umepfatd (4.10, 8.6)
and false syntactical connections are wrong and unjust, i.e. unsound readings:
since Sun tends to transgress, the Erinyes come to set it back on the right path;
moral behavior and cosmic behavior are assimilated and interrelated. In the
same way, as one tries to appease the Erinyes and make them benevolent (see
cols. 1-6), he helps to create cosmos—order—in language.* The fragments the
Derveni author singles out are put together to form new, concise, and symbolic
ouvOruata, material that fosters thought.*s

6. The Presocratic and Orphic System of Physis

The author’s physical and eclectic system of Presocratic science is fairly easy to
comprehend:* instead of a single force, we have two: Sun, the fomenting and
striking energy of fire responsible for mixing and making the particles of Being
float, and Night, which joins things in certain configurations: “Sun dissolves by
heating, night unites by cooling those things which the sun heated” (6 fiAi[og
Bepuaivwv SiJadber tadta 1) vOE Po[xovsa] / ou[vietnot....... ] dooa 6 fAiog
£0ep[u, 10.12-13). Furthermore, in Sun and Night we have the four qualities of
early ancient medicine: warm and dry versus cold and humid. Fire, the pure
energy, has to be removed to a certain distance so that everything does not melt
and commingle, Thus things stand apart and coagulate into a certain formation:
our world (] viv petdotaoctg, 15.9). Separating, dissolving in order to make stand
in distance (Si0\0ewv, Suotdva), and assembling, putting together (suvietdva),
are the two actions responsible for the configurations of the eternal beings.
These actions mirror the Empedoclean forces of Philia/Philotes and Neikos.

On the level of textual montage, as we have seen, the Derveni author acts
on separation and reassembly, fragmenting and connecting as well. Column 10,
where the author assimilates saying, uttering, and teaching, is important for

4 And maybe even music; see 2.8: kai] ¢mé0nkelv Guvoug dpulooto[v]s Tijt povgtkiy; the subject

could be Orpheus himself or a rival Orphic priest.

I need only recall sentences like ai8oiov karémvev, 8¢ aiBépa £kBope Tp@Tog (13.4) or OVpavog

Edgpovidng, 8¢ mpwriotog PaciAevoev (14.6). Compare also the riddling: Zebg kepa[Ad, Zedg

uéoloa, Ardg & éx [mldvratér[uktan (17.12) or Zevg factAeds, Zevg &’ &pxog AmdvTwv dpyiképavvog

(19.10).

46 See Burkert 1968; Betegh 2004:278-348; KTP 28-45. Jourdan (2003:xvii-xviii) provides a useful
summary of the system.
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assembly in a didactic context. In the same way that Orpheus’ Night utters, says,
and teaches her understanding of the world, so too does our anonymous Orphic.
By disjoining the sense and defamiliarizing the syntax and context, the Derveni
author provides cuvOrjuata as sayings; in uttering them with his voice (ewvr)
he produces poetic enchantment. The dual-natured Orphic system, the para-
doxical harmony of binary opposites, is reinforced by teaching through frag-
mented citations. The symbolic catchwords then trigger the desired sudden,
enlightening insight.

The arcane, chthonic, and mysterious are here as important as the evident.
Life is grounded in death and Night, who serves as “nurse” (tpogdg, 10.11).
Night has knowledge and proclaims her oracle from the innermost shrine (é&
&80to10), where she is “never setting” (&8utov, col. 11). Night does not set as
@@, but rather remains in the same place after being struck by a beaming light.
Parmenides discusses the same dual system of light and night:

HOPPAG Yap KaTéDevTOo 00 YVWuag dvopdlety:
TGV piav 00 xpewv éotiv—év M1 temhavnuévor elofv—
55 tavtia & éxpivavro dépag kai orjpat’ €Bevro
Xwpig &’ dAAAAAWY, TAL YEV PAoyog aibéprov mlp,
fimov 8v, uéy’ [dpardov] EAagpdv, EwuTd TEVTOoE TWOTHV,
@1 & ETépt ur) TWUTOV ATdp KAKETVO KaT adTO
tévtio vOKT &daf], tukivov déuag EuPpibég te.
60 TOV oot £y didkoopov otkdta mavTa patilw,
¢ 00 pr] ToTé Ti¢ og PpoT®V YVWUN TapeAdoont.

Mortals have settled in their minds to speak of two forms, one of which
to name alone is not right,”” and that is where they go astray from the
truth. They have assigned an opposite substance to each, and marks
distinct from one another. To the one they allot the fire of heaven,
light, thin, in every direction the same as itself, but not the same as
the other. The other is opposite to it, dark night, a compact and heavy
body. Of these I tell you the whole arrangement as it seems to men, in
order that no mortal may surpass you in knowledge.

fr. 8,52-61
And Parmenides continues:

avTdp émerdn mdvta @dog kai vOE dvopastal
5 kol T) Katd o@eTépag duvdueg £mi Toiol Te Kai Toig

47 Here I follow Hélscher 1969:27, 104. The translation is after John Burnet, with small changes.
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&V TAéov EoTiv OuoD PAe0g Kal VUKTOG APAavTov
{owv dueotépwy, émel 00deTépwr péTa UNBEV.

Now that all things have been named light and night; and the things
which belong to the power of each have been assigned to these things
and to those, everything is full at once of light and dark night, both
equal, since neither has aught to do with the other.

fr.9

Night has the identical ofjpora of Being as light, since neither can be said to
be Nothing. To name one alone, as if it were only the negative opposite, is
fallacious.’ Night is unconscious—as the lightweight and mild light she is self-
identical—and possesses material substance. The decisive knowledge stems
from the subconscious, oracular and dreamlike (see col. 5). Night resides in a
sacred shrine because she has an oracular status and because, as paretymologi-
cally explained, she does not set. For this etymological play one might compare
Heraclitus fr. 16 DK: to pf| §ovév mote ndg &v g AdOot; (“How could anyone
not realize that which never sets?”). Thus human beings, at least the initiated
ones, have to deal with and refer to Night, Hades, and Death. In this formulation,
Night becomes the basis of life. The Orphic bone tablets of Olbia testify: BIOZ
OANATOZ BIOY (“Life-Death-Life,” OF 463). People, or at least mantic priests,
yénteg and pdyor, must initiate ritual contact with Night to appease her horror
and bring forth benevolence, wealth, blessings, and knowledge.

Our author also follows another Parmenidean principle: there is no
becoming/coming into being or destruction/perishing; things—ta £ovra—are
and have always been.* In the course of time we come into contact with different
kéopor and configurations of particles through separation and mixture. There
is development toward the order of Zeus, but Zeus is already there from the
beginning and he operates as a mastermind (Nous) in the world. The temporal
process from Night, through Ouranos and Kronos, to Zeus is subsumed under a
universal divine plan, and the paradox of temporal succession and self-identity
is made clear by cuv@ruara.

In such a riddling exegesis the bond between cause and effect is often
dissolved; in our text it happens quite often that cause and effect are established
and produced in retrospect. Human beings have difficulty understanding the

48 yglscher 1969:103-105. The mistake lies in the duality—in reality both sides belong together in

a complementary way.

For Parmenides and the Derveni Papyrus, see KPT 32.

50 For the central role of Zeus, see Bernabé 2007b:125-126 (“Thus, he is a kind of harmonization of
contradictions [a characterization reminiscent of Heraclitus’ formulation of the divine]” [125]).
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mystery of life—a difficulty stemming from denomination (6voudletv). When
they conceptualize generation, development, and process, they think in terms
of sexual intercourse (see cols. 13 and 21). Common theogonies and cosmogo-
nies account for these notions: phallos, sexual encounters, and other scandalous
stories are signs, screens, or symbols; by reading them one can reach their
implicit truth. Moreover, many mystery cults work with such sexual rites and
tokens as well—Orpheus and Orphic initiations are notorious for doing so.°!

7. Going through the Theogony

The textual and hermeneutical strategies regarding columns 8ff. that explain
how Zeus was installed are most riddling, but they lead to insight in @voig:
Orpheus’ theogony is pure poetry and évéuata. By means of an in medias res
order and the use of ring composition, the importance of Zeus, the guarantor
of this kdopoc, is mirrored on the level of compositional and poetic structure.*?
The decisive paradox of Orphic cyclicity is conveyed by systematically playing
down the violence in the succession of mighty divine rulers. Regime change
happens only insofar as the configuration of succession develops toward the
now-existing natural order of Zeus. However, Zeus is the real dpx} from the very
beginning, as he dominates the world. Therefore, he is paradoxically identical to
all former personifications of this evolution.

Let us have a look at how the Derveni author delineates this development,
picking out fragmented verses—the fragmentary use does not imply, as West
and other critics have argued, that according to the logic of a stemma we can
reconstruct an abridged Derveni theogony as a lineage of an Orphic Protogonos
theogony:5?

“Zebg uév énel 81 tatpdg £0]0 mdpa 6€[c]patov apxnv
[&IAkAv T év xelpeoor E[AJaplev k]ali] daipov[a] kudpdv.”

“And when Zeus took from his father the prophesied rule
And the strength in his hands and the glorious daimon.”

8.4-5

Truth is again brought about by linguistic means, by loosening the syntax,
the grammatical order. The Derveni author claims: “It has escaped notice that

51 Burkert 1987:67, 74, 80, 95-96, 104-108, 134n12, 156n44, For the allegoresis on the isotopy of
sexuality, see Calame 1997:66-75.

52 For the “flashback device,” see Bernabé 2007b:113-114,

53 West 1983:82-115, esp. 87, 95n44. Bernabé (2007b:126) thinks as well that it was “a brief poem
that took for granted the knowledge of other poems.”
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these words are transposed” ([t]aOta t& &mn vmepPatd £6[v]ra AavOdv[er], 8.6).
vnepPatd—the putative transgression—lies in the use of language. This syntac-
tical transposition has to be restored to the correct order, just as the sun must
be returned to normal dikn by the Erinyes when it oversteps its boundaries
(see col. 4). The decisive words are Tatpdg £00 and ndpa; if tdpa is not in ana-
strophe, it does not go with the genitive “from his father” but with the accusa-
tive “contrary to divine decrees”—mapa 6éo@ata (8.11). Our author points at a
morally dangerous poetic and syntactical ambivalence. Thus he purifies it by
reinstalling a clear reference, and he reads: “Zeus, when he took the strength
from his father and the glorious daimon” (Zebg pev énei t[v &A]xny / [ra]pa
natpog €00 EAafev kai daipova [kudplév, 8.7-8).

The Orphic exegete does not want to draw on variants of the saga in which
Zeus listens to his father. For him the fact that Zeus took the strength is deci-
sive. He understands “strength” in the sense of “a natural force”: strength auto-
matically joins with the strongest, as in the phrase “equal with equal” (§potov
opoiw). The author tries to play down the revolutionary, violent act of succes-
sion as much as possible; in his own reading he leaves out dpxrv in its sense of
“reign, regime.” Those who do not understand the meaning of the word asso-
ciate it with a real deposition of sovereigns. In reality it means removing the
tire, the partitioning of the sun at a safe distance so that it does not hinder
things from coagulating and coming together (see col. 9). Zeus is installed “so
that he may rule on the lovely abode of snow-capped Olympus” (cw¢ &v #[xot
Kd]ta kaAov €§0G vigdevtog OAOUTOL, 12.2). Surprisingly, he associates Olympus
with time, not with heaven, because time is long. Zeus rules for eternity, over
the long span of temporal extension. Time is snow-capped because it has the
quality of Night, who is white, cool, gray, and bright (12.11-13).

The author returns to the succession of Zeus in column 13: the variant
natpog €00 mdpa [Bléopat’ drovoalg] (13.1) gives the Orphic rhetorician and
equivocator evidence that succession is not necessarily due to listening to Zeus’
father or to Night, who might have given orders to seize power. The sense of
the verb lies in listening to the oracular voice of Night, which possesses the
deepness of Nous. Zeus deposes Ouranos by swallowing his aidoiov, the male
member, which first ejaculated aifrip (or which first sprang into «ifrjp).>
Much ink has been spilled in attempts to explain 13.4 (aidoiov katémvev,
0¢ aifépa €xbope mp@Tog):>® 1 side with Burkert’s interpretation, based on
a Hittite mythic parallel, the Song of Kumarbi, recently confirmed by Berna-

% Burkert 1999:82; Burkert 2006:102-103. For “ejaculate,” see also Jourdan 2003:63.
55 For Bpe resp. Op@okw and Bpvup in the Orphic-Bacchic gold-leaves, see Tzifopoulos in this
volume.
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bé,* and against West, whose domesticated reading has also gained its adher-
ents. West, followed by many other critics,” combines 8.5 ([&]Akrjv T’ év xeipeoot
é[A]oPlev xlali] Saipov[a] kudpdv) with 13.4 and reconstructs for the Orphic
poem ...kai daipova kvdpov / aidolov katémvey, in which case aidoiov acts as
an adjective modifying daimon, i.e. “reverend” Protogonos-Phanes, and not as
the word for the scandalous phallus.

But the Derveni author goes on: “Since he is speaking through the entire
poem allegorically [aivileton k[a]0’ €mog Ekactov] about real things, it is neces-
sary to speak about each word in turn. Seeing that people consider all birth to
depend on the genitals [¢v o1 afidoio]ig 6p&dV TV Yéveotv Tovg dvBpwmou[c]]
and that without the genitals there can be no birth, he used this [word] and
likened the sun to a genital organ [aidoiwt eikdoag tov fAo[v]]” (13.6-9). The
scandalous action of an ejaculation of aither is expressed as a metaphor, an image
of the sun and its effect on the formation of natural life. Thus phallos must have
stood here; otherwise, the author would be making a double replacement, from
the august daimon Protogonos, to phallos, to Sun. West, on the contrary, believes
that he must restore a “faulty” text that has come into the hands of our author.’®
But there is a higher probability that the Orphic wisdom practitioner breaks the
canonical text of the master into enigmatic pieces, which seem to be incorrect,
for his own didactic purposes. While these cuv@rjuata might include different
readings in close narrative context, it is a mistake to reconstruct the right text
in terms of textual criticism, as if we had variants in a textual transmission.

The sentence “[He made] to leap, the brightest and hottest having been sepa-
rated from himself” ([€]Jk0¢pnt tov Adapmpdratdv te [kai Oe]pud[tatov / xwpiobiv
&g’ €éwvtod, 14.1-2) might again depict the mythical ejaculation, focusing on
the energy of semen. Moreover, the dissociation of the hottest, i.e. phallos/sun,
from himself is an allusion to the famous castration in prospect, since Ouranos is
deprived of his phallos: “So he says that this Kronos was born from the sun to the
earth because he became the cause through the sun that they were struck against
each other” (tofitov o0v TOV Kpbvov / yevésBon gnoiv éx Tod fAiov it T, 6t
aitiav oxe / S tov fjAov kpovesBar mpdg dAANA, 14.2-4). “The great deed”
(0G péy’ €pelev, 14.5) is the castration. Kronos is born from the union of Sun/
Ouranos’ phallos with Ge—through the sun he becomes the cause (aitiav Zoyxe,
14.3) setting all things in motion. Kronos is etymologized to kpoveiv/kpovecdat

56 Burkert 1999:82; Burkert 2006:101-111; Bernabé 2002:105-112; Bernabé 2007b:107-110; and cf.
Betegh 2004:109-122, esp. 113-122.

57 West 1983:85 (cf. 114); KTP 21-28. Brisson 2003 and Jourdan 2003:60-63 are against Burkert’s sug-
gestion and argue for an ambiguous polysemy between the adjective and noun. See Sider in this
volume.

8 West 1983:85.
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‘strike’. After Ouranos is dethroned by castration, Kronos is established as the
natural force, albeit retrospectively, by his great deed. He is the “Striker,” but the
energy stems from the cutting off of his father’s phallos—the removal, as a means
of distancing, is the act of concentrating fire’s loose energy in the ball of Helios:
this is how the sun comes to give the energy that all things draw from in order
to grow and move. Encircling the striking energy allows things to condense and
prevents them from standing apart from one another (cf. kpove<i>v adTa TPo[g
&AM kali] toriont o [mp&tlov / xwprodévra Sragtivan Stx’ dAMAAwY & gévar,
15.1-2). “For when the sun is separatéd and encircled/distanced, he coagulated
in the middle and held fast both the things that are above and those which are
below the sun” (xwp[t]gopévov yap 00 fiMov kai droAapBavopévov / &v péowt
m&ag Toxe kai tévwbe 00 fiMov / kai T kdTwdev, 15.3-5). Nous—that is, Zeus,
the highest principle—fixed the sun in the middle, removing its dangerous poten-
tial to a safe distance so that fire would not prevent things from joining (cf. col. 9).

By uttering Orpheus’ riddling poetry the Derveni author metaphorically
produces and performatively reenacts the natural process of distancing energy,
concentrating and encircling it in one huge ball of fire, the sun. Ouranos ejacu-
lates the sky; by castrating his father, Kronos separates the phallos: the fire is
distanced and fixed in the sky. The absorption (katamiverv) of the phallos iconi-
cally reenacts the encirclement of the sun in rings (as shown in Anaximander
and Parmenides).>® The stomach of Zeus is then, poetically speaking, the cosmos
enclosing the phallos of Ouranos, from which the sun qua aither and the first
state of mixed energy comes. In aither fire is merged with air in an undifferenti-
ated blend. In the next step fire has to be separated, concentrated, and spaced.
Zeus swallows the phallos, thus notionally and poetically enacting the image of
the sun encapsulated. Zeus/Nous then fixes the sun in the middle (15.4), and
we meet again the interplay of a Suotdvat and ovviotdva, a breaking apart
and putting together.® Only with the separation of the sun through Kronos, as
“striking” energy, can he be performatively produced and become Kpodwv. The
effect is the cause, so to speak. And as Zeus swallows the phallos of Ouranos, he
encircles and encapsulates the sun: only by doing so does he become the prin-
ciple of our kosmos (Cfv; cf. oV Zijva, 18.15, and TOV Zava, 23.4).

Even in the first generation Ouranos/Sky is only retrospectively produced
by the action of ejaculating aither into the sky. In column 16 the citation says:

59 parmenides DK 28 A 37 and B 12.1. In the middle is the daimon who rules everything (B 12.2),
comparable to Nous/Zeus.

60 Snotdvar (15.2, 15.9) vs. ouviotdva (9.6, 10.13,17.2,17.8, 17.15, 21.3, 25.9). See also Calame 1997:
72-73.
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Mpwtoyévov faciAéwg aidoiov Tén & dpa mévTeg
&Bdvarol mpocé@uv pdkapeg Beol Nde Béatvat

5 kol motaol Kad kpfjvat énrjparol GAAa te méva,
Jooa TOT' v yeya®dT', avtdg & dpa podvog Eyevro.

with the phallus of the first-born king [i.e. Ouranos, not Phanes-
Protogonos], upon which all

the immortals grew, blessed gods and goddesses

and rivers and lovely springs and everything else

that had been born then; and he himself became solitary.

16.3-6

When Mind (Nous/Zeus) swallows the phallos, which is solitary and separated,
Sun and Mind become separated and are then alone. But from this cosmos every-
thing grows; by means of this solitary Mind, Zeus plans/contrives (éufjoaro, 23.4)
the entirety of life (tdv Zava, 23.4). In the naming lies the problem,* because all
is in existence before it is named.*2 Men believe in birth and temporal succession
by attaching different names (see col. 17), but in reality all that has ever been
and all gods are constituted in Zeus. Air is Zeus; Ouranos and Kronos are Zeus,
who is therefore head (i.e. beginning), middle, and end. From Zeus all things
have their being (col. 17); therefore, the text culminates in the brief “hymn to
Zeus™ “Zeus the head, Zeus the middle, and from Zeus all things are fashioned”
(zede kepal A, Zedg pécloa, Ardg & ek [mldvra tér[ukran], 17.12).

All things are present in the air/breath (mvedua) (18.2); Orpheus calls it
Moira, which is the ppévnoig or Nous (col. 18), hence Zeus, who is equated with a
king dominating everything, as the &px1 (col. 19). “Zeus, the ruler of all with the
bright bolt” (Zedg BactAels, Zevg &' dpxOg AndvTwv dpyiképavvog, 19.10), rules
like the Heraclitean fire, principle of thought and energy.**

By “mating” Orpheus putatively means the congress of the particles of be-
ing: similar goes to similar—8potov dpoiw. Aphrodite, Peitho, and Harmonia are
the katd @driv (21.8-9) designations of mixing, gathering, and joining (col. 21).
The many names for Ge are names of convention as well, which make sense etymo-
logically (col. 22). Through greed, moral deviations, and lack of understanding
(22.6), people use this plethora of different names—but in reality they all mean
the same thing.

61 For voya, see 7.3, 17.7, 19.9, 21.7, 22.10, 23.12. For ovoud{w, see 12.7, 14.7, 14.9, 17.1, 17.5, 17.7,
18.3,18.9,18.12, 21.10, 21.13, 22.1, 22.10. On the naming, see Burkert 1970.

62 nlplétepov v mpliv Ov]opacdivar, Enletlta voudobn- (17.1).

63 For the “hymn to Zeus” (OF 14), see Bernabé 2007b:116-118; for Zeus as center of the poem and
highest being, ibid., 125-126.

64 Cf Heraclitus DK 22 B 64: T& 8¢ mévta olakilel Kepavvig.
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In column 23 the Derveni author presents a riddling equation featuring
Okeanos, air, and Zeus. Okeanos and Achelous are not water: the expression “he
placed in the sinews” implies a human or divine figure. Choerilus metaphori-
cally calls the network of all rivers yfig @AéBeg (TrGF 12 F 3). How can water
be air? Here, I again suggest paretymological play.® The Orphic verse ivag &
gykat[éAe]€’ Axewiov dpyv[plodive[w (23.11) he explains with ta[c] 8 tvalg
gykatal]lé€on €otli ...] 3¢ ¢yxar®[oloan® (23.13). The utterance ta[g] & valc can
be understood as ta[c] Stva[c—the vortices of air, already present in the epithet
&pyv[plo-Stve[w] ‘silver-eddying’. Water is both Air and Zeus, who is the energy
of the vortex, because it is the whirl of the air that strikes and moves, contriving
everything.?’

Then the author speaks about the moon (cols. 24-25). 1t is circular, equally
measured, and of equal limbs. Orpheus calls the moon the one “who shines for
many articulate-speaking humans on the boundless earth” (i} moAloig gaiver
uepbmecot ém’ &meipova yaiav, 24.3). One could disagree with this, since the
moon might shine more at her zenith (OnepPdAAev, 24.4-6). However, this is not
Orpheus’ meaning, According to the author, the phrase alludes to the moon’s
role in time-keeping. He comes back to the two important principles of the sun
and night (col. 25): the moon is bright, but cold; the stars are invisible and latent,
but during the night they are visible and manifest themselves. They float at a
certain distance, but this is out of a cosmic necessity, i.e. Nous or Zeus. Without
the distance, another sun would coagulate. But there is only one sun.

At this point the author inserts an additional methodological statement:
“And the words that follow he puts before [as a screen], not wishing all men to
understand” (t& §’ &mi tovroic Enimpoode nfo]ietran / [0 Blov[Ad]uevo[c] mdvtag
ywlo]oke[1lv, 25.12-13). Orpheus uses poetic expressions to conceal the mean-
ing, and the author tries to reveal it. At the same time, by using new terms, he
covers the truth with new screens.

In the last column (26) the author deconstructs the story of the incest
between Zeus and Rhea/Demeter, from which Dionysus, the last ruler, is born.
If Zeus encompasses all gods, we must assume that he also has his mother inside
of him. Therefore, a sexual generation is impossible. Mother is just another
metaphor for Mind. Again he makes his argument at the micro-linguistic level,

6 Discussed by Obbink at the CHS conference. For another explanation—a borrowing from

Akkadian indn—see D’Alessio 2004, esp. 23-29.

Or Betegh: £ot[iv t]0 éyye[véob]at.

67 For 8ivog, see Anaxagoras DK 59 A 57; for 8tvn, see Empedokles DK 31 B 35.4; B 115.11. At the same
time t&[c] & Tvalg could be read as accusative plural of g ‘strength’. See KPT 259-260.

% See Bernabé 2007b:121-122.
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playing with sound-ambiguities.® By overlapping the genitive of the feminine
adjective ¢0¢ with the feminine possessive pronoun £6¢ the inventive author
claims that Zeus’ new creation does not come from “his own” (£&¢) mother, but
from his “good” (¢dg instead of &fjog) mother. The adjective £0g is, of course,
not identical with the possessive pronoun £4¢. However, the erroneous confu-
sion was quite frequent among grammarians.” The Mother is good, since Zeus
mingles in love not with his mother, but with Mind—it is identical with the good
Mind, the mother of all.

As a textual example he cites Hermes, the giver of goods, 8Gtop €dwv in
Odyssey 8.3357 and the two urns in the famous passage from Iliad 24: “for two
urns are placed down on Zeus’ floor—of gifts such as they give: of evils, and
the other one of goods [¢dwv]” (Sotol ydp te miBor katakrarar év Alog obdet /
Shpwv, ola 5180001, kakdv, Etepog 8¢ T édwv, 527-528).7 Besides the linguistic
sophistry the reference to Hermes might not be by chance. As puxonoundg, he
is linked to Hades and the passage into the underworld, where all goods are
waiting for those who behave properly in both a ritual and intellectual sense.
What is harmful has to be changed into good. The idea of jars (nifot) filled with
different qualities on Zeus’ floor shows that Zeus epitomizes and encompasses
everything—that is, all the binary opposites, even good and evil. Further, this
fits in with chthonic Hades, since moral behavior decides if the dewvd of Hades
can turn out good.

8. Conclusion

By bizarrely riddling over an Orphic text, which is itself putatively riddling but
quite traditional, the Derveni author introduces a radical Umwertung of values
and meanings. The uediotdvat (6.3) happens both through ritual and through
speech-acts; that which is latent is highlighted by obscurely spoken words.
Through both fragmented and decontextualized sentences the sense is dis-
torted, twisted, and changed.

What our author intends to convey with such enigmatic utterances often
remains uncertain: it is not a clear-cut and lucid commentary in terms of

69 For parallels to the practice of early Alexandrian philology and its hypomnema exegesis, see

Rusten in this volume.
70 18] s.v. &0c; £66 = &yaBdg; see Apollonios Dyskolos Syntax 213.7-8 Uhlig on Iliad 24.292 and KPT
271 ad loc. and Jourdan 2003:104-105. The play on semantic ambiguity is easier to grasp if we
print in 26.2 £ (as Jourdan 2003:26 and Betegh 2004:54-55) instead of &g (as KPT 113; Janko
2002:52).
Only here, in Odyssey 8.325, and in the passage of the Iliad 24.528 do we have the variant with
spiritus asper S@Top dwv. See Hainsworth 1988:369 ad Odyssey 8.325.
See also Briigger 2009:189 ad loc.
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Presocratic natural science. But by means of abstruse remarks, some light can
be shed on the basic mechanisms of @Uoi¢ ‘nature’. Physis as eternal cosmic
being is a miracle. People tend to err because of incorrect names (dvopata),
since the language of @Uo1 or the gods is basically lost. However, ¢ioig and
k6opog speak for themselves. Human language, on the contrary, is not ¢voet, but
vOuw, by convention, or Béoel. Yet some great poets and guru-prophets might
still have access to pure @Uo1¢ and physical language, though they may make
concessions to the audience and their tastes. Furthermore, the cosmos, sun,
moon, and stars are also part of the soteriological reflections. By understanding
@Uo1g people can reach deep insights about life, including its basis in night and
death.

Our Derveni author seems to be an Orphic with philosophical knowledge.
He is neither inept and clumsy nor unintelligent. He is certainly not a modern
scientist, but he wants to trigger reflection and deep thoughts on the paradox-
ical workings of nature. Insight is activated by short and bizarre distortions of
sense. Therefore, the Orphic poem is treated as an oracular message from the
dark. Deeper meaning is teased out by further riddling, by fragmentation, by a
loosening of syntactic and semantic order, by highlighting poetic ambiguity, by
opening up the nuances. The canonical text is decontextualized, cut to pieces,
and fragmented into defamiliarized morsels of words. Just as cuvbruata unite
opposites to a paradoxical utterance, nature encompasses two principles: sepa-
ration and reassembly. The aphoristic, obscure oracular mode a la Heraclitus
paves the path to sudden insight. The cuuPdAAewv of fragmented words, the
dark re-transpositions of mapaywyd, Unepfatd, the distortions of sense and
structure, and the poetic and magic logic of analogy initiate understanding.
Through these games of language the mystic sense of @vo1g can flare up like a
sudden bolt.

Allin all, the context of the Derveni papyrus is clearly didactic, and the text
does seem to be situated in Orphic circles and its teachings. However, according
to the enlightening ideas of its author, it is not enough to perform Orphic rites,
to listen to iepoi Adyor, or to see cUpPoAa ‘sacred things’. While the Aeyopeva and
Opdueva should provoke thought, insight, and understanding, the message that
the text offers to pvotat can be grasped not by means of logocentric discourse,
but only through its hints at the mysteries of @Uo1g. These are the mysteries I
refer to as “riddles over riddles.”
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