ORPHIC FRAGMENT 226 KERN
(ap. Clem. S#rom. V1, 17, 1 Stihlin)

EoTw T0wg oyt T Gava'rog [} vdan(o‘)aw a,uotﬁn T,
& & 'v'éarog (ne/le) %) yaia, T0 & éx yalag wdiw Fdwe,
&x ToD On yuyn) Aov aibépa dAidagovoa.

1) iotwe Gerhard.

2) dotéwv Casaubon, agn. A.D. Knox.

3) moAddv A, corr. Toup.

4) & ci. Gulick.

1) yoxn L, corr. Sylburg.

2) mwéhe suppl. West: uéy suppl. Hermann.



360 Miszellen

This is the text as recently printed by M.L. West (Early Greek Philo-
sophy and the Orient, Oxford, 1971, p. 150).
(1) Bywater took duotfr] to be an intrusive gloss. I think he was right.
However, his own reading:
ZoTw T0wg pvyijt Odvatog, (yvyn) & Sédrecow [duotfi]

is not likely, since the idea ‘soul is death for watet’ is gratuitous (see below).
(2) Since the Orphic fragment is a late imitation of Heraclitus’ fr. 66
Marcovich (= 22 B 36 Diels-Kranz), which reads:
poymaw Odvatog Fowg yevéobar,
vdati 8¢ Odvazog yipy yevéobar
& ijc 0¢ Vdwo yiverau,
8¢ Pdarog 6 wuyrj,

it becomes clear that the word which the intrusive gloss duotfi} had ousted
was paia. Thus read:

dotw Fdwp vyt Odvatog, ¥’ $ddrea{a)e {O¢ yaia') [duoipn], where x’
90drecar 8¢ yaia corresponds to Heraclitus’ ¥date d¢ Odvatos yiy yevéobar.
West’s supplement néAe cotresponds perfectly to Heraclitus’ yiverar.
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