On the Text of the Hipponium Tablet
Sergio Giannobile and D. R. Jordan

E OFFER HERE a few remarks on the text of the largest
Wand oldest of the inscribed so-called “Orphic” or

“Dionysiac” gold-foil initiation tablets, that found at
Hipponium in south Italy in a grave datable to the late fifth or
very early fourth century.! The text is in Doric but has been
translated, it is generally agreed, from an original composed in
epic-lonic.?
1. The use of a damaged model?

For reference we give, from the published photographs, our
transcription of the tablet, here with the lines articulated into
words for the reader’s convenience, and in bold type words
that are inscribed irregularly or generally considered corrupt.?
The transcription is not intended as innovative or controver-
sial.

TOUTAS TOQ RQOVOS LedE oxedov evyvBev eNBelg
71p000eV 08 hEVQEDELS TAG UVALUOOUVAG CTTO ALUVOLG

1 pvapoouvag tode ggLov enel apl pehhelol Baveoban

2 e1g ad0o doNOC EVEQENS 0T L O(E)ELL ®OEVAL w™E
3 moQ & QUTAV E6TOXVA AEVHO XVUTTAQLOGOG

4 evO ROTEQYOUEVOL YURAL VEXLUOV YUYOVTOL aQ
5

6

' G. Fott and G. Pugliese Carratelli, “Un sepolcro a Hipponium e un
nuovo testo orfico,” ParPass 29 (1974) 91-126 (A. Bernabé, Poetae epict graect,
testimonia et _fragmenta 11.2° Orphicorum et orphicts similium testimonia et fragmenta
[Berlin 2005: henceforth OFBern] 474). Dates here are B.C. unless otherwise
noted.

2 See A. C. Cassio, “TIiévan e il modello 1onico della laminetta di Hip-
ponion,” in A. C. Cassio and P. Poccetti (eds.), Forme di relgiositd ¢ tradizioni
saprenziali in Magna Grecia (Pisa/Rome 1994) 183—-205.

3 We have gratefully made use of the excellent photographs and obser-

vations offered by G. Sacco, “T'ijg maig eip. Sul v. 10 della laminetta di
Hipponion,” JPE 137 (2001) 27-33.
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288 ON THE TEXT OF THE HIPPONIUM TABLET

7 puyov vdoQ TEOEEOV pulaxeg Ot emumeQbev eaot
8 oL O€ 0€ ELQECOVTOL EV (PQOOL TTEVXOALLOLOL
9 ot &¢ eEegeelg adog 0ROTOG 0QOEEVTOG
10 €utov YEg Tl UL KOL OQUVO OLOTEQOEVTOG
11 dupaun § ep avog xal amorivpon aho ot orla]
12 2puyov VO0Q T“IEVOL TEG MVEROGUVES OLTTO MUVES
13 nou g ToL egeoaty wmoyBovior fooilel
14 »ouw Og TOoL HOCOOL TIEV TOS UVAROGUVES OITO ALLUVOG
15  nou g oL ov mov hodov ggyea hav te xoL ahhol
16 pvotow nou Payyol hiegav oTeL 0oL #AELVOL
1 Tode gotov: non-metrical 2 d(e)Ea for g€l an example of “Abbrevi-
ated writing?” (R. Wachter, Kadmos 30 [1991] 49-80) xpeva an anomaly:
an Jonic archetype would have had xgéve; a fully Doric translation, xpdva
3 TV€ a lectional note? 4 yuxau (for WPuyow): v corr. from xa  aQ (Qoro a
lectional note? a number (1090/1070? 91/71?)  vyovtaw 4 corr. from a
round letter 5 tagor yagormag 8 eve 9 ogoeevtog for oppvotevtog? (¢
or Q); cf. OFBern 475.11 (Sicily) opdp{o}vfievto<g>? Note C. Russo, ParPass
47 (1992) 181-182 10 woug 12 Awpveg, but why the Ionic dialect of teg
UVEUOOUVES - .2 13 humoyBoviot 14 tog pvapoouvog results in a

heptameter, Being no doubt once standing in the archetype: cf. OFBern
476.10 (Petelia; infra n.6) 15 egyeon

Most mistakes on the tablet occur in clusters, as we see
above. This suggests a written model set out in stichor that was
damaged, perhaps from rough creases: hence presumably the
poor readings or conjectures by a scribe copying the damaged
model and trying to fill in the gaps on his own.* Much has been
written about the nature and origin of these mistakes, a general
assumption being a misremembering on the part of someone
who had the hexameters in his head: “Forgetfulness in the
Golden Tablets of Memory™ is the striking title of an important
discussion by Richard Janko, for example.> Memory and for-
getfulness to be sure will have had some part in the transmis-
sion of the verses of these instructions, but neither need have

* We suspect that a good deal more of verse 2 was damaged than we
show above. Compare the Hipponian text with the Petelian and the Phar-
salian (OFBem 476, 477):

Hipp. 2 &ig Aidao d6pog evepéag, €0t &mi d(e)EL0 noéval
Petelia 1 ebpfiooeis & Aidao dOumV & AQLOTEQX RQT|VIV
Phars. 1 ebpnooeig 8 Aidao ddumv evoéEia xofvnv

5 €0 34 (1984) 89-100.



SERGIO GIANNOBILE AND D. R. JORDAN 289

come into play if the models used by copyists had been full and
legible. If a scribe, setting out to fill in the gaps of a damaged
model, had remembered the poem better, results such as the
Hipponian text would themselves no doubt be better; the tablet
itself evidences, in any case, a transmission primarily through
copyists, not memorizers.5 The letters Jtodeyooy[ on another
of the gold-foil tablets (OFBern 476.13, Petelia, 4th cent.) also
suggest that the verses were associated with a written text (see
292 infra), and they seem to refer to a written rather than an
oral tradition.”

2. Verse 1

The letters EPION (cf. e()owov “wool,” fjoov “burial
mound”) as they stand are unmetrical and in the context
meaningless, as most editors acknowledge. The consensus,
however, which is that they represent a substantive, is in any

6 An illustration is Hipponium 14, a heptameter in which tég Mvapo-
olvag is the sinner: we expect = . Comparison with the Petelian and Phar-
salian forms is instructive:

Hipp. 14 not  6¢ tov 86000l mev {16 Mvapooivag} amod Alpvag

Petelia 1 xavt<o(> 0<o>L ddoovot metv Oeing am[o xeM?Ivng

Phars. 1 < > TEV < > 4o {Tig} ®eNvng
The 6¢ing at Petelia no doubt reflects the archetype. The scribe at Pharsalus
evidently had a model from which this word had dropped out, the phrase
no longer being recognized as verse: hence that scribe’s or a predecessor’s
insertion, presumably, of tfig. Apparently the scribe at Hipponium, or who-
ever prepared the model used, also had a text with its Being damaged or
missing, and unsuccessfully undertook to supply what the sense required. In
other words, the errors that the texts from Hipponium and Pharsalus show
here spring from a single defective written model.

7 Among editors there is no consensus as to the immediate context of
these letters. M. West, “Zum neuen Goldplittchen aus Hipponion,” {PE 18
(1975) 229-236, at 232, early proposed [év mivaxt xovodi] t6de yoop[dtm
N6¢ dpopeitw], assuming the clause to be modified by what immediately pre-
cedes on the Petelian tablet, a verse ending émnv péAAniot] OaveioO[au that is
evidently a congener of Hipponium 1. The third-person péhiniot, however,
is In our view to be doubted in all witnesses (292-293 wfra), and West’s
¢dopeitw, with its contracted form, requires defense. May we think of com-
bining Petelia 13 - - - 160¢ yoay[ and Sicily 2 pJepvnué<v>og flowg and of
restoring [Opdevg (or Bauyog) yao] 108” éyoay[ev éuot plepvnuévos flows?
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case awkward.? The first question to ask is whether the first
verse 1s a continuous sentence or not.

There are problems if it s and if the letters represent a sub-
stantive:

(a) The sentence would be of the shape Thus (is) the X of 1, when-
ever (or since) he/she/it is about to do £. In any such sentence, the
subject of the subordinate clause is naturally X or Y. Neither
Mnemosyne (X) nor her EPION (Y), let us agree, is about to die
(Z): the subject has shifted. That it should go unstated in the
preserved text is a difficulty.

(b) The statement that thus (is) the X of 1" 1s presumably intended
as true always, not only whenever (or since) something is about
to happen.

There are problems if it zs not—i.e. if there is to be a full stop
after this (is) the X of ¥, with the émel dv  clause modifying what
follows:

(c) The text of 2 fI. tells the reader what to do and to say afler
death, not “whenever (or since) s/he 1s about to die.”

(d) The instructions in the body of the Hipponian text (2 ff.) are
in the 2nd person, not the 3rd as uéAlgwor “is about” would
demand. The first verse is hardly likely to be addressed to some
other reader. We expect péhhgrg.?

The opening verse can in fact be a single connected sentence,
though, if its main clause has a verb of action that can be mod-
ified with the subordinate clause. The letters EPION seem a

8 Proposed emendations and interpretations: d®pov, (F)éoyov, Opiov,
ofjua, *oplov, and the metrically impossible émov, €grov (= Ion. elplov), {e}
olov, foiov, and hiepdv. See G. Scalera McClintock, “Sul v. 1 della lami-
netta di Hipponion,” ParPass 39 (1984) 132-135.

9 The awkwardness brought Pugliese Carratelli in the ed. pr. (ParPass 29
[1974] 112) to speculate that péhAeior might even be 2nd-person, comparing
the ending of 2nd sg. epic-lonic and Doric éooi, Aeolic €oot, and Epidauric
ovvtiOnot, and referring to C. D. Buck, The Greek Dialects* (Chicago 1968)
§138.1; he is followed by M. Guarducci, “Laminette auree orfiche: alcuni
problemi,” Epigraphica 36 (1974) 7-31, at 21, and Epigrafia greca IV (Rome
1978) 263, “Poiché tu sia in procinto di morire.” Cf. however G. Zuntz,
“Die Goldlamelle von Hipponion,” WS N.F. 10 (1976) 129-151, at 135:
“Man soll wohl tig ergdnzen ... Es ist aber sehr begreiflich, dass P(ugliese)
C(arratelli) fir die 2. Pers. Sing. plddierte, denn im folgenden ist ja
durchweg der Trager der Lamelle in der 2. Person angeredet.”
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good place to look. A possibility would be an aorist imperative,
e.g. dewpov!? “take up this (sc. book?) of Mnemosyne,” or, if
“this” without a noun is not to be countenanced,!! pvnuoéouvvov
160° dewpov “take up this reminder/memorandum” (here in
Ionic spelling). LSJ s.v. pvnudovvov, where there is no hint of a
use of the word in verse before the first century, might discour-
age such a conjecture, were the noun not however found in this
initial position in a verse of an elegiac couplet of a funerary
monument of the fifth century (CEG I 153, Amorgos),
AvTi yuvourog eym ITapio AiBo evtddl xelpon
uvnuoovvov Bittng, untol daxutov dyoc.
The level of doggerel shows that the noun was easily con-
ceivable at verse-beginning in early metrical production.!? The
Hipponian EPION, whatever its original, suggests that the
damage to a model extended to the upper edge of its text;
damage in this area could well have affected also the last letters
of the nearby word MNHMOZYNON (or MNAMOZXZYNON if the

10 We have found only one instance of this form, Theoc. 22.65 eig évi
X€lQag dielpov évavtiog avdpl xataotds. Mere coincidence is not to be ruled
out, but dewpov, if it occurs in the archetype of the Hipponian text, would
have the same position within the verse there and in Theocritus and also
would immediately follow its object. We may compare the position of the
same verb in the verse CEG 1 456 Evpdotag pe dnoev dmo yxbovog ho
Kottoporo (Thera, 6th cent.?), where it also immediately follows its object.
We must bear in mind that in their vocabulary and word-positions
producers of early verse inscriptions were traditional rather than innovative.

' From a correspondent whose judgment about Greek we value: “Could
even this chap say “Take up this of Mnemosyne’? Of course, with these
blighters almost anything is possible!” It may be doubted, however, whether
we should condemn the composers of these verses on the basis of vicissi-
tudes of transmission.

12 The results of an electronic search for MNHMOXYN- and MNAMOXYN-
in AP and App.Anth. may be significant. 13 examples appeared, all at the
beginnings of hexameters (AP 12.86.7, App.Anth. 286.7, 310.a3), of pen-
tameters (AP 4.1.14, 5.136.4, 5.166.4, 7.465.8, App.Anth. 13.6), or of the
second halves of pentameters (AP 6.341.2, App.Anth. 221.4, 477.4, 664.2,
673.6). One of these, AP 6.341.2, was quoted by Herodotus (4.88) from an
epigram recording the dedication to Hera by Darius’ Samian architect
Mandrocles of his bridge across the Hellespont, therefore another early use
of the noun in this presumably emphatic position.
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damage occurred after the translation into West Greek) and
forced the scribe to decide how the word should end; and he, in
turn, may have been influenced by the name Mnemosyne in 6
and 12.13 In any case, “of Mnemosyne,” though never ques-
tioned by any editor, yields no clear sense.

There remains the difficulty (d) of the 3rd-person verb in
MEAAEIZI ©ANEZOAI Here it seems to be the result of a
scribe’s misinterpreting his model, not necessarily miscopying
it, for he has assumed a contracted infinitive, OavetoBar. The
tablet was found, though, in a tomb of ca. 400, its text includ-
ing manifest corruptions that bespeak an older archetype. Are
we to assume, as do apparently all editors, that an archetype
composed in the fifth century or earlier in epic meter had a
contracted form rather than the traditional 6avéecBar? Indeed,
an electronic search for BavéeoBor in hexametric verse reveals
eleven instances in all, eight at verse-end as here.!* (It does
produce two instances of OaveloBai, but one is very late, the
other questionable: see n.17). We have seen the early spellings
of vowels in the text. Pierre Chantraine has urged that very
early manuscripts of Homer could also have had E as a
grapheme for €&;15 if this is true of the written exemplar of the

13 Was this the scribe or redactor who wrongly (supra n.6) thought of 14
T Mvhuoovvng (or tag Mvapooivag) for a lost Being (or Beiag)?

14 At verse-end: 1. 4.12, 15.728, Od. 20.21, Ap. Rhod. 2.626, Theoc.
22.18, Quint. Smyrn. 1.77, 10.51, 13.225—three of these with the phrase
oiouevog/v BavéeoBon, semantically similar to that in Hipp. 1. Elsewhere:
Quint. Smyrn. 3.249, 10.299, 13.269.

15 P. Chantraine, Grammaire homérique I? (Paris 1958) 7; cf. e.g. the vulgate
xheaavdowv (xhéa avdpdv edd.) at 1L 9.189, 534, Od. 8.73, dvonieacgyog
(dvonhéa Agyog edd.) at 1l 2.115, 9.22, where the earliest MSS. would have
had KAEANAPON, AYSKAEAPIO=: the correct “book” articulations, he
submits, would no doubt be x\ée” avdomv, dboxhee’ Agyog, the single E
here representing the doubleton. So too with oméog: editors assume,
awkwardly, gen. sg. oméovg, dat. sg. omi, dat. pl. onéoor and omfeool;
Chantraine urges that one would have pronounced onéeog instead of the
impossible omeiovg (which editors assume in their articulation megl onetovg
yvhapugoio of Od. 5.68 MEPISMIEOSTAA®YPOIO), and that instead of the
vulgate oméool yhagpuootol (Od. 1.15, 73, etc.), early spelling would have had
STIESITAA®YPOIZI, the dat. pl. being pronounced oméecor. Cf. also the
vulgate I[. 10.376, 15.4 deiovg, to be understood, according to Chantraine,
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Hipponian text and its congeners, whoever reproduced it and
passed it down, no doubt confronted with the 2nd-person verb
in EIIEAN MEAAEIZ ©ANEZOAI “whenever you are about to
die” (as we should conjecture) and evidently inattentive to early
writing convention and concerned mainly to make the letter-
sequence fit the meter, would likely have “corrected” its
apparent ~ - |*-- | >-- | 6-xin the easiest available way, by
adding another short syllable to the fifth foot, thereby pro-
ducing an unthematic 3rd-person péhA€ioL.!6 (The contraction
OaveloOar does appear in the cognate Petelia 12 and perhaps in
Sicily 1,17 but this is no argument contra: once models with
MEAAEIZI began to circulate, there could be little hope that
any copyist, undertaking to modernize the archaic spelling
OANEZOAI, might see in the latter anything other than a

as the old genetive *déeog, and the vulgate 16.20 ITatgoxhelg inmed, con-
cealing the early spelling ITATPOKAES, to be understood as ITatpoxheeg. As
far as we are aware, only one reviewer of the book has expressed any reser-
vation on this point, A. Debrunner, MusHelv 2 (1945) 197-200, who noted
that he knew of no epigraphic example of E for €. Indeed, there is no
example in CEG 1, but as chance has it there is only one occasion for such
spelling, 19.1 [- =g aiyueto Xo&vorhégs, dvdpds / [émoltdg, from an
Athenian statue base. It is not necessarily representative in that its conspicu-
ously uncontracted EE for ee in the ending of the name is intended as a
noticeably mannered Ionic, as is the lengthened first syllable of Xogvonhggs.
It is accordingly not evidence, to be sure, that EE was the only early way to
represent ge, but it suggests rather that had the stone been inscribed -KAES
the casual Attic reader might well have assumed -xAfjc and have seen no
intentional Ionism. E understood as a grapheme of a possible combination
other than EE may explain the corrupt contraction BaveioBar (n.18 nfra) in
the transmitted text of Simonides/Semonides (if indeed the original can be
as early as Stobaeus states).

16 J. Gil, “Epigraphica II,” CuadFilClds 14 (1978) 83—120, at 8385, also
regards the second iota as intrusive. He too prefers an uncontracted infin-
itive, articulating péAAelo{1}0a véeabou “you are about to go” and instancing
xhewol for the likelier xAeewvol in verse 16; this has the additional advantage
of eliminating the 3rd-person ending of the verb. So far however the middle
voice of péhhw has been quotable only in prose.

17 The printing of the ed. pr., J. Frel, “Una nuova laminella ‘orfica’,”
Eirene 30 (1994) 183—184, is so bad as to suggest that the author had no op-
portunity to correct proofs; the infinitive in the first verse appears on the
page as BavieoBat, for example. Alas, the edition had no photographs or
drawings for controlling the published transcription.
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contracted infinitive.)!® If the “correcting” scribe had been alert
enough to recognize that his model had simply a conventional
spelling of OavéeaBan and that its fifth foot needed no repair, he
might have spared us the phantom of a 3rd-person verb.

Exempli gratia, in any case, a proposal for the archetype of
Hipponium 1, which we offer in the textbook Ionic spelling of
today:

Mvnuodovvov 168’ dewgov, émnv péA S OavéeoOal.
This reminder take up, whenever you are about to die.

January, 2008  via Quintino Sella 15/D  American School
1-90139 Palermo Souidias 54
Italy GR-10676 Athens, Greece
sergio.glannobile@unipa.it ~ jordan@agathe.gr

18 Of the two hexameter instances of BaveloBar quotable from outside the
gold-foil tablets, each is at the end of the first verse of an elegiac couplet.
They invite attention. One, &M\ i pfy Emetoutmov éudvBavov mde Ba-
vetoOau, is claimed as his own by Diogenes Laertius (4.3), whose late date
may account for an inattention to epic tradition; meter shows the contrac-
tion to be of his own doing, in any case. In the other, olte ya €Antid’ €yel
ynoooéuev ovte BaveloBau, attributed by Stobaeus to Simonides (fr.20.7
West?) or Semonides, such late contraction in the Stobaeus manuscripts
may well be a scribe’s corruption if the original verse is as early as either
poet. For example, meter does not guarantee the preserved OoaveioBau, for
the poet may have intended o0 BavéecOai, even if oiyte * o¥ is apparently
not attested in extant hexameters: in trimeters, though, we find Aesch. PV
479-480 ovte Pomoipov, ol xowotdV, Soph. Ant. 249-250 otite Tov yevijdog
NV / My, o0 dwméldng éxPori), Eur. Or. 41-42 obte olta do Séong
€0¢Eato,/ o0 hoUtQ’ £dwne yowti, cf. 46—47 pno’ Nudg otéyous, / uy muel
oéxeo0au, etc. If these iambic parallels are pertinent, then the diagnosis of
the corruption, if corruption it is, may be like that of MEAAEISIO ANEZOAL:
the scribe, confronted with OY (or O) ©ANEZOAI and not knowing how to
interpret the E, made the wrong choice, o0 8aveioBou, which, as he must
have then seen, left the fifth foot short (>-~ | ¢-x); this too apparently he
undertook to remedy, by filling out the foot with another short syllable, otte
OaveioOou.



