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Toward a New Edition of Philodemus’
Treatise On Piety

Albert Henrichs

HE TREATISE Ilepl edceBeixc, the title of which has been inferred
from a passage in the text, together with ITepi pnropirijc and
Iepi mornpdrwv belongs to the small number of works by Philo-
demus which are known not only by specialists but by philologists
in general.! Those who are familiar with the major editions of the frag-
ments of the Presocratics, of the Greek historians and of Hesiod are
aware that the modern interestin this treatise derives to a large extent
from Philodemus’ characteristic method of composition by compila-
tion.2 He is lavish in his use of illustrative references, and it is to him as

1 A shorter German version of this paper was delivered to the XIII International Con-
gress of Papyrology at Marburg on 3 August 1971. I am indebted to several of my American
friends and colleagues who read parts of the English draft.

2 For the sake of convenience, I append an inventory of the passages from De Pietate (with
the exception of P.Herc. 1428; see infra n.37) which appear in these editions:

Diels/Kranz, Vorsokr.: Musaeus 2 B 12-14 (for a new fragment see infra Text I); Epimen-
ides 3 B 5 (see infra Texr II), B 7-9 (for a new fragment see infra Text VI); Pherecydes of
Syros 7 B 13 (see infra n.32); Acusilaus 9 B 1 (=FGrHist 2 ¥ 5; see infran.32), 8 5 (=2 F 9-10),
B6-8(=2F11-13),B9(=2F18),B9a(=2F8),B10(=2F19).9B9b (=2 F 16) and B 9¢ (=2
F 32) are fragmenta falsa (Acusilaus’ name was wrongly restored) and should be eliminated.

FGrHist : Acusilaus (see preceding section); Pherecydes of Athens 3 F 35c, 83, 91, 130, 165;
Anaximander of Miletus 9 ¥ 3 bis, a fr. falsum (see Jacoby’s note in Part I A p.»9 of the Neu-
druck, where he finally decided in favor of Schober’s kai [[Telcav]dpoc [the latter’s identity is
uncertain] instead of the xdv[a¢iuar]Spoc proposed by Wilamowitz, rightly so); Andron of
Halicarnassus 10 r 2-3 and 17; Peisander (cf. R. Keydell, RE 19 [1937] 147) 16 F 11 (fr. incer-
tissimum); Satyrus 20 F 2; Abaris 34 1 (see infra n.32); Aristodicus 36 F 1; Stesimbrotus 107 ¥
14-17.

Merkelbach-West, Fragmenta Hesiodea: 23 (b), 43 (c), 51, 54 (b), 72, 210, 295, 345 (fr. in-
certissimum), 346 (All that is left on the extant P.Herc. 1648 VII 3 [p. 60 Gomperz] is Jnoafcld[,
which is obviously an express reference to the Hesiodic Catalogue.), 363 a (fr. incertum). The
paraphrase of Hes. fr.150,17-18 in the extant P.Herc. 243 1I 23-27 (p.10 Gomperz), which
Merkelbach-West adduce ad loc., should be quoted as follows: 18’ ‘Hclodov xai | [7]@v
MeAavarw | [xai 7ldv Albfdmlwlv] | [xai 7ladv Karovdol|[wv xlai rédv Ivypai|[wv] (cf. J.
Schwartz, Pseudo-Hesiodeia [thése Paris 1960] 109). Hes. fr.139 M.-W. owes its existence to a
wrong interpretation of the disegni and should be eliminated (see infra Texr VI).
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68 TOWARD A NEW EDITION OF PHILODEMUS’ ON PIETY

compiler that we owe numerous fragments of Greek poets and writers
who are otherwise lost. But those utilitarian individuals who see in a
man like Philodemus little more than a necessary evil should not
overlook his immediate relevance for the history of ancient theologi-
cal speculation. It was because of a similar combination of learned
curiosity and religious concern that Philodemus’ contemporary Cicero
composed his theological triad, which served as a bridge between the
pagan religious thinkers and the Christian apologists.®

Previous Scholarship on De Pietate

Philodemus’ On Piety is divided into two parts; the first deals with
the Epicurean criticism of statements about the gods by poets and
philosophers, and the second offers a summary of Epicurean theology
itself.2 This treatise is thus as important for the history of ancient
philosophy as it is for the history of ancient literature. Therefore it is
all the more regrettable that the only complete text available is the
editio princeps of Theodor Gomperz, published in 1866, which is hardly
satisfactory according to modern standards and often almost useless
because of its technical shortcomings. In this edition all the passages
which did not make sense to Gomperz are printed, as if they were
hieroglyphics, in scriptura continua and majuscules; whole lines of
text are frequently, and one might even say unscrupulously, relegated
to the critical apparatus. The attempt by Robert Philippson some
fifty years after Gomperz to restore the lacunose fragments by sheer
intuition, often neglecting the transmitted sequence of letters, must

31t has long been recognized that many Christian writers from Athenagoras and ps.-
Justin to Ambrosius and St Augustine borrowed Epicurean arguments against the traditional
Greek concept of the gods to refute the polytheism of paganism in general. Most notable
for his close affinity to the types of reasoning adopted in De Pietate is Clement of Alexandria,
who must have had access to a source similar to the one used by Philodemus; see R. Philipp-
son, Hermes 55 (1920) 225, 230ff, W. Schmid in Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum 5 (1962)
8071f.

¢ Th. Gomperz was the first to recognize the bipartite structure of De Pietate. Later on,
after inspection of the fragment that preserves the very end of the first part and the badly
damaged subscriptio that follows (P.Herc. 1428), he rightly concluded that each of the two
parts (or books) must have occupied a separate roll of papyrus; see Gomperz’ letter to
H. Diels in Dox.Graec. (Berlin 1879) 529f.

5 Philodem iiber Frommigkeit, bearbeitet u. erldutert von Theodor Gomperg. Erste Abteilung:
Der Text (Herkulanische Studien, Zweites Heft, Leipzig 1866). The commentary which
Gomperz had promised was never published. Gomperz himself was careful to describe his
edition as a “Versuch einer kritisch-exegetischen Gesammct-Bearbeitung™ (op.cit. p. x).
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be considered a failure.® The damage done by Philippson—witness,
for example, the numerous faulty conjectures in quotations of pas-
sages from De Pietate in standard works of reference—far outweighs
the usefulness of the little that will survive scrutiny.”

But the most important contribution towards an understanding of
De Pietate that was made after Gomperz’ edition remained for the
most part unknown because it was never published: a dissertation,
written by Adolf Schober under Christian Jensen’s direction and sub-
mitted to the University of Koenigsberg in 1923, in which Schober
presented a completely revised text for the first part of Philodemus’
treatise.® His abiding achievement consists in having put together
parts of columns which were transmitted separately and in having
properly arranged several individual fragments which, because of un-
fortunate circumstances, have come down to us in chaotic disorder.
In establishing the text of many passages, however, Schober was ap-
parently unable to escape the spell of Philippson’s restorations made
two years earlier. This dissertation exists in one handwritten copy
only, which was consulted by Jacoby for his Fragmente der griechischen
Historiker and by Merkelbach and West for their Fragmenta Hesiodea.®
The new edition of the first part of De Pietate which I am preparing
will be based on the original copy of Schober’s dissertation, which is at
present under the care of Wolfgang Schmid; the new edition of the
second part, i.e. the summary of Epicurean theology, on which no pre-
liminary work was done by Schober and for which we have no exten-
sive fragments on papyrus, has been undertaken by Wolfgang Schmid.

8 Hermes 55 (1920) 225-78, 364-72. It is hardly surprising that Philippson was not inclined
to attach much value to the extant fragments on papyrus; cf. his rash dismissal in RE 19
(1938) 2462: “Der Schaden ist vielleicht hier (i.e. in the case of De Pietate) nicht sehr gross, da
von den vielen sog. Papyri nur 1428 ganz erhalten ist (der dennoch nachgepriift werden
muss); von den anderen gibt es nur wenige ‘scorze’.” Wilamowitz, on the other hand, anti-
cipated the future course of events (Glaube der Hellenen? [Basel 1955] 413 n.1): “Es wird sich
in diesem Buch Philodems viel weiter kommen lassen, aber dazu ist eine Vergleichung des
Textes und eine Ordnung der Kolumnen nétig.” Wilamowitz was apparently unaware of
the existence of Schober’s dissertation.

7 See e.g. Vorsokr. 28 12,9 B 8 and 9 B 9b (=FGrHist 2 F 16, cf. supra n.2); Hes. fr.139 (see
infra Texr VI) and 345 M.-W.

8 Philodemi mept edceBelac libelli partem priorem restituit Adolf Schober. The day of the oral
defense was 1 March 1923. The subsequent fate of Schober, who was born on 28 November
1891, is unknown.

? See Jacoby in FGrHist Part Il B p.1231=1 A p.x13 of the Neudruck, and in Part I A p.x21
n.1 of the Neudruck (when Jacoby refers to Schober’s edition as a “Kollation’, the latter term
should not be taken at face value); Merkelbach-West in Fragmenta Hesiodea p.vi.
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A New Approach

The contributions of Gomperz, Philippson and Schober, for all
their differences, have one feature in common in that their text is not
based on the papyrus, whether still surviving or lost, as the primary
witness, but on modern copies of it. This negative fact, unusual as it is
for a critical edition, is accounted for by the adverse fate which left its
damaging mark on all Herculanensia since the day they were buried
under the lava of Mt Vesuvius, and which during the pioneering
stage of Herculanean scholarship in the late XVIII and the early XIX
centuries resulted in the partial loss of the two papyrus rolls on which
De Pietate was written. Still extant are some three dozen scraps of
papyrus, each different in size and state of preservation, which are
kept in the Biblioteca Nagionale in Naples. These fragments constitute
less than one tenth of the known text of De Pietate; for the greater part
of the total of ca. 4000 lines of papyrus, however, our only source of
information are the copies (disegni) which were made by the disegna-
tori of the Naples Academy early in the XIX century and later en-
graved in copper. For ca. 800 lines of papyrus, i.e. for approximately
the fifth part of the known text, we have, in addition to the Neapoli-
tan copies, the so-called Oxford copies which were made by John
Hayter and are now in the Bodleian Library.1® The text of these 800
lines, therefore, can be established from two independent and almost
contemporary copies of the lost papyrus. The complete set of the Nea-
politan copper plates for De Pietate was published in 1863 in the second
volume of Voluminum Herculanensium Collectio Altera and, supple-
mented by the Oxford copies, formed the basis of all subsequent edi-
tions of and quotations from this text. But since the copper-plate
engravers, in copying the original hand-drawn disegni, introduced
errors of their own (often, but not always, of minor significance), as a
matter of principle the Collectio Altera must be rejected by the mod-
ern critic as the basis of his edition if, as in the case of De Pietate, the
original disegni are still extant.1!

10 Instead of using the derivative copies (“mit grosster Treue und Sorgfalt auf durch-
scheinendem Papier nachgezeichnet,” Gomperz, op.cit. [supra n.5] p.ix) of the Oxford fac-

similes in Gomperz’ edition, I worked from xerox copies of the originals with which I was
provided by S. West.

11 There is a clear instance of such an engraver’s error (although one that lent itself easily
to emendation) in Texr I line 961 as printed below, where the Collectio Altera misread the
correct xafev- of the original disegni and printed xafcv-.
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All previous editors of De Pietate had to rely solely on the Collectio
Altera for the purpose of establishing their text, thus reproducing the
images of images. In order to form a clear idea of the true tradition
one has to make use of the papyrus or, faute de mieuzx, of the original di-
segni, whether Neapolitan, Oxonian, or both. Wilhelm Crénert and
Reinhold Merkelbach were, to the best of my knowledge, the only
scholars who collated the text of individual fragments with the ex-
tant papyrus in the Officina dei Papiri in Naples.1? One reason why an
overall collation of all the papyrus fragments of De Pietate was never
undertaken is that the Herculanean papyri have been virtually inac-
cessible during the past decades. Thanks to the initiative of the Centro
Internazionale per lo Studio dei Papiri Ercolanesi (CISPE), now in its
fourth year, and thanks to the miraculous efficiency of its secretary,
Marcello Gigante, the Officina dei Papiri was finally roused from the
deep Dornréschenschlaf that had kept it dormant for such a long time.13
The palaeographer’s difficult task is made easier by the use of modern
technical equipment now available in the Officina, including binocu-
lar microscopes, which under strong magnification of the carbonized
material yield results that were beyond the reach of conventional
reading aids.

Bruno Snell very generously made it possible for me to participate
directly in this renaissance of Herculanean studies and to collate the
existing papyrus fragments of De Pietate as well as the original disegni
in the Naples collection. Some of the results of Schober’s important
preparatory work and of my own research will emerge from the
seven examples that follow, which as a whole have been selected to
show an edition in statu nascendi and to demonstrate the multiple
editorial techniques involved and the various problems connected
with them.!4

12 W. Cronert, Kolotes und Menedemos, Texte und Untersuchungen gur Philosophen- und
Literaturgeschichte (C. Wessely ed., Studien gur Palaeographie und Papyruskunde VI, Leipzig
1906; repr. Amsterdam 1965) 130 n.542, where he gives a new and correct text of the extant
P.Herc. 1428 fr.16 (p.69 Gomperz); R. Merkelbach, ArchPap 16 (1956) 60 n.1.

13 See Gigante’s “Premessa” in the opening volume of the new bulletin of the CISPE:
Cronache Ercolanesi 1 (1971) 5f.

141 am grateful to Dott. Massimo Fittipaldi, then director of the Biblioteca Nazionale in
Naples, for his official permission to work on the papyri and to use the facilities of this in-
stitution, and to Francesco Sbordone for several useful discussions. It would be difficult for
me to give adequate expression to the gratitude I owe to Marcello Gigante; without his un-
flagging helpfulness my sojourn in Naples would hardly have been as successful and en-
joyable as it was.
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Two New Combinations
Text 118

XLVI a [.... xai Tov N 1088 II right (HV? II 87°)
948 “HMwov [kail &Aove 4)
Twac [feodc molv-
poxbolve memou)-
951 kaci, Wfc
alnc [ dou-  (8)
pove[v
954 of, Jom
+XLVIB ere[ o[ . .. Jmrade + N 433 II left (HV? II 572)
pvo[ 1. .. Jécewr (12/2)

957 ml..... .Incomel,
racar]  M(luvep[uoc Mimnermus fr.10,5ff. D. (cf.

plév od Si]adwretv fr.23 West)
960 O[ok]et [ka]0” é{c}xdc-  (16/6)

7[nlv [viklra kabev-

[Oew ad]rov Adywy.
963 Mov[catoc] 8¢ mpiv Musaeus

7ov “H[Aw]y Tad7o (20/10)

moieiv [t]ov ‘Ymre[pi-
966 ov[a ¢]17[c1.]v. év 8¢ Toic

dufvleylc “Olunpoc [7- Hymn.Hom.Ap. 91
pélpoc &)\y]‘i)‘gm refod (24/14)

15 The presentation of Texts I and II is modeled upon the arrangement of text and
apparatus in the future edition of De Pietate; the characteristic features of this layout are the
following: (1) Continuous Roman numeration of the individual fragments. Portions of the
same papyrus column which are separately transmitted in the disegni are counted as one
fragment, but distinguished by the addition of capital letters. The manner of transmission
(papyrus, Neapolitan disegni, Oxonian disegni, or combinations of these) is indicated for
each fragment. (2) Continuous numeration of the lines in the papyrus; the line numbers
within the column or the individual fragment are given in parentheses. This system should
make quotation considerably easier in the future. It does not involve any serious disadvan-
tages, because it is inconceivable that new fragments of De Pietate will turn up, and because
any future need for a rearrangement of the fragments is unlikely (if only for the reason that
the relative order of fragments within one thematic group is largely conjectural and there-
fore of no great consequence). (3) On the suggestion of R. Merkelbach a new critical sign,
in the form of an asterisk underneath the letter, is introduced to mark those obvious cases
of scribal error—peculiar to Herculanean papyrology—in which the modern copyist mis-
read the letters in the papyrus. An asterisked letter in the text represents the corrected
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969 vik[rac élyvéa [Ty
An[re mpiv] Texelv

dnlcw. KlgAipa- Callim. Del. (= fr.783 Pf.)
972 yolc 8¢ 7&] map’ *Avri- (28/18) Antimachus
pofywr pelradefav

éyplopelv [D]c ovdé [Tijc
975 “Hp[ac] 8[iépv]ye 70 [uicoc

MARGIN

fr. XLVI A+ B (p.38, p.29 Gomperz; + Schober, 1. Boserup [see ZPap
Epigr 8 (1971) 109ff]): Toils and troubles of the gods (Helios, Leto).

947-53 Gomperz. 956 §ewv Gomperz. 957 ¢]nciv Philippson. 958-59 Gomperz-
Schober. 960-73 Schober. 961 xaflev N1, Schober: kaflcv N2. 96667 év 8¢ Toic |
[pvouc “OJunpoc Gomperz. 966 J7[ N. 967 Ju[ N. 968 Jvfaw| N. 970-71 7exeiv |
[¢ncw] Philippson. 971 KJeAAipe|[x- Gomperz: Jy- N. 974 Gomperz-Henrichs.
975 Henrichs e.g.: wp[ N.

The most ingenious and, since it does not require any material
effort, the most economical way of improving the standard text of De
Pietate is to combine fragments which obviously belong together but
are transmitted separately. Schober discovered several such combina-
tions. The one with the most far-reaching implications for the text of
Philodemus and of three writers more widely read in antiquity was
independently found by Ivan Boserup, Librarian at the Royal Library
in Copenhagen.6 It is this combination which is under discussion here.

Their discovery consists in having put together the right-hand and
left-hand half of the same column of writing. As an immediate result
of this, all previous restorations of the fragments when they were still
separated become invalidated,'” including (as Boserup has shown),
one of Philippson’s infelicitous manipulations with the disegni which

letter as it must have stood in the papyrus, whereas the erroneous reading of the copyist is
given in the apparatus.

161, Boserup, “Mod en ny rekonstruktion af Filodems skrift Om fromheden,” Museum
Tusculanum 17 (1971) 26-39, esp. 35ff; this article, written in Danish, was brought to my
attention by the author, who, during a recent conversation, summarized its content for
me. Boserup has published his conclusions in more accessible form in ZPapEpigr 8 (1971)
1091,

17 It is sufficient to quote R. Pfeiffer (on Callim. fr.783), whose suspicions about Philipp-
son’s supplements were fully justified: “omnino incerta suppl. et coni. Allen-Sikes, Ho-
meric Hymns, p.xlvii (= p.Ixix?) et Philippson, Hermes 55, 1920, 254.”” Pfeiffer adds, however,
referring to line 971f: “post Homerum saepe Callimachus laudatur.”
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was meant to support the widely accepted conjecture of Diels in Hera-
clitus fr.80.18 In terms of gain, the combined text, within twenty lines
of papyrus, does not only provide a new fragment—unfortunately, as
is the rule in Philodemus, without direct quotation—of Musaeus and
Antimachus respectively, but also confirms Gomperz’ suggestion that
Philodemus might be referring to a well-known passage in Mimner-
mus.!? In terms of loss, however, we have to give up what formerly
passed as an independent fragment of Callimachus and now turns out
to be but a very general reference to Callimachus’ Delian Hymn.20

In the present passage, Philodemus (or his source) has collected
mythological evidence for the various hardships which, in the ac-
counts of ancient poets, the gods were made to suffer (cf. line 949f
[moAv]udybo[vc], which I consider a very likely restoration). Thus
Mimnermus and Musaeus are quoted as proof for the fact that Helios
and Hyperion, after each day’s hard work, take a full night’s rest
(lines 958fT). Furthermore, the Homeric Hymn to Apollo is adduced to
exemplify the travail of Leto—then pregnant with divine offspring—
which lasted for nine days and nine nights (966-71). In the following
sentence (971ff), likewise on the suffering of Leto, references to Callim-
achus and Antimachus are intentionally linked by Philodemus in
order to prove that, worst of all, Leto was unable to evade the wrath
of Hera. It is here that the context breaks off. One would imagine
that the continuation took the form of a temporal clause: “Leto was
unable to evade the wrath of Hera [before she reached the island of
Delos].” Such, at least, is the main line of argument that can confi-
dently be reconstructed from what little remains of the fragmentary
last line in this column, if one admits the possibility of a copyist’s error
of a very common type and makes the first letter in the line read H
instead of the IT offered by the disegni.

The sequence Homeric Hymn-Antimachus—Callimachus instantly

18 Vorsokr. 22 B 80 (Heraclitus fr.214 Kirk-Raven) el8évou 8¢ xp) Tov wéAepov édvra fuvdy, kal
Slieqy Epw, ral ywopeva mdvra xar’ v xal xpedv (ypedw Diels: xpedueva Origen, C.Cels,
6.42); see Boserup, Museum Tusculanum 17 (1971) 38 n.2 and ZPapEprigr 8 (1971) 111ff, who,
in the latter publication, offers a convincing interpretation of the transmitted xpedueva.
R. Philippson’s forced attempt, in Hermes 55 (1920) 254, to read xar’ é|[pw rai kard] xpedw
| [wdvra pInciv ‘Hp[d|sxAecroc] into the ends of lines 955-57 was mistaken, as is proved by the
other half of the column.

1 Mimnermus fr.10,1f D. "Hé\oc uév yop mdvov éNayev ijuara wdvra, ob 8¢ xor’
Eumavcic ylyvera oddepia.

20 See n.17 above, and Callim. Del. 55ff.
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startles the historian of Greek literature, because each of these names
represents a conspicuous landmark in the evolution of the epic lan-
guage and in the structural development of Greek elegy. Philodemus’
indication that Callimachus in his Delian Hymn imitated Antimachus
—for it is precisely an imitatio on Callimachus’ part that is implied by
the participle [ue]redafdv as restored by Schober, a restoration for
which there is no reasonable alternative?!'—is of great interest and
deserves closer consideration. We do not know for certain where and
how Antimachus narrated the story about the wanderings of Leto.
Most likely he did so in his Lyde, in which he had also treated of De-
meter’s search for her abducted daughter.22 Both subjects could easily
be regarded as exempla of the sorrowful fate of divine or heroic women
—ps.-Plutarchuses the phrase fpwixai cuppopel whenspeaking of Antim-
achus’ poem?*—which would sufficiently account for their being
exploited by a man as much in need of consolation as Antimachus.
Whatever Callimachus, according to Philodemus, has borrowed
from Antimachus, logically there cannot have been any close parallel
for it in the Homeric Hymn. Consequently a brief comparison be-
tween Callimachus and his Homeric model may help to narrow down

21 The restoration [KleMiuayo[c .. .1 map’ *Avrud{yov pelradaBav «rA., although lin-
guistically possible, would lead to serious difficulties, because it is obviously impossible to
squeeze a suitable object and, preferably, also a connecting particle into the short lacuna of
line 972, unless one is willing to accept something as trivial as [, 8¢ 7] map’ *Avripud]xov pej-
raefav. Elsewhere in Philodemus, mepadauBdvew is used in the similar sense of adapt-
ing current notions or arguments to one’s own purposes, as an orator does in a speech
(Rhetorica vol.I p.208,5f and 218,22ff Sudhaus).

22 Antimachus fr.67 Wyss, on which see D. Del Corno, “Ricerche intorno alla Lyde di
Antimaco,” Acme 15 (1962) 57-95, esp. 85f. It is more than unlikely that Antimachus fr.182
Wyss (= P.Mil.Vogl. 17 col.ii 33f [Pack? 89]) é¢p’ omo ulév] Aabplar §vcne Adyia TpifdAeccr, pos-
sibly from his Artemis, refers to Leto’s accouchement (cf. I. Cazzaniga, PP 112 [1967] 16t
esp.25). Although it is conceivable that Antimachus, poeta doctus that he was, substituted
the rare Aaflpic (elsewhere attested only in Anth.Pal. 6.300=Leonidas of Tarentum xxxvi
Gow-Page, undoubtedly as an epithet of Artemis) for the Homeric EiAe{fuvia (Hymn.Hom.
Ap. 97f; ¢f. P.Mil.Vogl. 17 col.ii 2f), thus in a way creating “un’ Artemis pre-Artemis”
(Cazzaniga), or that he was acquainted with the tradition according to which Artemis was
born first (cf. Hymn.Hom.Ap. 15f) and assisted Leto in the delivery of Apollo (Callim. fr.79
Pf., and the testimonia ad loc.), it would be impossible to think of Leto as offering a sacrifice
to her daughter or, for that matter, to any other goddess of birth.

23 [Plut.], Cons. ad Apoll. 9 p.106 b= Antimachus testim.7 Wyss. The extant fragments
indicate that the Lyde was characterized by “un’ assoluta predominanza dell’argomento
mitologico” (Del Corno, op.cit. [supra n.22] 81). On the assumption that the reference in De
Pietate is taken from the Lyde, one can assert with confidence that Antimachus’ mythologi-
cal collection of "pwikai cvudopal was by no means limited to épwrina mabrjpara, as some
modern critics would have us believe.
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our possible choice for Callimachus’ borrowings from Antimachus.
Disregarding for that purpose the unmistakable differences in lan-
guage and style and concentrating on details of content, one can argue
that what constitutes the main divergence from the Homeric plot is
the fact that in Callimachus the motive of the envy of Hera is intro-
duced at a much earlier stage to explain the involuntary wanderings of
Leto and the refusal of many places to give shelter to her, whereas in
the Homeric Hymn it comes in only at a later point to account for the
unnaturally protracted period of Leto’s labor.2¢ The words of Philo-
demus suggest that this motivation did not originate with Callim-
achus but goes back as far as Antimachus. We may conclude that
what was borrowed by Callimachus from his predecessor was a minor
mythological detail, around which, in making it more explicit, Callim-
achus structured the better part of his composition.

The notorious verdict concerning the mayd ypdupe (fr.398 Pf) is
aimed at the ponderous form of the Lyde as a whole and does not
necessarily exclude the possibility that Callimachus decided to imitate
the Colophonian in peculiarities of language, meter and subject-
matter; in fact, several obvious instances of such an imitation can be
collected from the extant fragments.?> Likewise, there can be little
doubt that the acute observation on the relationship of the two poets
as reported by Philodemus is basically correct, whether it was taken
from an earlier source or, less likely, is to be credited to Philodemus
himself, who refers to Antimachus three times in Book 5 of ITepi

2 Hymn.Hom.Ap. 95T vs. Callim. Del. 55ff. Cf. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Hel-
lenistische Dichtung II (Berlin 1924) 66: “Nichtswar ihm (sc. Kallimachos) tiberliefert, als dass
Leto nirgends niederkommen konnte, weil Hera es verboten hatte” (italics mine). This state-
ment is incorrect, if Wilamowitz had the Homeric Hymn in mind (as he must have; see op.
cit. 63), where the fear of Apollo’s future power and recklessness is the only reason given
for Delos’ initial hesitation and, by implication (cf. Hymn.Hom.Ap. 47 vs. 66ff), for the out-
right refusal of the other places to be the birthplace of Apollo. Ov. Met. 6.332-36 naturally
follows the Callimachean version.

38 Antimachi Colophonii reliquiae collegit disposuit explicavit Bernh. Wyss (Berlin 1936)
xlvii; Del Corno, op.cit. (supra n.22) 85 n.89. As for Callimachus’ dependence on Antim-
achus, I fully agree with M. Gigante, RivFC 82 (1954) 72. It has been suggested, for good
reason, that Callimachus’ criticism of Antimachus was directed against the epic Thebais
rather than the elegiac Lyde, although there remains the undisputably negative judgement
in fr.398 Pf. (on which Del Corno, op.cit. 59ff). If so, Callimachus is more likely to have imi-
tated the Lyde, if only to outdo Antimachus. At a stage in contemporary scholarship where
the literary technique of arte allusiva in Alexandrian epic poetry is being investigated in all
its varieties (cf. G. Giangrande, CQ 17 [1967] 85ff and 21 [1971] 146ff; AntCl 39 [1970] 46fT),

one is prepared to appreciate each additional piece of evidence which refers in unambigu-
ous terms to obvious instances of such imitation or variation.
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momudrwy.28 Although copies of Antimachus’ epic poetry must have
been available to the Roman reading public until well after the
middle of the first century B.c., there is no evidence of the survival of
the Lyde into late Republican times.27

TexT II
XII 192 €v 8¢ Toic N 1610 III (HV? II 137)
ava]depouévoic elc (16)
Molygaiov yéypamrra Musaeus 2 B 14
195 Tdplrapov mpiTov
kot Norra kol (19)

XIII Tpitov] >dépa yeyo- (1) N 247 VI left (HV? 1I 47)
198 vévou], év 6é Toic
eic *Em]uevidny Epimenides 38 5
€€ *Aépoc] kai Nukroc (4)
201 7& mwavre cJucrivow
Aéyerau].

fr. X+ XIII (p.61, p.19 G.; + Schober): Pre-philosophical cosmogonies
and theogonies.

193-95 Nauck (Bulletin de I’ Académie Impériale des Sciences de St.-Pétersbourg VII
[1864] 219f= Mélanges Gréco-Romains II [St.-Pétersbourg 1866] 625). 193 -pevwc
N. 194 Jxawov N. 196 Gomperz (in app.). 196-97 Transition from one column to
the next. 197 Schober: 16epa: N. 198-200 Biicheler (see infra n.29) coll. Damas-
cius Pr.124=Vorsokr. 3 8 5=1r.40 Kirk-Raven (see infra n.33). 201 Gomperz.
202 Schober.

Our second example is a detached section from a wider context on

26 Col. xiv 29ff p.35, xv 29ff p.37, and xvii 10ff p.41 Jensen (= Antimachus testim.16-18
Wyss); ¢f. C. Garaffoni, Vichiana 3 (Naples 1966) 339-59. These references are no evidence
of a first-hand acquaintance with Antimachus’ poetry, because all of them are quotations
from Ariston of Chios and some other Stoic source. The fact that there is no verbatim quota-
tion from Antimachus in De Pietate could well suggest that the passage is ultimately derived
from the mythologically oriented prose summary of the Lyde which Agatharchides of
Cnidos compiled towards the end of the second century ».c. (FGrHist 86 T 2= Antimachus
testim.21 Wyss). Such an epitome would have appealed to an Epicurean critic of the tradi-
tional Greek pantheon as a handy source book of mythology.

27 Del Corno, op.cit. (supra n.22) 62f and 73ff, has shown convincingly that where Catullus,
Cicero and Propertius mention Antimachus they refer to the Thebais and to nothing else.
Such a conclusion is supported by the fragments of Antimachus on papyri of the II and HI
centuries (P.Mil.Vogl. 17 [Pack? 89]; P.Oxy. 2518-19), all of which are hexametrical.
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early mythological beliefs concerning the formation of the universe
out of primal entities of divine nature.28

In the passage quoted above, the transition from line 196 to 197
marks the joint where two separate columns of writing have been
connected by Schober.?? By thus restoring the original order of these
consecutive columns, he recovered a coherent doxographical cata-
logue which extends over 41 lines of papyrus and comprises the fol-
lowing series of names of poets, apparently in no systematic order:3°
Anonymi (rwéc), author of the Titanomachy (fr.1 Kinkel, f. his addenda
p-312; fr.I Allen), Acusilaus (Diels/Kranz, Vorsokr. 9 B 1= FGrHist
2 ¥ 5), Musaeus (Vorsokr. 2 B 14), Epimenides (Vorsokr. 3 B 5), Homer
(Il. 14.201), Abaris (FGrHist 34 r 1),3' Anonymi (o 6¢), Pindar (fr.80
Snell; ¢f. infra Text IV) and Pherecydes of Syros (Vorsokr. 7 B 13).32

28 See M. L. West ed., Hesiod, Theogony (Oxford 1966) 12ff; Kirk in G. S. Kirk and J. E.
Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers (Cambridge 1957) pp.17, 23 n.2 and 40, who takes it for
granted (rightly, I think) that the summary of theogonic accounts in Philodemus is ulti-
mately derived from Eudemus’ synopsis of early theogonies and cosmogonies. (Cf. F.
Webhrli on Eudem. fr.150. One should refrain from calling Eudemus’ rather obscure work
a ‘history of theology’; see O. Gigon in La notion du divin depuis Homére jusqu’a Platon :
Entretiens Hardt 1 [Vandceuvres-Geneve 1954] 131). In Philodemus the cosmogonies of the
Presocratics are treated separately from those of the early poets (see pp. 80f below);
it took a modern mind to realize the continuity (see H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus
[Berkeley-Los Angeles 1971] 79, and the bibliography quoted on p.184 nn.1-2).

29 There was no explicit scholarly opinion on the relation of the two fragments before
their connection was fully recognized by Schober. R. Philippson (Hermes 55 [1920] 271) and
Kirk-Raven (Presocratic Philosophers fr.20-21) were content to print them as two separate
but consecutive fragments. F. Biicheler was very close to the right solution when he wrote
(Jahrbuch fiir Philologie 91 [1865] 517=Kleine Schriften1 [Leipzig-Berlin 1915] 585): “év 3¢
roic [elc "EnJuevidny [é aépoc] kal vwkroc [1a mdvra cJuerivar, Wo vorher év 7oic eic *Opdéa
avagepopévoc oder dhnliches gestanden haben wird.” (Cf. P.Herc. 1428 col.VI N=II1 O [p.80
Gomperz], 17f 7¢ 7€ eic *Opdé|ea {xai] Movcatov dva|dep[duleva.)

30 The order in which the poetical works are quoted in Philodemus is consistent with the
ancient chronological canon of the earliest Greek poets only in that Musaeus is placed
before Homer; see West, op.cit. (supra n.28) 40 and 47.

31 See Jacoby’s addenda in FGrHist Pt. Il B p.1231, or Pt. 1 A p.x13 of the Neudruck. Jacoby
did not mention that Jensen’s ['Aﬁa]fl,c is against the disegni, which read Jric; but it would

be very difficult to think of any other supplement; there is no room for Diels’ [érepdc] 7ic.
Suda « 18 ascribes a Theogony to Abaris (FGrHist 34 T 1).

32 The whole passage runs: ... rwléc 8¢ rodr{ovc | 7a] cdumavrd [dajcr Tlexetv. éu pév |
[icdv éx Nuxréc xai | [Taplrdpov Méyerau | [ra wldvra, év 8¢ 7ij[cw €lx "Adov xai 4i|[0épJoc
¢ 8¢ 7y Ti|[ravoluaxiov ypd|[Yac é£] Alépoc nllciv], *Axovci[A]aoc | [8° éx] Xdovc mpdiTov |
[7&Ma: év 8¢ Toic | [avalpepopévgic eic | [Molvgaiov yéypamrar | {Tdplrapov mpdrov | [xai
Nliéxra kai | [rpirov] *Aépa yeyo|[vévar]. év 8¢ Toic | [elc "Enuevidny | [é£ *Aépoc] xai Nukrdc |
[r& mdvra cJucriivar | [Aéyerar): “Opnpoc | [ dmodailver’ *Rueal[vov éx] Tnfvoc | [rodc M ]ovc
yewiy | [feodc “’Qlxeavdv Te | [fedv yélvecy xai | [unrépa] T(n6oh” (Il. 14.201) ei|[mdv-
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The only change that results from this combination affects the frag-
ment of Musaeus: in the new text Aer figures besides Tartaros and
Nyx as mpdreu apyei. Insignificant as it might at first appear, this piece
of new information nevertheless gains considerably in importance if
seen against the background of the cosmogony ascribed to Epimen-
ides (Vorsokr. 3 B 5) in both Philodemus and Damascius, where the
same three cosmogonical principles occur, with one slight modifica-
tion, however: in Epimenides’ account Tartaros is the product of Aer
and Nyx.33 Although the exact genealogical relation of Musaeus’ first
principles to one another remains uncertain, the addition of mp&rov
and, presumably, [rpiror]®* in Philodemus could imply that in Mu-
saeus Aer was produced by the pair Tartaros and Nyx.35 If this infer-
ence is correct, the relation of Tartaros and Aer, as posited in
Epimenides, is reversed in Musaeus. Interestingly enough, the one
figure in the primordial pair that is the same in both accounts is Nyx,
who was accorded absolute priority in the Theology assigned to Or-
pheus.38 This affinity between various cosmogonical accounts of com-
paratively early (though most probably post-Hesiodic) date suggests
that many of the anonymous hexametrical poems on theogony and
cosmogony which later tradition ascribed to semi-historical figures
like Orpheus, Musaeus and Epimenides were hardly more than
closely related variations of the same theme.

'Aﬁa]fzc 8¢ Kpd|[vov re xlai [‘PJéav, oi 8¢ | [dix xai] “Hpav maré|[pa xai] pnrépa O¢|[ov
voluilovew, ITiv|[8apoc] 8 [éx] KuBé|[Anc ulnrpoc év i | “[décmlonfav] KvBé|[Aav] par(épa]”
(fr.80 Snell), ¢epe|[x158]:75 & ¢ [Z¥]pwoc. ..

33 Damascius, Princ. 124 (I 320,17ff Ruelle)= Vorsokr. 3 B 5=Kirk-Raven, Presocratic
Philosophers fr.40 Tov 8¢ "Empuevidny 8vo mpdrac dpyac smobéclar *Aépa xai Nvkre . .. é¢
v yervnlivou Taprapov olpaw v Tpirmy dpxijv. The corresponding reference to Epimenides
in De Pietate (supra n.32) shows clearly that Damascius has written out Eudemus (cf. supra
n.28) more fully than Philodemus or his source.

34 Cf. the antithesis 8vo mpdrTac dpyac . . . Ty rplrnv dpyijv in Damascius (supra n.33).

35 The alternative is that in Musaeus, Tartaros, Nyx and Aer were introduced as monistic
and genealogically equivalent world-constituents in the Hesiodic fashion (cf. Theog. 116-20).
Such an interpretation could claim support from one of the preceding sentences in Philo-
demus in which Anonymi are quoted for the opinion that everything came into being from
the pair Nyx and Tartaros (see supra n.32); Musaeus’ theogony as reconstructed above
would evidently fall into that category, and to have an additional reference to him might
therefore seem unnecessary. But a certain amount of repetition is in keeping with the cata-
logue-like character of the passage under discussion.

86 Vorsokr. 1 B 12 (Damascius, Princ. 124=Eudem. fr.150 Wehrli)=Kern, Orph. fr.28. Cf.
Phld. Piet. p.81, 18ff Gomperz (P.Herc. 1428 col. VII N=Col. IV O)= Dox.Graec. 548,18=
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An Additional Fragment

Text III
P.Herc. 1428 fr.23a upper For comparison: P.Herc. 1428 fr.11
half (deest in Gomperz =N 1428 fr.11 (HV? II 4)= O 1428
and Schober) A 23 (p.67 Gomperz)

MARGIN

[3-5 7]ov oVpad[v 7¢] = @=Z0 ~————-—————-
2 [kai v yliy o pdviov]

[.....Jecol Jowvel 1-3] ], cov]
4 [...]Beodc Spap[xew] 2 ], odd¢ [
kel 76 pijrle 2—4] [3—4]vew ovd[
6 wire aicOnc[w é-] 4 [2-3]ww 0v6é péy[eboc]
xe[e]v Todc fe[ove prp-] [00]6€é kaAoc 0vd[3—4]
8 7€ uopdmy [4-6] 6 [..]véxew ovde cvv-
ay aAX’ €[ [ec]ww ovde didov oD-
10 PBovAwy|[
[ 1oL Pl MARGIN

8 e.g. [undeui-] or [avbpwmel-].

Modest gains which add to the number of known fragments have
been made possible by means of the binocular microscope. Sometimes
this technical device enables us to read passages which, owing to their
deplorable condition, had been given up for lost by the disegnatori of
the past century and are therefore lacking in the disegni.

The above text (fr.23a), which is the most substantial instance of this
kind of progress, forms part of the longest and most famous series of
fragments in De Pietate. These fragments, known as P.Herc. 1428 and
extracted from the innermost layers (midollo) of the first of the two
papyrus rolls on which the text of De Pietate was written, constitute
the very end of the first (i.e. the critical) part of that treatise and con-
tain a detailed catalogue of philosophers from Thales down to
Cleanthes in chronological order. This doxography has a very close

SVF 11 636= Orph. fr.28a. The following text is based on the disegni and on my collation of
the extant papyrus: x[el 8] xav 7@ mpd|{{icr}lan (sc. Iepi dvcewc) Tiv Nixra | Gedv ¢mev
(sc. 8 Xpvarmoc) [ellvald] | mpwricry. |
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parallel in the first book of Cicero’s De Natura Deorum, whose version
provides important criteria for the reconstruction of the content and
especially the sequence of the corresponding fragments in Philo-
demus.3?

The newly discovered fr.23a is preceded by fr.23 of the Collectio Al-
tera (HV® 11 7°= p.73 Gomperz) in which Theophrastus is treated (cf.
infra Text VII); the two fragments are linked by a blank strip of
papyrus, doubtless the margin between two consecutive columns of
writing.38

In Cicero’s catalogue Theophrastus is followed by his disciple Strato
of Lampsacus, who concludes the list of Peripatetic philosophers.
According to Cicero, Strato regarded Nature as the seat of divine
power (vis divina) and as the cause of everything that comes into being
and passes away; but in Strato’s definition, Nature is devoid of either

37 For a general discussion of the relation of the Philosophenkritik in Cicero and in Philo-
demus see M. Tulli Ciceronis De Natura Deorum Liber Primus, ed. A. S. Pease (Cambridge
[Mass.] 1955) 39-42; R. Philippson, Hermes 55 (1920) 364-66. On the basis of the available
evidence, a very plausible theory is still that of H. Diels (Dox.Graec. 126-27; for an opposing
view see R. Philippson, SymbOslo 19 [1939] 27-31), according to which both Philodemus and
Cicero copied from Phaedrus’ Ilepi feav. I am well aware, however, that the ascription of
De Pietate to Philodemus is hardly more than a time-honored convention, as there is no
absolute proof of his authorship; palaeographically there remains the possibility of Phae-
drus’ being the author, on which see A. Nauck, op.cit. (supra p.77) 191ff=1I 585ff. The
argument that the style as well as the content of De Pietate are in keeping with Philodemus’
other treatises could well be fallacious as long as we have no examples of the productions
of either Zeno of Sidon or Phaedrus (Cic. Nat.D. 1.33.93 portrays Phaedrus as a model of
Attic elegantia, Zeno as a malicious mocker).

The inspection of the extant fragments of P.Herc. 1428 has not only produced additional
portions of text which are not in the disegni (cf. Dom. Bassi, RivFC 37 [1909] 508) and which
are consequently lacking in the editions of Gomperz and Schober, but has also yielded
more accurate information concerning the content and the order of these fragments. We
now have, inter alia, an explicit mention of Cleanthes in P.Herc. 1428 col.ii line 8f (not in
N 1428 col.ii [HV2 11 9]= O 1428 fr.2). These new findings call for a revision of the traditional
arrangement and attribution of some of the fragments by Gomperz, Philippson and Scho-
ber, which I am prepared to undertake elsewhere.

38 The fact that the ends of lines 3-5 of P.Herc. 1428 fr.23 (=N 1428 fr.23: deest in O; cf.
infra Text VII), which come from the bottom of the fragment, clearly protrude into the
margin of the following fr.23a proves that the lower halves of these two fragments consti-
tute the remains of two consecutive columns in the papyrus. However the alignment of
lines in the upper half of fr.23a (i.e. the part of the fragment with which we are here con-
cerned and which is not linked to fr.23 by a joint margin) differs considerably from that of
the preceding and following fragments (fr.23 and fr.24 respectively). This observation and,
in addition, a close examination of the surface structure of the upper half of fr.23a have led
me to the conclusion that the first 11 lines of fr.23a (i.e. Tex Il above) cannot belong to the
same layer of writing as the text of fr.23, fr.23a (lower half) and fr.24.
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sensation or form (sed careat omni et sensu et figura).3® Any Epicurean
interpreter of Strato, accustomed as he must have been to an extreme-
ly anthropomorphic concept of divinity, was bound to misunderstand
this, as if Strato had declared Earth and Sky to be gods—an interpre-
tation expressly stated by Tertullian**—and had denied his gods, in
Epicurean terminology, aicfncic as well as popéj. Such an Epicurean
interpretation of Strato would correspond exactly to the Epicurean
criticism which we read in lines 1ff of fr.23a, all the more so if [yljv is
supplied in line 2. As for the continuation in lines 9ff, one would ex-
pect a reference to Strato’s well-attested doctrine that the origin of the
world was not due to some deliberateactof divine planning (cf. [cvu]-
BovAai in the present passage from Philodemus, consilium et ratio in
Lactantius4'), but was accomplished spontaneously (edropdrwc, sua
sponted?),

If we consider the mere content of fr.23a, a strong case can surely be
made for attributing it to Strato; from a palaeographical or—if we
were not dealing with a papyrus roll one might say—codicological
point of view, however, this attribution presents insurmountable
difficulties in that the new fragment turned out under strong magni-
fication not to belong to the same layer of writing as the preceding
fragment of Theophrastus but gave the impression of being rather a
sottoposto.43 If this observation is correct, the fragment has to be placed
somewhere before the fragment of Theophrastus and can no longer be
ascribed to Strato. In fact the doxographical catalogues in Cicero and
Philodemus respectively record for several of the Presocratic philoso-
phers the belief in a divine principle without sensus and forma or

39 Cic. Nat.D. 1.13.35 (=Strato fr.33 Wehrli [Die Schule des Aristoteles, Heft V, von F.
Wehrli, Basel 1950]).

40 Tert. Adv.Marc. 1.13 (=Strato fr.39 Wehrli) ut Strato caelum et terram (sc. deos pronuntia-
vit); cf. Strato fr.37 Wehrli.

41 As a tentative restoration for lines 9-11, a text like ¢\’ é[xrdc (or é[prjuovc) cup]|BovAdv
[adrodc el|vlofc] Aé[yee ] would probably be acceptable. Cf. Lactant. De Ira 10.34 at enim,
sicut alii dicunt, natura mundus effectus est, quae sensu et figura caret. hoc vero multo est absurdius.
si natura mundum fecit, consilio et ratione fecerit necesse est ; is enim facit aliquid qui aut volunta-
tem faciendi habet aut scientiam. si caret sensu ac figura, quomodo potest ab ea fieri quod et sensum
habet et figuram? In De Ira 10.1=Strato fr.34 Wehrli, Lactantius copies Cic. Nat.D. 1.13.35.

42 Strato fr.34-35 Wehrli; see Wehrli, op.cit. (supra n.39) p.52 ad loc.

13 See n.38 above. Owing to the extreme thinness of the papyrus material on which De
Pietate is written and to the damaging effects of carbonization, it is impossible for the naked
eye to distinguish different layers of papyrus. This is the reason why previous editors of De
Pietate were not aware of the existence of numerous sottoposti (in contrast to the sovraposti,
which as a rule are much easier to recognize).
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figura (as for Parmenides and Diogenes of Apollonia), or simply with-
out sensus (as for Empedocles) or without forma (as for Anaximenes).44
The only conclusion to be drawn from this striking over-simplifica-
tion is that the common Epicurean source for the doxography in both
Philodemus and Cicero looked at the monotheistic and rather sublime
theology of the Presocratics through Epicurean spectacles and, in so
doing, criticized the absence of certain divine attributes which were
essential features of the Epicurean gods, namely pulcherrima forma and
actio atque agitatio mentis,*> the latter being based on sense percep-
tion.#6 This type of interpretatio Epicureat” emerges clearly from a
comparison with fr.11 of P.Herc. 1428, which Philippson and Schober
without compelling reason ascribed to Pythagoras.#® The fragment
gives, also in negative form, a list of the most characteristic attributes
of Epicurean gods; the connection with fr.23a becomes all the more

44 Parmenides: Cic. Nat.D. 1.11.28 (= Vorsokr. 28 a 37); Diogenes: Nat.D 1.12.29 (= Vor-
sokr. 64 a 8); Empedocles: Nat.D 1.12.29; Anaximenes: Nat.D. 1.10.26 (= Vorsokr. 13 a 10).

45 Cic. Nat.D. 1.17.45 and 1.18.47.

48 For the close interrelation in Epicurean theology of divine sensus and divine prudentia
(cvvecic in P.Herc. 1428 fr.11,6f) see Cic. Nat.D. 1.12.30 (against Plato) quod vero sine corpore
ullo deum vult esse . . ., id quale esse possit intellegi non potest; careat enim sensu necesse est,
careat etiam prudentia, careat voluptate (see infra n.49); quae omnia una cum deorum notione
comprehendimus. By equipping their gods with sense perception, the Epicureans laid them-
selves open to harsh criticism; ¢f. Philodemus, De Dis III col.xiv 38ff xal xowdc fudv
émdefdvrwy 61 kai Tac éx[peluoppwuévac dua Tédv alchricewv kaBd[olv Tépec dmodauBdvoucily
(sc. the gods), [d}raurdc (sc. the opponents) xai Ta éni pépovc, die 7¢ ai Tépyerc (H. Diels,
AbhBerlin 1916 Nr.4 pp.38f, Nr.6 pp.53ff; see also De Dis HI fr.27, ibid. Nr.4 p.50).

47 In evaluating Cicero’s doxographical catalogue, a careful distinction must be drawn
between the genuine Epicurean bias which he found in his source (supra n.37) and which
can be paralleled from the corresponding passage in De Pietate, and the sporadic outburst
into open invective, which he added on his own (Diels, Dox.Graec. 122-27, whose conclusions
have to be slightly modified, however, in the light of P.Herc. 1428 fr.11 and fr.23a, both of
which were, in their present form, unknown to Diels; ¢f. R. Philippson, SymbOslo 19 [1939]
30). Whatever the relation between Cicero and Philodemus, it should be obvious that any
scholarly comment on Cicero’s exposition of Presocratic theology is worthless if it fails to
take into account Philodemus (a recent instance of such failure is O. Gigon, op.cit. [supra
n.28)).

48 R. Philippson, Hermes 55 (1920) 367, based his ascription on the observation that
P.Herc. 1428 fr.11, both in the disegni and in the mounted papyrus, is preceded by a frag-
ment on Pythagoras and followed by one on Xenophanes, two names which are consecu-
tive in Cicero’s catalogue. But we are not obliged to regard the traditional order of these
fragments as binding: it can be proven, on the basis of fibre structure, that when the
smaller fragments of P.Herc. 1428 were mounted many of them were artificially connected
to one another at their lower margins to create the impression of a coherent roll of papy-
rus. Schober, adopting Philippson’s restoration o08¢ c[vvecwv 7 | dpdvIncw in line 2f of fr.11,
considered this an explicit criticism of the Pythagorean povdc=voic, an interpretation which
has to be discarded altogether.



84 TOWARD A NEW EDITION OF PHILODEMUS’ ON PIETY

obvious if we adopt [pop|#f]v as supplement in lines 5f4* Considera-
tions like these should have been a warning to those scholars who be-
lieve that indisputable certainty can be obtained in ascribing fragments
like fr.23a or fr.11 to one or another of the philosophers who are men-
tioned in the biased doxographical catalogue which is reproduced in
Philodemus and Cicero.

New Readings

Text IV
N 247 VI left (HV? II 472), 17-21 For comparison: Pindar fr.
(p-19G.) 80 Snell
IIiy- ITiv-
214 dapoc] & [éx] KuBé- (18) dapoc] & [éx] Kufé-
Mjc plnTpoc év T Anc pIprpoc év @
216 ‘8écm]ow[ov] KuBé-  (20) vpvw]: ‘Ped[v] Kufé-
Aov] parfépal’. Aav] par[épa]’ (sc. Tovc

Oeodc elvai ¢mew ).
214-15 Biicheler (K. Schriften I 585).
216 Henrichs. 217 Snell.

We now come to examples illustrating new readings and similar
gains. The fragment printed above is a section from the passage on
cosmogony and theogony which we have discussed before (see supra
Texr II). The text is based on the Neapolitan copy only.

The innovation (which is not a new reading in the proper sense of
that term) consists in granting recognition to the transmitted se-
quence of letters for line 216 as they stand in the disegni. Editors of

4 On the basis of popdsfv in P.Herc. 1428 fr.23a and the repeated reference to figura and
forma in Cicero’s catalogue. R. Philippson, who might have had in mind Cic. Nat.D. 1.12.30
(supra n.46), preferred [18o]wjlv (Hermes 55 [1920] 367), a restoration which may still be the
right one if the key words follow each other in the sequence: d@u« (line 2; cadpa would
equal popgf), [alc|fnc]w (line 34, proposed by Philippson, loc.cit.), péyefoc, kdMoc, [130[mflv
(line 5f), covecww and pidov. (The Epicureans believed in friendship among the gods; see
Philodemus, De Dis Il col.c fr.84,5f, in H. Diels, op.cit. [supra n.46] Nr.4 pp.15f, Nr.6 pp.6ff.
The concept of divine ¢l is one of several corollaries that follow from the more compre-
hensive Epicurean doctrine of divine éperal; cf. W. Schmid, RhM 94 [1951] 109 and 140ff.) In
any case this criticism in P.Herc. 1428 fr.11, which is so reminiscent of the attack against
Plato’s supposed dcdyparoc fede in Cic. Nat.D. 1.12.30 (Cicero notoriously abbreviated his
Epicurean source), is attributable to the section on Plato (most of which is lost) rather than
to that on Pythagoras (see preceding note).
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Pindar have obscured these letters by unjustified conjectures to such
an extent that the actual tradition is almost forgotten. Theodor
Bergk is ultimately to blame for this gradual distortion of the evi-
dence, because he was the first to include this passage in his edition of
Pindar, assuming that some noun had to be added to the phrase év
7@..*® He supplied év 7@ [mpoJoyu[iw] and was wrong in identifying this
putative ‘Proem’ with a dithyramb on Dionysos and Cybele which is
attested in Strabo; in the meantime a large portion of this dithyramb
has come to light on papyrus.5!

The actual words of Pindar were given by Bergk in the form KvBéA«
pérep Bedv,*® which used to be accepted as canonical until recently,
when Bruno Snell in his version of the same fragment—in fact his is
the only attempt to advance beyond Bergk—substituted the no less
conjectural [Juve] of H. Diels for Bergk’s [mpoJowu[{w:] and changed the
transmitted letters to fe®[v].5% The truth is that any alteration of the
disegni is unnecessary if one makes the quotation from Pindar start
with the first letter in line 216 and reads [§écmlow[ar] KuvBé[Aaw]
per[épal.

Metrical analysis seems to reveal a Glyconic or Pherecratean ex-
panded by a choriambus; consequently Pindar’s composition would
have been in Aeolic meter, contrary to what most previous editors

80 Poetae Lyrici Graeci, rec. Th. Bergk, I* (Lipsiae 1878) fr.80, and his note ad loc.: *. . . ubi
legendum videtur ITadapoc &’ éxc KuBédqe unrpoc év & mpooyulw: KuBéda pérep Bedv . . .
Philodemus prooemium dicere videtur illud ipsum carmen quod Strabo dithyrambum
vocat, vid. fr.79 A et B” (=Dith. 2.1-3, 8-11 Snell). Only after the discovery of the papyrus
(see following note) did it become clear that the Pindaric passage quoted in Strabo is indeed
part of an elaborate prooemium; ¢f. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Pindaros (Berlin
1922) 344f, who uses the same term.

51 P.Oxy. 1604 (Pack? 1367)=Dith. II fr.70b Snell. Bergk’s suggestion of a possible connec-
tion between the quotation in Philodemus and Pindar fr.70b,9ff Snell=Strabo 10.3.13 p.469
Moarépe mop peyddg ). was tacitly rejected by F. Biicheler, KL.Schriften I (supra n.29) 586:
“Das Zitat aus Pindar ist neu, kann wenigstens nicht auf die blosse Erwihnung der pdmmp
peydda bezogen werden.”

52 In lines 217f the disegni read MAT[ _ , ] PEPE|[«xi8]ng 8 6 [Zv]proc (Vorsokr. 7 B 13).
Needless to say, there is no room for any supplement longer than par[épa] (see F. Jacoby
in FGrHist Part I A p.x13 n.5 of the Neudruck). O. Schroeder (fr.80) and C. M. Bowra (fr.77)
in their respective editions of Pindar exercised wise restraint in reproducing the very letters
of the disegni without any attempt at restoration, whereas A. Turyn (fr.148) and A. Puech
(fr.15) gave an utterly deceptive picture of the actual spacing in the disegni by printing
parlep Beav].

83 Cf. H. Diels ad Vorsokr. 7 B 13. Snell’s f¢[v] was obviously inspired by Bergk’s uérep
Gedv, but does not take into account the actual letters in the disegni and the available space
after Jou{. In turn, Snell’s correct supplements in line 217 guided me in restoring 216.
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had supposed.?* The same sequence of quantities, however, is also
compatible with a dactylo-epitritic pattern of a less common type.5®
Although the new text is too short to render the metrical data conclu-
sive, it provides us with a fresh starting point from which to approach
the question from what work of Pindar the fragment might have been
taken; I leave the answer—if there is any—to the ITwdapicdirepo.

TexT V
P.Herc. 243 IlI=N 243 III (HV2 11 39; p.11 G.)

ka[l Tov
3 pév ’AméAg[ve Tov
Moven{i}yémlv é-
paclévro hH[c Mara-
6 péwc Ovyarpd[c Ev-
Boioc Apyeliov adrije
pexfév[ra yevvijcar

Schober’s restoration: Revised text:56
mAncdfcac 8¢ T 9 mncwi[ﬁowa T
moplfév[we, kabdmep “O- mapfév[we dc ¢mew *0-
unpoc A éyer, poroi- unpoc é[v (7€) Toic ¥-
otépwe {t} e[Vpdv Tiver i- 12 L‘lzpq')mc [

cov amé[ecmn Tijc mapo- covame [

vou[Ja[c], «al [Prop- vopo car  Plddp-
powve 8 éx [Prwvi- 15 pwve 8 éx [Prwri-
doc rijc ‘E[wcddpov kot- doc Tijc ép[wuévnc Kot-
vije Ta8eA[pde yev- vijc TadeAp[Dr yev-
vijcou, Tov § [AckAy- 18 vijcan, Tov 8 *AlcrkAn-
wlwov] €€ Alplc[wdnc. mov €€ *Apc[winc.

54 For the fragments of Pindar, Snell follows the traditional order established by Bergk
and Schroeder. But in a note on fr.80 he makes it quite clear that the content of this frag-
ment favors its being placed in the vicinity of fr.95 (which is in Aeolic meter); such a group-
ing of the fragments was first suggested by Wilamowitz, op.cit. (supra n.50) 271 n.3: “Fr.80
gehort natiirlich in dieses Gedicht (i.e. the Hymn on Pan); die Versuche der Herstellung
scheitern an dem, was sicher bei Philodem gelesen ist.” As it turns out, Wilamowitz’ pre-
diction regarding the restoration of fr.80 was too pessimistic.

55 E.g. e_de (mostly found at the end of a period) or e_d'D in Maas’s terminology,
though there are various other possibilities, depending on what element preceded and fol-
lowed the sequence _d!. I am indebted to Joel B. Lidov for pertinent advice.

%6 The revision is based on the present condition of the papyrus. The disegni were used as
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und’ > Ararod[ASe ral-

21 7o T ‘Epu<o>[dc 76 mpiv
yevouérmy wlepidpo-
vety, épachiy[o Se

24 koi Kvpipvn[c ket Ai-
<8 >ovc{ot}nc kai v[
*Acrpidoc klal

27 Tpopwvelov uln-
rpoc *Enli]xdc[mnc

MARGIN

2 Gomperz. 3 amod)[ pap(yrus): amoMo[ N, corr. Biicheler, op.cit. (supra n.29)
516 = 583.57 4-6 Biicheler. 7 Dietze-Schober. 8 Biicheler-Schober. 9-12 f. the
following marginal note written below the preceding column P.Herc. 243 I =
N 243 I (HV? II 38; p.10 G.):... Oulnpoc év Te 7oic vmepdloc...|. ..
mA]ncdlovra Taic mafphévoic . . . (ev 7€ pap.: eure N, edd.).58 10-11 ["OJunpoc
Biicheler. 12 wepwoi[ pap.5® 13 vague traces of ink above e [ (interlinear
correction or addition?). 14 [&]|vopudcfor (Philippson, Hermes 55 [1920] 246)
non quadrat: vopa xew palaeographically possible but syntactically unfit.®0 15
Gomperz. 16 ép[wuévnc Merkelbach. 16-17 [kot]vijc Philippson, op.cit. 247.6t
17 vnc pap.: vyv N/Biicheler-Philippson-Schober. 18 70v'8’«[ pap.: rova[ N:
7ov 8 [*Ac. coniec. Schober [Biicheler. 19 Gomperz. 20 *AxaxaA[Aid« Philipp-

supplementary evidence only inasmuch as they preserve some letters immediately pre-
ceding the lacunae which are now lost (lines 3, 4, 12 [see infra n.59] and 26). On the other
hand, there are a dozen instances of letters still extant in the papyrus but not reproduced
in the disegni (lines 2, 7, 14, 16-20, 23, 25-26 and 28).

57 ° AméMw (or AméMw{} with superfluous iota, as in P.Herc. 1428 col.v 25f) is the accusa-
tive form commonly used in De Pietate and adopted by Gomperz, and may therefore be
preferable to Schober’s *AndMw[va]. The latrer, however, accounts better for the available
space in the lacuna.

88 The disegnatori of the early XIX century could still read a few letters which are no
longer extant: dmepoic and wAncialovra.

52 The disegnatori read orepwcie[ instead of mepwoic]. The letter that preceded the lacuna;
obviously a sigma, is now lost.

%0 The blank space before @[ looks like an intentional spatium which is used as a punctua-
tion mark throughout the papyrus of De Pietate. If so, ke is excluded, because it cannot
form the end of a sentence.

81 The alternative restoration rijc ép[wué]|rmc Tadedd[o5] would make line 16 unusually
short.
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son. 20-21 Henrichs.®2 21 eppe[ pap., N®/[76 mpiv] Philippson-Schober. 22 7[
or y[. 22-23 7[epuppo]veiv Henrichs (I realize that an aorist infinitive would be
preferable). 23 yew, mew or xew N/Philippson-Schober. 24 Philippson. 25
eovcounc pap.: corr. Philippson. 25 perhaps y[duénc] coll. Hes. fr.185,8 M.-W.
Je ’Acrpnidoc 7urdpoo, and fr.141,10 wludnc mdpa xoeAidporo. 26-28
Henrichs.

The fragment P.Herc. 243 111, of which the original is extant, contains
a list of some of Apollo’s love affairs which is ultimately based on the
Hesiodic Catalogue.®* As usual, the names of the mistresses and, occa-
sionally, of the children who resulted from each liaison are given.

First comes Euboea, the daugher of Macareus (lines 2-8). Philo-
demus is the earliest witness for the name of Euboea’s son by Apollo,
Argeus ('Apyeioc).8 J. Dietze was apparently the first torecognize that
the only manuscript of Hyginus, now lost, gave an impeccable Latin
transliteration of this Greek name: Argeus.®® Recent editors of Hy-
ginus, however, for some mysterious reason, saw fit to improve upon

2 There seems to be no exact parallel for the elliptic phrase 7 ‘Epuoi(c), which must
mean ‘mistress of Hermes’; for combinations of the type ¢ 7o 8eivoc see E. Mayser, Gram-
matik der griech. Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit 11.2 (Berlin—Leipzig 1934) pp.118f; for the ellip-
sis of nouns to be supplied from the context, ibid. II.1 pp.20ff on Nominalellipse. Philippson,
Hermes 55 [1920] 247, restored und ’Axaxa[MABa &)|xoirw “Epuold mpiv] | yevoudmy, which
will not do.

3 Epuel, the reading of the disegni, is confirmed by the papyrus, but must be wrong. The
only other instance of the genitive of ‘Epudjc in De Pietate is ‘Epuoiic in P.Herc. 433 IV line 8
(HV?1I 59; p.31 G.), on which see W. Cronert, Memoria Graeca Herculanensis (Lipsiae 1903)
163 n.1; Nauck, op.cit. (see p. 77 above) 614 n.4, refers to Anecd.Oxon. III 251,23 Cramer
duaprdvovaw of Aéyovrec . . . ‘Epuoic . It is unlikely that the genitive used in the present pas-
sage was the hybrid ‘Epué[ov(c)], either a formation on the analogy of proper names end-
ing in -xAfic (Mayser, op.cit. [supra n.62] 1.1 280), or the result of a confusion with the Attic
name ‘Eppéac (genitive ‘Epuéov), which ancient grammarians liked to link with “Epudjc
‘Eppot (¢f. Herodian. II 620,36, 703,36 and 712,21 Lentz).

84 J. Schwartz, Pseudo-Hesiodeia (thése, Paris 1960) 288f. The recent discovery of the name
*Acrpyic, which was unattested except for a passage in the Hesiodic Catalogue (fr.185,8 M.-
W.; see infra n.76), is final proof of the Hesiodic origin of the list in Philodemus.

85 The papyrus reads *Apye[iov] (in contrast to ap[ in the disegni), thereby confirming the
supplement of J. Dietze, Njbb 153 (1896) 220 n.3.

¢ Hyg. Fab. 161 (a catalogue of Apollinis filii, which coincides to some extent with the list
in De Pietate; see Dietze, loc.cit. [supra n.65]) Argeus ex Euboea Macarei filia. In Latin, *Apyeioc
could be transliterated as either Argivus or Argeus (for Argeus see Serv.Auct. [DS] on Verg.
Aen. 8.345, and Prisc. Inst. 2.48 [in Keil, Gramm.Lat. Il 74,5] on Hor. Carm. 2.6.5), the latter
form being more correct according to ancient scholiastic tradition; cf. J. Tolkiehn, Phil-
Woch 43 (1923) 44fF, esp.48, and 68ff; G. P. Goold, HSCP 69 (1965) 12 [1 owe this reference to
Charles E. Murgia]; W. S. Allen, Vox Latina (Cambridge 1965) 53ff, id., Vox Graeca (Cam-
bridge 1968) 69.
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the transmitted Argeus by making it Agreus, which if intended ro re-
produce the Greek ’Aypevcis an epithet rather than a regular name.%?

The second mistress mentioned (lines 14ff) is Philonis, her son being
Philammon.®® During the same night in which Apollo cohabited with
Philonis, his brother Hermes begot Autolycus by her, a tradition
which is reflected in lines 16-17 of the papyrus.®® The collation of the
fragment has shown, however, that contrary to what Philippson had
guessed, the name of Heosphoros, the father of Philonis as attested in
Conon, cannot have occurred in the lacuna at the end of line 16; it was
rather the appositional participle ép[wuéimc], which confirms a con-
jecture of R. Merkelbach and provides the necessary antecedent for
the following [kot]vijc.?

The catalogue continues with Arsinoe—in a different mythographi-
cal tradition she is called Coronis?*—and her son Asclepius, followed
by Acacallis,”® Cyrene,’® Aethusa,’* Astreis and Epicaste,’> the mother
of Trophonius. The name *Acrpyic, though clearly legible on the
papyrus, was badly disfigured by the disegnatori and remained un-
recognized. Astreis, as mistress of Apollo, has been known for several
years through an Oxyrhynchus papyrus and an exact parallel in a
Milan papyrus, both containing the same passage from the Hesiodic
Catalogue, in which Astreis was apparently preceded by Aethusa, as in
Philodemus.

67 Joh. Scheffer’s edition of Hyginus (Hamburg 1674) still printed the correct Argeus.
M. Schmidt introduced Agreus in his edition (Jena 1872), in which ‘emendation’ is abund-
ant, and was followed by H. J. Rose? (Leiden 1963).

%8 Conon, Narr. 7; ¢f. Hyg. Fab. 161 (but Philammon ex Leuconoe Luciferi filia).

9 Hes. fr.64 M.-W. (from the Catalogue); cf. schol.D on Od. 19.432="Pherecydes of Athens,
FGrHist 3 ¥ 120, and Hyg. Fab. 200.

70 Merkelbach’s supplement (in form of a handwritten notein Schober’s dissertation) was
based on the €[ of the disegni and is now confirmed by the emergence of the next letter in
the papyrus, which is clearly a rho. Cf. supra n.61.

1 Hes. fr.50 M.-W. The reference in De Pietate does not help in answering the question
which of the two hexametrical couplets quoted in schol. Pind. Pyth. 3.14 [II 64, 11ff Drach-
mann] should be assigned to the Catalogue; cf. J. G. Frazer on Apollod. Bibl. 3. [118] 10,3
(vol. II p.13 n.5).

72 Schol. Ap.Rhod. 4.1490/9= Alex.Polyh., FGrHist 273 ¥ 30; Jacoby ad loc. compares
schol.D on Od. 19.432="Pherecydes of Athens, FGrHist 3 ¥ 120, which is also derived from
the Catalogue (supra n.69). Cf. Paus. 10.16.5, and Ant.Lib. Met. 30.1.

3 Hes. fr.215-16 M.-W.

¢ Apollod. Bibl. 3. [111] 10,1.

75 Paus. 9.37.4; cf. schol. Ar. Nub. 508=Charax, FGrHist 103 ¥ 5.

76 Hes. fr.185 M.-W. (P.Oxy. 2496 and 2497 fr.i; P.Mil. Vogl. 204). Aorpnidoc is fully extant
only in P.Oxy. 2497 fr.i,8.
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The discussion of lines 9-14 has been postponed, because the repro-
duction of line 12 in the disegni is incorrect and extremely misleading,
and has proved to be a serious obstacle for all previous editors.”?
Schober, in an attempt to make sense of it, took up a suggestion of
Philippson and interpreted the passage as a reference to the fight be-
tween Apollo and Idas for Marpessa, in which Idas was the victor.?
But Schober was carried away by his own imagination; he reconstruc-
ted a sentimental love-story, markedly different from the Homeric
original, and phrased it in a rather peculiar Greek: Apollo approached
the girl he desired, but gave up his evil attempt in frustration as soon
as he discovered that he had a rival (rwe cov, according to Schober);
Homer’s version, on the other hand, is more in keeping with the basic
rules of behavior in the Heroic Age: that the issue be decided by a
fierce duel between the two antagonists. In dealing with these and
similar liberties taken by some editors of Philodemus, one feels com-
pelled to emphasize that any tampering with isolated pieces of an-
cient evidence, mythographical or otherwise, is hardly a convincing
and very rarely a successful means of textual criticism.

After inspection of the papyrus, we now stand on much firmer
ground than previous editors. As it turns out, their apparent failure
resulted not so much from their inability to cope with the textual
problems presented by the erroneous transcript of line 12 in the di-
segni as from an intriguing inconsistency in the very content of this
whole disputed passage, for which the ancient author himself must
be held responsible. The immediate conclusion to be drawn from the
" revised text of line 12 as it now stands is that the substance of lines 9-
12 is basically identical with a marginal note added by another and
rather cursive hand below the preceding column (P.Herc. 243 II) and
only partly preserved.” The occurrence of the key-words“Opunpoc and

77 See supra n.59. The disegnatori misread three letters out of seven, a score far below
their average performance.

78 1. 9.557. The refined version of that story (schol.BT ad loc.=Simonides PMG 58 [563];
cf. schol.D [B] ad loc., and Apollod. Bibl. 1. {60] 7,8f), according to which Zeus himself put
an end to the fighting and allowed Marpessa to choose the lover she liked best, is clearly
secondary (cf. RE 14 [1930] 1916f).

9 The marginal note in P.Herc. 243 II (see critical apparatus on P.Herc. 243 II1 9-12 above,
and supra n.58) was adduced as evidence in the ill-considered attempt by scholars earlier
this century to identify traces of a manus Philodemi in Herculanean papyri; for a history and
criticism of this vain romanticism see G. Cavallo, “Un secolo di ‘paleografia’ ercolanese,”
Cronache Ercolanesi 1 (1971) 16 n.41.
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vmepHov®® in both the marginal note and the text of lines 9-12 estab-
lishes an allusive but unmistakable reference to two passages in the
Iliad in which the amorous adventures of Ares and Hermes are men-
tioned; the location of each rendezvous is in the women’s quarters.8!
The two Homeric passages referred to seem to fit in nicely with the
general argument of P.Herc. 243 III in that they enumerate instances
of a god falling in love with a mortal woman; however, they could
hardly be considered to offer illustrations relevant to the specific con-
text in Philodemus, because they lack the connection with Apollo
and would therefore unduly interfere with the homogeneous charac-
ter of the catalogue of Apollo’s mistresses. And yet the intrusive
reference to Homer could well have been occasioned by a confusion
on Philodemus’ part, who vaguely recalled the Homeric passages and
erroneously transferred the location év dmepgew to one of Apollo’s love
affairs.82 This conspicuous flaw in Philodemus’ account did not escape
some ancient scribe or student of our text, who adopted an unusual
means of critical annotation to caution other prospective readers: he
bracketed the puzzling sequence of lines 9-12 by marking it off with
what could be best described as an angle-shaped paragraphos, cer-
tainly of his own invention. The purpose of the corresponding mar-
ginal note must have been to point out the author’s inconsistency
rather than to correct some scribal error.83

Be that as it may, a definite restoration of the content of lines 9-12
is hardly possible, because the marginal note, which alone would have
provided the final clue, is incomplete. And there remains the even
more baffling problem of lines 13-14, which should either be the
direct continuation of lines 9-12 or, if this latter section was to be

deleted completely, should be syntactically linked with the infinitive
in line 8.

80 The term dmep@ov (or -@a), apparently borrowed from Homer by Philodemus, con-
tinued to be used in Attic, Hellenistic and later Greek; the most characteristic examples
are Lys. 1.22 (cf. 1.9), Men. Sam. 232, and Lollianos, Phoinikika in P.Oxy. 1368 verso 54f.

8171, 2.513fF (wapbévoc . . . Smepdiiov elcovaBica) and 16.184f elc Smepd’ dvaBac maperéfaro
Adfpy | ‘Eppelac, first recognized by Biicheler, op.cit. (supra n.29) 516=583.

82 M. Gigante, Cronache Ercolanesi 1 (1971) 66, has drawn attention to a similar slip of the
mind in Phld. Rhet. IV col.vi 15: “per errore viene dato Zrédavoc nome del figlio di Tuci-
dide di Melesia come del padre.”

83 The angular paragraphoi which occur three times in P.Herc. 1021 at the very bottom of
a column, apparently to mark the end of misplaced passages, are different in size, shape
and function; see Academicorum Philosophorum Index Herculanensis ed. S. Mekler (Berlin
1902) p.x, and W. Cronert’s addendum in Hermes 38 (1903) 367.
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TexT VI
N 243 IV (HV? 40 upper fragment) 3-12 (p.12 G.)

[ el-
4 7d 7e ["Adpodiry
av]ac[yivrrwce épdy

Restoration A:34 Restoration B:34
avfpd[mwy, Tod *Abd- 6 avfpd[rwy e *Add-
mdo[c dic pév ’Avripa- ndd[c docw ’Avripc-
xoc kai [I[avdaccic 8 xoc kol IT[avdeccic
kol *Emplevidne kol kol *Emplevidnc, dc
mAelovc &A[Aot, Tob Sé 10 mAelove dA[Aor ki
’A'yxe[{co_]v [&c “Opnpoc ’Ayxe[fc:]—v. ["Ounpoc 8¢
ol ‘Hcio[8dc daciv. 12 rei “Heio[86c dacw

KT,

3-4 Philippson, Hermes 55 [1920] 248. 5 Philippson, coll. P.Herc. 243 V 7f avouc-
xv[rwc épd]|cac. 67 Henrichs (A), Philippson (B). 7-8 *Avriua]|xoc Vogliano
ap. Antimachusfr.102 Wyss: (cf. fr.102 West) KaA\ipe]| xoc Philippson (cf. Pfeiffer
ad Callim. fr.783). 8 C. Robert ap. Philippson coll. Apollod. Bibl. 3. [183] 14,4 =
Panyassis fr.25 Kinkel. 9-10 The underlined letters are identical with a sovra-
posto in P.Herc. 243 I 18-19. 9 Henrichs: emu[ P.Herc. 243 11 18, omA[ N 243 11
18, emol[ N 243 IV 9. 10 Philippson (A), Schober (B): mAetovcad[ N 243 IV 10,
Jetoucad[ P.Herc. 243 11 19, Newovca] N 243 I 19. 11 *Ayye[icolv Gomperz/
Philippson-Henrichs (A), Schober (B). 12 Philippson: 7cA[ N.

The above passage, most of which is transmitted by the Neapolitan
disegni only, is taken from a context devoted to goddesses like Aphro-

&4 Translation: (A) “Furthermore, (they say) that Aphrodite engaged in shameless love
with mortal men, with Adonis according to (dic . . . ¢acw) [Antijmachus, P[anyassis], Epi-
menides and many others, with Anchises according to [Homer] and Hesiod.” (B) ... ac-
cording to [Antilmachus, P[anyassis] and Epimenides, according to many others also with
Anchises.” With regard to their content, the two alternative restorations differ in lines 10-
12 only: in version A (based on Philippson’s punctuation), the series of authors attesting to
Aphrodite’s love for Adonis is continued by the anonymous group of mAelove &\ot, and
[Homer] (Hymn.Hom.Ven. 53ff) and Hesiod (Theog. 1008ff) are quoted as witnesses for An-
chises being her other favorite; in version B (Schober’s punctuation), the mAefove &Moc
would be the sole authority for the case of Anchises, whereas [Homer] and Hesiod would
be adduced as evidence for Demeter’s love of Iasion, the next example in Philodemus’ list
(cf. Od. 5.125F, Theog. 9691f).
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dite and Demeter who loved mortals.85 The section presented here is
that concerning Aphrodite and was so identified by Philippson, whose
restoration of it is perhaps his capital contribution to the text of De
Pietate.

Despite all the ingenuity which Philippson and other scholars lav-
ished on this text, they were outwitted by the dual but incongruous
transmission in which the text of the crucial line 9 has come down to
us in the disegni. After the disegnatori had copied fragment 243 IV,
they had to destroy it, as usual, in order to get down to the next layer
of writing. But luckily, a small residue comprising lines 9-16 of the
upper text survived destruction and remained as a sovraposto on top
of the lower. This lower text happened to be P.Herc. 243 1I, which is
extant not only in the disegni but also in the original papyrus.#¢ Con-
sequently lines 9-10 of fr.243 IV were copied twice, first in their
original position and then as sovraposto in the transcript of P.Herc.
243 1187 These two copies of lines 9-10 are identical with the exception
of five letters preceding the lacuna in line 9, which were read as emoA[
in N 243 IV 9, but as omA[ in the sovraposto on N 243 II 18. The name
of the poet to which this sequence of letters refers was conjectured to be
Ejuol[moc] by G. Schmid®® and ‘Hgiod[oc] by Philippson;®® both re-
storations are a far cry from those letters that are substantially the
same in both copies. The correct name is’ Emu[evidnc]. This could have
been easily guessed on the basis of the misreading OITIAA[ (in N 243
II 18) for EIIIM][, the original sequence of letters which I was able to
verify upon collation of P.Herc. 243 IL.%°

Although there is no way of deciding which of the two alternative

88 Cf. Hyg. Fab. 233 Quae immortales cum mortalibus concubuerunt. (The catalogue that
followed this title is lost.)

8¢ Incidentally, the survival of part of fr.243 IV as sovraposto in P.Herc. 243 II proves that
in the original arrangement of the text 243 II must have preceded 243 IV (with several
columns intervening, only one of which is extant as P.Herc. 243 III), and that the individual
fragments were numbered in reverse order after they had been detached from this specific
segment of the original roll (i.e. the highest number was assigned to the fragment which
had been recovered first).

87 The sovraposto was recognized as such by G. Schmid, “Philodemea,” Jahresb. d. St.
Katharinenschule (Petersburg 1885) (non vidi).

88 Sypra n.87. Cf. N 433 IV (HV? II 59; p.31 G.) 4f xara [3¢] | rov Edpodn[ov]=Musaeus,
Vorsokr. 2 B 12.

89 Philippson, Hermes 55 [1920] 248=Hes. fr.139 M.-W. (fragmentum falsum, see supra n.2).

0 In an attempt to recover the underlying text I removed part of the sovraposto. A de-
tailed account of how much of the sovraposto was left when I examined the papyrus will be
given in the final edition.
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supplements in line 7f is the right one, Antimachus or Callimachus,
the name of Antimachus seems to provide better company for Pan-
yassis (cf. fr.25 Kinkel) and Epimenides, who follow. That Epimenides,
who is referred to several times in De Pietate,®! should have men-
tioned Adonis as a favorite of Aphrodite in his Theogony or in one of
the other poems ascribed to him is hardly surprising, for he is re-
ported to have also included the similar case of Endymion.??

Removal of sovraposti
Text VII
P.Herc. 1428 fr.23=N 1428 fr.23 (HV2 11 7; p.73 G.)

Schober’s version: Revised text:93

——————————— Vel .I» évde

évavlrio[Aoyi[ac det- 3 [...J.[.. Tl Jol Jeoree
viorar[c]: év >Abnvi (sic) [716 v pév *Abnvav
yép $lnclw elvor Tov [$lpdvnecw elvou, oy
Alie 76p, voiv | e 6 [A)ix 8¢ vodv.  év
ve_dic <év> *Evkwpiw| 8¢ roic "Evkwpuiowc
7OV Oedov m_p T&v Qeov wp-

...ovca Kol 9 moMa Scor kol pf ]

MARGIN MARGIN

The previous example (TExT VI) was one of the rare instances in
which a sovraposto is instrumental in constituting the text of a given
fragment; we happened to know the original location of the sovra-
posto and were thus able to make efficient use of the letters preserved
on it. More often, however, the very opposite holds true: most of the
sovraposti being of small size and of rather disintegrating condition,

91 See supra n.2.

2 Schol. Ap.Rhod. 4.57= Vorsokr. 3 B 14 *Empuevidnc 8¢ adrov (sc. *Evduvplova) mapa Beoic
SiarpiPovra épaclival ¢yt Tic “Hpac. iémep Aidc yademalvovroc aimicachou Sie mavroc xalbevdew
(cf. Lucian, Deor. Conc. 8 p.532, where Anchises, Tithonus, Endymion and Iasion [see supra
n.84] are enumerated as lovers of goddesses). The descent of Aphrodite from Kronos is re-
ferred to in Epimenides, Vorsokr. 3 B 19.

93 This fragment is not in the Oxonian disegni. The first two lines are lacking even in the
Neapolitan copies and are known through the papyrus only.
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they have practically no virtues of their own; all they tend to do is ob-
struct the access to and the reading of the letters which the editor can
expect to find beneath them. If the extremely delicate operation of
removing a sovraposto without damage to the underlying layer of
papyrus is carried out successfully he can hope to make substantial
headway and to throw fresh light on a text which was necessarily in-
coherent and incomprehensible before.

The above passage, with which we conclude our presentation of
Herculanean case histories, illustrates the benefit that can be derived
from the proper application of such papyrological surgery. This text
is another fragment from the catalogue of philosophers discussed
before (cf. supra Texr III). It was ascribed to Theophrastus by Gom-
perz, who based his ascription on the occurrence of évkwplew Tév Bedv
in line 7f of the Neapolitan disegni; one book of *Eyxduic fedv is listed
by Diogenes Laertius in his catalogue of Theophrastus’ works.?4
Philippson and Schober, on the other hand, decided that the fragment
should be ascribed to Heraclides Ponticus, although their restorations
of it differ.

The remaining doubts were removed together with the sovraposto.
Chance has it that Philippson all but found the correct text for lines
4-6 and that Schober here, of all places, preferred not to accept
Philippson’s restoration. The latter’s text, though ascribed to Hera-
clides, under whose name nothing of the kind is attested, runs as
follows: m[v plév *Abnpay ¢pd[vmclw elvau, Tov [8¢ Alie 7dp [rei] voiv.?

That someone had interpreted Athena as Phronesis and Zeus as
Nous is indeed consistent with the wording of the papyrus that
emerged after removal of the sovraposto. The mention of a book by
Theophrastus in line 7 proves beyond reasonable doubt that this
someone must have been Theophrastus.?® But the Theophrastean
interpretation—a notable anticipation of well-attested Stoic associa-

% Diog.Laert. 5.47 (first recognized by Gomperz [supra n.5] p.158, index of authors s.v.
Theophrast); ¢f. H. Usener, Analecta Theophrastea (Diss. Bonn 1858, Leipzig s.a.) 1-24. The
disegnatori misread the plural ’Eykwpuioiwc, which is clearly the reading of the papyrus.

95 Hermes 55 (1920) 370.

98 Each time a new philosopher is mentioned in P.Herc. 1428, the transition is marked by
a combination of diple and obelos (>>——) in the left-hand margin, set against the first two
lines of the ensuing section; the name of the philosopher is given first, the quotations
follow. The absence of both the marginal note and the name in P.Herc. 1428 fr.23 makes it
clear that we are dealing with the middle of a section, and the known book-title in line 7f
proves that this is the section concerning Theophrastus.
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tions®’—of Athena and Zeus as personifications of the rational prin-
ciple of the universe was not taken from the *Eyxduc (rédv) Oedv
mentioned in line 7, but from another of his works, the title of which
was given after the spatium in line 2f.%8

None of the attested titles is fully reconcilable with the traces of ink
in line 3. The only title worthy of consideration is the T@v wept 76
feiov {cTopie in six books,?® the exact content of which is not known;
the latter part of this title could indeed give the impression of re-
sembling very much the letters in the papyrus.1?® But apart from the

97 The equations propagated by Theophrastus presuppose a pre-Stoic allegorization of
the birth of Athena from the head of Zeus. The key passage for the later Stoicinterpretation
is a long quotation from Diogenes of Babylon’s ITepi ijc *Afqvéc in De Pietate (cf. Cic. Nat.D.
1.41): P.Herc. 1428 col.ix 6-x 8 (p.83f G.)=SVF Il Diogenes 33= Dox.Graec. 549f (the follow-
ing text is based on the extant papyrus and both the Oxford and Naples disegni): Todro yap
Aéylelcfae 76 “éx Tijc xepariic’ xai ‘Zeve dppny Zeve 8fAvc’ (cf. Orph. fr.21a and 168; P.Derveni
[Pack? 2465a] at R. Merkelbach, ZPapEpigr 1 [1967] 21, esp. 23f, where Moipa is interpreted
as ¢pdvmcic Tod didc). Tivac 8¢ TdY ZTwik@v Pdckew STt TO yepovidv v Ti kepadfy: pdvmey yalp]
elvar, 810 xal Migrw kodeicOou. Xpdaimmov (SVFII 910, cf. 908-09) & & 7du crif[fer 76 1fyepovenov
[€ltven xaxet v [’ AGIvay yeyovéval $lpdvmey oficav, 7éu 8¢ T[Ty dwriy éx Tiic xepadfic éxxpivechu
Myew éx ijc keda[Alijc, oo d¢ “Heaic[Tov] §[Jom -rg';}vg 2ived ) ppdimcic. xal *Abnvéy pév ofov
A0 plnvév elpijcfos, Tprrwlvida 8¢ xai Tpir[oyélveiay dia 70 Tv Ppdimewy éx Tpidv cuvecTnrévar
ASywv, Tdy ducik@v kal Ty [§]0ikd[v] Kai 7@v doyikdv. xal [T]ac dAac 8 adrij[c] mplolenyopiac
kol T& dopiuare pdla karaypicwe T dpoviicer cuvoukeroi. For similar but later passages see
Pease’s commentary on Cic. Nat.D. 1.41 (supra n.37).

98 The exact parallel in Cic. Nat.D. 1.35 is too summary to throw much light on the text
of De Pietate, whereas the latter is of considerable help in understanding Cicero, who writes:
nec vero Theophrasti inconstantia ferenda est ; modo enim menti divinae (v.1. divinum, see below)
tribuit principatum, modo caelo, tum autem signis sideribusque caelestibus. Cicero’s principatus is
a translation of the Greek term +jyeponndv (Cic. Nat.D. 2.29, and Pease ad loc.; cf. the juxta-
position of #yepovicdv and Athena-Phronesis in the Stoic allegorization quoted supra n.97).
There can be little doubt that Theophrastus identified the Nous of Zeus and the Phronesis
of Athena (mens divina in Cicero) with what became later known as sjyeuovixov 705 xdcuov
(Diog.Laert. 7.139). Therefore the variant reading divinae in Nat.D. 1.35, offered by some
‘inferior’ Mss and known to Minucius Felix (Oct. 19.9) but rejected by Pease, must be the
right one (I am unconvinced by J. Beaujeu’s innovation, who in his edition of Minucius
Felix [Paris 1964] substituted divinum for the divinae of the mss). The revised text of P.Herc.
1428 fr.23 proves that Cicero’s summmary of the Theophrastean theology is based on quota-
tions from at least two of the lost works of Theophrastus. O. Regenbogen, RE Suppl. 7
(1940) 1511, who thought otherwise, did not take into account the identification suggested
by Gomperz (supra n.94).

9 Dijog.Laert. 5.48 Tav (om. cod.Laur. 69,13 ante corr.) mepi 76 feiov icroplac 1-6; Usener,
op.cit. (supra n.94) 17, compared Damascius, Princ. 124 (supra nn.28 and 33) and concluded,
unconvincingly, that Eudemus of Rhodes could well be the real author of this book.

100 This line reads in the Neapolitan disegni as follows: [ 8 litt. Jro[ Joy[, ] Mario
Arman, who was commissioned by Dom. Bassi to re-collate all that was extant of P.Herc.
1428 in the summer of 1915 and who examined fr.23 on May 22, was no longer able to verify
these letters, as is shown by his comment “TIO . . . OI'I caduti” jotted in the margin of the
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disadvantage, hardly encouraging for any editor, that only an adapted
form of the transmitted title would fit the traces in the papyrus, it
would be more in keeping with the standard system of reference
adopted in P.Herc. 1428 to have, in addition to the title of the work by
Theophrastus, the number of the book from which this particular
reference was taken.*®* The available space in the papyrus is obviously
too short to accommodate a combination of title and book number.
One hesitates to cut the Gordian knot by postulating the unattested
title * Evovriodoyion,192 which would be more appropriate for a treatise
on logic than for a work dealing with godsand theology. Whatever the
title, there is no doubt that we can add one more fragment, for all its
brevity a self-contained whole, to the great number of disiecta membra
from Theophrastus’ lost writings which still await collection in a
modern edition.

The preceding examples, by no means exhaustive, will have shown
that the text of De Pietate as constituted by Gomperz, Philippson and
Schober can be improved upon by making full use of the extant papy-
rological evidence and by applying a variety of editorial techniques.
This result, promising though it may appear, should not delude any-
one into unwarranted optimism. It remains a fact, now more sub-
stantiated than ever before, that with most of the text of De Pietate
being transmitted through an utterly unreliable tradition which is

original disegno. All I could read under the binocular microscope are the letters printed
above in the revised text. A combined version of papyrus plus disegno could partly be re-
conciled with an abbreviated form of the transmitted title such as é& 8¢, . 3 [ .Ir
c‘_c[f]oec'acc (rho having been misread as gamma), although something like raic felaic would

hardly fit the remaining traces. That such abbreviated titles of works by Theophrastus
existed in later antiquity is shown by @eddpacroc év raic edrvyiac (Stob. Ecl. 2.6.14) instead
of év roic Ilepl edrvylac (Diog.Laert. 5.47), and by Oedppacroc év Toic mpdroic xarpoic (Sud.
« 4101; Apostolius 3.80) instead of év & ITepi xaupdv & (Diog.Laert. 5.50); cf. Usener, op.cit.
(supra n.94) p.9,5 and 12,6.

101 p Herc. 1428 fr.22 lines 10-12 (p.72 G.) map’ *Apicroréder 8 év 7éde rpirewe Ilepi drhocodlac
(fr.26 Rose); P.Herc. 1428 col.iv 13ff (p.77 G.) ki Xpvc[Jnamoc . . . €y 7dt mpds{t}[ren Iepi
fealv (SVFII 1076); P.Herc. 1428 col.vi 16f (p.80 G.) év 8¢ i Sevrép[ewr] sc. ITepi fecov (SVF1
539 and II 1078); P.Herc. 1428 col.vii 21f (p.81 G.) év 8¢ 7 Tpirwr sc. Ilepi ¢iicewc (SVFII
636). There is, however, an exception to that rule in P.Herc. 1428 fr.20 (p.71 G.) [év Toic]
Bevopd[vlro[c *Amopvnluove[v]ualav], a reference to Mem. 4.3.13f.

102 [&yaviro[AJoyi[ac] in the sense of ‘inconsistency’ was first proposed by Schober, who
reconstructed the following context: [‘Hpaxdeldov 8¢ Ta cvyypdupara mivra pecrd écrwv
évavlrio[Aoyi[ac Sewlordry[c], obviously modelled on Cic. Nat.D. 1.34 Ponticus Heraclides
puerilibus fabulis refersit libros, and 1.35 nec vero Theophrasti inconstantia ferenda est. We now
know that Schober’s approach was wrong.
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often beyond our control, the textual critic is confined within dan-
gerously narrow limits, and that the future edition, like its predeces-
sors, is bound to produce to a large extent hardly more than
unsatisfactory patchwork.103

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
November, 1971

103 ApDENDUM TO Pp. 75 n.21 supra. For the scholiastic use of peredapBdvew G. Giangrande
refers me to K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Homericis® (Leipzig 1882) 19-21. Cf. J. Baar, Index
gu den Ilias-Scholien. Die wichtigeren Ausdriicke der grammatischen, rhetorischen und dsthetischen
Textkritik (ed. G. Walser, Deutsche Beitrdge gur Altertumswissenschaft XV, Baden-Baden
1961) 112 s.v.

ADDENDUM TO Pp.86 n.54 supra: L. Lehnus, in a critical note forthcoming in ZPapEpigr
9, argues convincingly that the revised text of Pindar fr.80 (supra Text IV) must be the
exordium of a hymn to Cybele and should not be connected with fr.95.

Finally, I wish to thank the anonymous referee for an acute observation.



